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Abstract

The economies generated within the creative and cultural sectors

are playing an increasing role in international competition between ter-

ritories. Collaborations and synergies between territories can create the

right conditions for the overall growth of cultural economies and make

the them more attractive and better performing. Building collaborative

cultural policies is challenging due to the parties’ differing attitudes,

priorities, and resources. In this contribution, we have focused on the

funds made available by the Framework Program of the European Com-

mission dedicated to developing cultural and creative sectors. The anal-

ysis highlights the characteristics of a network of collaborations between

partners of different cities. Our results show non-trivial features linked

to the cultural-creative dimensions of cities. Findings unveil complex

cultural-creative collaboration dynamics. Results show that effective

collaborative policies require carefully balancing diverse attitudes.
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1 Introduction
The economic growth of territories is not solely dependent on traditional fac-

tors like infrastructure or industry; rather, amenities and cultural components

play significant roles more and more ([6]). A lot of studies have demonstrated

the positive correlation between cultural capital and economic outcomes([35],

[15]). Culture is currently defined as a resource for the different geographical

areas that want to relaunch themselves on the market ([13], [16], [11]). Terri-

tories with rich cultural heritage tend to experience higher levels of economic

productivity and competitiveness ([32]). So culture plays a pivotal role in

shaping a territories’ strategic development, with the cultural ecosystem serv-

ing as a cornerstone for both driving and supporting innovation and progress

([18]). Numerous studies have highlighted the crucial role of cultural ameni-

ties, institutions, and activities in driving economic prosperity within urban

centers ([4],[18]). Researchers suggest that the cultural and economic value of

a territory are independently determined but one has an influence on the other

because the peculiarities of local cultures affect economic activities and help to

generate new innovative products and processes ([34], [8], [7]). Furthermore,

the presence of a thriving arts and creative sector has been linked to broader

economic spillover effects, including job creation, urban revitalization, and

neighborhood regeneration. Pratt suggest, for example, that culture can stim-

ulate innovation and economic growth ([28]) in cities under certain conditions:

the abundance of education, services, and leisure activities in cities, coupled

with their high population density and frequent interactions, fosters technolog-

ical and social innovation, entrepreneurship, and creativity. Richard Florida’s

groundbreaking work, ”The Rise of the Creative Class”([10]), underscores the

pivotal role of cultural amenities in fostering innovation and economic de-

velopment within urban centers. Cities boasting vibrant cultural scenes, as

highlighted by Florida, tend to experience higher levels of entrepreneurship

and job creation. The interplay between the cultural dimension of cities and

their economic growth has been a subject of extensive scholarly investigation,

yielding significant insights into urban development dynamics ([19]). Landry

([17]) argues that there are certain preconditions for a city to be able to make

creativity a factor of urban regeneration. The author divides these factors

between tangible ones, such as the presence of education and training institu-

tions, and more intangible aspects, such as a system of values, ways of life, the
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recognition of people with their own city. Additionally, cultural events and

festivals play a significant role in stimulating economic activity, particularly

in the tourism and hospitality sectors ([31]). Events like music festivals, film

screenings, and culinary fairs not only draw visitors but also generate revenue,

create employment opportunities, and stimulate local businesses. Similarly,

research by Markusen ([20]) delves into the role of artists and creative clusters

in shaping urban development. She highlight how concentrations of artistic

talent and cultural institutions contribute to the revitalization of urban neigh-

borhoods. Cultural capital encompasses not only tangible assets like historical

landmarks but also intangible elements such as social networks, traditions, and

creativity, which contribute to a city’s distinctive identity and attractiveness.

So culture is today an economic fact of very significant dimensions ([5]) and

cultural production has consequently assumed a central position in the eco-

nomic policy ([24]). In recent years, the importance of supporting cultural and

creative sectors has gained recognition, leading to the development of targeted

policies aimed at nurturing creativity and cultural expression ([32]). Often,

sectors producing culture are located within large urban areas and this sug-

gests that large cities seem to be more favored by innovation and creativity

than smaller ones ([21]). Indeed, the contemporary creative economy tends to

cluster in major global metropolises that serve as existing hubs for financial

capital, investment, and influence, or possess substantial historical foundations

in social and cultural amalgamation ([4]). Nevertheless, size alone is not an

adequate explanation of the absolute and relative positive trend of creative and

cultural economies in different cities ([33]). This is indicative of the fact that

cities must have significant qualities that allow them to be able to generate

innovation and creativity. For examples, cities with high quality social gover-

nance show a higher innovation production and an accelerated growth ([19]).

