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Abstract: Sustainable tourism, in the cultural context, is a fundamental element for the economic
development of some local communities. There are many factors that can influence the success of
this type of tourism, but any action or strategy adopted should be closely related to the satisfaction
of the tourist. This research focuses on a heritage destination of an archaeological nature, and is
aimed at analyzing the profile of the cultural tourist and his/her level of satisfaction after visiting
the site. Information was collected using a closed questionnaire given to tourists. An ANOVA
analysis has been used to determine the relationship between sociodemographic characteristics and
satisfaction, with significant results found in relation to gender and income level. This study has
helped to highlight what underlies the differences in tourists’ post-visit satisfaction. These analyses
have provided information that can be used in the planning of future sustainable tourism marketing
strategies; thus, this study provides some recommendations on how to improve the provision of
services and the management of these types of heritage elements.
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1. Introduction

The importance of tourism in Spain is reflected in the number of tourist arrivals to this country
in 2018. According to data collected from [1], the number of foreign visitor arrivals in 2018 was over
82.6 million, which represents an increase of 1.1% over the previous year. As a result, Spain has
become the second-ranked country in the world in terms of foreign visitor arrivals [2,3]. However, the
influx of tourists is not only due to traditional sun and beach tourism offers, but other types such as
cultural tourism.

Nowadays, this type of heritage tourism, which is viewed as sustainable, is being very successfully
developed in this country [4]. In this regard, the United Nations Organization for Education, Science
and Culture (UNESCO) reports that tourism focusing on natural and cultural heritage is the area that
has experienced the greatest growth in the tourism industry [5]. Moreover, heritage tourism has been
largely considered as a form of experiential consumption in recent years [6].

An essential element that can be enjoyed as part of a tourist activity is the experiences that result
from the tourist coming into contact with the culture of a specific place, more specifically with the local
heritage [7]; in many cases, this refers to the local archeology [8]. To a great extent, the success of a
tourist destination depends on the interactions between visitors and local residents [9]. In this sense,
an especially important contribution of local residents is when they offer a cultural interchange with
visitors who are eager to learn about the heritage of the place. This has been shown in a number of
studies [10] that suggest support should be provided to help tourists develop emotional bonds with
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places, and connections with those residing in the destination. These ties to places and the feeling
of solidarity with local residents can positively influence visitors’ sense of loyalty to the destination.
Thus, such connections can be considered a way of ensuring the sustainability of tourism within a
particular community [11].

Since the end of the 20th century, heritage destinations have been receiving substantial numbers of
visitors, as the cultural heritage of a place is a large part of what attracts tourists to a particular location,
as well as being representative of the identity of the local society [12]. Currently, the consumption
of cultural products, such as historical and artistic heritage and monuments, is attracting growing
attention from academics and researchers due to the complexity of this type of tourism [13]. Indeed,
the demand for cultural products is continuously evolving in terms of tourists’ consumption habits,
sociodemographic characteristics, motivations and expectations, among other aspects [14,15]. In this
regard, cultural tourism can be understood as the “visits by persons from outside the host community
motivated wholly or in part by interest in the historical, artistic, scientific or lifestyle/heritage offerings
of a community, region or institution” [16].

As a model of cultural tourism, the city of Segóbriga is the focus of analysis in this research.
Located in the province of Cuenca (Spain), it is a Roman site listed as an archaeological park. This study
focuses on sustainable tourism, in the cultural context, with the main objective being to determine how
elements of the visitor profile affect the satisfaction of the tourist who visits the archaeological park of
Segóbriga. The results reveal the relationships between certain sociodemographic variables that define
the profile of the visitor to this site—namely, age, gender, income level, educational level, employment
status—and the degree of tourist satisfaction. The sample consists of 408 tourists visiting the park in
the spring of 2017. For the data collection, a questionnaire was used that included satisfaction scales
previously used by several authors in their research (e.g., [17–20]).

This study helps to determine what kind of tourists visit this archaeological site, what their profile
looks like and how best to reach them. The results of the study also offer information that may be
helpful when it comes to improving the tourism product or designing better marketing, which in turn
will support the socioeconomic development of the local area.

Regarding tourist satisfaction, the literature on this subject highlights the importance of this
variable as a strong indicator of tourists’ intentions to come back to visit a destination or recommend
it [21,22].

