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Abstract

This paper aims to investigate whether the spatial pattern of creative industries in the
Netherlands has a relationship with the presence of cultural heritage or, in a more general
sense, cultural capital. It first shows how the creative sector developed between 1994 — 2009
in relation to other Dutch sectors. Additionally, it analyses the urban dimension of the creative
industry by focussing on the four large urban agglomerations in the Netherlands. And finally,
it addresses the question whether a relationship exists between the share of the creative
industry and the stock of cultural heritage at the level of municipalities. The paper concludes
that local cultural heritage provides a statistically significant contribution to the presence of
the creative industry at a municipality level.
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1. The nexus of creativity and cultural heritage

Our world houses a wealth of cultural heritage, interpreted here as a collection of physical
and tangible artifacts that have an explicit and recognized connotation to the past of a place or
area and may be seen as a self-identifying landmark for that place (see Nijkamp 2012, Riganti
and Nijkamp 2009, Throsby 1999, Snowball 2008). Cultural heritage — an important
component of cultural capital in a broader sense (Bourdieu 1986) — is a human-made capital
asset that is in many cases characterized by many externalities, as it offers often unpaid
services (e.g., quiet atmosphere, memory of the past, unique place identity, historico-cultural
awareness etc.) to visitors or the community at large. In addition, cultural heritage is mostly
not reproducible, as it embodies unique or original historical, cultural, political or socio-
economic features or assets. Maintenance and expansion of this form of cultural capital is
seen as a major challenge for urban development policy, not only from a preservation
perspective, but also from a revenue-generating perspective (e.g., cultural tourism,
attractiveness for creative classes) (see e.g. Bruinsma et al. 2010; Kourtit et al. 2011; Fusco
Girard et al. 2011). Many large cities are characterized by an abundant presence of a great
diversity of cultural heritage, which may be one of the often mentioned reasons that people
and firms move to these cities. This paper tests the hypothesis that creative people and firms
are predominantly attracted to places with a rich cultural heritage.

The creative sector (Florida 2002, 2003) is particularly interesting, because creative
people can be a driver of innovation and economic growth (see for a definition Section 2 and
3). Creative ‘minds’ are supposed to develop innovative ideas, to design new forms of
technology or architecture, to experiment with new business models, to suggest new roads to
sustainable development, and to act as fireplaces for many young people seeking for original
concepts in a globalizing world. The urban creative economy needs an incubator and seedbed
for unconventional pathways and roads less travelled, so as to create new competitive
opportunities for innovations or new value-generating activities. Various seminal studies have
been published in the past decade on the ‘creativeness fashion’, for instance, by Howkins
(2001), Landry (2007), Peck (2005) and Scott (2006). Broader reviews on creative places and
creative people are contained in Kloosterman (2005), Fusco Girard et al. (2011), Kourtit et al.
(2011) and Camagni (2011) amongst others. Creative ‘minds’ — in the sense of a collection of
unconventional ideas, attitudes and behaviours — may become innovation engines. They seem

essentially to be able to combine the three forces of old Confucian wisdom acquisition:



pedagogic knowledge transfer from others, learning-by-doing mechanisms, and auto-
cognitive mental development. From this perspective, creative minds have an exceptional
innovation potential in terms of both ideas and practices. And therefore, they make act as
effective growth engines in modern cities.

It is taken for granted that the overwhelming presence of creative classes in many modern
cities is not only the offspring of educational capital — in the sense of a spatial concentration
of educational, training, and research facilities — in urban areas, but also of social capital (see
Putnam 2000) (‘communication as the source of creativeness’) and cultural capital (Bourdieu
1986). Cultural capital — including cultural heritage — is assumed here to offer an innovative
and open ambiance that stimulates creative thinking. Cultural capital refers to non-financial
historical-social assets linked to the arts and culture in a way that combines a wide range of
amenities, such as public provision for the arts and culture, cultural and creative activities,
cultural participation, number of visits to cultural and recreation services (museums, art
galleries, theatres, cinemas, sports events), or cultural support systems (see for a
comprehensive conceptualisation the ‘Flying Disc Model’, Kourtit and Nijkamp 2012).

