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Case Study: Avila

The main objective of this case study is fo evaluate the quality of the cultural offer of

the city of Avila.

The team of the Universidad Autonoma de Madrid has structured the study on the
whole city, and on some of the specific elements that constitute this offer: the Avila's
Wall, the Province Museum (Museo Provincial) and the Mysticism Museum (Centro de

Interpretaci—n del Misticismo).
The surveys have been conducted between February and September 20085.
There have been used 7 surveys.

We have worked with 7 techniques: questionnaires, self-distributed questionnaires,
multiple answer questionnaires, in-deep interviews, focus-groups, meaning maps and

scales of preferences.

The total sample was 390 subjects.

The whole city
The evaluation of the whole city’'s cultural offer quality aimed to the following
objectives:

A. Define a detailed real visitor profile, including his habits and preferences in terms

of trips and visits to places of tourist interest.

B. Check the previous knowledge and the mental representation of the city, both in

the case of real, actual visitors, and in the case of potential visitors.

C. Detect the link between residents and the tangible heritage of the city, to identify

the elements that are regarded as most typical and representative of it.

D. Identify the impacts of Tourism on the city and the integration of Tourism, Culture

and Teaching.



Objective A - Real Visitor Profile

Survey 1, Visitor Profile

Sample: 118 subjects

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews

conducted by the personnel of Avila's Visitor Centre.

Profile: There is a 55,9% of adults of age comprised between 25 and 39 years; there is a
27,1% of adults between 40 and 64 year; and there is a 10,2% of young people
between 19 and 24 years. Regarding the Instruction level, it is rather high, with a 58,5%
of people with university studies, and a 28% of subjects that have finished high school.
Concerning the occupation, 45,8% of the subjects are employees, and 20,3% are
medium managers. Regarding the provenance, 24,6% of the subjects come from the
Eastern regions (Aragdn, Cataluna, Valencia, Murcia, Baleares), 20,3% come from the
area of Madrid, 16,9% come from the northern regions (Galicia, Asturias, Cantabria, Pais
Vasco, La Rioja), 8,5% from Andalucia, 7,6% from the two Castillas, 5,9% from the rest of

Europe and 14,4% of non-European tourists.

Survey design: nine open and semi-directed questions about different aspects of the

visit to Avila.

Know the city: 75,4% of the subjects is visiting Avila for the first fime.

Question 1: Reason of the visit

76,3% of the subjects visit Avila for Tourism, “to know the city” is the most frequent
answer. More specific aspects, as Culture or Religion, motivate just 3,4% and 2,5%

respectively. 5,1% visits the city for study reasons.
Question 2: Willing to visit something in special

55,9% of the subjects didn’t came to Avila with the intention of visiting something in
special. Of the remaining 44,1%, almost the half of the subjects are specially inferested
in visiting the Wall, and only 12% of the total is interested in visiting the Cathedral,

followed by 10% of people interested in places related to Santa Teresa.



Question 3: Visit planning schedule

29.,7% of the subjects have planned the visit since a week or less. 14,4% have planned
since between one and two weeks. 22% plans their trip since between three and four

weeks. 16,1% plans the visit since between one and six months.
Question 4: Visit organisation habits

The visit to Avila isn't perceived as a particularly challenging experience, since 41,5% of
visitors doesn’'t need to organise the trip. 24,6% prepares the visit using Internet, and

16,9% asks for help to friends and family.
Question 5: Visits to other places

50,8% of Avila's visitors will visit only this city. Of this percentage, 37,7% proceeds from
the area of Madrid, and 15% from the two Casgtillas, and the same from the northern

regions.

The remnant 49,2% of tourists arrive to Avila following a circuit through other cities. Of
this partial percentage, 58,6% go to Segovia, 41,4% go to Salamanca, 19% go to
Toledo, 19% to Madrid and 19% to other cities of Castilla y Le—n region. 12,1% go to the
region of Extremadura. It is quite frequent that these cities are combined in several
circuits. The most common include Salamanca, Segovia and Avila. It is also frequent the
inclusion of other cities of Castilla y Le—n region. Generally speaking, the tourist more
eager to plan circuits are those from the eastern regions of Spain (approximately 40% of
the partial percentage), followed by those coming from the south and from the north of
the country (17% each). While the tourist from the eastern regions seem to prefer short
circuits, of no more than two or three cities, those from the southern regions seem to

prefer longer circuits.
Question é: Transport

66,1% of visitors come to Avila with their own vehicle, 22,9% uses train and 9,3% prefer

bus.
Question 7: Length of stay

Half of the subjects come just to spend the day in the city, 31,4% spend one night and

8,5% stay three days.



Question 8: Accommodation
55,7% of the stays are in Hotels, 18,6% in hostels and 8,6% in Parador.
Question 92: Shopping

60,2% of visitors will buy something. Of this percentage, 47,1% will choose souvenirs and

what they consider typical of the city, while 27,1% will buy regional food-products.

Conclusions

The main reason for visiting Avila is tourism in general, without evidences of relevant
cultural or religious aspects. The greatest part of visitors come for the city in general,
and almost 1/5 for the Wall. The visit is usually planned, but mostly with less than one
month before (and 30% of visitors prepare the visit in less than one week). 41% of the
subjects hasn't prepared the visit nor the stay (and will not spend the night in the city),
while 1/4 prepares the frip using Internet. Half of the visitors are following a circuit that
includes particularly cities of Castilla y Le—n region. The car is the transport of 66% of the
tourists, while 23% use the train. Half of the visitors come just to spend the day, and only
1/3 stays the weekend in the city; 56% of overnight stays are in Hotel. Souvenirs and

typical food are the favourite shopping items.

Objective B - Previous knowledge and image of the city among real and

potential visitors

Survey 1, Visitor Profile, Question 10

The sample, technique and profile of this survey are the same as the previous section.

Survey Design: one open question about the image of the city among its real, actual

visitors.

Question 10: Elements typical or representative of Avila



68,6% of the tourists of Avila believe that the most typical of the place is its defensive
Wall. On the other hand, 8,5% think that the most representative feature of the city is

Santa Teresa and the places or elements related to her.

Regarding the second element most typical or representative of Avila, we have to
remark that 30,5% didn’'t answer the question. The valid answers assign this position to
Santa Teresa and elements or places related to her (20,3%), and to the Cathedral
(19,5%), followed by the Wall (10,2%) and by the churches and convents of the city in
general (6,8%).

Finally, concerning the third element most typical or representative of Avila we find a
confuse situation. This is in part due to the low rate of answers (40,7% valid answers). Out
of this valid percentage, 25% consider that the third symbol of the city are its churches
and convents, 18,7% assign this place to the Cathedral, 16,7% to Santa Teresa and the
places related to her, another 16,7% to the monuments of the city (including the Wall),

and 12,5% to local regional cuisine.