2. Literature Review

2.1. Cultural Tourism and Sustainable Development

The strong growth of the tourism sector in recent years has led to the sustainability of this
industry being widely addressed in the literature [23–25]. Some authors [26,27] consider sustainable
development in tourism to be closely related to environmentally-responsible tourism. In this sense, it
is clear that ensuring the sustainability of tourism can be considered as one of the most effective ways
to achieve the development of communities in tourist destinations, with local populations playing
a key role in this regard. Local residents may even be able to bring about changes in the pattern of
visitor arrivals, or foster innovations by taking advantage of the natural and cultural resources of the
area [28]. In this way, it is not only the culture itself that is important, but also the local residents who
can offer a cultural exchange with tourists interested in learning about the heritage of the place [10].

Cultural curiosity has traditionally been the basis for tourism development and the increase in
mobility among tourist consumers [13]. In recent years, this type of sustainable tourism has become
one of the largest segments of the tourism market, reflecting the notable growth in the level of demand
for tourism products centering on cultural values [29]. Therefore, today heritage is considered as
an economic resource and is valued as a key development factor in the context of a new approach
to tourism.
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The complexity of the concept of cultural tourism has led to multiple definitions and perspectives,
depending on the author or researcher [30]. Some of them (e.g., [31]) describe it as people traveling to
places of cultural interest, with the aim of obtaining information and new experiences to meet their
cultural needs. More generally, [32] defines it as a type of trip for personal enrichment. However, other
researchers opt for a much tighter concept and focus on cultural services or products consumed by
the tourist, regardless of the motivation for the trip [33,34]. Others such as [30] claim that a tourist
who consumes a cultural product is a cultural tourist by definition. This product thus incorporates the
components that attract tourists of a particular nature and with specific personal characteristics (each
of them comprises a different subgroup with different needs in terms of experiencing the culture). This‘
also allows for the satisfaction of needs related to traveling to and staying in a certain place, that is, the
set of goods and services that enable trips made for cultural purposes.

A common aspect stands out in all these definitions: the cultural tourist’s interest in finding
out about diverse cultural elements; that is, elements of cultural heritage [35], understood as the set
of tangible elements such as museums and historical and archaeological sites, as well as intangible
elements such as traditions, ways of life, and language, which constitute the identity of a place [36].
This gives rise to the interest in studying the profile of the cultural tourist seeking to learn about the
culture of a place.

2.2. The Profile of the Cultural Tourist

A review of the related literature shows a great variety of characteristics that can be identified
within the profile of the cultural tourist [12]. Some studies (e.g., [37,38]) suggest that some tourists may
be more motivated than others to engage in a cultural experience, and their degree of involvement
in the historical-cultural experience may vary. As such, [34] identify five types of cultural tourists,
classified according to their motivation for travel (Table 1):

Table 1. Types of cultural tourists.

Type of Tourist Definition

Complete cultural tourist One who seeks a much deeper cultural experience, with cultural tourism being the main
motivation for the visit.

Cultural visitor Although the main motive for visiting a destination is cultural tourism, they are not seeking
such a profound experience.

Cultural discoverer This tourist does not travel for cultural reasons but ends up having a deep
cultural experience.

Cultural casual Seeks some cultural activity on their trip, although this is not the main reason for it

Cultural accidentally This tourist’s main motive for travel is not cultural, but by chance they end up participating
in this activity, albeit not in a profound way.

Source: own elaboration based on [34].

From the above, it can be seen that there are two main types of cultural tourists in terms of
motivation: those motivated by culture and those motivated by leisure. One type of cultural tourist
is motivated by culture; that is, they view the trip as an opportunity for personal development and
experiences that allow the achievement of that objective. Conversely, occasional cultural tourists,
or cultural tourists by chance, are not motivated by culture, but rather see the trip as a leisure
experience [37]. Other authors (e.g., [39]) have also analyzed tourists’ motivations for making a cultural
visit, contributing to a profile of this type of visitor characterized by high income level and motivated
by other cultural initiatives such as attending a festival, visiting monuments or meeting people from
cultures and places, with determining factors including origin, age or educational level. Other relevant
features of the cultural tourist include his/her openness to encounters with local residents [10], higher
level of education [40], higher income level [30], as well as certain sociodemographic characteristics
that are the subject of this research. Some authors claim that the profile of the cultural tourist in Spain
is of average age (between 25 and 44 years old), without a significant difference between the sexes, and
demanding very short stays [35]. The main objective of this research is to determine the profile of the



Sustainability 2019, 11, 6774 4 of 15

tourist that travels to these areas of heritage interest in terms of their sociodemographic characteristics,
but regardless of the reason for the trip.