Moreover, cultural districts and creative clusters often serve as catalysts for

broader economic development, attracting investments and fostering synergies

between cultural and commercial activities. These clusters not only generate

economic value through cultural production but also enhance the attractive-

ness of cities as desirable places to live, work, and invest ([6]).

A critical aspect of cultural policy is ensuring equitable access to cultural

participation ([3]). Cultural activities should not be the preserve of a privileged

few; rather, they should be accessible to all segments of society. This requires
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the implementation of initiatives that promote cultural education, encourage

diversity in cultural representation, and remove barriers to participation for

marginalized groups. Public investment in cultural infrastructure, such as

museums, libraries, and theaters, plays a significant role in making cultural

experiences available to a broader audience. Moreover, policies that support

the digitization of cultural content can also enhance accessibility, allowing

people to engage with culture in new and innovative ways.

However, the formulation of such policies is complex, involving a delicate bal-

ance between promoting innovation, ensuring sustainability, and safeguarding

cultural diversity. According to Scott ([30]), the capacity of the city to pro-

duce culture is put to good use with respect to the new needs of creativity

and innovation of the cultural economy when three orders of conditions are

met, which are interconnected. The first condition is historical, and it refers

to the existence of some previous cultural form, which led to the formation of

communities of workers with the creative and artistic skills necessary for this

production. These cultural skills were formed through the specific history of

the city: they can derive from the circles of intellectuals and artists present in

previous centuries, as well as from the productive activities in which the city

has been specializing over time. Second, the city provides communities engaged

in cultural industries with a set of institutions that support their functioning,

innovative capacity and reproduction over time. Finally, these communities

need cities because the city allows for a high amount of interactions and ex-

changes through which cultural as well as social capital circulates, accumulates

and reproduces. These capitals are nourished and renewed through continu-

ous direct contacts that pervade both work time and free time, through which

information circulates. Montgomery ([25]), for example, argues that the cre-

ative cities network contributes significantly to the economic growth of the

cities involved. Cities move from having a concentration of resources to a

concentration of networks and circuits, where proximity to knowledge replaces

proximity to resources.

Cultural exchange programs, international collaborations, and the protection

of cultural heritage from exploitation or destruction are essential components

of a comprehensive policy framework ([29]). However, which characteristics can

facilitate the construction of creative networks and according to which scheme

this is formed has not yet been discussed in the literature. Furthermore, which
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creative dimensions of a territory can push towards collaborative processes is a

question that has not yet been answered. Giving this gap, this paper will add

some empirical based evidence of actual dynamic of creative cities networks in

relations to cities ”cultural and creative” level. As creative cities network, we

have focused on partnerships born inside projects funded by the Framework

Program of the European Commission dedicated to the cultural and creative

sectors developed in the period 2014-2020 (Creative Europe4).

The aim of this research is to highlight empirical evidence about the ability of

the Creative Europe program to have created a network of project collabora-

tions between territories with different characterizations and different creative

and cultural levels. Within this research we used the index created and used

in Europe to classify territories from a creative and cultural point of view (C3-

index ([22])). In section 2, we present a brief review concerning the C3-index.

In section 3, we introduce the Creative Europe program and method used to

put in evidence the collaboration network that has developed within it. In

section 4, we discuss about the network and the relations between this net-

work and the components of the C3-index. Section 5 provides our concluding

remarks. Cultural policy implications and suggestions for future research are

also discussed.

2 The creative dimensions of a city: C3-index
In July 2017, the Joint Research Center (JRC) proposed a new benchmark tool

designed and developed to define the creative potential of cities: The Cultural

and Creative Cities Monitor ([22]). Its objective was to monitor and evaluate

the performance of ”Cultural and Creative Cities” in Europe on the basis of

some quantitative indicators and qualitative information such as, for example,

population, income and employment, creative infrastructures, etc. The Cul-

tural and Creative Cities monitor, was created to help national, regional and

local politics identify local strengths and opportunities and compare cities with

similar urban centers using both quantitative and qualitative data aimed at

promoting exchanges reciprocal between cities. The monitoring of cultural and

creative cities provides a holistic measurement framework, in order to inform

about policy-based development related to culture and creativity; therefore,

not only provides a score but also allows cities to be compared with each other

4https://culture.ec.europa.eu/creative-europe
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on the basis of specific indicators considering population, employment rate and

wealth, to help local authorities interpret the results in the light of the per-

formance of each city. The information collected for each city is classified into

indicators that identify and characterize different aspects, these are then col-

lected into three main components of the cultural and socio-economic vitality

of a city:

� the cultural vibrancy that measures the cultural endowment of a city in

terms of cultural infrastructures and participation in culture;

� the level of creative economy through the extent to which the cultural and

creative sectors contribute to a city’s economy in terms of employment,

job creation and innovation;

� the ability of the city to create an environment capable of attracting

creative talents and stimulating them by measuring the tangible and

intangible assets that can help cities in this.

Figure 1 shows the graphic model that schematizes the structure of the different

components. The final value of the Cultural and Creative Cities Index (C3-

index) is then calculated as a weighted average of the values of the various

first level indices: ”Cultural Vibrancy” (40%), ”Creative Economy” (40%)

and ”Enabling Environment” (20%). Similarly, the first level indices are built

as a weighted combination of sub-indices that take into consideration different

dimensions and data available from various databases (for a more in-depth

discussion about the construction of the C3-index, please refer to the technical

specifications contained in the guide available on the reference site5). The

weights have been designed by a group of 15 professionals with experience in

policy or research in the field of culture, creativity and urban development, at

the international level.

In this study we will refer to the 2019 edition of the Creative Cities moni-

tor ([23]) because it is temporally compatible with the Creative Europe pro-

gramme, which is the cultural economic policy instrument on which we are

focusingtoanalysetheaspectsthatfavourtheconstructionofcollaborations.

5https://composite-indicators.jrc.ec.europa.eu/cultural-creative-cities-monitor/docs-

and-data
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Figure 1: Graphic representation of the conceptual scheme of

thecomponents of the C3-index ([22]).

30 European countries (in addition to the 27 European countries ,Norway ,

SwitzerlandandtheUnitedKingdomareincluded)6.Among the selected cities:

98 have been chosen to become European Capitals of Culture until 2023 ;33

UNESCO Creative Cities and59cities that have hosted at least two international

culturalfestivals,atleaststartingfrom2017or2018.

3 Network Data and Research Method

3.1 Creative Europe program

The European Union, focusing on the creative capacity of culture, has given

life to the Horizon 2020 research and innovation program, aimed at giving

vitality to the relationshipsbetweenthedifferentEuropeancultures,ancientand

6https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC117336/citiesmonitor 2019.pdf

The 2019 edition of the Creative Cities monitor project analyzed 190 cities in
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technologies.

Within the research proposed, our attention has been paid to the projects

that have been funded within the European Commission’s Framework Program

dedicated to the cultural and creative sectors developed in the period 2014-

2020 (Creative Europe program7).

Through the Europe Creative Programme, international networks and plat-

forms on the cultural supply chain and the culture economy have been secured

to generate new and innovative cultural products, including works of fiction,

animation, creative documentaries, audiovisuals and video games for cinema

and film festivals.

Having recognized the strong impact of collaborations for the development of
innovations in the cultural sector, with a budget of ¿ 1.46 billion, Creative
Europesupported:

� cultural sector initiatives, such as cross-border cooperation, platforms  
networking and literary translations;

�development,promotion,distributionofcreativeworksofinternationalscope
andnetworking andtraining initiatives forprofessionals intheaudio-visual
industry;

� a trans-sectoral strand, which also includes a guarantee fund for cultural
and creative industries active since 2016.

Creative Europe consists of two sub-programs: Culture sub-program and ME-
DIA sub-program.

The Culture sub-program, with a budget of ¿ 454.8 million, was aimed at all
operators in the cultural and creative sector and co-financed:

� cultural cooperation projects involving organizations from different coun-
tries of Europe;

� literary translation projects to promote European literature;

�networks of at least 15 existing European organizations that support the
capacity of the European cultural and creative sector to operate trans -
nationallyandtoadapttochangebycreatinginnovativeproducts;

7https://culture.ec.europa.eu/creative-europe

a emerging, to foster traditions and interactions through the use of digital
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� platforms of at least 10 members promoting emerging artists and stimu-

lating the promotion of cultural and artistic works in Europe.