Survey 4/B, Prototypicity of the offer

Sample: 14 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following

results are to be considered just tendencies.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews
conducted by the personnel of the Wall, the Centro de Interpretaci—n del Migticismo
and the Museo de ¢vila. Af the beginning this survey was attached to the Survey 2, as
second page; they were distributed at the beginning of the visit, and collected at the
end. However it was noticed that many subjects answered only survey 2, ignoring
survey 4/B, and subsequently it was decided to distribute both surveys separately. When

alone, survey 4/B was distributed indifferently at the beginning or at the end of the visit.

Profile: The visitors studied in this survey are real visitors, as those who answered to survey
1; however, while the subjects of survey 1 answered before visiting the city, the subjects
of survey 4/B already had a direct contact with the streets, monuments and people of

the city. Because of this circumstance it is expected to detect a more realistic image of

Avila.



71% of the subjects are adults of an age comprised between 25 and 39 years, 21% are
adults between 40 and 64 years old. The instruction level is medium-high, with 50% of
people with university studies, and a 21% that have finished high school. Concerning
the occupation, 57% are employees, 14% are medium managers, 7% are executives,
and another 7% are students. Concerning the provenance, 50% come from the area of
Madrid and 14% from the two Cagtillas. The remaining subjects comes from the northern

and eastern regions of Spain.

Survey design: 5 open and semi-directive questions regarding different aspects of the

visit to Avila and the knowledge of the city’s cultural and heritage offer.
Question 1: Knowledge of the tangible and non tangible Avila's heritage

The best known elements of the cultural offer of this city are the Wall, the Cathedral, the
Santa Teresa Convent, and the Cuatro Postes hermit (known to 100%). The Museo de

¢ vila is known to 78% of the sample; ¢ vila en tapas(a gastronomic fair) and the
Mercado medieval (market of crafts and gastronomic products) are known to around
50%. The less known elements are the Ronda de leyendasand the Teatro en la muralla

(story-telling and theatre plays on the walls), known to less than 30%.

It is interesting fo remark that the San Vicente church, not included originally in the list of

elements of interest, is mentioned by 14% of the sample.
Question 2: Preferences

The tourist’s favourite heritage elements are the wall (57% place it in first position) and
the Cathedral (second place 36%, third place 21%). The answers are too scattered and
too little to identify other tendencies. Regarding the reasons of preference, the Wall is
associated to “Beauty”, to “representative of the city”, “well preserved” and “Views",
while the Cathedral is associated only to “Beauty”, “Monumental scale” and

“Culture/History™.
Question 3: Positive surprises

There seems to be nothing really surprising in the visit to Avila. The following four
elements appear mentioned only once, so they are not really significant: convents of

San José and Santo Tomds, Wall and Medieval Market.

Question 4: Deceiving experiences



There seems to be nothing particularly negative in the visit to Avila. The few negative
remarks refer to the Convent of Santa Teresa and to the Centro de Interpretaci—n del
Misticismo (because of the museography and communication, considered inefficient)

and the inadequate Museo de ¢ vila (because of the collection, considered poor).
Question 5: Avila's typical and representative

The Wallis clearly the element considered most typical and representative of the city,

by 93% of the sample.

In second place we find, both with 29%, the Cathedral and the monument richness of

the city in general. This is followed by everything related to Santa Teresa (14%).

Regarding the third place, the results are very scattered between the Cathedral, other
specific monuments and the monumentality of the city in general. We have to remark

that 36% of the sample didn’'t answer to this part of the question.

It is interesting fo notice how, compared with the results of Question 10, now there is a
shift in the positions of Santa Teresa and the Cathedral and other monuments. This
suggests that, while the visitor just arrived has an idea of the city strongly related to
Santa Teresa, the image of Avila of the tourist that has arrived some hours before and

has already begun his visit is related more to the built heritage.

Survey 6, Meaning Maps

Sample: 204 subjects

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews
conducted by the UAM team in Madrid.

Profile: 40,7% of subjects are adults of an age comprised between 25 and 39 years old.
22,5% are under 18 years old, 19,1% have an age comprised between 19 and 24 years
old, and 17,6% have an age comprised between 40 and 64 years old. Regarding the
Instruction level, 40,2% have 5-year university studies, or post-university studies, and
36,3% has 3-year university studies. 22,5% of the subjects has finished high school.
Concerning the occupation, 53,4% are employees, and 43,1% are students. Almost all
of the subjects reside in the area of Madrid, except 5,4% that resides in the territory of

the two Cagtillas.
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Survey design: a meaning map of New York city is shown to the subject, as an example.

The subject is asked to draw a similar map of the city of Avila.

Frequency: The idenftification and cataloguing of all the concepts that arise from the
task conveys into a global representation of the city made up of 77 elements. This
representation is very detailed, but not easy to use. A report such as this needs less
elements, so we have regrouped similar concepts (i. e. we have regrouped “Specific
monument” and “monuments in general” into a category comprehensive of both
elements: “Built Heritage”). After this operation of synthesis, we find that the most
remarkable category in the meaning map of Avila is that of “Built Heritage”, that
represents the 22% of the whole meaning map. This information is particularly interesting
if we consider that this category is slightly more important than the “Nature, landscape,
plein-air activities”, which is usually the most represented category, but here reaches
only the 21%. The third most important category in Avila's meaning map is “geographic
position” (13%). Other categories are “Culture, Art History” (12%), “Regional Cuisine”

(11%), “Religion” (6%) and “Traditions, folklore, country-life” (5%).

Looking more in detail the category “Culture, Art, History”, we can find elements related
with historic periods or former nations that ruled the city and the region: for instance,
the “Middle ages” appear in the whole survey 22 times; the element “Antiquity, before
Middle age” is cited 38 times. “Muslims” and “Re-conquest” are mentioned 7 times
each, while "Ancient Romans” appear 17 times. Other former nations, as the lberians,
Celts, Jews and Visigoths are quoted, in total, 14 times. This suggests that the pretended
identification of the city with the Middle Age and the Renaissance, assumed as a
guide-line for the enhancement of some parts of the city, can be actually a reductive
policy, that doesn’'t match the expectations of the potential public interested also in

other historic periods.

Concerning more in general the structure issues of the meaning map, we find that the
average Avila’'s meaning map is made of 11,03 elements. Generally speaking, people
under 18 years old, together with subjects with lower instruction level, mention less

elements (5 or 6), while older people and subjects with higher instruction level reach a

quite homogeneous level of elements (between 12 and 13).
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Depth: In the representation of the meaning map, each element is linked to the city
with a variable depth level, which is measured by the number of other elements placed
between them. If the depth is minimal, or in other words, if the element we are
analyzing is close to the centre of the meaning map, we will say that the depthis 1. If
there is an element between them, we will say the depthis 2, and so on. The nearest an
element is to the centre of the meaning map, the more relevant it is (in the opinion of
the subject). More in general, the maximum depth reached by the elements of a
meaning map suggest a higher complexity in the mental representations of different
kinds of subjects. If the meaning maps of a city are in average very complex and deep,
the offer and the marketing strategies should be more elaborate than the cases where

the average meaning maps are simple and not too deep.