2.3. Tourist Satisfaction and Sociodemographic Characteristics of Cultural Tourists

Cultural tourism is a popular target of tourism policymakers because it supposedly attracts
high-quality, high-value tourists while providing economic support for the local culture. This growing
interest in tourists visiting cultural attractions is partly out of necessity, and also due to the fact that
cultural tourism is seen as an important growing market [41]. The positive trends observed in the
increase in cultural tourism together with the profile of tourists interested in cultural heritage are
linked to a need to revitalize the cultural heritage sector [42]. In this sense, it is important to take into
account the profile of the tourist, as it has been shown that their sociodemographic characteristics
can define not only cognitive and affective responses, but also behavioral responses [9]. For example,
gender is known to influence information processing strategies [43], while the image of the destination
is influenced by age, income, gender, race, nationality and education [44–47]. Another example is the
study by [48], who finds gender differences in expectations regarding sustainable practices, while in a
subsequent study [49] she reports similar differences in consumer-based brand equity.

On the other hand, the review of the relevant literature shows that tourism researchers have carried
out extensive studies to analyze the dependence of tourist satisfaction on their sociodemographic
characteristics [50]. It has been assumed that culture influences tourism behavior, but due to the
difficulty of measuring cultural values directly at the individual level, the relationship between the
tourist’s cultural profile, taking into account some sociodemographic variables, and their satisfaction
after the visit has not yet been tested empirically.

The concept of satisfaction in tourism, or tourist satisfaction can be understood as the difference
derived from the comparison between the individual’s expectations and his/her actual tourist
experience [22,51,52]. In this study, satisfaction is defined as the overall satisfaction of a tourist
with the visit experience in a cultural heritage site [6]. Furthermore, satisfaction positively affects
behavioral intentions. This can be interpreted as satisfied tourists being more likely to have behavioral
intentions to make a return visit or return to the heritage site. However, some studies (e.g., [53]) have
suggested that not all the attributes of the products or services are equally relevant when it comes
to interpreting customer satisfaction. Other authors (e.g., [18]) conclude that the level of satisfaction
depends on the human factor and the assessment of the accessibility of the services provided, with
the former being where satisfaction is most evident. Therefore, in cultural tourism, quality and
the provision of resources plays an extremely important role in determining tourist satisfaction.
Previous studies show how the level of satisfaction with visiting a place is the result of different factors
evaluated by the comparison between the tourist’s perceptions of the product or service received
during the visit and their expectations prior to the visit, and influenced by their sociodemographic
characteristics [54,55]. In short, the tourist can have different levels of satisfaction [22], depending in
part on the characteristics of the visitor; hence the interest in this study in analyzing this relationship.

Having theoretically analyzed satisfaction as a dependent variable in this research, the
sociodemographic factors of tourists that can influence their level of satisfaction are examined,
and specifically the items used to measure each factor. To this end, a total of five hypotheses are
proposed, based on the theoretical framework detailed below.

Gender, employment status, level of education, income and age are individual-level variables that
play a specific role in the perception of tourist destinations [45,56–58]. Numerous studies (e.g., [46,58])
have suggested how these variables significantly influence tourists’ perceptions and can be considered
a filter, such that the perception varies according to the person or tourist [58]. For example, some
authors, such as [59], have found significant differences in tourist satisfaction with respect to gender.
Others such as [39] argue that women are more attracted to tourism resources than men, which is why
they tend to have a higher level of satisfaction [21]. Regarding age, tourists’ degree of satisfaction also
differs in relation to this characteristic. For example, [21] suggest that older people have a higher level
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of satisfaction than younger people. Others such as [20] reach the conclusion that age has an influence
on certain variables relating to satisfaction, especially in tourists aged over 45. In general, numerous
researchers (e.g., [57]) have shown that the age of the tourist affects their perception of a destination
and their post-visit satisfaction. Nevertheless, others, such as [44], confirmed that the characteristics of
the gender and income level have no such influence. Conversely, [58] show that tourists’ income level
and employment status are the factors that can most influence perceptions of a place, which may in
turn be reflected in tourists’ level of satisfaction.

Regarding the latter arguments, the literature review reveals that there has been little tourism
research to date that demonstrates how other sociodemographic characteristics influence tourist
satisfaction. Some of the few examples include the study by [20], investigating the influence of gender,
age and nationality on satisfaction; or that of [19], who examine the role played by age, gender, income
level of or salary, origin and employment status of the visitor in their degree of satisfaction. Apart from
age and gender, this study analyzes educational level, employment status and income level. Thus, in
light of the above, this research proposes the following hypotheses aimed at testing whether the profile
of the tourist makes a difference to the satisfaction of their visit:

Hypothesis 1. There are differences in the satisfaction of the cultural tourist with respect to gender.

Hypothesis 2. There are differences in the satisfaction of the cultural tourist with respect to age.

Hypothesis 3. There are differences in the satisfaction of the cultural tourist with respect to the highest level
of education.

