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Case Sudy: Ciudad Real

The main objective of thiscase study isto evaluate the quality of the cultural offer of Ciudad

Real.

The team of the Universdad Aut—noma de Madrid hasstructured the study on the whole city,

and on some of the specific elementsthat congitute thisoffer: the Museo del Quijote, the

Museo L—pez-Villase—or, and the Museo de Ciudad Real.

The surveyshave been conducted between February and September 2005.
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 mapsand scalesof

preferences.

The total sample was588 subjects.

The whole city

The evaluation of the whole city@& cultural offer quality aimed to the following objectives:

A. Define a detailed real visitor profile, including his habitsand preferencesin terms of trips

and visitsto 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. Detectthe link between residents and the tangible heritage of the city, to identify the

elementsthat 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 DReal Visitor Profile

Survey 1, Visitor Profile

Sample: 106 subjects

Technigue: Quedionnaire, self-distributed quesionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by

the personnel of the Tourist Information Centre in the Plaza Mayor.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage
Valid <18 2 19
answers ’
19-24 5 4,7
25-39 42 39,6
40 - 64 42 39,6
>64 2 1,9
Didn®answer 13 12,3
Total 93 87,7
Total 106 100,0
Instruction level
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 4 38
answers school ’
High school 24 22,6
3-year 11 10,4
university ’
S-year 48 45,3
university
post-
university 1 9
studigs
Didn®answer 18 17,0
Total 88 83,0
Total 106 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Executives
answers 3 28
Medium managers 13 12,3




Employees 56 52.8
Students 9 8,5
Unemployed 2 1,9
Housekeeper 1 9
Retired 4 3,8
Didn®answer 18 17,0
Total 106 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
;/r?él\(/:ivers Galicia, Asturias 7 6.6
Cantabria, Pa’s Vasco, La
Rioja 13 12,3
Catalu—a,Arag—n,
Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 27 25,5
2 Castillas 23 21,7
Madrid 9 8,5
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 12 11,3
Canarias, Europeans 2 1,9
No Europeans 7 6,6
Didn®answer 6 57
Total 100 94,3
Total 106 100,0

Survey design: nine open and semi-directed questionsabout different aspectsof the visit to

Ciudad Real.

Know the city: 71% of the subjectsisvisiting Ciudad Real for the first time.

Question 1: Reason of the visit

Tourism in general: 48%
Fecific interest for Art, History, Culture: 11%
(on QuijoteOCultural Route : 6%

Otherreasons (work, family, studiesE) : 34%

Question 2: Willing to visit something in special

Nothing in special: 39%
Some specific places 27%
Monumentsand churchesof the Downtown digtrict: 12%
Placesrelated to the Don Quijote (museum, orroute): 12%
Museumsof the city 6%



Question 3: Vist planning schedule

Lessthan 2 weeks: 31%
2weeksD1 month: 16%
1-6 months: 20,8%
more than 6 months: 20,8%

Question 4: Visit organisation habits

Do not organise the visit: 36%
Internet: 23%
Family/ Hiends: 15%
Travel Agencies: 12%
Printed Tourist Guides: 9%

Question 5: Viditsto other places

Vidt only Ciudad Real: 34%

Vidt otherplaces: 65%, of which 39% go to Almagro, 23%go to Toledo, 16% go to Daimiel, 13%
go to other placesof the route of the Quijote, 12% go to Infantes, 10% go to Cuenca and
7%go to Campo de Criptana. Otherplacesin La Mancha area mentioned only once or
twice (thusnot really representative) sum up alltogether the 33% of other placesthat will
be visted by tourists. 9% willtravel also to placesin the Andaluc’a region, and 13% will visit
placesin the res of Sain. The sum of thispercentagesissuperiorto 100%because the
mentioned vistsare not exclusive (thatis, some of the 23%that goesto Toledo are also
among the 16%that go to Daimiel, and so on).

Route preferences: the sample isnot big enough to draw conclusions, but some tendencies
have been detected. Touristsfrom Northern and Eastern Sanish regionsuse to visit more
cities. The first group usesto travel for more time, between three daysand a week, while
the second group isdivided between the tendency to long journeysand weekend breaks.
The most frequent destination of both groupsare Almagro and other little placesof La
Mancha region. Regarding vistorsfrom Madrid, they use to do only one ortwo days
breaks, and tend to ignore Alimagro and Toledo and vist instead lessknown townsor
vilagesin La Mancha. Resdentsin the two Castilla regionsalso prefer short breaks(one or
two days), and do not visit Toledo, but some of them vist Almagro (33%). Touristsfrom
Andaluc’a do not use to go elsewhere, they preferto spend the whole weekend in Ciudad
Real. Foreign touristsare those that most frequently include Toledo in their journey, more
than other nearby towns.

Question 6: Transport

Private (car, motorcycleE) : 72%
Train: 18%
Bus: 9%
Question 7: Length of stay

Weekend: 23%
3days: 12%
up to one week: 24%
Just one day: 28%



Question 8: Accommodation

Hotels 68%
Theirown place, or relative/friendshouses: 19%

Question 9: Shopping

Will buy something: 60%, of which 28% non-specifically tourist, 13% Souvenirs, and 20% regional
food products.

Objective B BPrevious knowledge and image of the city among real and potential
visitors

Thisobjective wassupported by a lis of both built Heritage and intangible Heritage elements,
shown to the sample in orderto direct theiranswersand obtain more practical and operative

results. Thislist iscomposed of the following attractors:

Catedral de Sana Mar’a dd Prado Plaza Mayor

Museo L—peVillase-or Gran Casno/ Congrvatorio
Museo dd Quijote Museo provindal

Ilglesia de Santago lglesia de SanPedro

Puerta de Toledo Fiesta dela Pandomga
Ermita de Alarcos

Survey 1, Visitor Profile, Question 10

The sample, technique and profile of thissurvey are the same asthe previoussection.

Survey Design: one open question about the image of the city among itsreal, actual vistors.

For Ciudad Real@touriststhere isn® a specific hierarchy of the attractorsof the city. Actually,
the distribution of the resultsof the first part of the question (ONhat do you consider most
representative of Ciudad Real?Q isrepeated practically the same way on the answersto the

second and third part

Regarding the first part of the question (OWhat do you consider most representative of Ciudad
Real?Q, the resultsare:

Built Heritage: 63%
(Subdivided as follows. Cathedral 25%; other specific monuments or heritage elements
such as Plaza Mayor, E'rmita de Alarcos, Puerta de Toledo, and other monuments in
general, 38%)

Attractorsand elementsrelated to the CDon QuijoteOfiction character: 14%
Museums: %
Intangible Heritage (Culture, History, regional food) 6%



Natural Heritage 3%
Regarding the second part of the question (ONhat do you consider as second most
representative element of Ciudad Real?Q, the resultsare:

Built Heritage: 58%
(Subdivided as follows. Cathedral 17%; other specific monuments or heritage elements
such as Plaza Mayor, E'rmita de Alarcos, Puerta de Toledo, and other monuments in
general, 41%)

Attractorsand elementsrelated to the CDon QuijoteOfiction character: 15%
Museums: 11%
Intangible Heritage (Culture, History, regional food) 7%
Natural Heritage 2%

Regarding the third part of the question (ONhat do you consider as third most representative
element of Ciudad Real?Q, the resultsare:

Built Heritage: 57%
(Subdivided as follows. Cathedral 16%; other specific monuments or heritage elements
such as Plaza Mayor, E'rmita de Alarcos, Puerta de Toledo, and other monuments in
general, 41%)

Attractorsand elementsrelated to the CDon QuijoteOfiction character: 5%
Museums: 16%
Intangible Heritage (Culture, History, regional food) 5%
Natural Heritage 3%

Ascan be seen, the resultsbetween the first and third position are almost the same, except for
a dight tendency downwardsof the Cathedraland Don Quijote, and a dight tendency

upwardsofthe Museums.

The conclusion isthat forjust-arrived vistors, Ciudad Realismainly relevant foritsbuilt heritage
(Cathedral, Plaza Mayor, Puerta de Toledo and some otherplaces). The other attractors
considered typical of the city are related to the Quijote character, to the museumsand to the

Intangible Heritage of the city.