If we analyse the potential tourists of Avila we can appreciate some remarks. The first,
obvious, is that the elements that can be considered as more specific are usually found
around some general element to which they are related, and they are usually rather far
away from the centre (i.e., consider the depth of such specific elements as “Literature”,
“History” or “Art”, with an average depth comprised between 1,72 and 1,78, and
compare it with the more general category “Culture”, placed at an average depth of
1,46). There is an interesting exception in the case of the Wall, which has to be
considered a very specific element, but is placed at an average depth of 1,58, almost
the same depth of such a generic element as “Built Heritage”. Regarding the levels of
complexity of the potential tourists, it is interesting to remark that the depth of the
meaning maps tends to be higher in the cases of subjects with higher level of instruction
(average of the maximum levels of depth reached by all the elements: 1,71 in persons
with primary instruction, 2,88 in subjects with 3-year university studies, and 3,37 in

subjects with 5-year university studies.

Links: in the meaning map of a city, each element can be related to one or more
elements. If an element is represented with many links it means that the subjects
attribute to this element a structural role in the offer of a city. As we saw before, talking
about the depth of the elements, the more generic elements have a higher number of
links than the more specific concepts (i.e., “economy in general” has an average of
2,73 links, while “cattle farming” has an average of only 1,16 links). For the average

visitor, the elements with higher structural relevance are (beside the previously

12



mentioned “economy in general”): the fact of being “capital of its province” (2,4 links),
the “Built Heritage, monuments in general (2,24), “Art” (2,19), “regional cuisine” (2,18),
Tourism (2,09), “Traditions and folklore™ (2,08) and “Culture” (2).

More in general, and similarly to what we have seen previously regarding the depth
issue, the links or branches of a meaning map show the complexity of the mental
representations of different kinds of subjects. We've found that the higher level of age
and/or studies of the subjects corresponds with more complex meaning maps of a city:
the average of the maximum number of links for each element is, in subjects under 18
years old and primary instruction, 1,7. On the other hand, in the case of adult people
with 3-year or 5-year university studies, the average of links is respectively 2,9 and 3,08.
We reach the same conclusions also if we take the average of all the links that structure
the meaning map of subjects with different profiles: if we take a person with primary
instruction we can see that the average number of links in his meaning map of Avila is
6,52 links, while in a subject with 3-year university studies the average rises to 15,43 links,

and in a subject with 5-year university studies it arrives to 16,43 links.
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Conclusions

This part of the study offers interesting and useful information about the previous
knowledge of Avila's Cultural Offer. A potential tourist has an image of Avila strongly
influenced by the presence of “built heritage” and “nature/landscape”. The city is also
associated to the concepts of Culture, Art and History, though their weight in Avila’s
whole representation isn’t partficularly relevant. Regarding the historic periods
associated to the city, we have to remark that the “Middle age” and “Renaissance”
are not the only periods in the mind of the potential tourists: they associate Avila also to
Celts, Iberians, Romans, Visigoths and Muslims. Finally, we have to remark the scarce
presence of “religion” in the meaning map of the place, with only a 6% of relevance,
below the expectations in a city like this, that promotes so much the characters of

Santa Teresa and San Juan, and the tradition of Mysticism.

Regarding real, actual tourists, we can make a difference between those that have just
arrived to Avila, and those that have already had the chance of visiting a part or all of
it. The first ones consider that the most typical element of the city is the Wall, followed
by the character of Santa Teresa, the Cathedral, the “built heritage in general” and the
regional cuisine. For the second kind of tourists, the most typical is still the Wall, however
in second place we don't find Santa Teresa, but the Cathedral and the “built heritage
in general”. This suggests a mismatch between the image that the city fries to give of
itself, and what the visitor appreciates when he visits its streets (the visiting experience is

more influenced by the monumental and heritage aspect of the city).

Another interesting information obtained by this survey is that the tourists that are visiting
the city do not know some of the activities conceived to improve the offer of the Wall
and increase the number of overnight stays (such as story-telling and theatre on the
Wall). The survey shows how there are other activities that are much more popular, such

as the medieval market and the “¢vila en tapas’ (regional cuisine fair).
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Objective C - Link between Residents and Heritage

Survey 4/A, Representativity, Cultural Identity

Sample: 6 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following results

are to be considered just fendencies.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews
conducted by the personnel of the Wall, the Centro de Interpretaci—n del Migticismo
and the Museo de ¢vila. Af the beginning this survey was attached to the Survey 2, as
second page; they were distributed at the beginning of the visit, and collected at the
end. However it was noticed that many subjects answered only survey 2, ignoring
survey 4/B, and subsequently it was decided to distribute both surveys separately. When

alone, survey 4/B was distributed indifferently at the beginning or at the end of the visit.

Profile: 80% of the interviewed adults have an age comprised between 25 and 64 years
old. The instruction level is high, all subjects have 5-year university studies. Regarding the
occupation, 66% are employees, and 17% are medium managers. 60% were born in the
area of the two Cagtillas, and the average number of years since they have spent living

in Avila is 24 years.

Survey design: 4 open and semi-directive questions about the knowledge, use and

preferences regarding the tangible heritage in the city.
Question 1: Heritage knowledge

All the elementsincluded in the list shown to the subjects seem to be well known.
Everybody has been in the Cathedral, at the Cuatro posteshermit, in the Wall, in the

Monasterio de la Encarnaci— andin San Pedro.
Question 2: Recent Visits (in the last year)

The less frequently visited place (visited by less than 20%) is the Monasterio de Santo
Tomis Regarding the other elements of the heritage offer, they have all been visited in
the last year by 80% or 100% of the sample. Concerning the reasons of the visits, the

subjects do not give too many explanations. The most frequent reason is the “Interest
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for Culture and History of Avila”; another reason that can be found is that of being
“Representative/typical of the city”; some other, less mentioned reasons, are “Pleasure”
(referred to the Hermit of Sonsoles and to the Monasterio de San Jose, “To remember”
(Monasterio de la Encarnaci—n), “Views” (Wall), “show to family and friends (Cuatro
postes), “State of conservation” (Cathedral) and Curiosity (Centro de Interpretaci—n del
Misticismo).

Question 3: Preferences

It appears clearly that the favourite built heritage element in Avila is the Wall. In second
place there are the Cathedral, the convento de Santa Teresa, the church Santo Tomds
and the Cuatro posteshermit. Also the Sonsoles hermit seems to be particularly popular,
because half of the subjects would finish there a visit of Avila, because of its beauty and

views.
Question 4: Representativity

As in the previous question, the Wall is perceived as Avila’s most representative tourist

offer, because it is the symbol of the city, and because of its beauty.