Hypothesis 4. There are differences in the satisfaction of the cultural tourist with respect to employment status.

Hypothesis 5. There are differences in the satisfaction of the cultural tourist with respect to income level.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Description of the Site

The city of Segóbriga is the most important archaeological site on the southern plateau in Spain,
and one of the best preserved Roman cities from the western Roman Empire. This archaeological
park is highly appreciated as a sustainable tourist destination. There are also many other attractions
located not only in the Cuenca capital, but also in the surrounding area (Uclés, Ercávica, Valeria, etc.).
The findings of the archaeological excavations that have been carried out over time have helped to
illustrate the history of this site. The enclave stands out not only due to its archaeological interest but
also the surrounding landscape, because the landscape physiognomy remains essentially the same as
it was in Roman times. Visitors can thus enjoy the walk through the archaeological remains and at the
same time admire a natural environment of remarkable beauty.

3.2. Research Instrument and Data Collection

The review of the literature on satisfaction has provided theoretical guidance on how to measure
this variable, and this study has subsequently used indicators and factors drawn from previous research
(e.g., [17–20]. The measurement of this variable is based on a number of factors, which in turn are made
up of several items. The first factor, overall satisfaction (factor 1), was taken from the study by [60],
where tourists had to “indicate their overall satisfaction with the experience in this archaeological
destination”. This factor could be considered the most relevant. Together with the assessment of
overall satisfaction, a more specific, individual scale was constructed to analyze visitor satisfaction
with all the services provided by the park, such that the tourist evaluated their experience by indicating
their degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 24 items, giving rise to a total of five more factors:
(2) road infrastructure, (3) the hotel infrastructure, (4) restoration infrastructure, (5) conservation of
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the site and (6) the information received and the treatment from the staff. This scale was constructed
by selecting some of the items used by [17,18] in their research. To measure both overall satisfaction
and these last five factors, a five-point scale was used, ranging from 1 for “very unsatisfied” to 5 for
“very satisfied”.

All the questions that were used to measure these factors were included in a questionnaire written
based on an exhaustive review of the literature and the specific characteristics of the destination under
study. The questionnaire was used to gather information from site visitors after their visit. The data
was collected over four consecutive weekends during the months of April and May 2017. A total of
408 questionnaires were given out to tourists aged 18 and over, Previously, a pilot test was conducted
in order to refine the questionnaire and make the necessary changes.

3.3. Data Analysis

The analyses in this research were carried out with SPSS Statistics 24.0 software. First, exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was carried out using the Varimax rotation method, the aim of which was to
validate the scale for each variable or factor that measures satisfaction.

After validating these scales, a univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed,
which reveals the differences between the means of a continuous dependent variable and
categorical independent variables. In this case, the sociodemographic variables have been taken
as independent variables, while the dependent variables are each of the items comprising the
factors that measure satisfaction; that is, the dependent variable is the tourist’s post-visit satisfaction.
See supplementary materials.

4. Empirical Results

Based on the results obtained from the EFA (through Varimax rotation), the scale for each variable
or factor measuring satisfaction can be validated. Of the six factors mentioned above, this analysis
validated only three (Table 2): (1) the overall satisfaction with the visit (measured with only one
item), (2) satisfaction with the road, hospitality, restoration and conservation infrastructure (measured
with 12 items) and (3) satisfaction with the accessibility of tourist information and treatment received
(measured with 12 items).

The analysis of the data obtained through the questionnaires answered by the 408 tourists surveyed
after their visit to Segóbriga, revealed that 55.4% were women and 44.6% were men. As for the most
common place of origin of the respondents, 50.7% were from the Madrid region, 15% from Castilla-La
Mancha and 13.5% from the Valencian Community. Most visitors were aged between 40 and 59 years,
67.9% of the total sample, with the youngest age range—between 18 and 25 years old— accounting for
3.4% of the total. Regarding respondents’ level of education, most had higher education, with more
than half of the sample, 63%, holding a university degree and 5.1% also holding a doctorate. Tourists
who do not have any type of studies represents only 0.5%. These figures confirm that almost all visitors
have the highest level of education. Regarding the employment status of visitors, salaried workers are
in first place (32.6%), followed by the group of public officials (18.6%), workers with titling (15.7%) and
self-employed workers (11%). Of all the respondents, 29.2% have a gross annual income in the range
of €15,000 to €30,000, while 56.4% exceed €30,000 per year. Those that report an annual income of less
than € 15,000 represent 14.5% of the total. In conclusion, the profile of the tourist visiting Segóbriga can
be described as usually a female, between 40 and 59 years old, who works, with a fairly high income
and highest level of education.