Survey 4/ B, Prototypicity of the offer

Sample: 33 subjects.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by
the personnel of the Museo del Quijote, the Museo L—pez-Villase—or and the Museo Provincial.
At 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 wasnoticed that

many subjectsanswered only survey 2, ignoring survey 4/B, and subsequently it wasdecided



to distribute both surveysseparately. When alone, survey 4/Bwasdistributed indifferently at the

beginning or at the end of the visit.

Profile: The vistors studied in thissurvey are real visitors, asthose who answered to survey 1;
however, while the subjectsof survey 1 answered before visiting the city, the subjectsof survey
4/Balready had a direct contact with the streets, monumentsand people of the city. Because

of thiscircumstance itisexpected to detect a more realigtic image of Ciudad Real.

The mogt sgnificantly represented sesgmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage
Valid <18 1 3.0
19-24 14 42,4
25-39 7 21,2
40 - 64 8 24,2
>64 2 6,1
Total 32 97,0
Lost 1 3.0
answers
Total 33 100,0
Instruction level
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 3 91
answers school '
High school 12 36,4
3-year 3 91
university '
S-year 13 39,4
university '
Total 31 93,9
Lost 2 6.1
answers
Total 33 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid 2 6.1
answers
Medium 3 91
managers
Employees
i 18 54,5
Students 6 18,2
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Housekeeper 2 6,1

Retired 2 6,1
Total 33 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 3.0
answers
Cantabria,Pa’s Vasco, La
Rioja 1 3,0
Catalu—a,Arag—n,
Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 5 15,2
2 Castillas 14 42,4
Madrid 9 27.3
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 2 6,1
Total 32 97,0
Lost 1 3.0
answers
Total 33 100,0

Survey design: 5o0pen and semi-directive questionsregarding some aspectsof the vist to city

and the knowledge of itscultural and heritage offer.
Question 1: Knowledge of the tangible and non tangible Ciudad Real®@Heritage

The most known placesare the Cathedraland the Plaza Mayor (known to 87,9% of the
sample), followed by Puerta de Toledo and the Museo provincial (both familiarto 75,8%). The
recently opened Museo del Quijote isknown to 66,7%, a little more than the Museo L—pez-
Villase—or and the San Pedro Church (57,6% each). Lessknown placesare the Gran Casno
(Conservatory, 51,5%), the Ermita de Alarcosand the Santiago Church (both 48,5%) and in last
place, the Pandorga Celebrations, known only to 42,4%. Generally speaking the knowledge of
these elementsisdirect, in a proportion comprised between 70% and 90% of the cases. There
are some exceptions, asthe Pandorga celebration, known more by having heard of it (78%)
than for having been there, orthe Ermita de Alarcosand the Gran Casno, where the

proportion isclose to 50%.
Question 2: Preferences(subjective Heritage valuation)

The element that emerge aspreferred by the subjectsisthe Museo del Quijote: almost half of
the vistorswho know it put it on the top of theirpreferencesof the city. The analyss of the
reasons of the preferencesprovide more interesting results. There are some elements, asthe

Cathedral, associated only to a couple of reasons(QArtOand (BeautyQ, while there are other
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attractorsthat evoke much more reasons(i.e., the Puerta de Toledo, with QArtQ (BeautyQ
QCultureOand CHistoryQ), and other associated ratherto negative elements, such asthe Gran
Casino (Gcarce interestQ Ono particularreasonQ. Fnally, we have to remark the presence of
some intangible elementssuch asthe CatmosphereOor Qively ambientOassociated to Plaza
Mayor that confirm the popularity and the potential of thisdestinationsamong the youngest

segmentsof tourists.

Question 3: Positive surprises

The only element mentioned are the three museumsof Ciudad Real. The Museo L—pez-

Villase—or isthe most cited, and isassociated to the ideasof QArtQ OCultureOand CHistoryQ
Question 4: Deceiving experiences

There isonly one element in thispart, the remark that there isnot enough information about

tourist attractions.
Question 5: Ciudad Real@typical and representative

Almost half of the visitors (48,5%) haven® answered thisquestion. For thisreason, the results
have to be considered just astendencies. 25% of the subjectsinterviewed believe that the
mog representative element of Ciudad Realisthe Cathedral, while another 25% thinksit isthe
Plaza Mayor, followed by the Puerta de Toledo with 17,6% of answers. The remaining sample is
divided between the Museo del Quijote, the Iglesa de San Pedro and the Hesta de la

Pandorga.

Regarding the second part of the question (OWhat do you think isCiudad Real@second most
representative element), the percentage of valid answersisa little lowerthan before. The
Cathedraland the Plaza Mayor are stillthe most frequent answers(20% and 13,3% of the valid
answers, respectively), and there appearnew elements: built heritage in general, the Museo
L—pezVilase-or, the Museo Provincial, the Art, the lively atmosphere, the Culture and the
History of the city. It isinteresting that the Museo del Quijote doesn@ appearamong these

answers

The tendency of the third part of the question (OWhat do you think isCiudad Real@® third most
representative element), with just 33,3% of valid answers, israther smilarto that of the second

part.
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Survey 6, Meaning Maps

Sample: 158 subjects

Technigue: Quedionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by

the UAM team in Madrid.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage
Valid <18 46 291
answers
19-24 37 23,4
25-39 58 36,7
40-64 17 10,8
Total 158 100,0
Instruction level
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 4 25
answers school '
High school 49 31,0
3-year 72 45,6
university '
S-year 31 19,6
university '
Doctor 2 1,3
Total 158 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Executives
answers 2 1.3
Medium managers 4 2,5
Employees
ploy 66 41,8
Students 85 53,8
Unemployed 1 ,6
Total 158 100,0
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Provenance

Frequency | Percentage
Valid Catalu—a, Arag—n,
answers Valencia, Murcia 2 13
2 Castillas 10 6,3
Madrid 143 90,5
Canarias, Europeans,
Baleares 2 13
Total 157 99,4
Lost 1 6
answers
Total 158 100,0

Survey design: a meaning map of New York city isshown to the subject,asan example. The

subjectisasked to draw a smilar map of the city of Ciudad Real.

Fequency: The identification and cataloguing of allthe conceptsthat arise from the task
conveysinto a global representation of the city made up of 78 elements, which correspond to
an average of 9,12 elementsper subject. Thisrepresentation isvery detailed, but not easy to
use. Areport such asthisneedslesselements, so we have regrouped smilarconcepts(i.e. we
have regrouped O ecific monumentOand Gnonumentsin generalOinto a category
comprehensve of both elements: GBuilt Heritage . After thisoperation of synthesis, we find
that the most remarkable category in the meaning map of Ciudad Real isthat of CNature,
landscape, plein-air activitiesOthat representsthe 24% of the whole meaning map, followed
with 20% by a more general category, Qyeographic postionO(which hasno interest for this
study because it refersto such generic conceptsasthe fact of belonging to the Cadilla La
Mancha region or being in Sain). The third most important category is QCulture, Art HistoryO
with 16%, and 12%of Regional typical Cuisne. Otherlessrelevant elementsbelong to what
canbe consdered localin oppostion to global Oraditions, folklore, c ountry-life Owith 8%, and
elementsrelated with the primary sector Gagriculture, cattle farmingOwith 7%. In the last
postionswe find CBuilt HeritageQ with only 10%. It isinteresting to notice the contrast between
the scarce relevance of CBuilt HeritageOon one sde, and the importance of GCultureQ thisis
because thislast category ismainly fostered by two minor elements, QLiteratureOand CDon
QuijoteQ that testify the impact of the QQuijoteOcultural route and other celebrationsfor the

400 anniversary of the novel by Cervantes.

Depth: In the representation of the meaning map, each element islinked to the city with a

variable depth level, which ismeasured by the number of other elementsplaced between
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them. If the depth isminimal, orin other words, if the element we are analyzing isclose to the
centre of the meaning map, we willsay that the depthisl. If there isan element between
them, we willsay the depthis2, and so on. The nearest an element isto the centre of the
meaning map, the more relevantitis(in the opinion of the subject). More in general, the
maximum depth reached by the elementsof a meaning map suggest a higher complexity in
the mentalrepresentations of different kindsof subjects. If the meaning mapsofa city are in
average very complexand deep, the offerand the marketing strategiesshould be more
elaborate than the caseswhere the average meaning mapsare smple and nottoo deep.
The average maximum-depth of the Meaning Map of Ciudad Realis 3,18, which can be

considered medium-high.