The MEDIA sub-program, on the other hand, with a budget of ¿ 818 million,

supported the European film and audiovisual industry innovation capacity by

co-financing the following activities:

� continuous training of professionals;

� development of works for the European and international market (fiction,

animation, creative documentaries) and video games;

� television programming;

� access to markets;

� international co-production funds;

� festival;

� theatrical and online distribution;

� network of cinemas;

� audience development.

Through the database of projects financed by Creative Europe it is possible

to find information on the project ideas developed, on the partnerships that

have carried out the various activities, the geographical location of the various

partners and other information. From the database8 we extracted the data

of 4450 projects: Table 1 and Table 2 respectively show the distribution of

projects by number of countries involved in any project (for example we found

21 projects in which are involved partner from 10 different countries) and the

total number of projects for each country (for example there are 945 projects

in which is involved almost one partner from France).

8https://culture.ec.europa.eu/creative-europe/projects/projects-lists
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Table 1: Dimension distribution
Number of Freq. Number of Freq.

countries countries

1 3415 10 21

2 168 11 12

3 264 12 15

4 235 13 2

5 133 14 4

6 76 15 4

7 52 16 1

8 33 17 1

9 23 Tot 4450

Table 2: Country distribution

Country n Country n Country n

FR 945 SI 238 HU 161

DE 695 SE 227 FI 159

IT 542 HR 225 NO 159

BE 498 CZ 222 BG 138

ES 455 EL 209 LT 118

UK 453 PT 201 EE 91

NL 384 AT 198 LV 88

PL 320 RS 194 IS 47

DK 280 RO 164 CY 32

3.2 Creative Europe cities collaboration network

The first step of our analysis consisted in recording all the projects financed

and from these identify all the cities where the various members of the part-

nerships were located. Being interested in collaborations between territories,

we have excluded all projects developed by partners all located in the same

territory, in particular we refer to city’s geographic dimension by using NUTS

classification9: so we were able to build two complete lists: on the one we

have the projects and on the other cities. Through a matrix representation,

we can place the projects on various columns and cities on the rows, each time

a partner of the p-th project is located in the i-th city the relative element of

the matrix βip takes value 1, otherwise it assumes the value 0 (see Table 3).

This allowed us to build a so-called bipartite network between projects and

cities as schematized in Fig. 2 in which the numbered nodes represent the

projects while the labeled nodes represent the cities. From the bipartite net-

work it was possible to reconstruct the network of the various project collabo-

rations between the different cities. In order to take into account the different

dimensions of the partnerships, it was decided to appropriately ”weight” the

link between the cities through the method proposed by Newman ([26]) and

widelyusedinliterature.

9Regulation (EC) No 1059/2003
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Table 3: Matrix representation of bipartite network between cities

and projects

β project1 project2 ... projectp ... projectm Totproject
1

city1 β11 β12 ... β1p ... β1m totcity1
city2 β21 β22 ... β2p ... β2m totcity2
... ... ... ... ... .... ... ...

cityi βi1 βi2 ... βip
2 ... βip totcityi

3

... ... ... ... ... .... ... ...

cityn βn1 βn2 ... βnp ... βnm totcityn
Ncities

4 N1 N2 ... Np
5 ... Nm

1 Totproject = 1146 total number of projects in which are involved part-

ners from two or more different cities.
2 βip = 1 if at least one partner of the p-th project is located in the

i-th city, otherwise βip = 0.
3 totcityi = total number of project in which at least a partner is located

in the i-th city.
4 Ncities = 265 total number of cities.
5 Np = number of cities in which are located partners of p-th project.

In the case of research collaborations, to studying the network in scientific 
articles, Newman define the weight of interaction betweentwo collaborators i
and j as

wji =
∑
p

δpi δ
p
j /(np − 1) (1)

where the index p runs on all research collaborations (scientific articles), δpi
(δpj ) is 1 if the j -author has contributed in article p and 0 otherwise, and np is

the number of authors of article p.

In this paper, the formula (1) was used to measure the weight of tie between

two cities by taking into account the number of collaborations in projects. In

our case, we can define the weight of interaction between two cities i and j as

wcities
ji =

∑
p

βipβjp/(Np − 1) (2)

where the index p runs on all projects, βip (βjp) as defined in Table 3, and

Np is the number of cities in which are located all partner of projects p. We

obtain a network, as outlined in Fig. 3, in which we can assign for any link

between two cities a value by using equation (2).
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Figure 2: In the upper part it is showed the scheme of the bipartite

network in which the numbered nodes represent the projects while

the labeled nodes represent the cities. In the diagram below, the

network of cities obtained from the previous one.