The ANOVA analysis has been used to accept or reject the null hypothesis (H0) of independence
between the variables. In parallel, the Chi-square test was also performed (bilateral asymptotic
significance) to corroborate the differences between the mean scores of these factors.
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Table 2. Factors for measuring satisfaction and individual items.

Factors Item Loadings Variance % Cronbach α 1 KMO 2 Sig.
(Significance)

Overall satisfaction Overall visit satisfaction 1.000 100 N/A N/A N/A

Satisfaction with road,
hotel, restoration and
conservation
infrastructure.

Area where it is located 0.320

40.75 0.710 0.714 0.00

Public transport 0.506

Private transport 0.712

Internal Accesses 0.387

Restaurants 0.814

Accommodation and hotels 0.781

Structures of the site 0.639

Museum 0.657

Historical buildings 0.595

Maintenance 0.712

Cleanliness 0.759

Security service of the site 0.442

Satisfaction with access
to tourist information
tourist and treatment
received

Park information 0.625

74.73 0.829 0.838 0.00

Information on leisure
activities in the area 0.485

Information on local customs 0.409

Information about
local cuisine 0.658

Festival Information 0.794

Concert Information 0.850

Information on crafts 0.707

Folklore information 0.795

Guided tours 0.564

Personal treatment received 0.707

Quality of life in the area 0.696

Park access price 0.563

Source: authors’ own elaboration.

Table 3 shows the results of the ANOVA analysis of the independence of the satisfaction variable,
measured through three factors composed of a total of 25 items regarding the sociodemographic
characteristics under study. These results also allow an evaluation of tourists’ average overall
satisfaction with their experience of visiting the archaeological park, which is 4.4 out of 5.
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Table 3. Results of the ANOVA analysis: sociodemographic characteristics—satisfaction.

Factors Item
Gender Age Studies Employment Income

F Sig. F Sig. F Sig. F Sig. F Sig.

(1) Overall
satisfaction Overall satisfaction with the visit 3.13 0.077 0.598 0.616 0.557 0.764 0.984 0.453 0.554 0.696

(2) Satisfaction with
road, hotel,
restoration and
conservation
infrastructure.

Area where it is located 2.51 0.113 0.422 0.737 1.72 0.113 0.842 0.578 1.83 0.121

Public transport 0.799 0.372 0.539 0.656 1.06 0.381 0.729 0.682 1.01 0.402

Private transport 0.279 0.598 1.26 0.286 3.49 0.002 2.48 0.009 3.02 0.018

Internal accesses 0.201 0.654 1.74 0.156 1.52 0.170 1.23 0.270 0.598 0.664

Restaurants 0.072 0.789 1.71 0.163 1.15 0.329 1.96 0.042 2.67 0.032

Accommodation and hotels 0.085 0.771 3.48 0.016 1.88 0.083 1.81 0.064 2.39 0.050

Structures of the site 0.357 0.551 2.24 0.083 0.67 0.999 1.28 0.242 0.431 0.786

Museum 2.36 0.125 0.492 0.688 0.167 0.985 0.774 0.641 2.32 0.056

Historical buildings 1.49 0.222 2.37 0.070 1.19 0.308 1.93 0.046 0.645 0.631

Maintenance 3.42 0.065 1.72 0.162 0.360 0.904 0.607 0.791 0.419 0.795

Cleanliness 2.06 0.151 0.249 0.862 0.927 0.475 1.19 0.296 5.78 0.000

Site security service 0.001 0.976 0.569 0.636 1.58 0.150 1.72 0.081 1.33 0.256

(3) Satisfaction with
access to tourist
information tourist
and treatment
received.

Park information 1.20 0.273 0.938 0.422 1.37 0.225 1.34 0.212 3.55 0.007

Information on leisure activities
in the area 1.93 0.165 3.80 0.010 0.712 0.640 0.751 0.662 0.583 0.675

Information on local customs 2.45 0.118 0.737 0.531 1.23 0.287 1.84 0.059 1.59 0.175

Information about local cuisine 0.077 0.781 3.23 0.022 2.33 0.032 2.45 0.010 8.31 0.000

Festival Information 2.02 0.156 3.57 0.014 2.27 0.036 1.64 0.098 8.13 0.000

Concert Information 3.35 0.068 2.65 0.048 1.02 0.410 0.816 0.602 5.31 0.000

Information on crafts 0.266 0.607 0.844 0.471 0.293 0.940 0.915 0.512 3.00 0.018

Folklore information 6.83 0.009 1.16 0.322 2.52 0.958 0.978 0.461 3.07 0.016

Guided tours 0.05 0.822 0.939 0.422 0.382 0.890 0.816 0.601 0.998 0.409

Personal treatment received 0.000 0.986 1.82 0.142 0.969 0.446 0.846 0.574 0.163 0.957

