GENDER DIFFERENCES IN CULTURAL TOURISM DESTINATION
IMAGE: THE CASE OF MALAGA (SPAIN)

Vanessa Miguel-Barrado
Universidad de Extremadura

Francisco Sanchez-Cubo
Universidad de Malaga
(Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha en momento de publicacion)

José Mondéjar-Jiménez
Juan-Antonio Mondéjar-Jiménez
Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha

ABSTRACT

Cultural tourism is one of the most sustainable and fastest-growing types of tourism, and so
has been widely studied. Despite countless works analysing the possible factors that can
condition the choice of the tourist destination, few have addressed how they may differ by
gender and within cultural tourism. This paper analyses this phenomenon through the
dimensions of cultural offer, services and motivations. PLS-SEM and IPMA analyses were
performed for a database of 415 cultural tourists survey responses in Malaga (Spain). The
results showed differences between constructs depending on the gender of the tourists. For
men, the factor that most affects the choice of destination is motivation, followed by services.
Conversely, services are first for women, followed by cultural offer and motivations. The
results of this study can be valuable when designing more specific tourism strategies adapted
to the profile of tourists.

Keywords: cultural tourism, destination image, gender, motivations, structural equation
modelling (SEM)
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1. INTRODUCTION

According to the World Tourism Organisation, Spain is one of the world's leading
tourist destinations, being the second-highest country in the number of visits and revenue
generators, after France and the United States, respectively (UNWTO, 2021a). Globally, the
tourism industry plays a main role in the economy, contributing to global GDP by 10.4% in
2019 (the last year before the COVID-19 pandemic) (WTTC, 2021). As far as Spain is
concerned, tourism is a fundamental pillar of its economy, accounting for 12.4 % of its GDP
in the same year (INE, 2020).

One of the tourism segments experiencing high growth worldwide is cultural tourism
(UNESCO, 2021a). The growing interest in this type of tourism is clearly reflected in Spain.
Thus, in 2009, 13.6 % of leisure and recreational trips made by residents and 11.2 % by
international tourists were for cultural reasons, while in 2019, these figures rose to 17 % and
19.8 %, respectively (Ministry of Culture and Sport, 2010; Ministry of Culture and Sport,
2020).

Cultural tourism takes a stance as a sustainable kind of tourism through which to
achieve economic development and benefit all stakeholders (UNWTO, 2021b). Spain is a
country rich in heritage, being the fourth country out of 167 with the most World Heritage
Sites (UNESCO, 2021b). Furthermore, according to the Directory of Museums and
Collections of Spain, it has more than 1,600 museum institutions (Ministry of Culture and
Sport, 2021). In this context, Malaga stands out as one of the Spanish cities with the largest
number of museums, with 31 institutions (Ministry of Culture and Sport, 2021).

As tourism has gained importance in the industry, tourism marketing has had to
respond to the needs that have arisen (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991). Thus, it is essential to
achieve a good positioning of the destination in order to differentiate it from the competition.
In this respect, the perception and image of the destination play an essential role (Calantone
etal., 1989; Echtner and Ritchie, 1991). Cultural destinations need to differentiate themselves
from the rest, and to this end, the segmentation of their visitors is of great importance
(Remoaldo et al., 2014).

An optimal criterion for segmenting the cultural tourism market is gender (Beerli and
Martin, 2004; Pérez, 2009; Richards, 2006; Sheng et al., 2008). Previous literature still lacks
work that addresses the issue of destination choice by segmenting by gender. Moreover,
previous work offers surprisingly contradictory results (McCleary et al., 1994; Crawford-
Welch, 2016). This disparity in findings further supports the present study.

Therefore, the fact that Spain is a world reference country in tourism, the great
patrimonial value of Malaga and the scarcity of studies concerning the differentiation of
tourists by gender in cultural tourism justify this work. Thus, it investigates whether there are
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notable differences in the criteria used by men and women when choosing a cultural
destination. The results would be of great use in determining gender-segmented tourism
marketing strategies. Hence, by analysing this picture, the aim is to answer the following
question: What impact does gender have on the choice of destination in cultural tourism?
This information will be of great use to tourism managers when designing and implementing
marketing strategies adapted to the needs of their tourists.

This paper is structured as follows. After this brief introduction, the second section
analyses the theoretical framework and reviews the literature on the subject of the study.
Besides, the study hypotheses and the objective pursued are outlined. In the third section, the
sample and methodology used are detailed. Next, the fourth section presents the results and,
lastly, the conclusions and limitations of the work are drawn.



2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Cultural tourism is defined by the World Tourism Organisation as "movement of
people, essentially for cultural motivations such as study tours, performing arts and cultural
visits, trips to festivals and other events, visits to sites and monuments, trips to study nature,
folklore or art, and pilgrimages" (World Tourism Organization, 1985). As part of it, cultural
resources are of great relevance to the tourism industry. They bring authenticity to the place
and influence the tourist's choice of destination. Its advantages include the generation of
economic benefits for all tourism agents involved, the increased demand for accommodation
and associated tourism services, among others (UNWTO, 2016). This type of tourism is
particularly important in the European continent, considering the greatness of its historical
and cultural heritage (Richards and Richards, 1996). This richness is clearly reflected in
Spain, whose heritage is recognised worldwide, being the fourth country in the world with
the highest number of World Heritage properties declared by UNESCO (UNESCO, 2021b).