Figure 3: Example of cities weighted network.

In a weighted graph, the natural generalization of the degree ki of a node i

(i.e. number of ties with other nodes) is the node strength si ([2]; [36]; [27]),

defined as:

si =
∑
j

wij (3)

The strengths integrate the information on the number (degree) and the weights

of links incident in a node. The normalization factor (Np − 1) in equation (2)

causes the strength si of node i, be equal to the number of projects in which at

least one of partners belongs to city i and there is at least one other partners

from a different city.

Fig. 4 shows the network obtained by following the procedure described above.

The nodes of the network represent the different cities and the size of each
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node is proportional to its strength value as defined in equation (3). The ties

between the various nodes (cities) represent the link between the cities and

the thickness of the line is proportional to the value of weight as defined in eq

(2) .

Figure 4: Cities Weighted Network of creative project collaboration.

Size of each node is proportional to its strength value as defined in

equation (3), thickness of ties is proportional to the value of weight

as defined in eq (2).

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Network characteristics

At first appearance, due to the high number of nodes (cities) and links, the

network appears quite chaotic and with a random distribution of links. In the

case of random network we can assume that the probability of two vertices

being connected is random and uniform ([14]). In this case, with a random

distribution of weights among the node and in case of which weights are inde-
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pendent on the topology, the strength (as defined in equation 3) of a node with

a degree (i.e. the number of nodes with which it is linked) k, is s(k) ≃ ⟨w⟩ k
where ⟨w⟩ is the average weight ([2]). On the contrary, in the case in which

the weight of a tie between nodes is related to an ”affinity” of node’s own

characteristics and there is a correlation of weights on the topology, we obtain

in general s(k) ≃ Akα with α > 1 ([12]; [1]). Most real networks exhibit pref-

erential connectivity, i.e. the probability with which a vertex connects to the

other vertices is not uniform, but there is a higher probability to be linked to a

vertex that have similar characteristics ([9]). In social networks, for example,

individuals tend to be connected with other individuals with similar charac-

teristics and often show community structure. The node strength of network

showed in Figure 4 as function of node’s degree shows a non-linear trend (see

Figure 5), so the network seems exhibit non random features but some kind of

affinity between the nodes (cities) may have influenced the attack mechanism.

Figure 5: Node strength si as function of node degree ki. Line repre-

sent best-fit function s(k) = 0.026 k1.79

We can define the average nearest neighbors strength of a node i as:

snn,i =
1

ki

N∑
j=1

aijsj (4)

where the sum runs on the nodes, ki is the number of ties of i-th node and aij

is the element of adjacency matrix of network in Figure 4 (aij = 1 if cities i

and j are linked and 0 otherwise).
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The network in Figure 4 can be classify as s-assortative if snn,i increase as si

increase, whereas it’s referred to as s-disassortative when snn,i decrease as si

increase.

If we introduce into the equation 4 the weight of links as defined in equation

2 we can derive a weighted average nearest neighbors sWnn,i of a node i as ([2]):

sWnn,i =
1

si

N∑
j=1

wcities
ij sj (5)

This is the local weighted average of the nearest neighbor strength, according

to the normalized weight of the connecting edges wij/si.

sWnn,i thus measures the effective affinity for a node (city) to connect neighbors

with high or low strength according to the magnitude of the actual interactions.

Indeed, sWnn,i > snn,i when the edges of a node i with the larger weights are

pointing to the neighbors with larger s, and sWnn,i < snn,i in the opposite case.

In Fig. 6, both the sWnn,i (blue) and the snn,i (orange) are plotted as function

of si. As can be seen, while the same constant trend seems to be maintained,

the values of sWnn,i are systematically higher than those of snn,i.

Figure 6: Comparison between snn (orange) and sWnn (blue) as function

of s for all nodes (cities)

This result confirms that, in the dynamics of partnerships, heavier links are

created towards nodes (cities) with a greater propensity to develop projects.
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4.2 C3-index components impact on cities strength

In order to understand if the topology of the network in Fig. 4 depends on

some cultural dimensions of the cities themselves, we decided to use in this

paper the dimensions of the C3-index to catch the possible cultural related

characteristics of the cities. In our analysis, as said before, we have decided to

use 2019 edition ([23]) of the index because it refers to assessments made in

a period of time compatible with the launch of the first calls for ideas of the

Creative Europe program and which therefore can effectively give a picture of

the characteristics of the so-called ” creative cities” at that time.