Quality of life in the area 1.80 0.180 1.67 0.172 1.29 0.260 1.31 0.230 2.37 0.051

Park access price 0.800 0.371 4.81 0.003 0.837 0.542 3.75 0.000 5.81 0.000

Source: authors’ own elaboration. Bold values are showing significant differences.
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On the other hand, the Chi-square test reveals the following points in relation to the results of the
ANOVA analysis presented in Table 3:

(a) Gender: of all the tourists surveyed in the archaeological park, women report a greater
degree of satisfaction than men. The results of the ANOVA show that there are significant differences
between men and women for only a single item of the 25 considered to assess satisfaction; namely, the
satisfaction of the tourist regarding access to information on local folklore (an item corresponding to
factor 3). Therefore, said analysis reveals that the rest of the factors of satisfaction (road, hospitality,
restoration and conservation infrastructure and overall satisfaction) do not present differences with
respect to gender. However, the results of the Chi-square statistic show significant differences with
respect to gender for two of the items corresponding to factor 3. These are access to information on
theater festivals (sig 0.02) and the concerts held in the park (sig 0.05). This finding partly coincides with
the study by [20] on the city of Madrid as a tourist destination, where the only significant differences
found between men and women were in the satisfaction in the access to tourist information about said
destination. Regarding the tourists’ overall satisfaction (factor 1), this statistic does show differences
with respect to gender (sig 0.025). Therefore, it can be confirmed that research hypothesis H1 is
accepted; even though it is measured with only one factor, it refers to the overall satisfaction with the
visit to the park, and so it can be confirmed that gender influences the satisfaction of the tourist.

(b) Age: the analysis of the influence of age on satisfaction reveals significant differences in the
following items: accommodation and hotels (items corresponding to factor 2), access to information on
cuisine, leisure activities in the area, concerts, festivals and the price of the entrance to the park (items
corresponding to factor 3). These results were also checked with the Chi-square test, corroborating
that all of these are dependent on age. The latter test also adds others not identified by the ANOVA
analysis: accommodations and hotels (sig 0.003) site structures (sig 0.001) and historical buildings (sig
0.001) (corresponding with factor 2); and access to information on local customs (sig 0.02), cuisine (sig
0.002), festivals (sig 0.004), concerts (0.019), crafts (sig 0.008), guided tours through the park (sig 0.029),
personal treatment received (sig 0.000) and the price of access to the site (sig 0.005) (all corresponding
to factor 3). Regarding factor 1, the overall satisfaction of the tourist, the ANOVA analysis did not
find a substantial difference. The latter finding was also corroborated with the Chi-square statistic
(sig 0.673). Based on these results, research hypothesis H2 cannot be accepted. Therefore, age does
not influence the degree of satisfaction. The results were similar in the related study by [20], as these
authors came to the conclusion that the degree of satisfaction with access to tourism information and
accessibility does not present differences in relation to age. This result was also confirmed by the study
by [19], who indicate that the tourist’s age does not affect their level of satisfaction.

(c) The highest level of education (studies): as shown in the ANOVA results in Table 3, this
characteristic of tourists has an influence on three elements used to measure satisfaction with the visit
to the archaeological park of Segóbriga. These items are the access to the site via private transport
(item corresponding to factor 2 of satisfaction), access to information on local cuisine and on festivals
(factor 3). Regarding factor 1, overall satisfaction, this analysis does not confirm a relationship between
this variable and the tourist’s educational level. This finding is corroborated by the Chi-square statistic
(sig 0.212). After applying the Chi-square test to check the ANOVA for factors 2 and 3 according to
the tourist’s level of education, the results confirmed a relationship between this sociodemographic
characteristic and the following items: internal access (sig 0.000) and cleanliness (sig 0.024) (factor 2);
and access to park information (sig 0.44), cuisine (sig 003), festivals (sig. 0.003), crafts (sig 0.04) and
quality of life in the area (sig 0.02) (factor 3). Based on these results, H3 is not accepted. The findings
related to this hypothesis could not be compared with other studies, since to date there have been no
such studies; namely, analyzing whether the tourist having the highest level of education influences
their level of satisfaction.