Consequently, over time, the importance acquired by cultural tourism has been
transferred to the scientific environment, increasing the number of research studies on this
type of tourism, which is on the cutting edge of tourism (Weaver, 2011; Ferrari et al., 2014;
Prayag et al., 2021). Among these studies, the ones analysing the destination image perceived
by tourists in this type of destination (Yankholmes and Akyeampong, 2010; Bové-Sans and
Ramirez, 2013; Remoaldo et al., 2014) should be highlighted.

Although the concept of the destination image is frequently used in studies, indeed, a
concrete definition is not usually provided (Mazanec and Schweiger, 1981; Fakeye and
Crompton, 1991). It can be briefly defined as the perception tourists have of a destination
(Hunt, 1975; Phelps, 1986). However, other authors offer a broader definition of this concept,
stating that destination image is more than just the perception of tourists but is composed, on
the one hand, of functional aspects (tangible elements of the place) and on psychological
ones (intangible elements) on the other hand. At the same time, it refers to attributes and
impressions (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991). In previous literature, numerous studies have
analysed the relationships between tourists' motivations and the destinations' attractions
when choosing it (Dann, 1981; Fraiz et al., 2020).

Another aspect that has aroused the interest of researchers for decades is tourism
segmentation, which has been a widely used resource in marketing strategies. This technique
is based on the fact that tourists as a whole can be divided into groups according to a series
of common characteristics so that their specific needs can be met more effectively
(Kastenholz et al., 1999; Kotler et al., 2003).

One way of segmenting the tourism market is by the socio-demographic
characteristics of tourists. In this sense, variables such as gender, age or educational level,
among others, can influence visitors' perception of the destination (Beerli and Martin, 2004;
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Mond¢jar-Jiménez et al., 2009; Prayag and Ryan, 2012). In terms of gender segmentation,
most of the studies on gender differences in social behaviour in different areas of society are
based on two basic pillars: social role theory and evolutionary psychology. These theories
argue that people behave differently according to their gender because of the role they play
in society and their interests (Archer, 1996; Buss, 1996; Saad and Gill, 2000).

In this sense, numerous studies support the existence of gender differences in their
purchasing behaviour (Mostafa, 2007; Audrain-Pontevia and Vanhuele, 2016; Mittal and
Kamakura, 2018; Sevilla-Sevilla et al., 2019). Similarly, this type of study is usual in the
field of tourism. Thus, according to Kinnaird and Hall (1994), all aspects of the tourism
industry are related to gender issues. Within this framework, there are previous research
studies with contradictory results. Some of them have confirmed heterogeneous tourism
behaviour between men and women (Walmsley and Jenkins, 1993; McCleary et al., 1994;
Baloglu, 1997; Baloglu and McCleary, 1999; Chen and Kerstetter, 1999; Han et al., 2009).
Conversely, others have found no significant differences in tourist behaviour according to
gender (Jonsson and Devonish, 2010; Crawford-Welch, 2016).

Although it seems that, over time, the differences between men and women in diverse
aspects of tourism have diminished considerably, these distinctions are indeed still evident
(Collins and Tisdell, 2002). In this regard, studies have found that women tend to have a
better image of the destination and, consequently, higher satisfaction compared to men
(Assaker et al., 2015). Also, previous literature supports that satisfaction conditions
destination choice to a greater extent in the case of women compared to men (Han et al.,
2009; Namkung and Jang, 2009). Other authors have found that men prefer historical
destinations, while women prefer natural and rural destinations (Wang and Hao, 2018). On
the other hand, previous research considers that gender plays a determinant role in tourism
motivations (Uysal et al., 1996; Remoaldo et al., 2014). Consequently, tourists' travel motives
and gender are deeply linked to destination choice (Collins and Tisdell, 2002).

Thus, previous research has concluded that men have a preference for motivations
related to outdoor physical activity and recreation, while women consider rest, relaxation or
family bonding to be more important (Freysinger, 1995; Mattila et al., 2001; Andreu et al.,
2006; Meng and Uysal, 2008). Similarly, other studies have shown that men tend to have
motivations related to action and adventure. However, women's ones are more related to
cultural and educational experiences (Mieczkowski, 1990).

Moreover, other authors have found that perceptions of the attributes and services
offered by the destination also vary significantly by gender. Thus, in the study conducted by
Meng and Uysal (2008), women rated all destination's attributes more positively, including
museums or historical sites, while men rated them considerably lower. Furthermore,
according to the literature, safety in the tourism destination is the attribute that tends to be



paramount for women, who attach great importance to it (Mieczkowski, 1990; Meng and
Uysal, 2008).

In short, although there are indeed more and more studies on tourism from this gender
perspective, these can still be considered scarce, specifically in the field of cultural tourism
(Meng and Uysal, 2008; Remoaldo et al., 2014; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2020; Prayag et al.,
2021). Based on all the above, it can be stated that the perception of the different dimensions
related to the tourist destination image (destination valuation, tourist motivations and
destination attributes) may vary according to gender, as will be stated in the hypotheses of
this paper.

This study aims to determine the most important factors when choosing a cultural
tourist destination, differentiating between men and women. In other words, how gender
affects the cultural destination choice model will be analysed. To do so, the previous work
of Ceballos-Santamaria et al. (2021) is the base for the model in this paper. This research
shows that destination choice is significantly conditioned by tourist motivations, services and
cultural offerings.