Unfortunately, the values of the C3-index and its components are not available

for all the cities in the network; furthermore, some cities for which C3-index

values are available are not present in our network for various reasons (for

example because they do not belong to the European circuit), we therefore

carried out the analysis only for those cities for which we had the availability

of data (114 cities). This condition clearly requires caution in interpreting

data that could be affected by this data-imposed selection bias.

A log-linear regression was then performed between the strength of a city, as

defined in eq (3), and the three core-components of the C3-index (”Cultural

Vibrancy”, ”Creative Economy” and ”Enabling Environment”. See Fig. 1),

i.e.:

log si ∝
∑

αcompi C3compi (6)

The use of a Log-Lin model allows to analyze the effects of the various com-

ponents in terms of contributions that they can bring to the magnitude of the

variable s which clearly depends on the analyzed time window and on the total

number of projects. In this sense, a regression constant (Strenght0) captures

the reference amplitude of s, while the regression parameters αcompi measure

the effects of the various components.

As a control variable we entered the economic size of the city which is conceiv-

able to have a positive effect; in our analysis we used the same scheme that

is proposed in the C3-index database, choosing the classification by GDP per

capita (GDP-PPP): we can hypothesize that the higher the value of the city’s

GDP-PPP, the greater the number of projects should be.

Futhermore, as an additional control, we have decided to include the number

of patents (n-brev) filed by inventors residing in cities belonging to our net-
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work; this measure is expected to capture and cleanse any potential inherent

inclination of the city towards general innovation processes. To do this, we

referred to the European Patent Office database and collected data related to

all patents filed within the same identified time frame.

The regression results are shown in the Table. 4. All regression parameters,

as seen from the z-statistics, were significantly different from zero.

Table 4: Results of regression.

Estimate Standard Error z-Statistic

Strenght0 0.933688 0.169289 5.515362

GDP-PPP1(> 45.000¿) 0.926139 0.166751 5.554022

GDP-PPP1(35.000¿ - 45.000¿) 0.903213 0.154397 5.849932

GDP-PPP1(27.000¿ - 35.000¿) 0.639966 0.154952 4.1302

GDP-PPP1(19.000¿ - 27.000¿) 0.484589 0.158611 3.055212

n-brev -0.000304127 0.0000400758 -7.58882

Cultural Vibrancy -0.0148434 0.00232064 -6.396242

Creative Economy 0.0486066 0.0022426 21.67422

Enabling Environment 0.0204438 0.00326097 6.269242

1 GDP-PPP < 19.000¿ is the reference class.
2 All values are significant at 0.1% p-value level.

The results of regression analysis show how the ”strength” of a city within

the network of collaborations for the development of cultural-creative projects

is effectively (significantly) influenced by all of C3-index components. Not

only that, the regression results also confirm the growing impact of GDP per

capita. Regarding the control variable n-brev, it appears to have a significant

but negative impact: this leads us to believe that in this case, there is an en-

dogenous effect on the propensity to innovate collaboratively, which is limited

when there is a high internal innovation capacity. It is interesting to note also

that the sign of the Cultural Vibrancy component is negative, this can be read

as a proxy of the tendency for cities, where there is a high cultural system,

not to need to search for opportunities to finance and ground their creative

initiatives outside of its context.

In other words, both of the negative sign could be linked to a strong relation-

ship between internal demand for new creative products and internal capacity
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to self-innovate: only, in cases where there is a low level of internal demand

that is not able to guarantee the sustainability of production or low capacity

to self-innovate, the system makes use of external resource. In the latter case,

clearly, the greater the cultural production capacity and the greater the search

for external cooperation, as confirmed by the positive sign of the Creative

Economy component.