(d) Employment status: Regarding factor 1, the overall satisfaction of the tourist, the ANOVA
analysis does not present independence regarding the work situation of the tourist. This was verified
with the Chi-square test, which corroborated that there are no significant differences (sig 0.422). As for
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the other two factors that measure satisfaction, of the 24 items used, the ANOVA finds significant
differences for only for 5 items with respect to the employment status of the tourist. Regarding factor
2, differences are found regarding access to the park via private transport, restaurants and historical
buildings. Regarding factor 3, there are differences in the access to information on local cuisine and the
price of the entrance. These findings were checked with the Chi-square test, which ultimately only
corroborated the access to the park by private transport (sig 0.00), historical buildings (sig 0.48), the
security service (0.028) and the accesses inside the park (sig 0.002) (factor 2); access to information
on local cuisine (sig 0.000), access to information on local customs (sig 0.028), festival information
(sig 0.013), and the quality of life in the area (sig 0.004) (factor 3). In view of the results, it can be said
that H4 is not accepted; that is, the tourist’s employment status does not influence their satisfaction.
These are quite the opposite of the results obtained by [58], who showed that the tourist’s level of
income and employment status are the factors that most influence their perception of a place, which
in turn could be reflected in the level of tourist satisfaction. Others such as [19], showed that the
tourist’s employment status or job situation can have a negative impact on their level of satisfaction;
for example, if they are a student or unemployed.

(e) Income level: unlike the characteristics addressed above, the ANOVA analysis finds that
the tourist’s level of income has the greatest influence on their degree of satisfaction with the items
measured in factors 2 and 3; indeed, the ANOVA does not find any dependence between the overall
satisfaction of the tourist (factor 1) and level of income. The relevant items in factor 2 are: access to
the park via private transport, restaurants, accommodation and hotels and cleanliness of the facilities.
The items in factor 3 are: access to park information, access to information on local cuisine, concerts,
festivals, folklore, craftsmanship, the quality of the area in which it is located and the price of admission
to the enclosure. These results were corroborated with the Chi-square test, which confirmed that
factor 1 does not show a significant difference with respect to the level of income (sig 0.323), but does
with respect to some items of factors 2 and 3. This test confirmed that there is dependence between
income level and the following items corresponding to factor 2: accesses inside the park (sig 0.019),
structures of the site (sig 0.000), museum (sig 0.000), historical buildings (sig 0.000), maintenance
(0.049), cleanliness (sig 0.000) and the security service on the premises (sig 0.019). The Chi-square test
also showed dependence between income level and the following items from factor 3: the access to
information on the park (sig 0.025), local customs (sig 0.000), cuisine (sig 0.000), theater festivals (sig
0.000), concerts (sig 0.001), crafts (sig 0.013), folklore (sig 0.003), guided tours of the site (sig 0.000); as
well as the personal treatment received (sig 0.000), the quality of life in the area (sig 0.000) and the price
of the entrance to the site (sig 0.000). In view of these results, that is, since most of the items are found
to be dependent on this variable—although it is not the case regarding the overall satisfaction of the
tourist (factor 1)—it could be claimed that tourists’ income level influences their level of satisfaction;
thus, H5 can be accepted.

5. Discussion

The results obtained indicate which sociodemographic variables affect the satisfaction of the
cultural tourist, and contradict some of the research carried out so far. The results on gender obtained
in this study are contrary to those of [19], who reported that gender has no effect on tourists’ level of
satisfaction. However, the results obtained regarding age confirmed the study by [19], who indicated
that the tourist’s age does not have any effect on their level of satisfaction.

On the other hand, it was found that having the highest level of education does not influence
tourists’ level of satisfaction. However, this finding could not be compared with other studies, since no
other analyses to date have focused on this element.

Regarding the results obtained on employment status, they contradict the study by [58], who
showed that tourists’ level of income and employment status are the factors that most influence the
perception of a place, which in turn may be reflected in the level of tourist satisfaction. Others such
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as [19] showed that the tourist’s employment status or job situation of the tourist can have a negative
impact on their level of satisfaction, for example, in the case of being a student or being unemployed.

Likewise it was found that tourists’ income level influences their level of satisfaction. The same
finding was reported in the investigation carried out by [19], where the level of income was found
to have a positive influence on tourist satisfaction. This could confirm the hypothesis that a more
positive degree of satisfaction is associated with a higher salary. As commented above, the study
by [58] showed that income level and employment status are the characteristics of the tourist that can
most influence their level of satisfaction.

Finally, the results show a relationship between certain variables (sociodemographic
characteristics-satisfaction), in line with those reported in other studies (e.g., [22,61]). In this case,
important differences in overall satisfaction (factor 1) are only found with respect to gender (H1):
women are more satisfied with the visit than men. On the other hand, the level of income is the
variable that most influences satisfaction with the items corresponding to the other two factors used to
measure satisfaction (H5): (2) satisfaction with road, hotel, restaurant and restoration infrastructure;
and (3) satisfaction with information accessibility tourist and received treatment). Very different and
contrary results have been obtained with the rest of the sociodemographic characteristics, such as
age, employment status and the highest level of education, which have hardly influenced any item.
Therefore, are not accepted of H2, H3 and H4.