Since the sample is very little we can’t see clearly a second and third representative
elements, however we can say that residents consider representative of Avila the
Cathedral, the Centro de Interpretaci—n del Misticismo, the Cuatro Postes hermit, the

medieval market, the Regional Cuisine and the Celtic historical period.

Conclusions

The most beloved Avila's cultural offer elements are, first of all, the Walll, followed by the
Cathedral, the convento de Santa Teresa, the church of Santo Tomtsand the Cuatro
postes hermit. Regarding the most representative or symbolic elements of the city, we

find again the Wall.
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Objective D - Impacts of Tourism in the city and integration of Tourism, Culture

and Education

Focus Group A

Sample: 4 subjects.
Technigue: focus group recorded and transcribed.

Profile: The subjects live and work in Avila, in the tourism and cultural sectors (Hotels,

fravel agencies, city guides and museums).

Survey design: 5 issues related with Tourism, explained and debated under the

supervision of an UAM team moderator.
First issue: Impacts of Tourism

The impacts of Tourism in the city are all positive, in the opinion of the members of the
Focus Group. These impacts are a higher employ offer, and an improvement in
economies. The few negative impacts are indirect, and they are due to the
inadequate preparation of the city to the arrival of tourists (increased prices,
congestions in some areas, lack of frained personnel), or to the normal consequences
of the growth of any urban centre (traffic, increase in the rent and price of

apartments).
Second Issue: Good practices and bad practices

The main problems in Avila, according to the members of the Focus Group, are the lack
of associative practices in the business sector, and the reduced diversification of the
tourism offer of Avila. The offer is perceived as exclusively cultural (built heritage on one
side, and religion on the other side), and some of the members believe that it would be
interesting to foster also business tourism (congress, fairs...); however, not all agree with
this suggestion, some members think it would be better to concentrate the offer on the
culture-heritage areaq, improving it, and some other think it would be better to diversify

the offer.

Third Issue: Risk of prettification
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The members of the Focus Group are aware of this problem, and agree that Avila is at
risk, but they do not agree on the symptoms that would allow to detect that a city is

heading towards this problem.
Fourth Issue: Cultural Identity

The members of the Focus Group agree that the main reference in Avila’s cultural
identity and offer is the element Heritage-religion. Regarding the temporal coordinates,

this identity is placed in the Middle Age and the Renaissance.
Fifth Issue: Other suggestions

The members of the Focus Group suggested the following: to keep on and improve the
quality of the attention and services offered to the tourist; to create new infrastructures
and improve those already existing (specially parking areas and accommodation). To

maintain and improve the communication (urban signposts and events promotion), as

well as the cleaning of the city in strategic points.

Focus Group B

Sample: 2 subjects.
Technigue: Focus Group recorded and franscribed.

Profile: The members of the Focus Group live and work in Avila, in the education sector

(council of Education and Tourism school).

Survey design: 6 issues explained and debated under the supervision of an UAM team

moderator. The issues are the same as in the Focus Group A, plus some ofther that study

the integration of the cultural offer, tourism and education.
First Issue: Tourism Impacts

The subjects consider that tourism has positive effects for the administration, because it
facilitates the concession of European funds, and because of the increase of
investments in the city. The negative effects are the destruction of the heritage diversity
(caused by the violation of urbanism regulations), the increase in the price of the

houses, and the emergence of conflicts of interest.

Second Issue: Good practices and bad practices
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The members of the Focus Group mention only the bad practices that affect Avila and,
more in general, any city that invests in Tourism. These bad practices are the lack of
infrastructures (hotels), the bad relation between quality and price, the short-term
tourism strategies, the inadequate private investments, and the lack of prepared and

well trained personnel and staff.
Third Issue: Diversification of Avila's Tourism offer

The subjects think that the offer is well diversified and that it is growing, even if not too
quickly. There is the religious tourism (which needs to be fostered, but in terms of quality,
not quantity), there is the “Spanish language courses” tourism, the Rural tourism and the
business tourism (congress, fairs). The subjects do not agree whether it is better to invest
in further diversification, or to enhance the cultural offer, but the clear advantage of
the diversification is that the investments in rural tourism would be useful to restore and

enhance the province’s rich rural heritage.
Fourth Issue: Risk of prettification

The opinions diverge about Avila's level of risk, however the members of the Focus

Group specify that this risk is linked to the economic monopoly of tourism sector.
Fifth Issue: Cultural Identity

The subjects consider that there are not enough heritage elements to allow the
exploitation of identity issues different from that of Middle Age and Renaissance. On the
other hand, they admit that in Avila there is a traditional lack of interest towards

heritage diversity.
Sixth Issue: The cultural-educational offer in Avila

The members of the Focus Group recognize that the educational offer is insufficient,
non-coordinated and limited to the Natural sciences sector. The teachers and the
responsible of the educational programs are not aware of informal feaching methods,

and there are not accommodation infrastructures, or those existent are not adequate.
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Conclusions

The relationship between the Tourism Council and Avila's businessmen and enterprises
should be improved, promoting associative activities aiming to accomplish common

objectives more effectively.

It would also be interesting fo consider the possibility of investing more resources in the

diversification of the cultural offer, because the actual offer seems too concentrated in
the built heritage and religion issues. This monopoly is found also an Identity level: there
are some built heritage and thematic resources (i.e, the Roman remains or the remains

of Muslim domination) that appear clearly underexploited.

The information about cultural activities of tourist interest is considered insufficient and

inefficient.

Regarding the exploitation of cultural and heritage resources for educational purposes,

there is an alarming lack of specific offer and infrastructures.
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The cultural offer in detail

The evaluation of the quality of the specific cultural offer of Avila has considered three
elements: the Wall, the Centro de Interpretacion del Misticismo and the Museo de
Avila. This study has evaluated the individual visitors of the venues, and focuses on five

main objectives:

A. Level of expectations and previous knowledge of the audience regarding the

venue evaluated, before the visit.

B. Level of satisfaction, preferences, opinions and fidelisation of the audience about

the venue evaluated, after the visit.

C. Level of comprehension of the information and knowledge offered at the venue

evaluated.

D. Level of visibility of the venue evaluated, among the offer of the city (strategies of

marketing and communication).

E. Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the city’s offer, both from

the aesthetic and the cultural points of view.
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Case 1: Avila’s Wall

Objective A - Evaluate the level of expectations and previous knowledge of the

audience, before the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, first part

Sample: 11 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following

results are to be considered just tendencies.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews
conducted by the personnel of Avila’s Wall. The first part evaluates expectations and
previous knowledge, it is offered to visitors at the entrance and they are asked to
answer it before beginning the visit. The second part of this survey, on the second page,
evaluates the impact after the visit, and has to be answered at the end. The personnel
conducts this part of the interview, or collects the questionnaires, at the exit of the

Wall's circuit.