In this case, Governments can play a pivotal role by making available an addi-

tional economic resources that fosters creativity and supports the commercial-

ization of cultural products. This can include tax incentives, grants, and the

establishment of creative hubs or clusters where artists, entrepreneurs, and cul-

tural organizations can collaborate and thrive. These external resource act as

catalysts for the development of innovative ideas, promote collaboration, and

direct innovation towards strategic objectives, ultimately contributing to the

economic and social progress of societies. However, prudent and transparent

management of such resources is crucial to maximize their positive impact. In

fact, the regression results suggest that the Enabling Environment also plays

a role in the development of innovative creative projects. When people have

faith in their government, they are more likely to invest in creative endeavors

with the belief that their efforts will be rewarded fairly. Also, governments that

promote diversity and inclusivity contribute to a more vibrant creative land-

scape. Furthermore, human capital (that is another of the sub-component of

Enabling Environment) encompassing a person’s knowledge, skills, education,

and experiences, serves as the foundation upon which creativity can flourish.

Human capital provides the tools and resources needed to unlock and express

creativity, while creativity, in turn, enhances the value of human capital by

driving innovation and problem-solving. Recognizing and nurturing this re-

lationship is essential for fostering both individual and societal growth and

development. It underscores the importance of investing in education, diver-

sity, lifelong learning, and a culture that values and rewards creative thinking.

5 Conclusion
Cities are often seen as epicenters of creativity, drawing diverse populations

and cultures together. The urban environment provides a rich tapestry of

experiences, ideas, and resources that stimulate creativity.

Creative cities are involved in a virtuous circle in which they can attract to

them cultural-creative industries on the basis of cultural infrastructures they
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make available, promoting economic development, innovation and creativity.

It’s necessary that cities have an open and stimulating social system, which

makes it possible to attract and retain new different types of talents and to

give them the opportunity to express their creative and economic potential to

the maximum. Urban environments serve as vibrant canvases for creativity,

where cultural diversity, networking opportunities, and a rich infrastructure

stimulate imaginative thinking.

However, they require significant resources, and often, businesses or individu-

als may not have access to such resources to realize their creative ideas. The

need for public funding to stimulate and support creative and innovation is

a crucial issue in the contemporary world. Public funding provides an op-

portunity to experiment and develop new ideas, especially in high-uncertainty

sectors as creative ones. These initial funds can be crucial in overcoming early

hurdles. Creative people can benefit from grants, subsidized loans, or direct

government investments to initiate projects that would otherwise go unreal-

ized. However, it is essential that public funds are managed effectively and

efficiently, with adequate control mechanisms to ensure the responsible use of

public resources. Furthermore, it is important that public funding is made

available fairly and accessible to a wide range of actors and territories to avoid

the risk of power concentration. Also, Public funding programs often require

partnerships between businesses, research and academic institutions.

Collaboration within cultural policies fosters a more vibrant, inclusive, and

dynamic cultural ecosystem. It allows diverse stakeholders to work together

toward common goals, maximizing the impact of cultural initiatives and bene-

fiting society as a whole. These collaborations are crucial for pooling resources,

knowledge, and expertise to promote cultural diversity, preserve heritage, and

foster creativity.

Starting from the data extracted from the database of international projects

financed within Europa Creative, our analysis shows that the ability of a city

to attract investments and develop collaborative projects depends on the cul-

tural and creative level of the city. The topology of the collaboration network

highlights that the cities tend to create stronger links with the cities with high

C3-index values.

Small ”cultural economies” are drawn to larger ones due to several key fac-

tors that drive creative exchange, economic growth, and cultural visibility.
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One of the main attractions is the access to opportunities. Larger cultural

economies often have better funding mechanisms, including grants, sponsor-

ships, and public investments in the arts. For artists and cultural entrepreneurs

from smaller economies, gaining entry into these bigger markets can provide

them with the financial support and visibility needed to develop their projects.

Additionally, the professional networks in larger economies are vast and offer

collaboration possibilities with well-established artists, producers, and cultural

institutions.

Our results show also that in promoting more effective collaborations in the

cultural sector, an ”enabling environment” encompasses the social, economic,

and political conditions that either support or obstruct cooperation. While

such an environment can enhance partnerships, it can also introduce obstacles

restricting inclusivity and equal participation. One major obstacle is social

inequality. In societies where wealth and resources are unevenly distributed,

marginalized groups may lack the necessary means to engage in cultural col-

laborations. Their perspectives may be silenced or underrepresented, reducing

the diversity and richness of cultural exchanges. Access to education is an-

other crucial element. People from disadvantaged backgrounds may not have

access to quality education, leaving them without the skills or knowledge to

participate meaningfully in cultural initiatives. This educational gap can per-

petuate exclusion and stifle the growth of creative industries. Lastly, political

instability can undermine the creation of an enabling environment. In areas

affected by political conflict or weak governance, efforts to promote cultural

collaboration may be overshadowed by pressing socio-political crises, limiting

the resources and focus available for fostering partnerships. These barriers

collectively constrain the potential of an enabling environment, diminishing

its capacity to facilitate broad and equitable cultural collaboration.