At the same time, the investigation also identified the Segóbriga tourist (complete cultural tourist)
as a middle-aged person (between 40 and 59 years), usually a woman, with higher education, a fairly
high income level and a salaried employee. Thus, the results from this study enable a definition of
the tourist who visits Segóbriga, the profile coincides with the first type of cultural tourist in the
classification proposed by [34].

6. Conclusions

The data obtained on tourism in Spain reflects the fundamental role played by cultural tourism
in the attractiveness of tourist destinations. Therefore, an important part of the tourism product is
culture, which can increase the competitiveness of a destination. Culture should thus be appreciated
as an element of major importance when creating a tourism product that reinforces sustainable
tourism development.

The review of the literature provided some theoretical inferences about the places that have a
rich heritage and cultural wealth, and how these become sustainable tourist resources for the area
in which they are located. Cultural tourism offers an alternative to the traditional “sun and sand”
tourism, which has been hugely popular but is currently losing ground to other types of travel activity
that address other interests. The need thus arose to study a heritage site such as the archaeological
park of Segóbriga.

The objective was to analyze tourists’ satisfaction with the services provided in the park, assessing
the degree to which sociodemographic characteristics influence that satisfaction. That is, the objective
was to identify the relationships between tourist satisfaction and sociodemographic variables, in
particular age, gender, level of education, employment status and income level.

The results show that profile of the typical tourist visiting Segóbriga is a complete cultural tourist.
Thus, it can be seen that the tourist who visits this archeological park is one who seeks a much deeper
cultural experience, with culture being the main reason for his/her visit. Indeed, the location of
Segóbriga means that it is a place where tourists would only visit if they had specifically planned
to go there; that is, the tourist knows perfectly well what they are looking for with a visit to this
park—culture. On the other hand, the results shown that cultural tourism rests on a visitor profile
that demands good infrastructure, a good provision of guides and information (panels, reenactments,
museums) on the park, and mid-level accommodation and catering services. It is worth taking all
these characteristics of the tourist profile into account, in order to ensure the loyalty and satisfaction of
tourists to the archaeological park, and thus support the sustainable economic development of the area.
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Some practical implications can thus be offered. Tourists are becoming increasingly well-informed,
more demanding and with a more multimotivational profile. Their loyalty is not guaranteed and there
is growing competition aimed at capturing that loyalty; as such, the management of any destination
should strive to meet the multiple motivations and interests of tourists. The cultural tourist may have
a special responsiveness to the place he/she visits, however the underlying motivation is driven by
leisure or free time. Thus, as far as services are concerned, the implementation of more complete
interpretation centers along with the application of new technologies would be a worthwhile initiative
for these types of cultural destinations.

Based on the results obtained, a revitalization plan can be proposed for the Segóbriga archaeological
park, involving specific action plans for improvement, both in the services offered and in the image,
and aimed at the creation of a high-quality sustainable tourism product. In short, in order to positively
influence the tourists’ behavioral intentions, heritage managers should make it a priority to ensure
high experiential quality that creates satisfactory experiences for tourists, meaning that they perceive
the visit as good value and leave with a good impression of the cultural heritage site.

Regarding future lines of research, this research is only a first step towards a complete analysis of
sociodemographic factors and satisfaction. Future research should develop complementary indicators to
analyze the effects of different socioeconomic and demographic factors of the tourist on their satisfaction,
as well as other variables such as the motivation for their visit. Regarding the socioeconomic and
demographic variables, studies could examine the tourist’s culture, place of origin, whether they are a
resident in the areas near the site, whether they are staying overnight in the area, etc. In this way, a
more complete profile of the cultural tourist could be defined. Such a study could also shed new light
on problems to be addressed in order to improve tourism in the area where this archaeological park is
located. It could also be worth studying other archaeological sites with the same characteristics located
in different countries, thus enabling a comparison between them, and providing valuable information
on the competitiveness of heritage sites. Another interesting aspect is the analysis of the role that local
residents play in the satisfaction of visitors to Segóbriga.

The limitations of this study relate to the selection of variables; it would have been interesting to
study the role of the cultural tourist’s motivations and emotions that set them apart from other types
of tourist. There are many such variables, as well as the relationships between them, which have not
been included in this study; some of these may represent future lines of research.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/11/23/6774/s1,
questionnaire, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA). Table 1. Types of
cultural tourists, Table 2. Factors for measuring satisfaction and individual items, Table 3. Results of the ANOVA
analysis: sociodemographic characteristics—satisfaction.
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