It should be noted that the dependency of the creative sector on cultural capital in cities is
a multi-faceted and complex research phenomenon that does not display a linear or unilateral
relationship (see Wenting et al. 2011). Cities have a wealth of cultural facilities that may
attract creative people, but at the same time the presence of a large creative class will also
favour cultural performances and services in the city. It is clear that the city may act as a
creative-cultural complex (see Section 2) which integrates artistic capital, knowledge capital,
social capital, entertainment capital and economic capital (see also Glaeser 2011). But solid
research on this complex research issue is still largely lacking. And therefore, the main aim of
the present study is to analyse the relationship between the presence of the creative sector and

cultural capital, in particular cultural heritage.

The paper is organized as follows. After the initial examination of the intricate
relationship between the creative sector and the presence of cultural capital in Sector 2,
Section 3 will describe the data that are used to test the above proposition in the Dutch
context. Section 4 provides some descriptive statistics on the development of the creative
sector in the Dutch economy, and gives particular attention to the creative sector in the four

largest cities in The Netherlands. Section 5 presents the econometric estimation model that is



used to determine the relationship between the creative sector and cultural capital. The paper

will be concluded with some retrospective and prospective remarks.



2. The creative-cultural urban complex

New industrial initiatives (e.g., biotechnology, nanotechnology, aviation technology) tends to

cluster in spatial concentrations. This phenomenon is known in the literature as industrial

complexes (or industrial districts). This seems to hold true also for a more recent industry, viz.
the creative industry.

In earlier research on spatial scale advantages in regional development the notion of
industrial complexes played a central role (see e.g. Hoover 1937, Isard and Vietorisz 1959,
Nijkamp 1972). An industrial complex was conceived of as a dynamic set of — technologically
or economically interlinked — industrial activities located at the same place that through
mutual linkages (e.g., mutual deliveries, knowledge exchange, joint use of common cost-
minimizing transportation facilities, common use of marketing, communication or sales
systems etc.) were able to benefit substantially from geographical scale externalities.

In subsequent research on emerging urban systems, the emphasis was increasingly placed
on a variety of agglomeration externalities that were emerging in urban — often metropolitan —
agglomerations and that were held responsible for the persistent rise in urbanization rates all
over the world (see for a review Nijkamp 2008). Various types of agglomeration externalities
can be identified in modern urban systems, notably:

e MAR (Marshall-Arrow-Romer) externalities emerging from various agglomeration
advantages, in particular scale, urbanization and infrastructural benefits (see e.g. Florax et
al. 2005)

e Social capital externalities in relation to social learning mechanisms in cities (see e.g.
Bourdieu 1986, Putnam 2000), in particular the emergence of ‘melting pot’ advantages in
case of urban cultural diversity (Jacobs 1961)

o C(Cluster advantages emerging from the mutual reinforcement of successful industrial

activities in a given area (Porter 1998)

Modern cities — in combination with a high density of ICT presence and use — provide
therefore the seedbed for intensive agglomeration externalities. For that reason, we may speak
sometimes of an ‘urban complex’, as an analogous phenomenon to ‘industrial complex’. As
mentioned in Section 1, an important — though often neglected — constituent of a long-
standing urban development is formed by urban cultural heritage. The presence of cultural

heritage may sometimes hamper a flexible adjustment to new urban challenges and



expansions, while sometimes also their sustainability and continuity may be endangered by
rapid uncontrolled urban dynamics (see de Noronha Vaz et al. 2011). But they may also offer
the basis for a solid long-term urban stability, in particular, in case of cultural visits and
tourism (see Fusco Girard and Nijkamp 2009). In addition, they may create interesting
‘image’ externalities which may have a positive effect on the value of urban real estate (see
Nijkamp 2012) or on the attractiveness of the city for innovative or creative minds. Especially
the latter phenomenon, viz. the interface between the creative industry and cultural heritage in
the city, deserves more empirical investigation.

