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Introduction
Culture is a constitutive part of urban life quality and a crucial urban policy dimension in addressing city attractiveness 
(Morais & Camanho, 2011; Morais et al., 2013). Culture uniquely defines a city, with each city embodying its own cultural 
identity. Cultural heritage is concentrated in cities and is often reflected in cultural facilities like museums, theatres, libraries 
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Abstract: � Culture is a constitutive part of urban life quality and a crucial urban policy dimension. Most of European cultural heritage is concentrated 
in cities. European cities differ substantially with regard to how well residents are satisfied with cultural facilities. 

      �      Research purpose. The purpose of this research is to find which city characteristics are linked to higher or lower satisfaction with 
cultural facilities across European cities. In particular, the study explores the relationship between the perceived quality of cultural 
facilities and income level, tourist inflows and local congestion effects (measured as population density and traffic congestion), while 
controlling for the city size, capital city status and the overall urban life satisfaction. 

      �      Design / Methodology / Approach. Satisfaction with cultural facilities is based on the European Commission survey data on the quality 
of urban life in 83 European cities. Respondents assess perceived quality of cultural facilities (museums, theatres, concert halls and 
libraries) on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “not at all satisfied” to “very satisfied.” This article calculates the balance of replies to 
the respective question, ranks European cities according to the perceived quality of cultural facilities, and then employs a multifactor 
regression analysis to check the relationship between satisfaction with cultural facilities and different city characteristics. 

      �      Findings. The findings indicate that residents of Zurich, Vienna, and Groningen are the most satisfied with cultural facilities in their cities, 
while those in Tirana, Valletta, and Skopje are the least satisfied. Satisfaction with cultural facilities is positively associated with income 
level, overall satisfaction with urban life, as well as with the actual per capita number of cultural facilities in a given city. In turn, large 
tourist inflows, high population density and traffic congestion decrease satisfaction with cultural facilities. Residents of the European 
capital cities tend to be less satisfied with cultural facilities, even after controlling for city size, overtourism and local congestion effects. 

      �      Originality / Value / Practical implications. This study offers several contributions. First, it utilises the most recent wave (2023) of the 
European Commission survey on the quality of life in European cities and focuses on satisfaction with cultural facilities, while outlining 
the role of culture in urban economic development and general well-being. Second, it formally shows how tourist inflows and local 
congestion effects decrease satisfaction with cultural facilities in several European cities. Third, it highlights that the perceived quality of 
cultural facilities is lower in the capital cities, even after controlling for the actual per capita number of cultural facilities, tourist inflows 
and local congestion effects. These findings can provide insights for policymakers seeking to enhance the efficient use of cultural 
infrastructure and improve satisfaction with cultural life across Europe.
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and concert halls. However, European cities differ substantially regarding how well residents are satisfied with cultural 
facilities. On the one hand, cultural landmarks are often found in bigger cities, particularly in the capital cities. On the 
other hand, overtourism and local congestion seem nearly inevitable consequences of culturally vibrant places (Saleh & 
Drouillon, 2025). How important are these factors in shaping satisfaction with cultural facilities across European cities? 

The aim of this research is to find which city characteristics are linked to higher or lower satisfaction with cultural 
facilities across European cities. The study addresses the following objectives:

– � Review the scientific literature on the: (a) role of cultural facilities in shaping urban quality of life and city 
attractiveness; (b) city characteristics associated with higher and lower satisfaction with cultural facilities and 
urban well-being in general; 

– � Identify which European cities had the most and the least satisfied respondents with respect to cultural facilities 
based on the most recent wave of the Eurobarometer survey on the quality of life in European cities;

– � Employ multifactor regression analysis to explore how the satisfaction with cultural facilities is related to the 
income level, tourist inflows and local congestion effects, while controlling for the city size, capital city status and 
the overall urban life satisfaction. 

The following hypotheses are tested:

– � H1: Satisfaction with cultural facilities in the European cities is positively associated with the overall urban life 
satisfaction, income level, as well as the actual per capita number of cultural facilities in a given city; 

– � H2: Large tourist inflows and local congestion effects substantially decrease satisfaction with cultural facilities 
in the European cities;

–  H3: Residents of large European cities, as well as capital city residents, are less satisfied with cultural facilities. 