Profile: There is a 64% of adults of age comprised between 25 and 39 years old; there is
a 27% of adults of age between 40 and 64, and a 9% of young people between 19 and
24. The instruction level is high, with a 64% of people with 5-year university studies, 9% of
subjects with 3-year university studies, and 18% of people with secondary education.
Concerning occupation, 82% of the sample are employees, 9% medium managers
and another 9% students. Aimost all the subjects come from the centre of Spain (45%
from the area of two Cagstillas, and 36% from Madrid). The rest of the sample proceeds

from the northern and eastern Spanish regions.

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive questions about the expectations and

knowledge of the Wall, before the visit.
Question 1: Previous knowledge.

The most remarkable result is the consciousness that the Wall is the symbol of the city
(for 45% of the sample), followed by some notions about its history or cultural issues

related with the wall (for the 27% of the sample). Another aspect known by 18% of

22



visitors is that of the uses and function of this monument during all its history. Finally, 9%
of the subjects possess a detailed knowledge or the technical aspects and specific

characteristics of the Wall.
Question 2: Expectations of learning.

Visitors hope to learn four things after this visit: the history of the Wall (25% of the
sample), its use and function (20%), details and technical oddities about its building
(20%), and information about its state of conservation (15%). Only 5% hopes that the visit

will feach them the history of the city, and another 5% wants just to see nice views.
Question 3: Ideal Visitor.

Almost all the subjects agree that the Wall is a cultural offer appealing for all the people

in general.
Question 4: Reasons of the visit

There is a 73% interested in tourism in general, or specifically in built heritage. The

remaining 18% came only to relax.
Question 5: Depth of knowledge

Almost half of the sample declares to have general knowledge about walls and
medieval fortresses. There is a 36% which claims to know rather well the subject. Only 9%

admits to ignore absolutely the subject.
Question 46: Content expectations

36% of the visitors expect to find written info about fortifications and military architecture
in the Middle Age. On the other side there is 18% that believes that will get specific info
regarding Avila's Wall history. Finally, there is 9% that expects to find some educational

activity involving actors.
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Conclusions

The visitors of the Wall have some generic knowledge about the monument, but the
most important thing is that they recognize it is a symbol of Avila. The audience hopes
to learn more about history, use and oddities of the Wall, and they would like to know
written info about it and about fortifications and military medieval architecture in

general.

Objective B - Level of satisfaction, preferences, opinions and fidelisation, after

the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, second part

The sample, technique and profile of the survey are the same as in survey 2

/Expectations

Survey design: 5 open and semi-directive questions about the Wall and its impact, after

the visit.
Question 7: Valuation of the visit, in general and in particular

In a scale from 0 (very bad) to 3 (very good), the visit in general gets an average
valuation of 2,6. Regarding some specific aspects, the most satisfactory is the
information offered to the visitor (2,4), followed by the tfime-table (2,3), the access (2,1),
the lightning and the circuit (1,9) and the information sheet (1,7). The less popular

aspect is without any doubft the fee (1,2).
Question 8: Preferences

There is not a specific element preferred to the others. There are some aspects of the
construction that, all together, sum up the favourite features of 45% of visitors. The
remaining audience prefers the views (27%), the Wall in general (18%) and the state of

preservation (9%).
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Question 92: Problems

There is no evidence of important problems in the offer of the Wall, since 64% of visitors
declare satisfied of the experience. The remaining 36% would like better toilettes and

rest areas, and more information panels.
Question 11: Fidelisation

73% of the sample already knew the Wall from other visits. For 18% this is the second visit,
for another 18% it is the third, and the remaining 36 has come more than three times.
One of the most common reasons to repeat the visit is “to learn more about the Wall”
(27%). Other reasons are “pleasure”, “to show it to friends or relatives” or “to

remember”.
Question 12: Activities

36% of sample has been at some of the activities organised on the Wall. Half of them
have had a guided tour, while the other half have seen some of the theatrical shows

offered.

Survey 5, Absolute valuation

There was no sample available for this survey.

Conclusions
Generally speaking the valuation of the visit is “good” or “very good”, but the entrance

fee is considered too high. 73% of visitors repeat their visit, and half of the sample has

joined some of the activities organised there.

Objective C - Level of comprehension of the information offered at the venue

Survey 3, Knowledge acquisition

There was no sample available for this survey.
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Objective D - Level of visibility of the venue evaluated, among the offer of the

city (strategies of marketing and communication)

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, Question 10

The sample, tfechnique and profile of this survey are the same as Survey 2.

Survey design: one semi-directive question about how did the visitors know the

existence of the Wall and the possibility of visiting it.
Question 10: Awareness of the Wall

Most visitors know the wall by printed tourism guides (36%), by Internet (27%) or because
they live in Avila (27&). Regarding the remaining sample, 18% knew of its existence by

friends or relatives, and only 9% came attracted by leaflets.

Conclusions

The promotion of the Wall is adequate.

Objective E - Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the

city’s offer, both from the aesthetic and the cultural points of view.

Survey 7, Integration in city

There was no sample available for this survey.
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Case 2: The “Centro de Interpretacion del Misticismo”

Objective A - Evaluate the level of expectations and previous knowledge of the

audience, before the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, first part

Sample: 17 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following

results are to be considered just tendencies.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews
conducted by the personnel of the Centre. The first part evaluates expectations and
previous knowledge, it is offered to visitors at the entrance and they are asked to
answer it before beginning the visit. The second part of this survey, on the second page,
evaluates the impact after the visit, and has to be answered at the end. The personnel

conducts this part of the interview, or collects the questionnaires, at the exit.

Profile: There is a 75% of adults of age comprised between 25 and 39 years old; there is
a 17% of adults of age between 40 and 64, and a 8% of people beyond the 64 years of
age. The instruction level is very high, with a 67% of people with 5-year university studies,
35% of subjects with 3-year university studies, and only 8% of people with secondary
education. Concerning occupation, 58% of the sample are employees, 25% are
executives, 8% middle managers and another 8% retired people. 27% of all the subjects
come from the centre of Spain (27% from Madrid and 12% from the area of two
Cagtillas). The rest of the sample proceeds from the eastern Spanish regions (27%) and

from the north 9%). There is also 18% of European visitors.

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive questions about the expectations and

knowledge of Centro de Interpretaci—n del Misticismo, before the visit.
Question 1: Previous knowledge.

The most remarkable result is to see how little is known this place, because 59% of visitors

declare to ignore everything about it. 18% think this is a place where mysticism and its
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history are explained, while another 18% thinks that the visit itself will offer some mystical

experience or will provide answers to big questions of life.
Question 2: Learning expectations.

There is an 18% of the sample who ignores or does not know how to explain his learning
expectations. Out of the subjects that answered to the question, there is a 57% who
seeks cultural notions, both generic (mysticism in Spain, 21% of the partial percentage)
and more specific (Santa Teresa, 11% of the partial percentage; San Juan, 16% of the
partial percentage; Mysticism and Avila, 11% of partial percentage). And there is a 26%

that expects to acquire a kind of knowledge more of a spiritual kind.
Question 3: Ideal visitor.