In the literature, creative and cultural industries are sometimes used in a mixed form. In
general, creative industries refer usually to those economic activities that generate both
tangible and intangible innovative or knowledge-oriented goods and services, which have an
income-generating capacity, while cultural industries refer to those activities that have an
artistic, historic-social or entertaining connotation. Both sectors, creative and cultural, are
supposed to induce economic growth, new jobs, a strong international profile and a remedy
against poverty (Coulson and Leichenko 2004, Gilderbloom et al. 2009). They may be seen as
new catalysts for urban development (Throsby 2001). In this paper we will refer to both
sectors as creative industries, following the standard definition and classification of TNO
(Rutten et al. 2004). There is convincing evidence in the literature that cultural and creative
sectors often need the seedbed advantages of agglomerations (see Pratt 1997; Turok 2003;
Power and Scott 2004; van Oort 2004; Reimer et al. 2008). This issue will also be addressed
in the present paper. Clearly, the cultural-economic significance of cities is not only
determined by cultural goods in a strict sense, but also — and sometimes even more so — by
various spillovers to other sectors (e.g. retail development, hospitality sector revenues, real
estate values), so that the economic implications of cultural heritage may have a long-range
value chain pattern in a broader regional area. Especially in case of clusters of cultural
amenities (e.g., in old city centres), agglomeration advantages of a cultural complex may
emerge as contributors to urban growth.

It is noteworthy that different views on the intricate relationship between cultural heritage
and creative industries are voiced:

e Innovative or novel ideas may flourish best in an appropriate urban climate with a sense
of historical authenticity, in particular cultural heritage. Jane Jacobs (1961) even argues
that new ideas are born in old buildings. Consequently, industrial heritage (such as

brownfields in the city) may attract creative talent. This proposition may indeed seem



plausible, if empty — and hence cheap — buildings in culturally attractive areas act as
incubators for creativeness, but such amenities are by no means sufficient. This is
illustrated by the Detroit case, where empty factories have not induced an influx of
creative minds. Clearly, a culturally-rich city may attract creative and social capital,
which may lead to more new firm formation.

e The abundant presence of urban cultural heritage — for instance, in the form of a
monumental historical inner-city or an attractive cultural urban ‘ambiance’ — contributes
to an innovative urban climate that favours creative minds. These creative minds may be
employees, self-employed or entrepreneurs, but they may also comprise visitors. Their
presence may need the availability of — and access to — both production facilities and

consumer amenities.

In the present paper, we will test in particular the latter proposition, which predicts that
cities with relatively much cultural heritage attract more creative talent. It should be added
that the creative industry is not an unambiguous and easy-to-define sector; it is rather
heterogeneous and therefore, a careful definition is needed to draw evidence-based inferences
on the relationship between urban creative sectors and cultural heritage. Section 3 describes

how the creative sector is defined in the empirical part of this paper.

3. Data on creative sectors and cultural capital

This section describes the data used for our analysis of the emerging importance of creative
sectors in the Dutch economy and in Dutch cites. In our empirical application we use plant-
level data for The Netherlands. These data allow us to determine the share of firms and the
share of employment of the creative industry at the municipality level. Additionally, we use
information on cultural capital at the municipality level.

For the definition of the creative industry, we use the classification created by TNO (see
Rutten et al. 2004). This classification contains three types of creative firms, viz. arts, media
and entertainment, and creative business services.' Table A shows which economic activities
are classified in these three groups. We obtained the main economic activity of all Dutch
firms from the Dutch Central Firm Registry from Statistics Netherlands. Besides the main
economic activity, this registry also contains the location of the headquarters of the firm and

an estimate of the number of people working for in firm. We only included the firms that were

! The definition of all these branches is based on the standard industrial classification (SBI 1993) from Statistics Netherlands (CBS).



registered as active at the last day of the year. We used the economic activity and the location
of the headquarters of each firm to create an indicator at the municipality level for the number
of firms that are active in the creative industry and its sub-sectors. In the same way we created

an indicator for the number of fte’s in the creative industry.2

Table A. The classifications of the creative industry and the SBI codes: Arts, Media, and Creative Business Services

Main domains Standard Industrial Classification (SBI)
Segments SBI-1993 Description
Art 92311 Performing of live stage art
Music & Performing Arts, 92312 Production of live stage art
Museums, Theatres and Art 92313 Performing of casting art
galleries 92321 Theaters, concert rooms, concert buildings
92323 Services for performing art
92521 Art galleries, exposition areas
92522 Museums
Media 2211 Publishing of books
2212 Publishing of periodicals
2213 Publishing of magazines
2214 Publishers of sound recording
2215 Other publishers
Film, TV, Radio, Photography, 74811 Photography
Publishing 92111 Production of movies
Broadcasting, Amusement and 92112 Supporting services for movie production
entertainment, Press 92201 Broadcasting organizations
92202 Production of radio- and TV programs
92203 Supporting activities for radio en TV
9212 Distribution of movies
9213 Cinemas
92343 Other entertainment
9240 Press-, news agencies; journalists
Creative Business Services Advertising and Marketing, 74201 Architecture and technical design
Information and Technology, 74202 Technical design/advise e.g., city building
Architecture, Design and 74401 Commercial design- and consultancy agencies
Fashion 74402 Other commercial services
74875 Interior-, fashion designers