Specifically, this paper analyses the differences by gender in how these same factors
affect the choice of the tourist destination. Thus, the sample was divided into men and women
to compare and analyse both effects. The hypotheses go as it follows:

Hypothesis 1 (HI). There is a significant difference in the effect of tourism services on
motivations between male and female tourists.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). There is a significant difference in the effect of tourism services on
destination choice between male and female tourists.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). There is a significant difference in the effect of cultural offerings on
motivations between male and female tourists.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). There is a significant difference in the effect of cultural offer on
destination choice between male and female tourists.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). There is a significant difference in the effect of motivations on destination
choice between male and female tourists.



3. MATERIALS AND METHODS

Data were collected through questionnaires given to randomly selected visitors to
Malaga from June to December 2019. Those questionnaires were based on previous studies
in the literature (Mondéjar-Jiménez and Goémez-Borja, 2009). It applies a structured
methodology in which the different items are rated according to a 1 to 10 Likert scale.

The sample contains 415 subjects, of which 38.55 % were male and 61.45 % female
tourists. Two subsamples by gender were extracted, both surpassing the minimum number
of cases recommended for using the selected methodology (Hair et al., 2019).

The four dimensions under study were analysed using different indicators (Table 1),
many of which were highlighted in previous studies on tourist destination image (Echtner
and Ritchie, 1991).

Data analysis was conducted using structural equation modelling (SEM). This
methodology allows maximising the explained variance of the endogenous constructs,
operating similarly to multiple regression analysis and being particularly useful in
exploratory research (Fornell and Bookstein, 1982; Hair et al.,, 2011). Regarding the
assessment of the model, it can be divided into two phases. Firstly, the measurement model
through the assessment of reliability, convergent and discriminant validity. Secondly, the
structural model by the magnitude of the path coefficients, their significance and the
coefficient of determination. The same model was run twice, once for each gender
subsample. The different values between the relationships of the constructs were observed,
as presented in the results section.

Additionally, this study conducts an importance-performance analysis (IPMA) at the
indicator level. This analysis identifies those aspects that need to be addressed to improve
the objective constructs (Ringle and Sarstedt, 2016) and draws them in a diagram. That
diagram is composed of four quadrants, with the vertical axis representing the performance
of the antecedent constructs or indicators and the horizontal axis the importance of these. In
other words, the objective pursued is to identify those areas that are important in the
performance of a given construct but do not perform adequately. Then, improvement
measures can be proposed (Hock et al., 2010; Ringle and Sarstedt, 2016; Hair et al., 2019).
It is also a useful tool for comparing groups (Rigdon et al., 2010; Schloderer et al., 2014).



4. RESULTS

Before running the proposed model, Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for
each indicator used, differentiating by gender. These results show that women have a higher
rating for all of them except for the motivations relating to visiting, languages and sports. In
particular, both men (8.11 out of 10) and women (8.29) rated Malaga as a tourism destination
highly.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the indicators

Men (N=160) Women (N =255)

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Destination valuation 8.11 0.997 8.29 0.915
Tourist Vi)
Destination Comparative valuation 5.88 1.230 5.98 1.122
(V2)
Kindness (R1) 8.44 1.002 8.58 0.977
Cultural
Offer Cultural offer (R2) 7.81 0.802 7.96 0.834
Heritage (R3) 7.67 0.791 7.83 0.847
Cleaning (S1) 7.52 1.093 7.75 1.121
Preservation (S2) 7.61 0.770 7.75 0.789
Signposts (S3) 7.67 1.452 7.94 1.244
City Services
Safety (S4) 7.65 0.992 7.73 0.905
Green areas (S5) 7.06 0.979 7.22 1.073
Access (S6) 8.45 0917 8.67 0.832
Visiting (M4) 6.63 2.368 6.31 2.466
Tourist Languages (M5) 1.04 2.065 1.04 2.131
Motivations Sport (M6) 1.88 2.908 1.36 2517
Nature (M7) 6.86 1.273 6.99 1.112




Beach (M8) 6.53 1.496 6.73 1.779
Relax (M9) 7.39 1.781 7.55 1.637

Festivals (10) 6.48 2.077 6.66 2.122

Source: Authors.

Regarding the city's cultural offer, for both segments, the highest-rated indicator was
friendliness (8.44 and 8.58). On the contrary, the worst-rated one for both groups was
heritage (7.67 and 7.83). For the services dimension, accessibility was the aspect that
received the highest scores in both cases (8.45 and 8.67), unlike green areas, which received
the lowest (7.06 and 7.22). Finally, in terms of motivations, both groups preferred relaxation
(7.39 and 7.55), with languages being the lowest-rated indicator for both men and women
(1.04).

The proposed model was analysed using partial least squares structural equation
modelling (PLS-SEM), running the calculations with SmartPLS 3 software (Ringle et al.,
2015). Figures 1 and 2 show the relationships under study, as well as the results of running
the PLS algorithm.

Figure 1. Estimation of the structural equation model for men.
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Figure 2. Estimation of the structural equation model for women.
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Straightforward, for assessing the measurement model, the reliability of the
constructs and indicators was analysed for both models (Table 2). Cronbach's alpha value for
most of the latent variables is above or close to 0.7, which supports the reliability of the
constructs (Cronbach, 1951; Hulland, 1999), except for the construct motivations. However,
it is kept in the analysis as it does not affect the reliability measures of the other constructs.

Table 2. Reliability and validity measures.