The Centro de Interpretaci—n del Misticismo is perceived by the visitors as a rather
specific element of cultural attraction: only 23% thinks it is appealing for all the people in
general. 29% believes it is an offer addressed to an audience specifically interested in
the subject, and another 29% is sure that the venue can only interest reflexive, spiritual
and infrospective persons. Finally, 6% thinks it is a offer for people with a medium-high

cultural level.
Question 4: Reasons of the visit

Both the name of the centre and the little known about its content make that almost
half of the visitors come because they are curious. On the other hand, 18% come
because they have some specific interest, and 12% visits the centre as part of their visit

to the city.
Question 5: Depth of knowledge

The sample is balanced on this aspect. 12% admits to ignore anything about Mysticism,
while 35% say they have only some little knowledge. 24% claims to have some general

knowledge, an another 24% pretends to know well the subject.
Question 46: Content expectations

Almost 25% of the sample does not know what will find in the Centre. On the other side,
41% answer in a confuse way, mixing content with learning, and say they hope to find

questions to the important questions of Life. 18% has more classic expectations, such as
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information and explanations about mysticism. There is a 12% who think they will find
unusual contents, adequate to transmit the concepts of the program of the centre in

an original way. Finally, 6% expect to find works of Art.

Conclusions

The name of this Centre suggests an idea of its content, but the audience has many
doubts about the content they will find. The greatest part of visitors expect to learn
more about mysticism, particularly from the historical point of view, however 25% think
that the visit itself will entail some transcendental experience. Another problem we
detected is that the centre is perceived as a cultural attractor oriented to a very
specific group of audience (people specifically interested in the subject, and cultivated
people). Actually, half of the visitors come moved only by curiosity, and those
specifically interested are very few. Regarding the content, the expectations are

confuse and undefined.

Objective B - Level of satisfaction, preferences, opinions and fidelisation, after

the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, second part

The sample, technique and profile of the survey are the same as in survey 2

/Expectations

Survey design: 5 open and semi-directive questions about the Centre and its impact,

after the visit.
Question 7: Valuation of the visit, in general and in particular

In a scale from 0 (very bad) to 3 (very good), the visit in general gets an average
valuation of 2,5. Regarding some specific aspects, the most satisfactory is the circuit of
the visit and the distribution of the rooms (2,7), followed by the hanging and
museographic features (2,4), the time table and the guide (both with 2,2), the

information texts, the collection and the entrance fee (all of them with 2,1).
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Question 8: Preferences

There is not a specific element preferred to the others. There are some aspects of the
collection that, all together, sum up the favourite features of 65% of visitors. The reasons
are that it is relaxing and invite to meditation. The remaining audience prefers the

Centre in general (12%), the idea (12%) and the hanging (6%).
Question 9: Problems

23% of the sample didn’t answer to this question. Concerning the remaining 77%, the
31% of visitors do not find any problem in particular, another 31% believes that the
explanations and infos should be more and clearer, and 23% wishes there were more

objects exposed.

Question 10: Fidelisation

Only 6% of the visitors already knew the Centre from other visits.

Question 11: Activities

No one of the subjects of the sample has joined the activities of the Centre.

Remarks: Some persons left some remarks on the questionnaire. One of the most
relevant is the following: “I didn't like the syncretism. There is only one God. | will never

come back to this place”.

Survey 5, Absolute valuation

Sample: 8 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following results

are to be considered just fendencies.

Technigue: Self-distributed questionnaire distributed by the personnel of the Cenftre at

the exit.

Profile: There is a 75% of adults of age comprised between 25 and 39 years old; the
remaining sample didn’t answer. The instruction level is high, with a 67% of people with
5-year university studies, 17% of subjects with 3-year university studies, and 17% of
people with primary education. Concerning occupation, 50% of the sample are
employees, 12% medium managers and another 12% executives. The remaining sample

didn’t answer this question. 30% of the subjects come from the centre of Spain). 25% of
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the sample proceeds from the eastern Spanish regions, and 12% from Europe. Another

25% didn’'t answer this question.

Survey design: A scale of preferences from 1 to 10, in which the visitor has to place the

Centre and other similar venues in the position that each of them deserves (between 1-

very bad, and 10-very good).

Position of the Centre:

The Centro de Interpretaci—n del Misticismo appears only once in the highest position
(10), another fime in position 8, anotherin 7, another in 6 and another in 3. The average
position is 6,8. The subjects that place it in the highest position justify their decision
because the Centre is very original, and because of the depth of the explanations. On
the other hand, visitors that gave lower scores criticize that the explanation texts are

inadequate, too difficult.

Position of similar venues:

Other venues mentioned by the visitors are the Centro de Interpretaci—n de Lorca,
Tallerdel Tiempo, that appears twice, the first time in the highest position, 10, and the
second fime in position 8. Other similar venues mentioned are the Centro de
Interpretaci— de Do—ana (in position 10), and the Centro de Interpretaci—n de
Villaftfila (in position 7). The average position of all these venues is 8,7. All subjects

mention the good quality of the explanations offered in these venues.
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Conclusions

Generally speaking the valuation of the visit is “good” or “very good”, however 20% of
the visitors would have preferred more explanations, and more pieces exhibited. The
visitors compared this Cenfre with other Visitor Centres (of a more history/culture kind),
that obtained an average preference higher than that of the Centro de Interpretaci—n

del Misticismo, because of the quality of their explanation texts.

Objective C - Level of comprehension of the information offered at the venue

This objective was not included in the evaluation of the Centro de Interpretaci— del

Misticismo.

Objective D - Level of visibility of the venue evaluated, among the offer of the

city (strategies of marketing and communication)

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, Question 10

The sample, tfechnique and profile of this survey are the same as Survey 2.

Survey design: one semi-directive question about how did the visitors know the

existence of the Centro and the possibility of visiting it.
Question 10: Awareness of the Centro de Interpretaci—n del Misticisno

More than 25% of visitors discover the Centre by chance, walking nearby, and they
enter moved by curiosity. Concerning the rest of the sample, Internet attracts 16% of
visitors, while TV, leaflets, press, tourism office and personal recommendations attract

each one 11% of the visitors.

Conclusions

The promotion of the Centre is acceptable, though the factor chance sfill is important.
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Objective E - Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the

city’s offer, both from the aesthetic and the cultural points of view.

Survey 7, Integration in city

Sample: 5 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following results

are to be considered just fendencies.

Technigue: Self-distributed questionnaire distributed by the personnel of the Cenftre at

the exit.

Profile: There is a 80% of adults of age comprised between 25 and 39 years old; the
remaining 20% are adults between 40 and é4 years old. The instruction level is extiremely
high, with an 80% of people with 5-year university studies, and 20% of subjects with 3-
year university studies. Concerning occupation, 60% of the sample are employees, 20%
medium managers and another 20% executives. 40% of the subjects come from the
eastern Spanish regions, the remaining sample comes from the North (20%), from
Madrid (20%) and from Europe (20%).