If we analyse the potential touristsof Ciudad Realwe can appreciate some remarks. The firg,
obvious, isthat the elementsthat can be consdered asmore specific are usually found
around some general element to which they are related, and they are usually rather faraway
from the centre. Forinstance, consder the depth of such specific elementsasQocal FaunaQ
with an average depth of 2,25, or Qocal floraQ with an average depth of 1,60 and compare it
with the more general category of (ONatureOor QlandscapeOrespectively with an average
depth of 1,37 and 1,44. The same feature can be observed comparing QliteratureOand CDon
QuijoteO(respective depth 1,94 and 1,69) with the more generic CCultureO(depth 1,22), or
OVineOand OCheeseO(respective depth 1,87 and 2,07) with Qegional typical cuisneO(depth
1,65). elementsthat also are found in postionsfar from the centre and are interesting for their
relation with cultural tourism are the ruinsand archaeological stes(2,14) , the Ancient Romans
(1,95), the History (1,72). In the intermediate postionswe find elementssuch asRegional
typical Cuisine (1,6), the hot and dry climate (1,54), the monumentsand churchesof the city
(1,5). Otherimportant elementslocated closerto the centre are the presence of water (river,
damsE 1,27), the country/rural (in opposition to the urban, 1,36), the monumental and
Heritage (1,25) and the Art (1,27). Generally speaking the average postion of each category

in the meaning map of Ciudad Realis1,78.

Links: in the meaning map of a city, each element can be related to one or more elements. If
an elementisrepresented with many linksit meansthat the subjectsattribute to thiselement a
structural role in the offer of a city. Generally speaking, the average number of links per
category in Ciudad Real is1,48. Aswe saw before, talking about the depth of the elements,

the more generic elements have a higher number of links than the more specific concepts
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(i.e., CRegional typical CuisneOhas an average of 2,38 links, while related but more specific
elementssuch asQvineOor OCheeseOhave an average of 1,14 and 1,13 linksrespectively). For
the average vistor, the elementswith higher structural relevance are QArtO(with an average of
2,82 links), OCultureO (2,56), (Nature and EnvironmentO (2,21), (Heritage and monumental

character of the city02,15, and Qeisure and amusementO(2,11).

Objective C DBLink between Residents and Heritage

Survey 4/ A, Representativeness, Cultural Identity

Sample: 20 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following resultsare

to be consdered just tendencies.

Technigue: Quedionnaire, self-distributed quesionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by
the personnel of the Museo del Quijote, the Museo L—pez Villase—or and the Museo Provincial.
At the beginning thissurvey wasattached to the Survey 2,assecond page; they were
distributed at the beginning of the vist, and collected at the end. Howeverit wasnoticed that
many subjectsanswered only survey 2, ignoring survey 4/ A, and subsequently it wasdecided
to distribute both surveysseparately. When alone, survey 4/ A wasdistributed indifferently at

the beginning or at the end of the visit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid <18 1 5.0
answers

19-24 2 10,0

25-39 11 55,0

40 - 64 5 25,0

Total 19 95,0

Lost 1 5.0
answers

Total 20 100,0

Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage

1 50

Valid Primary
answers school
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High school 4 20,0
3-year 2 10,0
university
Syear 13 65,0
university
Total 20 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Executives
answers 1 5,0
Employees
ploy 14 70,0
Students 4 20,0
Housekeeper 1 5,0
Total 20 100,0
Birthplace
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Catalu—a,Arag—n,
answers Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 1 5,0
2 Castillas 18 90,0
Extremadura 1 5,0
Total 20 100,0

They alllive in Ciudad Real (oritsprovince), since an average of 25 years.

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

preferencesregarding the tangible heritage in the city.

Question 1: Heritage knowledge

All elements are known to at least 80% of the sample, except for the Gran Casno (75%) and
the Museo del Quijote (55%). It is also interesting to remark how popular isan element not

included in the list but specifically cited by the subjects, the gardensat Parque Gasset.
Question 2: Recent Visits (in the last year)

Except the Cathedral, the other attractorsof Ciudad Real have been visted only by 50% of
the sample. Some placeshave been visted by an even lower percentage: the Museo del
Quijote (visited by 15% of the sample), and the Church of Santiago, the Gran Casino and the

Museo Provincial (30%each).
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Concerning the reasons of these visits, some of the most frequent explanationsare
(Historical/ Cultural valueQ (Beauty/pleasureQ Ghow friend g relativesOand Cleisure, rest,
relaxQ The placesthat are associated to more reasonsto vist them are the Cathedral, the

Ermita de Alarcosand the Plaza Mayor.

Question 3: Preferences

The results of the analysis suggest that there is not a specially preferred element in Ciudad
Real. Actually, the Cathedral, which in other cities is usually one of the favourite heritage
elements, ismentioned asthe first place to show to vistorsonly by 15% of the sample. Many of
the other elements are considered part of the offer of the city, but none of them isplaced
above the others (except the mentioned Cathedral and the Santiago Church, but by an
almost inexistent percentage). On the other hand, some of the attractorsare mentioned only
by one or two subjects. the Museo L—pez Villase—or and the Museo Provincial, the Puerta de

Toledo, the San Pedro Church and, the lessmentioned at all, the Gran Casno.
Question 4: Representativeness

The results, though approximate because of the reduced sample, suggest that the resdent®
idea about theircity isnot particularly related with built heritage. Actually, If we sum up all the
specific attractors mentioned by the residents (the Cathedral, the Ermita de Alarcos, the
Museo del Quijote, the Plaza Mayor) and compare the resultant percentage with the sum of
the percentages of intangible elements (Higory and Culture, local typical cuisine, lively
atmosphere and traditional celebrations) the resultsare practically the same. It isimportant to
remark that 15% of the sample emphasize the accesses to the city (high-speed train line,

highways) asone of itsmost representative features.

Regarding what residentsconsider asthe second element most characterigic of Ciudad Real,
we find again the same balance between built Heritage and intangible Heritage, though the
first isdightly more important. Another difference respect to the previousparagraph isthat
here the built heritage ismentioned more in general, without associating it to specific

monuments, buildingsor museums.

Finally, concerning the third element most representative of the place, we find again the

same balance between built and intangible Heritage.
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Objective D - Impac ts of Tourism on the ci ty and the integration of Tourism, Culturea nd
School

Focus Group A

Sample: 9 subjects.
Technigue: focusgroup recorded and transcribed.

Profile: The subjectslive and workin Ciudad Real, in the tourism and cultural sectors(Tourism
Office, Hotels, travel agencies, restaurants, souvenir shops, city guides, museumsand galleries

of Art).

Survey design: 5issuesrelated with Tourism, explained and debated underthe supervison of

an UAM team moderator.
Frg issue: Impactsof Tourism

No impacts, negative nor positive, because tourism isconsidered to be practically inexistent in

Ciudad Real.
Second Issue: Good practicesand bad practices

The main reason for the underdevelopment of tourism in Ciudad Real is, in opinion of
participants to the Focus Group, a lack of experience and knowledge, and the related

consequences:

1) Lack of planning, in the actions improvisation (they give the example of the Quijote

Route).
2) Lack of infrastructures, operators(guides) and trained personnel.

3) Inadequate diverdfication of the offer (over-exploitation of the character of Don
Quijote)
4) Resourcesunderdeveloped (they are not visble, ornot adapted to the tourism needs).

5) Lack of coordination of the cultural activities, and insufficient communication.

6) Lack of actionsfostering the co-operation of private stake holders(businessmen)
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Third Issue: Risk of prettification

The membersof the FocusGroup agree that thisisthe last possible danger of Ciudad Real.
They rather affirm that it would be necessary to promote local culture and heritage, in an

adequate and diversfied way.
Fourth Issue: Cultural Id e ntity

Initiatives should be taken in orderto promote and emphasize what ischaracteristic of the La
Mancha area, both from a point of view of conservation (restoration of buildings significant for
the local architecture) and reinterpretation of tradition in new projects (traditional

construction materials, traditional decorative and/or functional elements, etc.)
Hfth issue: Otherremarksand suggestions

The Focus Group endswith some remarksabout the inadequate awarenessof residentsof
their own cultural heritage (both built and intangible), and commentsabout the mistrust on

the resultsof the thematic park CReino de Don QuijoteQ

Focus Group B

Sample: 8 subjects.
Technigue: FocusGroup recorded and transcribed.

Profile: The members of the Focus Group live and work in Ciudad Real, in the education

(schoolsand high schools) sector.