Men Women

Constructs AVE Composite R Cronbach’s AVE  Composite R Cronbach’s

Reliability Square Alpha Reliability Square Alpha

Culture  0.590 0.812 - 0.664 0.600 0.818 - 0.665
Destination 0.766 0.867 0.287 0.696 0.770 0.870 0.220 0.706
Motivations 0.236 0.593 0.254 0.481 0.265 0.711 0.140 0.548
Services  0.437 0.818 - 0.743 0.432 0.819 - 0.737

Source: Authors.

Furthermore, the discriminant validity is proven according to Fornell and Lacker's
criterion, which states that the square root of the AVE of each construct should be higher
than its highest correlation with any other construct (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) (Table 3).
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Table 3. Discriminant validity by Fornell and Larcker criterion.

Men Women
Culture  Destina Motiva- Services Culture Destina Motiva- Services
-tion tion -tion tion
Culture 0.768 0.774
Destination 0.396 0.875 0.398 0.878
Motivations  0.431 0.457 0.486 0.353 0.296 0.515
Services 0.592 0.440 0.465 0.661 0.647 0.413 0.322 0.657

Source: Authors.

Secondly, the analysis of the structural model allows confirming or rejecting the
proposed hypotheses. The results of the hypothesis test with a bootstrapping of 10,000
samples are shown in Table 4, which contains the regression coefficients between the
constructs and their t-statistic. The results of the hypothesised relationships between
constructs in the two subsamples reveal that all of them are significant except H4 in the male
subsample.

Regarding the effect of tourism services on motivations, although the pooled sample
in the study by Ceballos-Santamaria et al. (2021) did not reach a significant value, it is
statistically significant when splitting the sample by gender. The difference between the two
study subsamples is striking, with the effect of services on motivations being considerably
higher in the group of men than in the group of women, thus confirming HI1.
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Table 4. Hypothesis test.

Total (N = 415) Men (N =160) Women (N = 255)
Direct T Direct T Statistics Direct T Statistics
Effects  Statistics Effects Effect
s

HI1. Services -> 0.176 1.947"s 0.323 2.572%* 0.160 1.650*
Motivations
H2. Services -> 0.247 3.423%* 0.221 2.565%* 0.243  2.602%%**
Destination
H3. Culture > 0.247 2.838** 0.240 1.908* 0.250 2.580**
Motivations
H4. Culture -> 0.221 2.706%* 0.139 1.421"s 0.187 1.970**
Destination
H5. Motivations 0.207 3.000%** 0.294 2.90Q7*** 0.152 1.995%**

-> Destination

Note: *0.001; **0.01; ***0.1
Source: Authors.

As for the effect of tourism services on destination choice, H2 cannot be accepted as
their influence is very similar in the two subsamples. In other words, destination choice is
influenced homogeneously by tourism services for both men and women. Similarly, for H3,
the regression coefficients reach similar values for the two subsamples, so they are very close
to those found in the general case. In other words, the cultural offer has a similar positive
effect on motivations for men and women.

Even though, in the unsegmented sample, the cultural offer conditions the choice of
destination (Ceballos-Santamaria et al., 2021). If differentiating by gender, the cultural offer
does not influence the choice of destination on men (H4). It is also interesting to note how
motivations condition the choice of destination differently according to gender, being a factor
that has a higher impact on men than on women, thus accepting HS.

Finally, without differentiating by gender, the factor that has the highest impact on
the choice of destination is services, followed by cultural offerings and motivations
(Ceballos-Santamaria et al., 2021). This same pattern is repeated for women. However, for
men, the choice of the tourism destination is conditioned firstly by motivations and secondly
by services, not being affected by the cultural offer. And as far as motivations are concerned,
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in the men's sub-sample, motivations are conditioned firstly by services and secondly by the
cultural offer. Conversely, in the women's sub-sample, this order is reversed.

Additionally, to reach more accurate conclusions and to complement the hypothesis
test, an importance-performance analysis (IPMA) was conducted for both subsamples
(Figures 3), which allows identifying the importance of indicators and latent variables for a
target construct, as well as their performance (Hock et al., 2010; Ringle and Sarstedt, 2016;
Hair et al., 2019). The targeting construct was the destination choice. Figure 3 shows that the

indicators for both subsamples are widely scattered.

Figure 3. IPMA diagram for men (left) and women (right).
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According to the results, the best indicators in terms of importance, as well as
performance, differ quite a lot in terms of the gender of the tourists. Thus, in the case of men,
the indicators with a strong influence on the destination and which also have a high
performance (close to 60 %) are the motivation to visit (M4), the cultural factor of
friendliness (R1) and safety (S4). For women, these indicators are friendliness (R1),
cleanliness (S1) and cultural offer (R2). In addition, the results of this analysis return that
many indicators, which are of great importance when choosing Malaga as a tourist
destination, could be improved. In the first place, it is interesting to note that the number of
indicators where performance can be improved is virtually the same for both men and
women.

The results support that the motivational indicators referring to languages and sport
(M5 and M6), green space services (S5), and cultural offer referring to heritage (R3) are
aspects with a high margin for improvement for both men and women. These indicators are
located in the lower right quadrant, i.e. they have relatively high importance in terms of
destination choice and relatively low performance. These are the aspects that need to be
further developed since achieving a better performance can improve the destination image.
Focusing on each model, the first element with the greater room for improvement in the
subgroup of men would be the motivational indicator for sport (M6). Yet, in the case of
women, it would be heritage (R3). In short, these results allow the city's tourism agents to
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focus on these aspects, which are of great importance for tourists when choosing Malaga as
a destination, but which are not well managed yet.