Survey design: 7 open and semi-directive questions regarding the integration of the

Centro de Interpretaci—n del Migticismo in the urban, cultural and aesthetic context of

the city.
Question 1: Signposts to get there

The sample is divided aft this point: 60% think it is easy to get to the Centre, 40% think it is

not easy because there are not enough indications.

Question 2: Transport

Almost all visitors (80%) get to the Centre by foot, the remaining sample does it by car.
Question 3: The surrounding area

In a scale from 0 to 3 (0 very bad, 3 very good), the judgement of visitors about the
security sensation in the area is quite good (with an average value of 2,4), the same as
the impression of cleanliness of the streets and facades. The opinion about parking

areaqs is not so good (2), and also that about traffic (1,8).

Question 4: Preferences or problems
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Some visitors remarked how pleasant it is the walk to the Centro de Interpretaci—n del

Misticismo, and have appreciated its architecture.
Question 5: Aesthetical Integration

100% of the sample consider that the architecture is well integrated with that of the

surrounding buildings.
Question é: Cultural Integration

The greatest part of visitors (80%) thinks that the cultural offer of this centre is well
integrated with the city’s cultural offer. The remaining 20% didn’t answer to this

question.
Question 7: Urban Integration

No one of the subjects is resident in Avila, so they can’t give any opinion about the

importance and relevance of the centre in the urban tissue.

Conclusions
The area where the Centre is located is perceived in a positive way, though the

signposts could be more explicit. The integration with the city is quite good, both from

the aesthetic and the cultural point of view.
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Case 3: The “Museo Provincial de Avila”

Objective A - Evaluate the level of expectations and previous knowledge of the

audience, before the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, first part

Sample: 10 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following

results are to be considered just tendencies.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviews
conducted by the personnel of the Museum. The first part evaluates expectations and
previous knowledge, it is offered to visitors at the entrance and they are asked to
answer it before beginning the visit. The second part of this survey, on the second page,
evaluates the impact after the visit, and has to be answered at the end. The personnel

conducts this part of the interview, or collects the questionnaires, at the exit.

Profile: There is a 70% of adults of age comprised between 25 and 39 years old; there is
also 20% of young people of age between 19 and 24, and 10% of adults between 40
and 64 years of age. The instruction level is high, with a 60% of people with 5-year
university studies, 10% of subjects with 3-year university studies, and only 10% of people
with secondary education. Concerning the occupation, 40% of the sample are
employees, 30% middle managers and 10% students. The remaining 20% didn’t answer
this part of the question. 60% of the subjects are from Madrid, and 20% from the area of
two Cagtillas). The rest of the sample proceeds from the eastern and northern Spanish

regions (10% each).

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive questions about the expectations and

knowledge of the Avila’'s Museum, before the visit.
Question 1: Previous knowledge.

60% of subjects ignores everything about the museum, while 10% knows there is an
ethnographic content, and another 10% knows there is an archaeology and medieval

art collection. The remaining 20% already knows it from other occasions.
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Question 2: Learning expectations.

The most important expectation for 43% of the sample is to learn more about traditions
and folklore in Avila. On the other hand, 33% expect to learn things about the
province’'s history and archaeology. 18% of the subjects expect a more generic cultural

enrichment. Finally, 6% expect to know something about regional cuisine.
Question 3: Ideal visitor.

The Museo de ¢vila is perceived by the audience in a contradictory way: 40% think this
is a museum for all the audiences, while another 40% think this place is suitable only for

people specifically interested in its content.
Question 4: Reasons of the visit

Half of the subjects came to this museum because they are particularly interested in

Avila's culture and History, while 20% came as part of their tour to visit the city.
Question 5: Depth of knowledge of other museum-enhanced churches

The sample seems to be familiar with the idea of an old building transformed and
enhanced info a museum, as is the case here, af the archaeological deposit displayed
in the old church of Santo Tomé. 10% of the sample admits to ignore this subject, 30%
say they have some idea of these museographic solutions, 40 claims to have some
general knowledge and the remaining 25% assures they have a good knowledge of this

practice of enhancement of old buildings.
Question 46: Content expectations

40% of subjects does not know what to expect, in terms of content, in the museum
rooms. Another 40% mess the content expectations with learning expectations, since
they say they hope to find History, Culture and folklore, without giving more details.
There is only 20% that gives practical content expectations: archaeological and

ethnographic pieces.
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Conclusions

The Museo de ¢vila seems to be quite unknown, however the learning expectations are
correspondent with the reality. AlImost half of the visitors thinks this is not a generic-
audience’s museum, and in fact the main reason for visiting it is a specific interest for
Avila's History and Culture. Regarding the content, the expectations of the audience

are undefined and confuse.

Objective B - Level of satisfaction, preferences, opinions and fidelisation, after

the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, second part

The sample, technique and profile of the survey are the same as in survey 2

/Expectations

Survey design: 5 open and semi-directive questions about the Museum and its impact,

after the visit.
Question 7: Valuation of the visit, in general and in particular

In a scale from 0 (very bad) to 3 (very good), the visit in general gets an average
valuation of 2,4. Regarding some specific aspects, the most satisfactory is the timetable
and the entrance fee (valued respectively 2,5 and 2,4). The collection of the church
and that of the museum are appreciated, though the first more than the second (2,1
and 2 respectively). The hanging of church and museum get the same score. The
enfrance to the museum, the leaflet-guide and the program of activities are valued 2,2,
2,1 and 2 respectively. The features that obtain the minor score (but never under 1,8)
are the publications on sale, the explanation panels and the temporary exhibitions.

Question 8: Preferences

There survey does not reveal any specific element particularly preferred by the visitors.
20% didn’'t answer this question, and 30% declares that what they liked the most is the

museum in general. Concerning the remaining subjects, some appreciated particularly
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the collection of Art and Archaeology (20%), and some others the Ethnographic section
(20%). The reasons of these preferences are “specific interest” and “quality of the

hanging” (referring to the church-museum of Santo Tomé).
Question 9: Problems

Almost half of the sample (40%) consider that the Museum doesn’t lack anything. On
the other hand, 30% wishes there were more pieces, more content, and 10% wishes the

hanging was better. The remaining 20% didn’'t answer to this question.
Question 11: Fidelisation

40% of the sample already knew the Museum from other previous visits, af least one
(20%) or more (20%). Of this part of the sample, 75% came back for their pleasure, and

25% to know better the Museum.
Question 12: Activities

Only 10% of the sample has visited temporary exhibitions in the museum (Fausto

BlGzquez exhibition).

Survey 5, Absolute valuation

There was no sample available for this survey.

Conclusions

The valuation of the visit is “good” or “very good” from all the points of view, however
33% of the sample would have liked to see more pieces. 40% of audience repeat their

visit, for pleasure or to learn more.
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Objective C - Level of comprehension of the information offered at the venue

Survey 3, Knowledge acquisition

There was no sample available for this survey.