Survey design: 5issuesexplained and debated underthe supervison of an UAM team

moderator. The issuesare the same asin the FocusGroup A, plussome otherthat study the

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

Participants of the Focus Group think that, beside the increase in viststo Ciudad Real due to

the Quijote celebrationsand route, Tourism isnot enough developed to cause impacts.
Second Issue: Good practicesand bad practices

The opinion of the subjectsisthat since the last yearsresidentsknow betterand are more

aware of the built heritage and culture of theircity and itsprovince. However, invessmentsare
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still insufficient, aswell asinfrastructuresand actions, which jeopardizesthe consolidation of this
postive trend. Another problem in the actual strategiesisthat offerisallconcentrated around
the character of Quijote, instead of being more diversfied. Last but not least, there isthe
problem of the underexploited built heritage resources, whetherbecause they are not

appealing, orbecause they are not prepared to the tourist visit.
Third Issue: Use of the Heritage offer in the school.

In Ciudad Realand itsprovince there are some didactic activitiesrelated to Heritage
(excursions, visits, workshops), but they are few and not very important. The main obstacle to
these activitiesisthat they are organised on a volunteer basis, and itsplanning and
organisation lean totally on the teachersand professors. Moreover, the cultural-didactic offer

of the province isnot specifically adapted to school.
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The cultural offer in detail
The evaluation of the quality of the specific cultural offer of Ciudad Real hasconsidered one
element: the Museo L—pez Villase—or, the Museo Provincial and the Museo del Quijote. This

study hasevaluated the individual visitors of the venue, and focuseson 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 infformation 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® offer, both from the

aesthetic and the cultural points of view.
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Case 1. Museo L—pez Villase—or

Objective A DEvaluate the level of expectations and previous knowledge of the
audience, before the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, first part

Sample: 36 subjects.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by
the personnel of the Museum. The first part evaluatesexpectationsand previousknowledge, it
isoffered to vistorsat the entrance and they are asked to answer it before beginning the vist.
The second part of thissurvey, on the second page, evaluatesthe impact after the vist, and
hasto be answered at the end. The personnel conductsthis part of the interview, or collects

the quedgionnaires, at the exit of the Museum.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid <18 1 28
answers

19-24 4 11,1

25-39 9 25,0

40 - 64 14 38,9

>64 4 11,1

Total 32 88,9

Lost 4 111
answers

Total 36 100,0

Instruction level

Frequency Percentage
Valid Primary school 1 28
answers '
High school 13 36,1
3-year 3 83
university '
Syear 18 50,0
university
Total 35 97,2
Lost 1 28
answers '
Total 36 100,0
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Occupation

Frequency | Percentage
Valid 4 111
answers
Executives
1 2,8
Medium managers 5 13,9
Employees
i 19 52,8
Students 3 8,3
Housekeeper 2 5,6
Retired 2 5,6
Total 36 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 28
answers
Catalu—a,Arag—n,
Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 5 13,9
2 Castillas 15 41,7
Madrid 10 27,8
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 3 8,3
Canarias, Europeans 2 5,6
Total 36 100,0

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive questionsabout the expectationsand knowledge of

the Museum, before the visit.

Question 1: Previousknowledge about the painter Manuel L—pez Villase—or, before the visit.

Know the subject

(of which 22,2% knows about the life of the painter, 8,3% knows its work, and 16,7 has
general notionsabout both aspects)

No idea

Question 2: Learning Expectations.

46,2%

41,7%

See a large selection of worksby the painter
Find material (textsetc.) to understand the work
Learn detailsabout painter®life

See a general presentation of painter@life and work
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Question 3: Ideal Vistor.

Only 22,2% of the sample believesthat thisMuseum isa cultural offerappealing forallthe
people in general. The remnant believesitisa place for people with special interest in the

subject (30,6%), for adult-old people (8,3%) or for tourists (8,3%).
Question 4: Reasonsof the visit

There isa 41, 7% interested specifically in the artwork of the painter. The remaining sample is
composed of people that came moved by curiosity orchance (33,3%), or general touriststhat

considerthe museum a part of theirvist to Ciudad Real.

Question 5: Depth of knowledge about the painter.

No idea 44 4%
Sarce knowledge 27,8%
Generalknowledge 16,7%
Good knowledge 8,6%

Question 6: Content expectations

Worksof art and written information

Objective B DLevel 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 asin survey 2 /Expectations

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive quesionsabout the Museum and itsimpact, after

the vigt.

Question 7: Valuation of the vist, in generaland in particular, in a scale from 0 (very bad) to 3

(very good)
Vidt in general 2,4
Entrance fee 2,8
Accessto the facilities 2,5
Opening hours 2,5
Objectsexhibited 2,4
Hanging and museography 2,3
Program of activities 2,1
Written information 1,8 (itisconsidered insufficient)
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Question 8: Preferences

The paintingsby Manuel LpezVillase—-or 41,7%

The building 25%

The hanging and museography 13,9%
More in detail, the preferred paintings are the stilFife paintingsand the worksdone between
1940 and 1960.

Question 9: Problems

Didn® answer 33%

The museum issatisfactory 33%

Subjectswant more information (panels) 22,2%

Subjectswant more paintings 8,3%
Question 10: Hdelisation

Thisisthe first visit 75%

Hasalready been here 25%

Those who repeat the vist do it for their pleasure, because they like the museum and the

artworks, orto recallwhat they saw and learned in previousoccasons.

Question 11: Exhibitions
Have seen temporary exhibitions 25%

The most frequently mentioned isthe one in occasion of the 750 anniversary of the foundation

of the city, followed by the exhibitions of OGoyaQ Benjam’n PalenciaOand several contests.

Question 12: Activities

Only 11,1% have been at some of the activitiesorganised at the Museum: mentioned activities

are didactic activities, schoolworkshops, cinema, concertsand other cultural events.

Survey 5, Absolute valuation

Sample: 24 subjects.

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

exit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

2 8,3

Valid 19-24
answers
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25-39 6 25,0

40 - 64 15 62,5
>64 1 4,2
Total 24 100,0

Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 3 125
answers school '
High school 9 37,5
3-year 3 125
university '
5-year 8 333
university '
Total 23 95,8
Lost 1 42
answers '
Total 24 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Employees
answers 22 91,7
Students 1 4,2
Retired 1 4,2
Total 24 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 4.2
answers
Cantabria,Pa’s Vasco, La
Rioja 1 4,2
2 Castillas 10 41,7
Madrid 9 37,5
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 2 8,3
Canarias, Europeans 1 42
Total 24 100,0

Survey design: A scale of preferencesfrom 1to 10, in which the visitor hasto place the Museo

L—pezVilase—orand other similar venuesin the postion that each ofthem deserves(between

1l-very bad, and 10-very good).

Other museums: Only 45,8% declaresto know other smilar museums.

27



Postion of the Museum:

The Museo L—pez Villase—or appearsonce in the highest postion (10), twice in postion 9 (the
second higher), three timesin position 8, one time in position 7, and two timesin postion 6. The
average postion is 7,8 (maximum is 10). The subjects justify their decison because the beauty

of the artworks, because of the hanging and museography, and because of the building.

Posdtion of similar venues:

Othervenuesmentioned by the vistorsare Sanish and Fench. One of the mogt cited isthe
Museo Sorolla in Madrid, that appearstwice in position 10 (the highest), and once in postion 9.
We find also severaltimesthe Casa-Museo de B Greco in Toledo (once in postion 10, once in
9 and once in 2). The MusZe Picasso in Parisis cited once in postion 9 and once in 8. The
museum Julio Romero de Torresappearsonce in postion 2and once in 1 (that is, the last
postion). Finally, the MusZe Rodin in Parisappearsonly once, in postion 10. The average
postion of allthese venuesis8. The reasonsgiven to justify the postionsare usually related to
the quality and beauty of the exhibited works. The negative opinionsregarding the Museo de
H Greco and the Museo Julio Romero de Torresare related more to personal taste than to

specific problemswith the hanging or the buildings.

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

Thisobjective wasnot included in the evaluation of the Museo L—pez-Villase-or.

Objective D - Level of visibility of the venue evaluated, among th e offer of the city
(strategies of marketing and communication)

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, Question 10

The sample, technique and profile of thissurvey are the same as Survey 2.