It is particularly striking how the motivational indicator of visiting (M4) is the most
important factor for men in terms of destination choice, while in the women's subgroup it is
the least important factor. Additionally, men stated that the least important aspects were the
tourist motivation related to relaxation (M9) and the beach (M8). In the case of women, it
was the motivational indicator of visiting (M4) and relaxation (M9). Despite their relatively
low importance, these indicators are high performers.

5. DISCUSSION

The study analyses the effects of gender on the choice of a culturally based tourist
destination. To this end, a series of indicators were analysed about four dimensions of tourism
in the city of Malaga: tourist services, visitor motivations, tourist offer and valuation of the
destination. A sample of 415 randomly selected tourists visiting Malaga rated those
indicators.

In general terms, the results reveal significant gender differences in the hypothesised
relationships, as shown in the study. According to the results of the performed analyses, the
services offered condition the motivations of tourists and their valuation of the destination.
The first relationship is stronger in the case of men, while the second is similar for both
subsamples, being slightly higher for women. Furthermore, the cultural offer significantly
influences motivations in a very similar way for both men and women. Nevertheless, the
same 1s not accurate for the relationship between the tourist offer and destination choice,
which is significant only in the case of women. The choice of destination is also significantly
conditioned by the tourists' motivations, but with greater intensity in the case of men.

Therefore, for the latter, the tourist offer and motivations are two crucial factors
affecting the destination image, with the first sphere having the greatest impact. Then, for the
subsample of women, the choice of destination is conditioned firstly by the tourist services,
secondly by the cultural offer and finally by the motivations. Concerning the motivations of
men, these are affected by the services offered and, to a lesser extent, by the cultural offer.
In the case of women, the opposite occurs, having the cultural offer a higher impact.

The results of the IPMA analysis show that there are a series of indicators that would
be important for tourism agents to pay attention to in order to improve the image of Malaga
as a destination. For men, aspects such as sport, green areas and languages have a determining
power in the choice of the city as a destination and, at the same time, are not being sufficiently
promoted, while for women, these indicators that need to be improved are heritage, followed
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by green areas and, to a lesser extent, sport. This order of relationship is partially in line with
previous research, which has concluded that there is a clear differentiation between men and
women in terms of their leisure interests, such as sport, which is a more prominent and valued
aspect in the case of men (Firestone and Shelton, 1994).

Also, the results of the IPMA analysis reinforce the idea presented by Ceballos-
Santamaria et al. (2021) in determining that beach and relaxation motivations are not the
aspects considered most important by tourists in Malaga. These results are the same for both
men and women. Other aspects similarly behaving are the motivation to visit and nature for
women and signage and accessibility services for men. In addition, the results revealed that
the most important indicators for tourists to choose Malaga as a tourist destination and which
are also performing well are the motivation to visit, followed by friendliness, safety and
cleanliness in the case of men. And, for the group of women, it would be the cultural offer,
followed by friendliness, preservation, cleanliness, safety, festivals and accessibility. In line
with other studies, the higher cultural motivation of women over men and the opposite in the
case of the motivation to visit (Uysal et al., 1996; Remoaldo et al., 2014) is highlighted.
Moreover, this contrasts with other studies which have concluded that women attach more
importance than men to safety when choosing a destination, as in the present study it was
men who attached greater importance to this factor (Meng and Uysal, 2008; Remoaldo et al.,
2014).

Contrariwise, the fact that in certain aspects of this research the results did not show
significant differences may be related to the fact that these gender variations are also strongly
affected by the age of the individuals, i.e. gender differences become more noticeable
depending on the stage of life, as has been confirmed in previous studies (Carr, 1999).

In line with previous studies, we consider that it is necessary to take into account the
different subgroups of tourists to implement more adapted strategies for the optimal
development of these heritage destinations (Kerstetter et al., 2001). In this sense, regarding
the results of the study, the tourism managers of the city are encouraged to promote those
aspects that are of striking importance for tourists and that are not being taken for their best
advantage. Specifically, in the case of men, the improvement of green areas and sport is of
vital importance, while in the case of women, these improvements should be aimed towards
heritage and green areas.

Finally, the results make continuing research in this area possible. In this sense, this
study could be improved at the methodological level, in terms of the validity and reliability
of the constructs of the proposed models. On the other hand, the analysis could also include
more socio-demographic variables to observe how the different socio-demographic strata can
influence the destination image. In this sense, in line with previous studies (Kotler et al.,
2003), variables such as age, income level or educational level could be included and the
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effects studied in an interrelated way along with gender.Lastly, this study is limited to the
responses of tourists from the city of Malaga, and to extrapolate these responses to the field
of cultural tourism in general, a more in-depth study would be required. Therefore, it would
be of high interest to carry out the same study in other culturally-based destinations and
analyse how the results may differ.

17



REFERENCES

Andreu, L., M. Kozak, N. Avci and N. Cifter. 2006. “Market segmentation by motivations
to travel: British tourists visiting Turkey.” Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing,
19(1): 1-14.

Archer, J. (1996). “Sex differences in social behavior: Are the social role and evolutionary
explanations compatible?” American Psychologist, 51(9): 909.

Assaker, G., R. Hallak, A.G. Assaf and T. Assad. 2015. “Validating a structural model of
destination image, satisfaction, and loyalty across gender and age: multigroup
analysis with PLS-SEM.” Tourism Analysis, 20(6): 577-591.