Every four years European Commission surveys the urban population regarding their perceived quality of life. 
The most recent survey took place in 2023, including responses from more than 70,000 individuals across 83 
European urban areas. One of the questions in this survey reflects satisfaction with cultural facilities. Respondents 
assess perceived quality of cultural facilities (museums, theatres, concert halls and libraries) on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from “not at all satisfied” to “very satisfied.” This article calculates the balance of these replies and employs 
a multifactor regression analysis to check which city characteristics are linked to higher and lower satisfaction with 
cultural facilities across 83 European cities. 

The results indicate that residents of Zurich, Vienna and Groningen are the most satisfied with cultural facilities 
in their cities, while those in Tirana, Valletta and Skopje are the least satisfied. Satisfaction with cultural facilities 
is positively associated with income level, overall satisfaction with urban life, as well as with the actual per capita 
number of cultural amenities in a given city. In turn, large tourist inflows and local congestion effects (measured 
by traffic congestion and population density) substantially decrease satisfaction with cultural facilities. Residents 
of European capital cities tend to be less satisfied with cultural facilities, even after controlling for city size and 
congestion effects. 

Literature review
The literature review section is structured as follows. First, we discuss the crucial role of culture in modern urban 
development. Second, we outline the channels through which cultural infrastructure shapes city branding and urban 
life quality. Third, we review how creative city strategies, placing culture at the heart of urban development, can 
revitalise European city centres and fuel the economy with tourist inflows. Fourth, we present the critiques of 
creative city strategies and the phenomenon of overtourism. Finally, we discuss which city characteristics are likely 
to drive satisfaction with cultural facilities of urban residents. 

Culture as a constitutive part of urban development
Culture is a complex and multidimensional concept (Montalto et al., 2019). Not only does it affect people’s everyday 
lives, but it also may drive urban change. As a separate economic sector, culture contributes to urban regeneration, 
social inclusion and wellbeing (Van Puyenbroeck et al., 2021). Culture influences the economy, social health, sense 
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of pride and belonging, the environment, as well as everyday behaviours and practices (Saleh & Drouillon, 2025). 
It is widely regarded as key to promoting inclusive development, enhancing social cooperation, as well as fostering 
creativity and innovation (Montalto et al., 2019). Cultural production positively affects skill development and 
cognitive functions (Mecocci et al., 2022). It can also generate positive externalities, including improved education, 
enhanced social cohesion, greater civic engagement, and boosting economic activity alongside contributions to 
local development through tourism promotion and the revitalisation of urban spaces (Gomez-Antonio et al., 2022).

Culture uniquely defines a city, and each city develops its own distinct cultural identity. Even cities within the 
same country can exhibit substantial cultural differences, as demonstrated by Blessi et al. (2016) in their study about 
two Italian cities - Bolzano and Siracusa. This underscores the role of culture as a constitutive component of urban 
quality of life. In recent years, culture has become a crucial policy dimension for addressing urban attractiveness 
and social cohesion. Culture-led development is inherently multidimensional, spanning the economy, society, and 
individual lives (Montalto et al., 2019; Van Puyenbroeck et al., 2021). 

Cultural infrastructure, city branding and urban life quality
Most of the cultural heritage is concentrated in urban areas and is often expressed through cultural facilities such 
as museums, theatres, concert halls and libraries. Historically, cities served as the homes of prominent talents 
and the repositories of great artworks, symbolising political power and economic strength (Montalto et al., 2019). 
The urban environment remains a privileged context for cultural infrastructure (Van Puyenbroeck et al., 2021), and 
while the role of cultural facilities in urban space evolves over time, it continues to be of major importance (Redaelli 
et al., 2025).

Cultural heritage has been recognised as one of the fundamentals of local development (Cerisola & Panzera, 
2022). It serves as a powerful medium for communication, growth and soft power (Saleh & Drouillon, 2025). As such, 
cultural facilities in European cities are integral to long-term urban branding (Blaszczyk & Krysinski, 2023) and are a 
key determinant of international tourism flows (Panzera et al., 2021). For example, although Vienna ceased to be the 
capital of a major empire more than a century ago, its historical cultural heritage continues to elevate its international 
prominence beyond what the current population and economic size of Austria would suggest (Hatz, 2008). 

Larger cities typically possess a greater stock and wider variety of cultural resources. Empirical evidence shows 
a strong correlation between high population density - characteristic of larger cities - and the concentration of 
creative industries, which benefit from agglomeration economies. Nonetheless, significant cultural assets can also 
be found in smaller cities. In fact, many smaller cities may exhibit more cultural amenities per capita than their larger 
counterparts (Montalto et al., 2019). 