Survey design: one semi-directive question about how did the vistorsknow the existence of

the Museo L—pezVillase-or.
Question 10: Awarenessof the Museum

31% of vistorsknew about the Museum by personal recommendations (family/friends). On the

other hand, 22% have first read about it in printed guidesof the city, and 18% have discovered
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it by chance. Anotherimportant source of information isthe Tourism Information Centre of

Ciudad Real (11%).

Objective E - Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the cityOs offer,
both from the aesthetic and the cultural points of view.

Survey 7, Integration in city

Sample: 16 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following resultsare

to be consdered just tendencies.

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

exit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid 25-39

6 37,5
answers
40 - 64 7 43,8
>64 3 18,8
Total 16 100,0

Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 3 188
answers school '
High school 8 50,0
3-year 1 6.3
university '
5-year 4 25 0
university '
Total 16 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Medium 3 188
answers managers '
Employees
12 75,0
Housekeeper 1 6,3
Total 16 100,0
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Provenance

Frequency | Percentage

Valid Catalu—a,Arag—n,
answers Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 5 31,3
2 Castillas 8 50,0
Madrid 2 12,5
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 1 6,3
Total 16 100,0

Survey design: 7 open and semi-directive questionsregarding the integration of the Museum in

the urban, cultural and aeshetic context of the city.

Question 1: Sgnpoststo get there

62,5% of sample consderthe Museo L—pez Villase—or relatively easy to find, but more because

itsproximity to the Cathedralthan because of the signalsto get there.

Question 2: Transport

75% of vistorsget to the Museum by bus, and 25%doesitby car.

Question 3: The surrounding area in a scale from 0to 3 (0 very bad, 3very good)

Security 2,5
Traffic 1,8
Cleanliness of streetsand fae ades 2,4
Public transport 2,1
Parking areas 1,4

Question 4: Preferencesorproblems

The postive commentsregard the calm and beauty of the area, the lack of traffic in the
pedestrian streets, the proximity and beauty of the Cathedraland itsgardens, and the Plaza
Mayor. Concerning the complaints, vistorsregret the lack of parking areasand treeson the

surrounding streets.
Question 5: Aesthetical Integration

100% of the sample consder that the Museo L—pez Villase—or is well integrated with the

architecture of the surrounding buildings.

Question 6: Cultural Integration
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The greatest part of visitors (81,3%) thinksthat the cultural offer of thiscentre iswellintegrated

with the city® cultural offer. The remnant subjectsdidn® answerto thisquestion.
Question 7: Urban Integration

25% of vidtorsisresdent in Ciudad Real. Half of them believesthe museum isan important
point of reference from the urbanism point of view, but the other half thinksthe close

Cathedralismore important from thispoint of view.
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Case 2: Museo del Quijote

Objective A DEvaluate the level of expectations and previous knowledge of the
audience, before the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, first part

Sample: 37 subjects.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by
the personnel of the Museum. The first part evaluatesexpectationsand previousknowledge, it
isoffered to vistorsat the entrance and they are asked to answer it before beginning the vist.
The second part of thissurvey, on the second page, evaluatesthe impact after the vist, and
hasto be answered at the end. The personnel conductsthis part of the interview, or collects

the quedgionnaires, at the exit of the Museum.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid <18 1 27
answers

19-24 1 2,7

25-39 15 40,5

40 - 64 14 37,8

>64 3 8,1

Total 34 91,9

Lost 3 8.1
answers

Total 37 100,0

Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 6 16.2
answers school '
High school 12 32,4
3-year 4 10,8
university '
Syear 11 29,7
university '
Total 33 89,2
Lost 4 10,8
answers '
Total 37 100,0
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Occupation

Frequency | Percentage
Valid 6 162
answers
Medium 2 54
managers
Employees
i 25 67,6
Students 1 2,7
Housekeeper 1 2,7
Retired 2 5,4
Total 37 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 27
answers
Cantabria,Pa’s Vasco, La
Rioja 1 2,7
Catalu—a,Arag—n,
Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 3 81
2 Castillas 11 29,7
Madrid 9 24,3
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 8 21,6
Canarias, Europeans 2 5,4
Total 35 94,6
Lost 2 54
answers
Total 37 100,0

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive questionsabout the expectationsand knowledge of

the Museum, before the visit.

Question 1: Previousknowledge about the novel CDon QuijoteQ before the visit.
Have heard about it and know something about plot 100%
Beside thisdegree of general knowledge of the subject, the answersof the subjectsare

structured thisway:

Aware of itsimportance and immense success 21,6%
Notionsabout CervantesQife 8,1%
Confuse, undefined notionsabout the plot 37,8%
Good notionsabout the plot 8,1%
Hasread the novel 10,8%
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Question 2: Learning Expectations

Learn about the noveland itscharactersin an amusing way 45,8%
Learn more about CervantesQlife 12,5%
Learn more about every day&life at the time of the novel 10,4%
Learn about historical/cultural aspectsof the time of the novel 6,2%

Question 3: Ideal Visitor.

54,1% of the sample believesthat thisMuseum isa cultural offerappealing forallthe people in
general. On the otherhand, 21,6%believesitisa place for people with specialinterestin the
subject, 8,1%thinksit issuitable for specific ssgmentsofage (young people, old people), and

5,4%consderisaddressed to students.
Question 4: Reasonsof the visit

There isa 32,4%that considersthe museum aspart of theirvisit to Ciudad Real. Beside them,
there isa 27% composed of people thatcame moved by general curiosity about the
museum, and a 24,3% of people interested in the Don Quijote novel. Only 5,4%relate their vist

with the actsforthe 400 anniversary of the Quijote.

Question 5: Depth of knowledge about the painter.

No idea 5,4%

Generalknowledge 64,9%

Good knowledge 18,9%
Question 6: Content expectations

No idea 45,9%

Original and innovative hanging 21,6%

Collection of objects, booksand manuscripts 18,9%

Texts(panels) with information about the novel,
the author, and the yearswhen it waswritten 13,5%

Objective B DLevel 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 asin survey 2 /Expectations

Survey design: 4 open and semi-directive questionsabout the Museum and itsimpact, after

the vigt.
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Question 7: Valuation of the vist, in generaland in particular, in a scale from 0 (very bad) to 3

(very good)
Vidt in general 2,5
Entrance fee 2,8
Opening hours & Accessto the facilities 2,6
Objectsexhibited 2,3
Hanging and museography 2,8
Program of activities 2,4
A/V material 2,7
Question 8: Preferences
Allin general, comprised the hanging 18,9%
The last gallery, with the A/V 51,4%
The second gallery, with the pressand the audio recording 10,8%
The first gallery, with large painting, sculpturesand A/V 2, 7%

Generally speaking, what vistorsmost appreciate isthe originality and quality of the hanging,

except forthe A/V, which best assetisthe recited text.

Question 9: Problems

Didn® answer 37,8%
The museum issatisfactory 27%

Subjectswant more collection 18,9%
Subjectswant more educationalapparatus 5,4%

Question 10: Hdelisation

Thisisthe first visit 95%
Hasalready been here 25%

Those who repeat the visit do it to show the Museum to friends family/pupils.

Survey 5, Absolute valuation

Sample: 16 subjects.

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

exit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

8 50,0

Valid 25-39
answers
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40 - 64 6 375
Total 14 87,5
Lost 2 125
answers
Total 16 100,0
Instruction level
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 1 6.3
answers school '
High school 6 37,5
3-year 2 125
university '
5-year 5 313
university '
Total 14 87,5
Lost 2 125
answers
Total 16 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid 3 188
answers ’
Employees
i 12 75,0
Retired 1 6,3
Total 16 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Catalu—a,Arag—n,
answers Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 4 25,0
2 Castillas 5 31,3
Madrid 1 6,3
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 5 31,3
Canarias, Europeans 1 6,3
Total 16 100,0

Survey design: A scale of preferencesfrom 1to 10, in which the visitor hasto place the Museo

del Quijote and other similar venuesin the position that each of them deserves(between 1-

very bad, and 10-very good).

Other museums: Only 12,5% declaresto know other smilar museums.
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Postion of the Museum:

The Museo del Quijote appearsonce in the highest postion (10), anotherin postion 8, another
in postion 7, and a last time in the lowest postion (1). The average position is6,5 (maximum is
10). The subjectsjustify theirdecison because of the educational value and the general
concept of hanging and installations, in the case of higher positions, and for the lack of

ergonomy(no benches, galleriestoo narrow, uneven floors) in the case of lowest position.