Audrain-Pontevia, A .F. and M. Vanhuele. 2016. “Where do customer loyalties really lie, and
why? Gender differences in store loyalty.” International Journal of Retail and
Distribution Management, 44(8): 799-813. Doi: 10.1108/IJRDM-01-2016-0002

Baloglu, S. 1997. “The relationship between destination images and sociodemographic and
trip characteristics of international travellers.” Journal of Vacation Marketing, 3(3):
221-233.

Baloglu, S. and K.W. McCleary. 1999. “A model of destination image formation.” Annals of
Tourism Research, 26(4): 868—897.

Beerli, A. and J.D. Martin. 2004. “Tourists’ characteristics and the perceived image of tourist
destinations: a quantitative analysis—a case study of Lanzarote, Spain.” Tourism
Management, 25(5): 623—-636.

Bové-Sans, M.A. and R.L. Ramirez. 2013. "Destination Image Analysis for Tarragona
Cultural Heritage.” Review of Economic Analysis, 5(1): 103-126. Doi:
10.15353/REA.V5I11.1404

Buss, D.M. 1996. “The evolutionary psychology of human social strategies.” In Social
psychology: Handbook of basic principles, edited by E.T. Higgins and A. Kruglanski.
The Guilford Press.

Calantone, R.J., C.A. Di Benedetto, A. Hakam and D.C. Bojanic. 1989. “Multiple
multinational tourism positioning using correspondence analysis.” Journal of Travel
Research, 28(2): 25-32.

Carr, N. 1999. “A study of gender differences: Young tourist behaviour in a UK coastal
resort.” Tourism Management, 20(2): 223-228.

18



Ceballos-Santamaria, G., J. Mondéjar-Jiménez, F. Sanchez-Cubo and A. Garcia-Pozo. 2021.
“Motivations in heritage destinations of the cultural tourist: the case of Malaga
(Spain).”  National Accounting Review 2021 1:86, 3(1): 86-94. Doi:
10.3934/NAR.2021004

Chen, P.-J. and D.L. Kerstetter. 1999. “International students’ image of rural Pennsylvania
as a travel destination.” Journal of Travel Research, 37(3): 256-266.

Collins, D, and C. Tisdell 2002. “Gender and differences in travel life cycles.” Journal of
Travel Research, 41(2): 133—143.

Crawford-Welch, S. 2016. “The Female Business Customer: An Analysis of Provision And
Consumption Patterns In The U.S. Lodging Industry.” Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Research, 12(2): 475. Doi: 10.1177/109634808801200252

Cronbach, L.J. 1951. “Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests.” Psychometrika,
16(3), 297-334. Doi: 10.1007/BF02310555

Dann, G.M.S. 1981. “Tourist motivation an appraisal.” Annals of Tourism Research, 8(2):
187-219.

Echtner, C.M. and J.R.B. Ritchie. 1991. “The meaning and measurement of destination
image.” Journal of Tourism Studies, 2(2): 2—12.

Fakeye, P. C. and J.L. Crompton. 1991. “Image differences between prospective, first-time,
and repeat visitors to the Lower Rio Grande Valley.” Journal of Travel Research,
30(2): 10-16.

Falk, R.F. and N.B. Miller. 1992. 4 primer for soft modeling. University of Akron Press.

Ferrari, G., J.A. Mond¢jar-Jiménez, J. Mondéjar-Jiménez and M. Vargas-Vargas. 2014.
Principales tendencias de investigacion en turismo. Septem Ediciones.

Firestone, J. and B.A. Shelton. 1994. “A comparison of women’s and men’s leisure time:
Subtle effects of the double day.” Leisure Sciences, 16(1): 45—60.

Fornell, C. and F.L. Bookstein. 1982. “Two structural equation models: LISREL and PLS
applied to consumer exit-voice theory.” Journal of Marketing Research, 19(4): 440—
452.

Fornell, C. and D.F. Larcker 1981. “Evaluating Structural Equation Models with
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error.” Journal of Marketing Research,
18(1): 39. Doi: 10.2307/3151312

19



Fraiz, J.A., P. de Carlos and N. Aragjo. 2020. “Disclosing homogeneity within heterogeneity:
A segmentation of Spanish active tourism based on motivational pull factors.”
Journal  of Outdoor Recreation and  Tourism, 30: 100294. Doi:
10.1016/j.jort.2020.100294

Freysinger, V.J. 1995. “The dialectics of leisure and development for women and men in
mid-life: An interpretive study.” Journal of Leisure Research, 27(1): 61-84.

Hair, J.F., C.M. Ringle and M. Sarstedt. 2011. “PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet.” Journal
of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2): 139-152.

Hair, J., J.J. Risher, M. Sarstedt and C.M. Ringle. 2019. “When to use and how to report the
results of PLS-SEM.” European Business Review, 31(1): 2-24. Doi: 10.1108/EBR-
11-2018-0203

Hair, J., G.T.M. Hult, C. Ringle, M. Sarstedt, J. Castillo Apraiz, G.A. Cepeda Carrién and
J.L. Roldan. 2019. Manual de Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling
(PLS-SEM) (Segunda Edicion). OmniaScience Scholar. Doi: 10.3926/0SS.37

Han, H., L.T. Hsu and J.S. Lee. 2009. “Empirical investigation of the roles of attitudes toward
green behaviors, overall image, gender, and age in hotel customers’ eco-friendly
decision-making process.” International Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(4):
519-528. Doi: 10.1016/J.1JHM.2009.02.004

Hock, C., C.M. Ringle and M. Sarstedt. 2010. “Management of multi-purpose stadiums:
Importance and performance measurement of service interfaces.” International
Journal of Services, Technology and Management, 14(2-3): 188-207. Doi:
10.1504/1JSTM.2010.034327

Hulland, J. 1999. “Use of partial least squares (PLS) in strategic management research: a
review of four recent studies.” Strategic Management Journal, 20(2): 195-204. Doi:
10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2<195::AID-SMJ13>3.0.CO;2-7

Hunt, J. D. 1975. “Image as a factor in tourism development.” Journal of Travel Research,
13(3): 1-7.