This allows us to trace not only the development of the creative industry vis-a-vis the
remaining other industries in The Netherlands, but also to explore whether the larger cities act
as attraction forces for creative minds. If this hypothesis is supported, the next step of our
analysis will be an exploration of the linkage between cultural capital in the city and the
presence (or growth) of creative branches in the city. Data on cultural capital in the urban
areas concerned have been obtained from CBS, ABF Research and the Dutch Rijksdienst voor
Cultureel Erfgoed (RCE). Table B gives a overview of the indicators we used to identify

cultural capital. These indicators are all based on the year 2007.

2 With this method, all employment of a firm is allocated to the location of its headquarters, which is not the case if a firm has multiple plants
or offices.Therefore, this indicator should not be interpreted as the actual sectoral employment in the municipalities concerned.



Table B. List of indicators for cultural capital in 2007

Indicators for cultural capital

Variables Description variable Sources

CULT (Theatres, museums and cinemas) Number of museums CBS and ABF Research
Number of theatres CBS and ABF Research
Number of cinemas CBS and ABF Research

RMON(Dutch State Monuments) Number of Dutch state monuments ~ ABF Research and RCE data

Figure 1 shows the shares of the creative industry in 1996 and 2009 and the number of
state monuments at the level of COROP regions.” The shares of the creative industry in the
left panel are based on the number of firms. In the right panel, these shares are based on
employment. These figures show a concentration of state monuments in the western part of
the Netherlands. The creative industry is also over-represented in this part of The Netherlands.
This could indicate a correlation between these two variables, which is further investigated in

Section 5.

F ge working p in creative
industry per COROP region compared with
of state

industry per COROP region compared with
of state

State Percontage working State Monuments

in croative industry £ " population in
0- 100 1000 - 1500 creative Industry 0- 100 1000 - 1500
100-250 [ 1500 - 2000 100 - 250 1500 - 2000
o oa% | 3 %
250 - 500 [0 2000 - 2500 250 - 500 | 2000 - 2500
86_per_com s00.750 | 2500 - 5000 1886 500 - 760 [ 2500 - 5000
I 09_per_com 750 - 1000 | 5000 < . 2000 750 - 1000 5000 <

Figure 1. Share of the creative industries in 1996 and 2009 and Dutch state monuments per COROP region in the
Netherlands.

4. Background information
This section offers some stylized facts on the size of the three groups of creative firms in

the Dutch economy. It will show how the share of the creative industry developed between



1994 and 2009. This is done for The Netherlands and also for the four largest cities in the
Netherlands, viz. Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht.

Table 1 shows the shares of the creative industries in the total economy of the
Netherlands, in terms of the number of firms and the number of fte’s. This shows that the
relative importance of the creative industries is modest, but has increased significantly
between 1994 and 2009. This applies to the number of firms as well as to the employment in

this sector.

Table 1. Shares the creative sector (1994-2009)

Arts Media Creative Total creative
business industry
services

Share in number of firms (1994) 0.9% 1.4% 2.2% 4.5%
Share in number of firms (2009) 3.1% 2.3% 3.9% 9.2%
Share in fte’s (1994) 0.2% 0.9% 0.9% 2.0%
Share in fte’s (2009) 0.8% 1.0% 1.6% 3.4%

It also turns out that firms in the creative sector are on average smaller than firms in other
sectors: in 2009 their share in the number of firms was 9.2 percent, but their share in
employment was only 3.4 percent. Nevertheless, the total employment in the creative sector
increased relatively strong between 1994 and 2009. The employment associated with creative
firms has increased from about 105,000 fte in 1994 to about 253,000 fte in 2009, which
implies an average annual growth of over six percent.