Creative city strategies and cultural tourism
Culture is also increasingly recognised as an independent creative industry that contributes to economic growth, 
employment and innovation (Van Puyenbroeck et al., 2021). The creative industries are widely viewed as central 
in shaping urban economic development (Blaszczyk & Krysinski, 2023), particularly in the restructuring and 
revitalisation of former industrial areas (Gormar, 2023).

Cultural tourism is a relatively recent but impactful phenomenon, with the potential to foster economic 
regeneration and significantly benefit local communities (Saleh & Drouillon, 2025). It encompasses activities such 
as revitalising city centres, constructing cultural infrastructure, and promoting local heritage. Cultural tourism is 
especially relevant for medium-sized, second-tier cities in Central and Eastern Europe that formerly specialised in 
industrial production (Sroda-Murawska, 2025). The presence of cultural attractions and infrastructure, institutional 
quality, and the hospitality of residents are among the key factors influencing the development of cultural tourism 
(Vaishar et al., 2025), which may constitute a non-negligible part of the urban economy and employment even in 
such large and rich European cities as Rome, Paris or Vienna. 

Overtourism and critiques of creative city strategies
However, the effectiveness of creative city strategies is not without controversy. For instance, cities with notable 
cultural landmarks may experience negative externalities such as high population density, traffic congestion and 
overtourism with its detrimental impacts on urban and social development (Saleh & Drouillon, 2025). At the same 
time, attempts to preserve historical urban landscapes can constrain the development of the modern economy 
and cultural expressions (Tena et al., 2025). Furthermore, European city centres with notable cultural landmarks 
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typically have high apartment prices, which makes them less accessible to creative and often low-income youth, 
hindering cultural dynamism (Montalto et al., 2023). 

Creative city strategies may exacerbate income inequality by disproportionately benefiting elite workers, 
instrumentalise culture for political or economic purposes, or promote a narrow and subjective understanding 
of cultural production. Indeed, traditional top-down governance approaches to urban cultural development often 
neglect the voices of local citizens (Nelaeva & Iermolenko, 2024). Ferilli et al. (2017) question the effectiveness 
of constructing new cultural facilities and organising flagship events, advocating instead for inclusive cultural 
participation by residents. In addition, some cultural projects may overly depend on public subsidies and fail to 
generate the anticipated employment benefits (Souliotis, 2013). As a result, Montalto et al. (2023) find no strong 
association between cultural vibrancy and creative economy performance across European cities. 

It is also essential to consider the sustainability of business models in the cultural and creative industries, 
which have proven vulnerable to economic shocks, such as the COVID-19 pandemic (Penarroya-Farell & Miralles, 
2022). Particularly, European countries and regions which previously enjoyed large tourist inflows experienced the 
sharpest economic activity contractions in 2020. 

City characteristics and the satisfaction with cultural facilities 
What drives the cultural satisfaction of urban residents? On the one hand, people enjoy cultural landmarks, which 
are often found in bigger cities, particularly in the capital cities. On the other hand, academic literature reveals that 
overtourism and city congestion effects seem to be nearly inevitable companions of culturally vibrant places (Saleh & 
Drouillon, 2025). 

Overall, urban culture satisfaction can be linked with several city characteristics: 
Actual number of cultural facilities. One could expect a positive relationship between satisfaction with cultural 

facilities and the actual number of cultural facilities per capita. This relationship, however, is far from perfect. For 
instance, Perucca (2019) finds that the provision of cultural amenities has no significant effect on satisfaction with 
cultural facilities. It means residents tend to adjust their cultural demands according to the amenities supplied in 
their city and, therefore, the pure endowment of cultural assets is not directly associated with their satisfaction. 

Urban congestion. Urban congestion can limit accessibility to cultural facilities in several ways. Population 
density and traffic congestion increase the time necessary for travelling between different city districts, therefore 
rising effective costs (including lost time) of attending cultural events.  Furthermore, overtourism can particularly 
increase congestion near landmarks, lead to longer lines at museums, as well as decrease seat availability in 
theatres and concert halls, thus decreasing visitors’ satisfaction (Zemla & Szromek, 2021). 

Overall quality of urban life satisfaction. One may expect a positive relationship between satisfaction with 
cultural facilities and overall quality of urban life satisfaction at a city level for several reasons.  First, as culture 
is a constitutive part of urban life quality (Morais & Camanho, 2011), respondents who are satisfied with cultural 
facilities are also more likely to report higher overall urban life satisfaction. Second, “satisfaction with cultural 
facilities” may partly measure satisfaction with other urban well-being areas, such as access to cultural facilities by 
public transport or safety of attending cultural events. Third, some other factor, like income level or respondents’ 
health status, could simultaneously affect both satisfaction with cultural facilities and the overall urban quality of 
life satisfaction. 