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (INE). 2020. “Cuenta Satélite del Turismo de Espafia
(CSTE). Revision  estadistica  2019.”  Accessed 2  February 2022.
https://www.ine.es/dyngs/INEbase/es/operacion.htm?c=Estadistica_Candcid=12547
36169169andmenu=ultiDatosandidp=1254735576581

Jonsson, C. and D. Devonish. 2010. “Does Nationality, Gender, and Age Affect Travel
Motivation? a Case of Visitors to The Caribbean Island of Barbados.” Journal of

20



Travel and Tourism Marketing, 25(3-4): 398-408. Doi:
10.1080/10548400802508499

Kastenholz, E., D. Davis and G. Paul. 1999. “Segmenting tourism in rural areas: the case of
North and Central Portugal.” Journal of Travel Research, 37(4): 353-363.

Kerstetter, D.L., J.J. Confer and A.R. Graefe. 2001. “An exploration of the specialization
concept within the context of heritage tourism.” Journal of Travel Research, 39(3):
267-274.

Kinnaird, V. and D.R. Hall. 1994. Tourism: A gender analysis. Wiley.

Kotler, P., J. Bowen, J.C. Makens, R.R. Moreno and M.D.R. Paz. 2003. Marketing para
turismo. McGraw-Hill.

Mattila, A.S., Y. Apostolopoulos, S. Sonmez, L. Yu and V. Sasidharan. 2001. “The impact
of gender and religion on college students’ spring break behavior.” Journal of Travel
Research, 40(2): 193-200.

Mazanec, J. and G. Schweiger. 1981. “Improved marketing efficiency through multiproduct
brand names? An empirical investigation of image transfer.” European Research,
9(1): 32-44.

McCleary, K.W., P.A. Weaver and L. Lan. 1994. “Gender-based differences in business
travelers’ lodging preferences.” The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration
Quarterly, 35(2): 51-58. Doi: 10.1016/0010-8804(94)90019-1

Meng, F. and M. Uysal. 2008. “Effects of gender differences on perceptions of destination
attributes, motivations, and travel values: An examination of a nature-based resort
destination.” Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 16(4): 445-466. Doi:
10.1080/09669580802154231

Mieczkowski, Z. 1990. World Trends in Tourism and Recreation. NY: Peter Lang Gmbh.

Ministerio de Cultura y Deporte. 2010. “Anuario de Estadisticas Culturales 2010.” Accessed
2 February 2022 https://www.culturaydeporte.gob.es/en/servicios-al-
ciudadano/estadisticas/cultura/mc/naec/2010.html

Ministerio de Cultura y Deporte. 2020. “Anuario de Estadisticas Culturales 2020.” Accessed
2 February 2022. https://www.culturaydeporte.gob.es/dam/jcr:52801035-cc20-496¢-
8f36-72d09ec6d533/anuario-de-estadisticas-culturales-2020.pdf

Ministerio de Cultura y Deporte. 2021. “Museos. Presentacion.” Accessed 2 February 2022.

21



https://www.culturaydeporte.gob.es/cultura/museos/museos/presentacion.html

Mittal, V. and W.A. Kamakura. 2018. “Satisfaction, Repurchase Intent, and Repurchase
Behavior: Investigating the Moderating Effect of Customer Characteristics.” Journal
of Marketing Research, 38(1): 131-142. Doi: 10.1509/JMKR.38.1.131.18832

Mondéjar-Jiménez, J.A., M. Cordente-Rodriguez, J. Mondéjar-Jiménez and M.L. Meseguer-
Santamaria. 2009. “Perfil del turista cultural: una aproximacion a través de sus
motivaciones.” HerandMus: Heritage and Museography, 52-58.

Mond¢jar-Jiménez, J.A. and M.A. Goémez-Borja. 2009. “Turismo cultural en ciudades
patrimonio de la humanidad.” Ediciones de la Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha.

Mostafa, M.M. 2007. “Gender differences in Egyptian consumers’ green purchase behaviour:
the effects of environmental knowledge, concern and attitude.” International Journal
of Consumer Studies, 31(3), 220-229. Doi: 10.1111/J.1470-6431.2006.00523.X

Namkung, Y. and S.S. Jang. 2009. “The effects of interactional fairness on satisfaction and
behavioral intentions: Mature versus non-mature customers.” International Journal
of Hospitality Management, 28(3): 397-405.

Pérez, X. 2009. “Turismo cultural: Uma visdo antropologica [Cultural tourism: An
anthropological vision]” Pasos: Revista de Turismo y Patrimonio Cultural, 2: 307.

Phelps, A. 1986. Holiday destination image—the problem of assessment: An example
developed in Menorca. Tourism Management, 7(3): 168—180.