Next, we consider the growth of the creative industry relative to that of other industries in
the four largest cities in the Netherlands. The first column of Table 2 shows the growth of the
number in the total Dutch economy (excluding the creative firms) and the second column
shows the growth of the number of creative firms. It is clear that the creative industry shows a
much faster growth (7.3 percent) than the average of the other sectors (1.9 percent). The last
three columns of Table 2 illustrate that there are substantial differences between the
subsectors of the creative industry, but also that all three of them grow much faster than the
non-creative sectors. This holds in particular for the art sector with an average annual growth
rate in the number of firms of 11.3 percent, followed by creative business services (6.2
percent), and the media (5.5 percent). The creative sector grows even faster in the four largest
agglomerations, while the pattern of the sub-sectors remains similar to the national pattern,

with art growing the fastest, followed by creative business services, and the media.

3 A COROP region is a regional area that corresponds to the NUTS-3 level. A COROP region is usually smaller than a Dutch
province (NUTS-2) and larger than a Dutch municipality (NUTS-4) which contains 40 Dutch regions.



Table 2. Growth in the number of firms 1994-2009 (%)

All other Creative Arts Media Creative business
sectors industry (i) (i) services
total (iii)
The Netherlands 1.9 7.3 11.3 55 6.2
Amsterdam 0.2 10.4 14.5 7.8 9.7
Rotterdam 0.1 9.0 14.5 6.6 7.2
The Hague 1.8 7.8 13.1 5.0 6.2
Utrecht 33 10.9 13.4 10.0 9.6

Table 3 shows the growth rates for employment instead of the number of firms. The main
pattern is similar to that of the number of firms, but there are also some interesting
differences. For the creative industry, the growth rate of employment is smaller than that of
the number of firms, whereas for the rest of the economy the reverse is true. This indicates
that the growth of the creative industry is mainly driven by the entry of new firms. These
growth rates imply that the average employment per firm has decreased in the creative
industry and increased in the other industries. For the three creative subsectors we see that in
the subsector arts and creative business services, the growth of employment is almost equal to
the growth in the number of firms, whereas for the subsector media the growth in employment

1s much smaller.

Table 3. Growth in employment 1994-2009 (%)

All other Creative Arts Media Creative business
sectors industry () (ii) services

(iii)
The Netherlands 2.2 6.1 10.8 33 6.6
Amsterdam 3.0 6.9 10.9 52 6.6
Rotterdam 1.1 73 15.6 2.4 6.1
The Hague 2.5 6.3 8.9 4.4 5.7
Utrecht 2.8 10.6 16.4 6.6 10.6

Figure 2 illustrates that the higher growth of employment in the creative industry is
caused by a higher growth of the number of firms. This figure shows the development of the
number of firms (left axis) as an index (1994 = 100) as well as the development of the average
fte per firm (right axis). In the period 1994-2009, the number of firms in the creative industry
has almost tripled, while the increase in the number of firms in the other sectors was
moderate. The figure also confirms that firms in the creative industry are on average much
smaller than firms in other sectors. The average employment generated by firms in the

creative industry is about 3 fte, while firms in other sectors employ on average 7 fte.
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Figure 2. Number of firms (left axis, 1994 = 100) and fte’s per firm (right axis)

The strong performance of the creative industry and creative people in the four large urban
agglomerations in the Netherlands could be associated with the presence of cultural heritage,
as these cities — Rotterdam being an exception — are important concentrations of cultural
heritage, and in a more general sense, cultural capital. However, there may be many other
reasons than cultural heritage that attract creative firms and people to those areas, and
therefore, strict causalities on the impact of cultural assets should only be inferred with great
caution. The next section further explores the potential correlation between cultural capital

and the share of the creative industry at the municipality level.

5. Estimation results for creative firms and cultural heritage

The theoretical framework of the empirical model rests on the proposition that an abundance
— or relatively high presence — of local cultural heritage acts as a magnet for creative minds.
To investigate the relationship between cultural heritage and the creative industry in greater
detail, an econometric model has been designed. After a painstaking data collection process,
we performed a regression analysis on the shares of the creative industry and its three above-
mentioned subsectors at the level of Dutch municipalities. This statistical exercise has been
done for both the share in the number of creative firms as well as for the share in the creative

employment. We used the following model:

. . . cult rmon
S, = o + f, In(inhabitants), + £, In(avg house price), + ;| ———— | + f,| ———— | +&
' Aind )i+ f; Incavg price) ’83(inhabitants]i ﬂ{inhabitantsl '
where S; stands for the share of the creative industry or one of its subgroups in municipality i,
in terms of the number of firms or in terms of the number employment. We used the log of the
number of inhabitants and the log of the house prices as proxies for agglomeration, since

house prices tend to be higher in more dense areas. We want to test whether the indicators of

11



cultural capital 4 (viz. the number of museums, theatres, cinemas and Dutch state monuments
may offer additional explanatory power for the share of creative firms in municipalities. We
divided the indicators for cultural capital by the number of inhabitants to correct for the size
of municipalities. Therefore, these variables can be interpreted as the density of cultural
capital.