Income level. Quality of life satisfaction often rises with income, at least until a certain income level (Goerlich & 
Reig, 2021). A positive relationship between income and satisfaction with cultural facilities can reflect several 
channels. First, higher income of households may raise the affordability of cultural events with paid admission 
to the general public. Second, wealthier individuals usually spend a bigger share of their income (and therefore, 
also larger amounts of money) on cultural services (this is revealed, for instance, in the Eurostat Household 
Budget Survey data), implying more often participation in high-quality cultural events, which may lead to higher 
satisfaction with cultural life. Higher income also may reflect a higher education level (Psacharopoulos & Patrinos, 
2018), which may translate into higher demand for cultural services. On the opposite, wealthy individuals may 
be more demanding subject to the amount and quality of cultural services in a city. Third, higher income is 
likely to translate into higher tax revenues, which means greater resources for state and local authorities to 
maintain cultural facilities in a decent capacity and quality. Fourth, rich European cities also tend to have better 
infrastructure, including better functioning public transport systems, which would raise connectivity between 
different city districts, thus improving access to cultural facilities in a city. Rich European cities are also perceived 
as physically safer, which may enhance attendance of cultural events during late evening hours. 
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City size and capital city status. People enjoy cultural landmarks, which are often found in bigger cities, 
particularly capital cities. Moreover, large cities offer more cultural diversity with a bigger number of different theatres, 
museums, libraries and concert halls. This, however, does not automatically translate into greater availability of 
cultural services in large cities, as they may have a smaller number of cultural facilities when measured in per capita 
terms (Montalto et al., 2019). Furthermore, the negative relation between the city size and urban well-being can 
reflect congestion, stress and work pressure, higher living costs, as well as lower cooperation and support between 
individuals (Loschiavo, 2021). 

Research methodology 
The main data source of this study is the European Commission survey on the perceived quality of urban life. 
This survey is conducted every four years. The most recent wave was conducted in 2023 and covers 83 urban 
areas (European Union and Balkan countries, as well as the United Kingdom, Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, and 
Turkey). From 800 to 900 respondents were surveyed in each city. Respondent-specific weights were applied to 
ensure representativity of the survey sample to the general population in a given city by age and gender, as well as 
education level at the NUTS-2 region level.

The European Commission survey contains dozens of questions on satisfaction with different urban quality of 
life areas, such as safety, infrastructure, city governance and many others. One of these questions, which is the 
focus of this study, relates to satisfaction with cultural facilities such as museums, theatres, libraries and concert 
halls. Respondents rated their satisfaction using a 5-point Likert scale - from very satisfied to not at all satisfied. 

It should be noted that there is no precise definition of what the satisfaction with “cultural facilities such as 
concert halls, theatres, museums and libraries” really entails. For instance, it could measure the subjective quality, 
diversity and relevance of cultural facilities, its price affordability, availability of free seats in theatres and concert 
halls, ease of accessing cultural facilities by public or private transport, emotional engagement or some combination 
of these or other factors. Therefore, a response to this question may reveal satisfaction with other urban quality of 
life areas, such as physical safety or public transport services. 

Moreover, results of well-being surveys could be biased due to the subjectivity of individuals as well as cultural 
differences across nations. Furthermore, it is not clear to what extent different respondents may consider the 
availability of unconventional cultural facilities when answering this question. The inability to distinguish these 
effects is an important limitation of this research. 

We create one variable reflecting satisfaction with the cultural facilities in a given city, reflecting a balance of 
replies to a particular question. This transformation is in line with Okulicz-Kozaryn and Valente (2019). We express 
this variable in a 0–100-point scale, with 0 representing a situation when all respondents are strongly unsatisfied, 
and 100 if all respondents are strongly satisfied. A usual caveat applies that this approach intrinsically assumes 
the same distance between Likert scale points, which may not always be the case. One could create an alternative 
variable reflecting satisfaction with the cultural facilities by counting only the share of those respondents who are 
“very satisfied”, “very or rather satisfied” or “very or rather dissatisfied”. These alternative variables, however, 
have their own drawbacks. For instance, the share of respondents who are “very or rather satisfied” does not 
distinguish neither between “very satisfied” and “rather satisfied”, nor between “very unsatisfied”, nor between 
“rather unsatisfied” and “no answer”, which could be regarded as a big information loss. Therefore, we believe that 
the balance of replies we employed in this study is an adequate way to measure satisfaction with cultural facilities 
at the city level. 