Prayag, G., Z. Alrawadieh and Z. Alrawadieh, 2021. “Motivation, emotion and world
heritage status in discerning the heritage tourists: A segmentation perspective.”
Tourism Management Perspectives, 40: 100906. Doi: 10.1016/J.TMP.2021.100906

Prayag, G. and C. Ryan 2012. “Antecedents of tourists’ loyalty to Mauritius: The role and
influence of destination image, place attachment, personal involvement, and
satisfaction.” Journal of Travel Research, 51(3): 342-356.

Rasoolimanesh, S.M., C. Khoo-Lattimore, S. Md Noor, M. Jaafar and R. Konar. 2020.
“Tourist engagement and loyalty: gender matters?” Current Issues in Tourism, 24(6):
871-885. Doi: 10.1080/13683500.2020.1765321

Remoaldo, P.C., L. Vareiro, J.C. Ribeiro and J.F. Santos. 2014. “Does Gender Affect Visiting
a World Heritage Site?”  Visitor  Studies, 17(1): 89-106. Doi:
10.1080/10645578.2014.885362

22



Richards, G. 2006. “The festivalization of society or the socialization of festivals? The case
of Catalunya.” Cultural tourism. Routledge.

Richards, G. and G.B. Richards. 1996. Cultural tourism in Europe. Cab International.

Rigdon, E.E., C.M. Ringle and M. Sarstedt. 2010. Structural modeling of heterogeneous data
with partial least squares. Review of Marketing Research, 7.

Ringle, C.M. and M. Sarstedt. 2016. “Gain more insight from your PLS-SEM results the
importance-performance map analysis.” Industrial Management and Data Systems,
116(9): 1865-1886. Doi: 10.1108/IMDS-10-2015-0449

Ringle, C.M., S. Wende and J.M. Becker. 2015. SmartPLS 3. Boenningstedt: SmartPLS.
https://www.smartpls.com

Saad, G. and T. Gill. 2000. “Applications of evolutionary psychology in marketing.”
Psychology and Marketing, 17(12): 1005-1034.

Schloderer, M.P., M. Sarstedt and C.M. Ringle. 2014. “The relevance of reputation in the
nonprofit sector: The moderating effect of socio-demographic characteristics.”
International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 19(2): 110-126.

Sevilla-Sevilla, C., J. Mondé¢jar-Jiménez and M.D. Reina-Paz. 2019. “Before a hotel room
booking, do perceptions vary by gender? The case of Spain.” Economic Research-
Ekonomska Istrazivanja, 32(1): 3853-3868. Doi: 10.1080/1331677X.2019.1677487

Sheng, C., M. Shen and M. Chen. 2008. “An exploratory study of types of special interest
tour preferences and preference demographic variables analysis.” International
Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 2(3): 271-284.

UNESCO. 2021a. “World Heritage and Sustainable Tourism Programme.” Accessed 4
February 2022 https://whc.unesco.org/en/tourism/

UNESCO. 2021b. “UNESCO World Heritage Centre - World Heritage List Statistics.”
Accessed 4 February 2022. https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/stat

Uysal, M., N.G. McGehee and L. Loker-Murphy. 1996. “The Australian international
pleasure travel market: Motivations from a gendered perspective.” Journal of
Tourism Studies, 7(1): 45-57.

Walmsley, D.J. and J.M. Jenkins. 1993. “Appraisive images of tourist areas: application of
personal constructs.” The Australian Geographer, 24(2): 1-13.

Wang, R. and J.X. Hao. 2018. “Gender Difference on Destination Image and Travel Options:

23



An Exploratory Text-Mining Study.” 2018 15th International Conference on Service
Systems and Service Management, ICSSSM 2018. Doi:
10.1109/ICSSSM.2018.8465084

Weaver, D.B. 2011. “Contemporary tourism heritage as heritage tourism: Evidence from Las
Vegas and Gold Coast.” Annals of Tourism Research, 38(1): 249-267.

World Tourism Organization. 1985. “The State’s Role in Protecting and Promoting Culture
as a Factor of Tourism Development and the Proper Use and Exploitation of the
National Cultural Heritage of Sites and Monument for Tourism.” World Tourism
Organization (UNWTO). Doi: 10.18111/9789284409051

World Tourism Organization - UNWTO. 2016. “60th UNWTO Regional Commission for
the Americas.” International Seminar on Tourism and Culture. Accessed 4 February
2022. https://webunwto.s3-eu-west-
l.amazonaws.com/imported images/44884/nota_conceptual seminario_internacion
al turismo_y cultura sp.pdf

World Tourism Organization - UNWTO. 2021a. “Panorama del turismo internacional,
Edicion  2020.”  World  Tourism  Organization  (UNWTO). Doi:
10.18111/9789284422746

World Tourism Organization - UNWTO. 2021b. “UNWTO Inclusive Recovery Guide —
Sociocultural Impacts of Covid-19” Issue 2: Cultural Tourism. World Tourism
Organization (UNWTO). Doi: 10.18111/9789284422579

World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC). 2021. “Global Economic Impact and Trends
2021.” Accessed 4 February 2022.
https://wttc.org/Portals/0/Documents/EIR/EIR2021 Global
Infographic.pdf?ver=2021-04-06-170951-897

Yankholmes, A.K.B. and O.A. Akyeampong. 2010. “Tourists’ perceptions of heritage
tourism development in Danish-Osu, Ghana.” International Journal of Tourism
Research, 12(5): 603—616. Doi: 10.1002/JTR.781.

24