Some remarks may be made on the specification of the above equation. Theoretically,
different specifications could have been used, but the data constraints meant a serious
limitation for our model, especially because a combined cross-section multi-annual estimation
procedure had to be carried out. Thus, some variables are at best a proxy of a real-world
phenomenon to be measured. Clearly, the test results will show whether such choices are
justified.

Table 4 shows the results for the year 2009. The results for other years appear to be

largely similar, but will not be shown here in order to save space.

Table 4. Share of firms in creative industry and cultural capital (2009)

Creative industry Arts Media Creative Business
(i) (i) Services (iii)
Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err)
Const -496 (.054) -.108 (.024) -.169 (.019) -219 (.021)
Log (#inhabitants) .015*** (.001) .006*** (.001) .004*** (,001) .005*** (.001)
Log (house price) .034*** (.004) .006*** (.002) .012*** (,002) .016*** (.002)
Theatres etc. per inhabitant 10.106 (9.511) 12.327*** (4.263) 3.183 (3.232) -5.404 (3.700)
Monuments per inhabitant 1.283***  (.220) .683*** (1,0987) .356*** (.0748) .244*** (,086)
Observations 436 436 436 436
R 0.33 0.26 0.27 0.34
Method OoLS OoLS oLs OoLS

Note: standard deviations in brackets; stars indicate significance levels of 0.01*** 0.05** and 0.10*.

Tables 4 and 5 show that the log of the average house price is significant and positive for
all estimations. The log of the number of inhabitants is significant and positive for all sectors
in the estimations on the share based on number of firms, but not in the estimations based on
the share of employment. This suggests that the larger municipalities tend to attract many

small firms from the creative industry.

Table 5. Share of employment in creative industry and cultural capital (2009)

Creative industry Arts Media Creative Business
0] (i) Services (iii)
Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err)
Const -324 (.051) -.046 (.013) -.121 (.025) 157 (.036)
Log (#inhabitants) -.000 (.001) -.000 (.000) ,001** (.001) -.001 (.001)
Log (house price) .0290*** (.004) .004*** (.001) .010*** (.002) .015*** (.003)
Theatres etc. per inhabitant 8.143 (9.025) 9.813*** (2.349) 4.360 (4.500) -6.029 (6.406)
Monuments per inhabitant .369* (.209) .257*** (.054) 139 (.104) -.025 (.148)
Observations 436 436 436 436
R? 0.12 0.18 0.06 0.07

* As an alternative specification, we have also included the number of restaurants and bars, as a proxy for social capital. This variable was
usually statistically insignificant, and did not have much effect on the estimations for the cultural heritage indicators.

12



Method OoLS OLS OLS OLS

Note: standard deviations in brackets; stars indicate significance levels of 0.01*** 0.05** and 0.10%*.

Additionally, these results show that the share of creative firms in the total number of
firms is positively related to the number of Dutch state monuments per inhabitant for all
creative sectors. The number of museums, theatres and cinemas per inhabitant is only
positively related to the share of the art sector, while insignificant for the other sectors. For
the share of creative sectors in employment, both indicators for cultural capital are only
significant for the art sector. This shows that cultural capital seems to be particularly
important for firms that are active in the art sector. The other creative sectors, media and
creative business services, only show a positive relationship with Dutch state monuments
when looking at the number of firms.

In order to investigate the relationship between the growth of the creative sector and the
presence of cultural capital, we have also regressed the change in the share of firms in the
creative sector and the three subsectors on the same set of explanatory variables. The results
are presented in Tables 6 and 7. This allows us to determine whether the creative sector will

grow faster than the non-creative sector in municipalities with relatively much cultural capital.