Objective D - Level of visibility of the venue evaluated, among the offer of the

city (strategies of marketing and communication)

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, Question 10

The sample, tfechnique and profile of this survey are the same as Survey 2.

Survey design: one semi-directive question about how did the visitors know the

existence of the Avila’s Museum and the possibility of visiting it.
Question 10: Awareness of the Museo de ¢ vila

The museum is known mostly by the Tourism office (23%) or by personal
recommendation (23%). The remaining subjects knew of its existence by chance, by the
program of activities, by the printed tourist guides (all of them 15%), and by the

museum leaflets (8%).

Conclusions

The promotion of the museum seems to be adequate.

Objective E - Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the

city’s offer, both from the aesthetic and the cultural points of view.

Survey 7, Integration in city

There was no sample available for this survey.
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General conclusions

The main reason why people comes to Avila is generic tourism, our survey hasn't
detected a particular interest for Culture of Religion. The greatest part of visitors comes
to know the city in general, but the Wall alone attracts 17% of tourists. Visitors do not
prepare their visit with a lot of time nor with a lot of organisation. Aimost half of the
tourists pass through Avila following a longer circuit across the Castilla y Le—n region.
Caris still the favourite fransport mean for the greatest part of visitors, against 20% that
prefers the train. Half of the visitors only stay one night in Avila, and usually choose

Hotels. Souvenirs and typical food products are the favourite shopping items.

The potential visitor's image of Avila is strongly determined by the “Built Heritage” and
the “Nature” elements. There are also ideas associated to Culture, Art, History, but their
weight in the whole representation of the city is not too relevant. Regarding the
historical periods to which the city is associated, we have to remark that Middle Age
and Renaissance are not exclusive, there are also associations with other periods and
people as the Celts, Iberians, Romans, Visigoths, and Muslims. Finally, we have to remark
also the little presence of the “Religion” element, which represent only 6% of Avila's
meaning map, less than what expected in a city where such characters as Santa
Teresa and San Juan de la Cruz, or such topics as mysticism are so important for the

pretended image of the place.

Concerning real tourists we can distinguish between those that have just arrived and
those that have already started their visit to the city. If we examine their opinion about
the most representative and typical elements of Avila, we find that the two groups
have different views. The first group consider that the most typical in town is the Wall,
followed by Santa Teresa and the Cathedral. For the second group, the most typicalis
still the Wall, however in second place we don’t find Santa Teresa, but just the
Cathedral. This seems to suggest that the “Religion” element looses strength in the

actual, real visit, while the impact of Built Heritage acquires more importance.

Our survey gathered another interesting information: tourists that have already started
their visit to the city do not know very well the activities conceived to improve the Wall's

offer and increase the overnight stay’s rafio.
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Regarding residents in Avila, the elements of the cultural offer that they like the most
are, on first place, the Wall, followed by the Cathedral, the monastery of Santa Teresaq,
the church of Santo Tomd&s and the Cuatro postes hermit. Concerning the elements
they consider most representative of the city, the Wall appears again as the most

important element.

The information provided by the Focus Groups suggests the existence of punctual
problems in the co-ordination of cultural and tourism activities. In second place, it
seems that the communication and the dissemination of events of tourism or cultural
interest is not too effective. Another problem detected is the insufficient diversification
of the cultural offer, because there are thematic and heritage resources (as the roman
or Muslim archaeological remains) that appear clearly underexploited. Another
problem identified by the survey is the inadequate development of a specific

educational/tourism offer, as well as of the related infrastructures, for the school sector.

If we examine more in detail the valuation of the specific elements that make up the
cultural offer of the city, our first remark is that the reduced number of the sample forces
us fo consider the following results as just tendencies. Therefore, the conclusions and
suggestions are only crientative. The first case we studied was the Wall: the visitors of this
monument recognize it is a symbol of the city, and expect to learn more about its
History, function and trivia, by the means of written texts. Audience judges the visit
“good” or “very good”, but the entrance fee is considered too high. Two thirds of the
sample has visited the wall in previous occasions, and almost half have assisted to some

of the activities organized on the Wall.

Another element that has been evaluated by the survey is the Centro de Interpretaci—n
del Misticismo. The name of the Cenftre, even if it suggests the theme, does not provide
to the audience hints about its practical content. The greatest part of visitors hope to
learn something about the history of mysticism, but 25% hope that the visit will be itself a
franscendental experience. Visitors perceive the Centre as a specific-audience
oriented venue, which is not a good symptom: in fact, half of the visitors com in moved
by curiosity, and those that come because of a specific interest are very few. The visit is
generally speaking satisfactory, but 20% of the audience would have liked to find more

explanation texts, and more pieces exhibited. Compared with other visitor centres of a

41



more history/culture kind, this one is less appreciated, because of what is considered an
inadequate explanation apparatus. Chance is an important factor in the affluence of
visitors: the promotion should be more oriented to specific audiences, and the location

of the Centre should be better indicated.

The last element of cultural attraction we evaluated in Avila is the Museo de ¢ vila. This
venue appears to be somewhat unknown, but the audience is nevertheless able to
identify the themes and contents it offers. Almost half of visitors think this is not a
museum for a generic audience, and this is confirmed by the fact that the main reason
for visiting it is a special interest in Avila’s History and Culture. The valuation of the
museum oscillates from “*good” to “very good”, but one third of its visitors would like to
see more pieces. Aimost half of the audience repeats the visit, for pleasure or to learn

more.
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Suggestions

The management of the tourism and cultural offer of Avila is very good, but some
aspects of it could be improved even more. Some of these aspects are more general,

some are more specific.

On one hand, this study suggests the need for a careful evaluation of the two possible
development guidelines: further developing of cultural offer, or further diversification of
the offer. Independently for the chosen guideline, the thematic and built heritage
resources related to the Celts, Iberians, Romans and Muslims should be better exploited

because they have a good potential.

Another important action should be the creation of a specific educational offer that
benefit from the thematic and built heritage resources, addressed to the primary and
secondary school sector. It would also be convenient to develop the infrastructures

needed to offer these activities.

Finally, it is necessary to improve the co-ordination between the cultural offer and the

tourism offer, as well as the internal communication between the two sectors.

Concerning specific elements that constitute the offer of the city, on one hand we
have the wall, the most representative offer of the city, whose visit results definitely
satisfactory, but on the other hand we have other elements that could be notficeably
improved. First, we have the Centro de Interpretaci—n del Misticismo: this element is a
cultural product too specific, conceptually incomprehensible for the greatest part of
the audience. It would be wise to modify the image it gives, and to make more
comprehensible the whole explanation apparatus. Second, we have the Museo de

¢ vila: this venue, as the previously mentioned one, has an image that does not attract
a generic audience. A possible solution would be to plan an appealing activities

program to make its collection more interesting for all the audiences in general.
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