Posdtion of similar venues:

There isonly one similar venue visited by the audience, the Museo del Toboso, visted by only
one subjectand placed in the highest postion because of the integration between content

and itsnatural environment.

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

Thisobjective wasnot included in the evaluation of the Museo del Quijote.

Objective D - Level of visibility of the venue evaluated, among the offer of the city
(strategi es of marketing and communication)

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, Question 10

The sample, technique and profile of thissurvey are the same as Survey 2.

Survey design: one semi-directive question about how did the vistorsknow the existence of

the Museo del Quijote.
Question 10: Awarenessof the Museum

25,6% of visitorsknew about the Museum by Ciudad Real@® Tourist Information Centre. On the
other hand, 20,5%did it by personal recommendations (family/friends), 17,9% by printed
guidesof the city and 10,2%by chance. The remnant sample isdistributed regularly between

other media where the Museum isadvertised.
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Objective E - Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the cityOs offer,
both from the aesthetic and the cultural points of vie w.

Survey 7, Integration in city

Sample: 13 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following resultsare

to be consdered just tendencies.

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

exit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage
Valid 19-24 2 15.4
answers
25-39 3 23,1
40 - 64 8 61,5
Total 13 100,0
Instruction level
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 1 77
answers school '
High school 4 30,8
3-year 2 15.4
university '
5-year 5 385
university '
Total 12 92,3
Lost 1 77
answers '
Total 13 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Executives
answers 1 7
Employees
i 12 92,3
Total 13 100,0
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Provenance

Frequency | Percentage

Valid Galicia, Asturias 2 15.4
answers

Cantabria,Pa’s Vasco, La

Rioja 1 7

Catalu—a,Arag—n,

Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 4 30,8

2 Castillas 5 38,5

Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 1 7.7

Total 13 100,0

Survey design: 7 open and semi-directive questionsregarding the integration of the Museum in

the urban, cultural and aeshetic context of the city.

Question 1: Sgnpoststo get there

61,5% of sample consderthe Museo del Quijote relatively easy to find, but because the city is
little, orbecause of itsproximity to the parque Gasset, more than because of the signalsto get

there.

Question 2: Transport

84,6% of visitorsget to thispart of the downtown by foot, and the remnant sample by busorby

car.

Question 3: The surrounding area in a scale from 0to 3 (0 very bad, 3very good)

Security 2,2
Traffic 1,9
Cleanliness of streetsand fae ades 2,3
Public transport 1,9
Parking areas 1,9

Question 4: Preferencesorproblems

The postive commentsregard the calm and beauty of the area, close to the parque Gasset.

some visitorsalso acknowledge the kindnessof the Museum personnel.
Question 5: Aesthetical Integration

91,7% of the sample consder that the Museo del Quijote is well integrated with the

architecture of the surrounding buildings.
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Question 6: Cultural Integration

All the visitorsthink that the cultural offer of thisMuseum iswell integrated with the city®
cultural offer, though some subjectsconsderit could be improved. Unfortunately the answers
show no evidence of relationsof any kind between the museum and any event related with

the Quijote cultural route orthe 400 anniversary celebrations.
Question 7: Urban Integration

23,1% of vistorsisresident in Ciudad Real. Two thirdsof them believe the museum isan
important point of reference from the urbanism point of view, but the other part thinksthere

are otherelementsmuch more important (for instance, the parque Gasset).
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Case 3: Museo Provincial de Ciudad Real

Objective A DEvaluate th e level of expectations and previous knowledge of the
audience, before the visit.

Survey 2, Expectations/Impact, first part

Sample: 52 subjects.

Technigue: Questionnaire, self-distributed questionnaire and in-depth interviewsconducted by
the personnel of the Museum. The first part evaluatesexpectationsand previousknowledge, it
isoffered to vistorsat the entrance and they are asked to answer it before beginning the vist.
The second part of thissurvey, on the second page, evaluatesthe impact after the vist, and
hasto be answered at the end. The personnel conductsthis part of the interview, or collects

the quedgionnaires, at the exit of the Museum.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage
Valid <18 2 38
answers
19-24 20 38,5
25-39 18 34,6
40 - 64 12 23,1
Total 52 100,0
Instruction level
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 4 77
answers school ’
High school 12 23,1
3-year 16 30,8
university '
S-year 19 36,5
university '
Total 51 98,1
Lost 1 19
answers ’
Total 52 100,0
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Occupation

Frequency | Percentage
Valid 2 38
answers
Medium 5 96
managers
Employees
ploy 28 53,8
Students 15 28,8
Housekeeper 1 1,9
Retired 1,9
Total 52 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 1.9
answers
Catalu—a,Arag—n,
Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 2 3.8
2 Castillas 36 69,2
Madrid 8 15,4
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 4 7.7
Total 51 98,1
Lost 1 1.9
answers
Total 52 100,0

Survey design: 6 open and semi-directive questionsabout the expectationsand knowledge of

the Museum, before the visit.

Question 1: Previousknowledge about the Museo Provincialde Ciudad Real, before the visit.

There isa collection of natural sciences, palaeontology and archaeology

There isa collection of fine arts
No idea

Question 2: Learning Expectations.

Learn something about Ciudad Real and itsprovince®@History 32,8%

Learn about every day&life at the past times
Learn about Natural Science®issues

Fnd a collection of contemporary art

Find good hanging and museography

Find Temporary exhibitions
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Question 3: Ideal Vistor.

Only 38,5% of the sample believesthat thisMuseum isa cultural offerappealing forallthe
people in general. The remnant believesitisa place for people with special interest in the

subject (26,9%), and for youngstersor school audiences(25%).
Question 4: Reasonsof the visit

There isa 23,1%interested specifically in some issue, and a 28,8%interested in
hisorical/cultural topics. On the other hand, 13,5%visit thismuseum asa pupil, with hisschool
or university mates. There isa 13,5% of general touriststhat considerthe museum a part of their
vist to Ciudad Real. FAnally, there ispeople that come moved by curiosity orchance (11,5%),

and subjectsthat come to show the museum to friendsor relatives(3,8%).

Question 5: Depth of knowledge about Ciudad Real and itsprovince® History.

Sarce knowledge 32, 7%
Generalknowledge 51,9%

Good knowledge 11,5%

Question 6: Content expectations

No idea 13,5%
Collection of different kind of items 26,9%
Interactive devicesand good hanging 17,3%
Fecific information (texts) about some issues 15,4%
General information (texts) 13,5%
Artworks 9,6%

Objective B DLevel 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 asin survey 2 /Expectations

Survey design: 4 open and semi-directive quesionsabout the Museum and itsimpact, after

the vigt.

Question 7: Valuation of the vist, in generaland in particular, in a scale from 0 (very bad) to 3

(very good)
Vidt in general 2,3
Entrance fee 2,9
Archaeology collection 2,4
Natural Sciencescollection 2,3
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Fine Artscollection
Accessto the facilities
Opening hours
Hanging and museography
Program of activities
Written information

Question 8: Preferences

The palaeontology and Natural Sciencescollections

1,8
2,3
2,2
2,1
2,1

particularly the one with the mammoth)
The archaeology collection

42,3% (because of the dioramas,

21,2% (because of personalinterest)

The mineral collection 11,5%( O 6] o )
Question 9: Problems

Didn® answer 28,8%

The museum issatisfactory 42 3%

Subjectswant more and betterinformation (panels) 11,6%

Subjectswant more and bettercollection of contemporary art 9,6%

Question 10: Hdelisation

Thisisthe first visit
Hasalready been here

50%
50%

More than half of those who repeat the visit have been here before at least twice more.

Usually vistorsreturn to improve theirknowledge, to see new exhibitionsorto show it to friends

and relatives.

Survey 5, Absolute valuation

Sample: 15 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following resultsare

to be consdered just tendencies.

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

exit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid <18 2 133
answers

19-24 6 40,0

25-39 4 26,7

40 - 64 3 20,0

Total 15 100,0
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Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage
Valid High school 2 133
answers '
3-year 5 333
university '
S-year 7 46,7
university '
Total 14 93,3
Lost 1 6.7
answers '
Total 15 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid 1 6.7
answers '
Medium 1 6.7
managers '
Employees
pioy 5 33,3
Students 7 46,7
Retired 1 6,7
Total 15 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 67
answers
2 Castillas 10 66,7
Madrid 1 6,7
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 20,0
Total 15 100,0

Survey design: A scale of preferencesfrom 1to 10, in which the visitor hasto place the Museo

Provincialde Ciudad Real and other smilarvenuesin the postion that each of them deserves

(between 1-very bad, and 10-very good).