Furthermore, we employ multifactor regression analysis to test the relationship between satisfaction with cultural 
facilities and several city characteristics:

– � Actual number of cultural venues and facilities, which reflects the per capita number of museums, art galleries, 
cinemas, theatres, concert halls and landmarks in a city; these data come from index D1.1 of Cultural and 
Creative Cities Monitor 2023.

– � Tourist inflows, which are reflected by the total nights spent in tourist accommodation establishments during a 
year (Eurostat data), are divided by city population. 

– � Traffic congestion level is measured as the average additional time (in per cent) lost in traffic within a respective 
metropolitan area, compared to driving in free-flow conditions (TomTom data). 
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– � Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita reflects an average income level in a given city and is adjusted for 
purchasing power parity (Eurostat data). 

– � City size is reflected by population (Eurostat data). 
–  Capital city status is a dummy variable with values 1 and 0. 

Research results 
Residents of Zurich (Switzerland), Vienna (Austria) and Groningen (Netherlands) are the most satisfied with cultural 
facilities in their cities. In contrast, residents of Tirana (Albania), Valletta (Malta) and Skopje (North Macedonia) are 
the least satisfied. Generally, Northern European cities show higher satisfaction with cultural facilities than Southern 
European cities (Appendix 1). 

Results of multifactor regression analysis reveal that European cities with a greater number of actual cultural 
amenities per capita tend to show higher satisfaction with cultural facilities. In line with the literature, this effect, 
however, is offset by overtourism, as can be particularly seen in the cases of Rome or Paris. Landmarks and other 
cultural venues attract tourists, which in turn can reduce access for residents, decreasing their satisfaction. Access to 
cultural amenities can also be reduced by local congestion factors such as heavy traffic and high population density. 

European cities with higher GDP per capita tend to exhibit higher satisfaction with cultural facilities. Note 
that a positive linear term and a negative squared term reflect a non-linear relationship between income level 
and satisfaction with cultural facilities. While this result is broadly in line with the literature showing that income 
enhances well-being, especially at low-income levels, our results outline this relationship specifically for the case of 
satisfaction with cultural facilities. 

Capital city residents tend to be less satisfied with cultural facilities, which might represent their higher demands 
for cultural vibrancy in a city. This relationship is observed even after controlling for other city characteristics such 
as city size, income, local congestion effects and overtourism. 

While it is true that larger cities, on average, have lower satisfaction with cultural facilities, this usually reflects 
higher population density, more traffic congestion, and a greater number of tourists. When controlling for these 
factors, city size is not a statistically significant predictor of satisfaction with cultural facilities. Moreover, when 
controlling for overall urban life satisfaction, larger cities may exhibit even higher satisfaction with cultural facilities, 
which may reflect the presence of notable cultural heritage and landmarks (Table 1). 

Neither GDP per capita nor traffic congestion is a statistically significant correlate of satisfaction with cultural 
facilities when controlled for overall urban life satisfaction. This result suggests that low income and heavy traffic 
decrease satisfaction across several well-being areas, rather than being exclusively tied to cultural satisfaction. 

The magnitude of multifactor regression coefficients implies that in several European cities, satisfaction with 
cultural facilities is substantially dampened by overtourism and local congestion effects. For instance, consider the 
case of Rome, which has one of the largest tourist inflows among the European cities considered in this study (the 
number of annual tourist nights per capita in Rome is 13.5, compared with the sample average of 5.5). Results 
of equations (2) – (4) in Table 1 imply that larger tourist inflows (compared with the sample average) may have 
reduced satisfaction with cultural facilities in Rome by about 6 points (on a 0-100 points scale). In comparison, the 
fact that Rome has larger cultural amenities per capita than the sample average increases satisfaction with cultural 
facilities in Rome by only approximately 2 points. Therefore, residents of Rome may suffer from overtourism more 
than they benefit from a larger number of cultural amenities per capita. 

One may also consider the case of severe traffic congestion in Bucharest, where, according to TomTom data, 
commuting time is 46% longer than driving in free-flow conditions (considerably higher than the sample average of 
27%). Severe traffic congestion in Bucharest (compared with the sample average) may have reduced satisfaction 
with cultural facilities by about 5 points. By comparison, if the actual per capita number of cultural amenities in 
Bucharest were at the sample-average level, this would raise satisfaction with cultural facilities in Bucharest by 
approximately 3 points. 