Table 6. Change in the share of firms (1994-2009) in creative industry and cultural capital

Creative industry Arts Media Creative Business
(i) (i) Services (iii)

Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err)
Const -224 (.044) -074 (.023) -.052 (.015) -.0981 (.0196865)
Log (#inhabitants) .011*** (,001) .005*** (.001) .002*** (1.000) .004*** (.0004645
Log (house price) .012*** (.004) .003 (.002) .003*** (.001) .010*** (.0015964)
Theatres etc. per inhabitant 25.098*** (8.922) 14.496*** (4.634) 4.544 (2.967) 6.058 (3.993378)
Monuments per inhabitant .689*** (1179) A76%** (,093) .091 (.060) 122 (.0800254)
Observations 370 370 370 370
R? 0.26 0.25 0.08 0.17
Method OoLsS OLS OLS OLS

Note: standard deviations in brackets; stars indicate significance levels of 0.01***, 0.05** and 0.10*.

Table 7. Change in the share of employment (1994-2009) in creative industry and cultural capital

Creative industry Arts Media Creative Business
(i) (i) Services (iii)
Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err) Coef. (Std. Err)
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Const -.116 (.048) 031 (.0132) ~.042 (.020) 044 (037)

Log (#inhabitants) -.002** (.001) -.001 (.000) -.002*** (.001) -.001 (.001)
Log (house price) .012*%**  (.004) .003*** (.001) .005*** (.002) .005 (.003)
Theatres etc. per inhabitant 14.968 (9.781) 6.584** (2.666) 8.860** (3.993) -476 (7.510)
Monuments per inhabitant 291 (.1963) .190*** (.054) .097 (.080) .004 (.151)
Observations 370 370 370 370
R? 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.08
Method oLs OoLS OLS OoLS

Note: standard deviations in brackets; stars indicate significance levels of 0.01*** 0.05** and 0.10%*.

These results are somewhat similar to those found for the level of the shares. Again, the
indicators for agglomeration are positive and significant for the share based on the number of
firms. The log of the average house price is positive and significant for the share of
employment, except for the creative business services. The log of inhabitants is insignificant
for the share in employment of the arts sector and for creative business services, but negative
and significant for the media sector, implying that employment in media grows slightly
slower than other sectors in the larger municipalities.

The cultural capital variables have a positive and significant relationship with the growth
of the share of the art sector, both in terms of the number of firms as well as for employment.
This implies that in municipalities with relatively much cultural capital, the art sector grows
faster compared to the other sectors. The growth rates of the other creative sectors, media and
creative business services, do not seem to have a significant relationship with cultural capital,
except for the employment of the media sector.

These results demonstrate that on the level of the municipality, cultural capital such as
Dutch state monuments can play a role in both the level as well as the change of the share of
creative firms and employment in creative firms. This relationship is mainly caused by the art

sector, and is less prominent in the other creative sectors.

6. Concluding Remarks

The expected importance of the creative industry — and its manifold subsectors — has
prompted in recent years a wide-spread interest in the drivers and impacts of this sector (see
also Jones-Evans and Klofsten 1997; Bommer and Jalajas 2002). Urban agglomerations offer
a great diversity in seedbed conditions for a flourishing creative industry. Our research has
explored the relationship between urban cultural capital and the level and growth of various
branches of the creative sector, with a particular view to urban agglomerations in the
Netherlands. The creative sector in the Netherlands appears to grow — in terms of both the
number of firms and the number of jobs — significantly faster than other industries over the
period 1994-2009. The share of the creative industry in The Netherlands has significantly

increased in recent years. The sector employed about 2 percent of the employed population in

14



1994 and 3.2 percent in 2009. This seems to be mainly driven by the entry of new firms.
Additionally, within the creative sector, the subsector arts appear to be a fast grower in
comparison to the sector media and the sector creative business services.

The creative industry appears to be mainly concentrated — and to have the highest growth
rates — in urban areas. This suggests that agglomeration externalities may be an essential
element here. Additionally, we find a positive relationship between the share of the creative
industry and cultural capital. This applies to both the level of the creative industry as well as
its growth. This holds in particular for the arts sector, and less for the media sector and the
creative business services. These results confirm a clear relationship between cultural heritage
and the creative industries. Clearly, but further research is necessary to determine whether this
causal relationship holds also for the reversed case, where cultural heritage is built around the
creative sector. In our application however, cultural heritage is defined as a long lasting
durable capital asset which is not flexibly adjusted to the mobile creative sector, so that the

causal relationship from cultural heritage to the creative sector is justified.
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