Other museums: Only 20% declaresto know other similar museums.

Postion of the Museum:

The Museo Provincialde Ciudad Realappearsonce in one of the higher positions(9), another

in postion 8, anotherin position 6, and a last time in a medium postion (5). The average
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postion is7 (maximum is 10). The subjectsjustify their highest answersbecause of the value of
the collections, the hanging and the museography and the information offered to vistors.
Lowest answersare explained because the information isnot enough, and the building itself is

not enough representative to contain a museum.

Posdtion of similar venues:

Subjectscompare the Museo de Ciudad Realto other Spanish museums. None of these is
repeated:in postion 10, the highest, we find the Museo de Madrid and the Museo de Toledo,
the first foritscollections, museography and information, the second for the building where it is
located. The Museo de Guadalajara ismentioned in position 8, because of the venue, and is
followed in postion 7 by the Museo de Valencia and the Museo de JaZn and theirremarkable
collections, museography and information. The Museo de Albacete getsa lower position (2),
because of the little information it offersto hisvistors. The average postion of these other

venuesis?.

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

Survey 3, Knowledge Acquisition

Sample: 15 subjects.

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

exit, ordirect interview.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid <18 4 267
answers

19-24 1 6,7

25-39 3 20,0

40 - 64 7 46,7

Total 15 100,0

Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 6 40,0
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answers school
High school 5 33,3
3-year 3 20,0
university
S-year 1 6,7
university
Total 15 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid 1 67
answers
Employees
ploy 9 60,0
Students 4 26,7
Housekeeper 1 6,7
Total 15 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Catalu—a,Arag—n,
answers Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 1 6,7
2 Castillas 12 80,0
Andaluc’a,Ceuta ,Melilla 2 13,3
Total 15 100,0

Survey design: Ten questionsabout the comprehension and understanding of the information

textsfor the permanent exhibition CHace 3 millonesde a—0sQ Four possible answersare

offered, only one being correct.

Questions 1-10:

Some questionsassessthe understanding of very generic concepts, while other aim to more
specific aspectsortrivia. The average of correct answersis67%, but it ishigherin the first kind
of questionsthan in the more complex ones(59%). Though the sample istoo smallto provide
definitive results, there seemsto be confirmed the rule that the more instruction level of the
subject, the more correct answers. Personswith primary education have an average of
correct answers of 45%, subjectswith secondary instruction have an average of 76%correct

answers, subjectswith 3 and 5-year university ssudieshave an average of 87%correct answers.

These resultssuggest that the correct answersare more the consequence of a largergeneral

culture than a realacquistion of knowledge during the visit. Thismeansthat people do not
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read orpaytoo much attention to the paneland information texts, probably because they

are too complex.

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, technique and profile of thissurvey are the same as Survey 2.

Survey design: one semi-directive question about how did the vistorsknow the existence of

the Museo Provincialde Ciudad Real.
Question 10: Awarenessof the Museum

46,6% of vistorsknew about the Museum by personalrecommendations (family/friends).
Printed guidesand the Ciudad Real® Tourist Information Centre are the following factorsin
orderofimportance (13,9%each). On the otherhand, 11,6% come to the Museum by

chance, and 6,9%thanksto the promotional leaflets.

Objective E - Level of integration of the venue evaluated in the rest of the cityOs offer,
both from the aesthetic and the cultural points of view.

Survey 7, Integration in city

Sample: 15 subjects. Because of the reduced number of the sample, the following resultsare

to be consdered just tendencies.

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

exit.

Profiles: The most significantly represented segmentsof audience are the following

Segments of age

Frequency | Percentage

Valid 19-24 5 333
answers

25-39 7 46,7

40 - 64 3 20,0

Total 15 100,0
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Instruction level

Frequency | Percentage
Valid Primary 1 6.7
answers school '
High school 4 26,7
3-year 2 133
university '
5-year 8 533
university '
Total 15 100,0
Occupation
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Medium 2 13,3
answers managers
Employees
ploy 6 40,0
Students 6 40,0
Housekeeper 1 6,7
Total 15 100,0
Provenance
Frequency | Percentage
Valid Galicia, Asturias 1 6.7
answers '
Catalu—a,Arag—n,
Valencia,Murcia,Baleares 2 13,3
2 Castillas 11 73,3
Madrid 1 6,7
Total 15 100,0

Survey design: 7 open and semi-directive questionsregarding the integration of the Museum in

the urban, cultural and aeshetic context of the city.

Question 1: Sgnpoststo get there

60% of sample consider the Museo Provincial relatively easy to find, though the signpostscould

be improved.
Question 2: Transport
80% of vistorsget to thispart of the downtown by bus, and 13%by private car.

Question 3: The surrounding area in a scale from 0to 3 (0 very bad, 3very good)
Security 2,4
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Traffic 1,3

Cleanliness of streetsand fae ades 2,3
Public transport 2,1
Parking areas 0,5

Question 4: Preferencesorproblems

The postive commentsregard the museum collection (particularly Contemporary Art and
Archaeology), and the proximity to green areas. Concerning the complaints, all vistorsremark

the lack of parking areas.
Question 5: Aesthetical Integration

73% of the sample consider that the Museo Provincial iswell integrated with the architecture

of the surrounding buildings.
Question 6: Cultural Integration

93% of the sample think that the cultural offer of thisMuseum iswell integrated with the city®
cultural offer, though some subjectsconsderit could be improved including more
contemporary art. Other vistorsremark that the audience that enjoysthe most the museum

are children, because of the activitiesorganised forthem.

Question 7: Urban Integration

60% of vistorsisresdent in Ciudad Real. 75% of them believe the museum isnot an important
point of reference from the urbanism point of view. A vistoraddsthat there are more

important placesthat have thisrole, forinstance the Paseo del Prado orthe Conservatorio.
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General conclusions

The touristswho visit Ciudad Realdo it for tourism in general or for other reasons. The cultural,
artistic or historical issuesdo not stand out asthe specific reasonsof the vist. The visit isusually
organized using Internet or following suggestionsby relativesand friends. Together with Ciudad
Real, the typical circuitstouch Almagro, Toledo and Daimiel. The carisstillthe transport
preferred by almost 75% of the travellers, and only 18% usesthe train. The overnight staysOratio
isquite good since most of the sample spendsin Ciudad Real more than one day. The most

frequentaccommodation isthe Hotel (68%).

Regarding the image that Ciudad Real transmitsof itself, it isnecessary to distinguish between
potential visitors, real vistorsand resdents. Concerning the first group, the potential tourists,
their representation of the city ischaracterized by the strong presence of the (Nature /
EnvironmentOelement. Secondly, and with a punctuation superior to that of other cities
oriented to the cultural tourism, we find the element or category OCulture, History, ArtQ On the
other hand, the concept of CBuilt HeritageOisalmost inexistent in the potential vistor@ mental

representation of Ciudad Real.

Concerning the real tourists, we can diginguish between those who have just arrived and
those who have already begun their vist to the city. The first onesthink that the most typical of
Ciudad Realisitsbuilt Heritage (monuments, buildingsetc.), followed by all Quijote-related
attractors, and followed too by museums, by the intangible Heritage (Culture, History, Art and

also Local typical Cuisne) and by the (NatureOelement.

The second type of vistorshasvery smilar opinion, although the ONatureOelement is not

mentioned.

It isinteresting to notice how the postionsof OBuilt heritage Oand ONature and Envionment O
are inverted if we compare potential tourisssand the real ones: for the first onesthe "Nature"is
very relevant, and the OBuilt Heritage Oisalmost inexistent, whereasthe real vistors see the city
exactly the opposte way. Thisinformation suggestsan important divison between the
potential tourists, who do not know well the Heritage and Cultural offer of Ciudad Real, and
the real tourists, who appearto come to the city knowing in advance what they are going to

see, and attracted precisely forthisaspect of the city.

51



If we examine now the perception of Ciudad Realbyitsown resdents, we find that the built
Heritage isfamiliar, but not too frequented. Moreover, for the inhabitants, intangible Heritage
hasexactly the same relevance asbuilt Heritage. It isinteresting to see how the image that
the resdentshave iscloser to that of the potential vistorsthat to that of the real vistors. This
seemsto indicate on one hand that the typical tourist hasa particularinterest for Built
Heritage, and on the other hand that the resdentsof Ciudad Real are not too aware of their

own built Heritage, probably because of inefficient policiesof dynamization.