Another driving factor is the cultural exchange. Small cultural economies are

often eager to participate in cross-cultural dialogues, and larger economies

serve as hubs for global interaction. Artists and cultural workers from smaller

economies may migrate or establish connections with these larger centers to

gain exposure to new ideas, techniques, and trends. This exchange can lead to

innovation and the blending of cultural traditions, enriching both the smaller

and larger economies.

However, our results show that a high level of internal ”demand” for culture,
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capable of ensuring a sustainable economic level, can represent an alternative

on international cooperation for large cultural economies. The our analysis

showing a tendency for key nodes in the network to collaborate more frequently

with each other highlights a clear pattern: large cities with robust cultural

economies are more likely to form stronger ties among themselves. This clus-

tering effect suggests that major cultural hubs tend to prioritize partnerships

with other influential cities, reinforcing their dominance in the cultural sec-

tor. Such collaborations may provide mutual benefits, enhancing their global

influence, but they also risk marginalizing smaller cities or regions with less

cultural capital, creating an uneven distribution of opportunities and resources

within the broader network of cultural exchange. Also large cultural economies

are less inclined to collaborate with smaller economies because they possess

the resources, infrastructure, and networks to be largely self-sufficient. As a

result, they can produce, promote, and distribute cultural products indepen-

dently without relying heavily on external partnerships. Additionally, larger

economies often focus on their own cultural output, which tends to be more

commercially viable and globally recognized. They may prioritize projects with

high revenue potential or significant international exposure, which can make

collaborations with smaller, less influential economies seem less attractive or

necessary. Ultimately, the capacity to function independently can lead larger

cultural economies to prioritize their interests, limiting the opportunities for

cross-economy collaboration. This suggests that there is a non-trivial dynamic

in the creation of partnerships between ”cultural markets” where there are

greater opportunities for the development of new proposals.

So, building collaborative cultural policies between small and large cultural

economies is challenging due to the differing attitudes, priorities, and resources

of the involved parties. The differing goals and expectations of the two sides

can create friction. Larger economies might view collaborations as less ben-

eficial or too resource-intensive, while smaller economies may feel overshad-

owed or marginalized in joint ventures. Additionally, power imbalances can

complicate negotiations, with larger economies having greater influence over

decision-making and agenda-setting.

Effective collaborative policies would require careful balancing of these diverse

attitudes. They must ensure mutual benefit, promote equity, and respect cul-

tural differences while aligning both parties’ interests. This complexity makes
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it difficult to create sustainable and productive partnerships between small

and large cultural economies. Further investigations are therefore necessary,

in our opinion, to try to better understand what the best configuration of

public financing is in this sector to promote collaborations and networks. To

mitigate challenges in balancing attitudes and priorities across territories in

collaborative projects, policymakers could establish standardized frameworks

that promote clear communication and equitable decision-making. Addition-

ally, implementing shared goals and measurable outcomes can help align pri-

orities and foster mutual accountability. Flexible funding models, which allow

for adjustments based on individual territories needs, can also reduce fric-

tion. Regular dialogues and workshops could further enhance collaboration

by fostering understanding and trust among different stakeholders involved in

these joint initiatives. In this context, the ”Creative Europe program” should

prioritize inclusivity by providing targeted support to smaller or less-known

cities with limited cultural infrastructure. It can achieve this by establishing

specific funding streams or incentives for these cities to engage in external col-

laborations. Additionally, offering mentorship programs and capacity-building

workshops would help equip local cultural actors with the skills needed to lever-

age partnerships effectively. Simplifying the application process and ensuring

transparent criteria would make funding more accessible to underrepresented

areas. By fostering networks that connect smaller cities with larger, more es-

tablished cultural hubs, the program can help level the playing field and ensure

equitable access to cultural funding.

Finally, the C3-index may not encompass all aspects of these complex interac-

tions. Future research could address these gaps by introducing supplementary

metrics to assess the quality of collaboration, cultural impact, and interdis-

ciplinary integration. Expanding the C3 index in this manner would offer a

more holistic understanding of how different cultures engage and collaborate

across various contexts.
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