These results should be interpreted with caution due to the intrinsic assumption of identical factor elasticities in 
all European cities, i.e. a 1% increase in commuting time is assumed to decrease satisfaction evenly in all European 
cities considered in this study, which may not be the case. Nevertheless, the results clearly suggest that satisfaction 
with cultural facilities in Europe reflects not only the per capita number of cultural amenities in a city, but also many 
different factors, including income level, overtourism and local congestion effects. 
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Conclusions
This research explores which city characteristics are linked to higher or lower satisfaction with cultural facilities 
across 83 European cities participating in the most recent wave of the European Commission survey on the quality 
of life in European cities (year 2023). 

Results of multifactor regression analysis reveal that European cities with a greater number of actual cultural 
amenities per capita tend to show higher satisfaction with cultural facilities. Moreover, there is a positive relationship 
between satisfaction with cultural facilities and overall urban life satisfaction, as well as a non-linear relationship with 
the income level in a city. Therefore, the first hypothesis is confirmed. 

This effect, however, can be offset by overtourism. Landmarks and other cultural venues attract tourists, which 
in turn reduces access for residents, decreasing their satisfaction. Satisfaction with cultural facilities can also 
be reduced by local urban congestion, such as heavy traffic and high population density. Therefore, the second 
hypothesis is also confirmed. 

While it is true that larger cities on average have lower satisfaction with cultural facilities, this usually reflects 
higher population density, more traffic congestion and a greater number of tourists. When controlling for these 
factors, city size is not a statistically significant predictor of satisfaction with cultural facilities. Moreover, when 
controlling for overall urban well-being, larger cities may exhibit even higher satisfaction with cultural facilities, which 
may reflect the presence of important cultural heritage and landmarks. Therefore, the third hypothesis is confirmed 
only partly. 

Capital city residents tend to be less satisfied with cultural facilities, which might reflect their higher demands for 
cultural vibrancy in a city. 

Table 1. � Relationship between the satisfaction with cultural facilities and different city characteristics (83 European cities; in 2023) (Source: 
author’s elaboration based on European Commission survey, Eurostat, TomTom, UK Statistics Office, Cultural and Creative Cities 
Monitor data). 

	    Dependent variable: satisfaction with cultural facilities (index; 0–100-point scale). 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Overall life satisfaction 0.82***
(0.09)

0.75***
(0.10)

0.79***
(0.09)

Actual cultural venues and facilities 0.22**
(0.08)

0.24***
(0.08)

Tourist nights per capita (squared) -0.05***
(0.01)

-0.04***
(0.01)

-0.03* 
(0.02) 

Population (log) 3.25***
(0.80)

Population density -3.97***
(1.19)

-6.31***
(1.49) 

Capital city status -3.34**
(1.42)

-4.98***
(1.18) 

GDP per capita  0.38***
(0.08)

GDP per capita (squared; *100) -0.09***
(0.03)

Traffic congestion -0.26**
(0.12) 

Constant 6.88
(7.34)

10.40
(8.01)

-32.69**
(14.41)

55.42***
(5.79) 

R2 0.49 0.65 0.79 0.65

Number of observations 83 50 47 53

Notes: ***, ** and * reflect statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% significance level, respectively. Standard errors are in parentheses. Actual 
cultural venues and facilities represent index D1.1 of Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor and reflect the per capita number of museums, art galleries, 
cinemas, theatres, concert halls and landmarks in a city. Tourist nights per capita reflect total nights spent in tourist accommodation establishments 
during a year, divided by population. Capital city status is a dummy variable with values 1 and 0. Traffic congestion level is the average additional time 
(in per cent) lost in traffic within a respective metropolitan area, compared to driving in free-flow conditions. Different numbers of observations reflect 
the unavailability of actual cultural venues, tourist nights, traffic congestion and population density data for some cities. 
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Overall, the results of this study clearly suggest that satisfaction with cultural facilities in Europe reflects not 
only the per capita number of cultural amenities in a city but also various other factors, including income level, 
overtourism and local congestion effects. 

Future research may explore the temporal dimension of the potential determinants of satisfaction with cultural 
facilities in European cities by employing panel data regressions. However, the small number of time periods (the 
European Commission survey runs once every four years and data are available only since 2006) may limit the 
opportunity to establish a causal relationship in a panel data setup. Alternatively, the reasons for satisfaction with 
cultural facilities can be explored at the individual respondent level. Respondents’ income, however, is not observed 
in the survey and thus should be proxied by other factors. 
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