The information obtained by the FocusGroup conducted with Ciudad Real residentsinvolved
in the tourist and in the education sector suggeststwo kind of problems: first of all there isa
lack of infrastructuresto receive and to encourage the tourism, and secondly the scarce
awarenessof the population about cultural-heritage issues. The city and the surroundingshave
numeroustourist resources ill little-known and underexploited, but the tourism office isstilltoo
little and inexperienced to adequately coordinate and organize he local cultural and tourist
offer. Other difficultiesthat prevent the tourism development are the scarce diversfication of
the cultural offerand the abuse of the image of the Quijote, which can have negative

consequencesin termsof cultural id entity issues.

A last concluson that emergesfrom the Focus Groupsisthat the didactic - cultural offer of the

city and of the province islittle or non structured at all.

Concerning the evaluation of the specific cultural attractorsthat constitute the offer of

Ciudad Real, the first one we have assessed isthe Museum L—pez Villase-or.

The audience isdivided between those who already know something of the artist and those
who have not seen anything by him. Vistorsexpect mainly artworksand information (texts) to
understand the work of the painter. Only 20% of the intervieweesthinksthat thismuseum is

suitable for general public, de facto 40 % comesfor specific interest.

The audience judgesthe visitin generalto be quite good, although vistorsmissmore textsand
panelsto betterunderstand the work of the painterand hislife. The preferred featuresof the
museum are the picturesand the building. 25 % of the sample hasvisted the museum again

previoudly.

Compared with other museums, the overall evaluation of the Museo L—p ez Villase—or isquite

good.
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The promotion of the Museum L—pez Villase—orisacceptable, although it should be intensified
in newspapers, postersand Internet, because vistorscome mainly thanksto personal

recommendations, guidebooks, orby chance.

The Museum L—pezVillase—oriseasy to find thanksto hisproximity to the Cathedral. Both his

cultural offerand the aesthetic impact of the building are wellintegrated in the city.
Another attractor of Ciudad Real that we have studied isthe Museum of the Quijote.

Practically everybody knows something about "Don Quijote"; a good part hopesthat the vist
willresume the noveland the characters, while 29% would preferto learn something about
Cervantes, or about the History, the Culture and the every day&life at that time. More than
half of the vistorsthink that thismuseum® cultural offer issuitable for a general public: in fact,
only 24,3 % comesmoved by a specific interest in the Quijote. 20% of the sample hopesto find

an original and innovative hanging.

Generally speaking, the audience considersthe visit to be quite good, although the content is
considered a little bit inconsistent: people missa real collection, aswellasa more effective
educationalapparatus. The fidelisation isvery scarce, only 5% returnsto the museum. The

overall valuation provided by the visitorsisa little more than sufficient, 6,5 on 10.

The promotion of the Museum of the Quijote isquite suitable, although it should be intensified
in newspapers, postersand Internet, since the vistorscome mainly thanksto the Tourist

Information Centre, personalrecommendations, guidebooksorby chance.

The museum of the Quijote isnot difficult to find, but most of allthanksto the fact that the city
issmalland that the museum islocated next to the Park Gasset. Both the cultural offer of the
museum and the aesthetic impact of the building are wellintegrated in the city, although the

first aspect could sillbe improved.

The last element of the cultural offer of Ciudad Realthat we have assessed ishisProvincial

Museum, the Museo de Ciudad Real.

Hardly more than the half of the sample knowssomething about thisMuseum, and only 9,6%
mention itsa collection of Ane Arts. Half of the visitorsexpect to learn about the history and
culture of the city and the daily life of theirancestors. Only 38,5% of the sample thinksthat the
cultural offer of thismuseum issuitable fora general public;in fact, only 11,5% comesfor

general curiosity, the remnant subjectshave some interest, specific or general, in History,
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culture and local traditions. The expectationsof content are varied: vistorsdo not want just

pieces, but also good hanging and good textsand educationalapparatus.

The display of the educationalapparatus(the panelswith texts) appearsto be adequate,
because people seemsto read them. Neverthelessthe level of undersanding and acquistion
of knowledge seemshigherin olderand more instructed persons, which suggeststhat the

content of the panelsmay be a little complex fora general public.

Generally speaking, the audience leavesthe museum with a positive impression although
some aspectsor partsof the visit are preferred to others: forinstance, vistorsenjoy more the
Palaeontology and Natural SciencesOsectionsthan that of Fine arts. There are also some
negative remarksabout the information material. The fidelisation isvery high, of 50 %, b ut it
concernsalmost exclusively personsparticularly interested in the topicsof the museum and its
collections. However, the overall valuation of thismuseum, compared to other provincial

museums, isquite positive and standsabove the average valuation of thiskind of venues.

The promotion of the Museum of Ciudad Real seemsto be not very adequate since almost
half of the sample comesby personalrecommendation. It might be worthy to impulse the
promotionin guidebooksand in the Tourist Information Centre, and to promote the Museum

also in Internet.

The opinion of the sample isthat the Provincial Museum of Ciudad Realisrelatively easy to
find, but it isnot sufficiently sgnposted. If on one hand the problemsof traffic and of parking
compromise the accessbility, on the other hand the proximity to public gardensmake the
surrounding area more pleasant. The integration of the fabric with surrounding buildingsfrom
an aesthetic point of view isnot consdered adequate by allthe subjects, but the greatest
part of the sample considersitacceptable. The evaluation of the integration of thiscentre
with the cultural offer of the city isfar better, although vidtorsinsist that the offercould be
improved. Concerning the integration in the personalrepresentation that each resident hasof
its city, the Museum of Ciudad Realisnot among the placesmos important and

representative of the area.
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Proposals

The management of the tourist and cultural offer of Ciudad Real, although satisfactory, might

sillbe improved by several actionssome of them more general, some of them more specific.

At generallevel,besde the obviousimpulse that must be given to the Tourism sector, some
suggestionscan be done: first of all, from the communication point of view it would be
advisable to strengthen the presence of built and intangible heritage on the city® offer, in
order to transform the potential vistorsDimage of Ciudad Real and make it more smilar to the
idea thatresdentshave of their city. Thisaction should be integrated on one side by an
effective diverdfication of the offer, and on the otherby an awarenessraisng campaign
addressed to resdents, to make them more confident with the heritage of the city where they
live. The latteraspect must be developed beginning from the youngest audience, the
students, creating an educational-cultural specific offer forthe school, high schooland
universities. And concerning the adult audiences, the actionsneeded involve the
dynamisation of the built heritage of the city, itstransformation into something alive and

attractive.

Concerning specific elementsof the cultural offer, itisalso possble to suggest some
improvements. Regarding the Museo L—pez Villase—or, it would be necessary to transform its
image to make itappealing to a wider audience. The installation of panelswith information
about the painter@work and life would make thiscentre more accessble to a audience of
non-experts. It would also be useful to increase the promotion of thismuseum in newspapers,

postersand Internet.

The Museo del Quijote isappreciated forthe originality of hishanging, with the A/V
insallations, and the universal fame of the literary work to which it isdedicated. However thisis
not enough to guarantee itssuccess, and the low level of fidelisation isa proof of it. It would
be very advisable to improve the centre from the content point of view, both in termsof
piecesand in termsof the information offered to the audience, toreach a balance between
special effectsand didactic efficacy. Other actionsto improve the offerwould include the
connection of the museum with activitiesand othervenuesrelated to the Don Quijote cultural
route. Moreover, aswe have said about the Museo L—pez Villase—or, the number of visitors

could grow with a more adequate promotion in newspapers, posersand Internet.
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Fnally we have to talk about the Provincial Museum of Ciudad Real, which just asthe L—pez
Villase—orisconsdered asa too specific offer, of little interest fora generalaudience. One of
the solutionsto thisproblem might be the re-thinking of the informative and didactic material,
perhapsto complexfora generalaudience. Another solution would be the enlargement of
the activitiesQoffer, to attract new audiencesand give more protagonism to the museum in
the context of the city and, more in particular, of the area where itislocated. The promotion
too might be improved, forexample in Internet, where itsvisbility ssemsto be very reduced

and inefficient.
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