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Abstract

:

As the social phenomenon that takes into account cultural venues and facilities and cultural participation and attractiveness, the cultural strength of a city is a significant dimension of each city relevant for its inhabitants, as well as its visitors. The results of a research study on the nature of the relationship between cultural strength, on the one hand, and reputation and tourism intensity, on the other, are presented in this paper on a sample of the 20 European cities with the best reputation index according to the report entitled “The World’s Most Reputable Cities” (2018 City RepTrak®). The primary goal of the study is to determine the relationship between the cultural strength and reputation of these cities. The secondary goals are focused on determining the relationship between cultural venues and facilities as a segment of cultural strength and tourism intensity. The methodology used in the study comprises: the definition and analysis of the city reputation concept, as well as the determination of the differences in comparison with the reputation of an urban tourism destination, the identification of the constituents of the cultural strength of the cities and their role in tourist attractions, and finally, the investigation of the nature of the relationship between cultural strength, on the one hand, and tourism intensity, on the other. In order to conduct the analysis of these relationships and their interdependence, correlation and regression analyses are used. One of the conclusions of the paper is that cultural venues and facilities are not connected with the reputation of cities, whereas the correlation regarding cultural participation and attractiveness is confirmed. The results of the study also show the most important “cultural venues and facilities” indicator in relation to tourism intensity. In terms of this and based on the obtained research results of the study, the role that cultural strength plays in positioning cities in stakeholders’ perception through the strategic process of the creation and management of cities’ reputation, as well as the tourism attractiveness of cities and a consequent increase in the number of tourists as important stakeholders and ensuring their satisfaction, are presented in the paper.
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1. Introduction


Cities are urban socio-areal entities with a high concentration of the population, companies, and cultural facilities, a developed infrastructure, and good traffic connections with destinations across the globe by air, water, or land. The primary task entrusted to the city management is the creation of the foundations for its economic and social growth and the quality of the life of its citizens, primarily in terms of work opportunities, education, and healthcare. Thus, cities should attract as many experts as possible in various fields, creative individuals and industries, students, tourists, and visitors. The complexity of such a destination mainly embodied in the number and diversity of internal and external stakeholders poses a demanding task of choosing the best possible city management strategies, one of the most important being the creation and management of the city’s reputation. As such, good reputation is a competitive advantage, mainly reflecting through ensuring the desired position on the global market and in the minds of the key stakeholders as well. Starting from the papers written by the numerous authors who consider reputation to be a psychological construct [1,2,3,4,5,6] based on the attitudes of the stakeholders grounded in their personal experiences and time [7,8,9], reputation of a city dealt with in this paper is perceived as follows: various stakeholders’ attitudes related to the city, which are based on their personal experiences gained over time, which is a comparable category in terms of personal and social expectations and in terms of competition as well, whereas reputation as such influences stakeholders’ city-oriented intentions and behavior. One of the most important models for measuring cities’ reputations is that created by the Reputation Institute, which presented the results of the research they had carried out in the report entitled “The World’s Most Reputable Cities”. In the research presented in this paper, the results published in the report entitled “The World´s Most Reputable Cities” (2018 City RepTrak®) [10] are used.



Starting from the above-mentioned, cities’ cultural supply is an important segment of their reputation given the fact that culture is one of the main motivational factors [11,12,13,14,15,16] in the processes of making decisions about paying a visit to a city, so that is the reason why it is important that cities should contain cultural attractions, such as historical city centers, the architecture, monuments, archeological sites, museums, galleries, theatres, and local, regional, and international cultural events. In the context of the creation and management of a city’s reputation and starting from the fact that the experience and expectations connected with that reputation and cultural attractions can also be identified in the substructure of this process, it can be noticed that the latter play a dual role—both indirect and direct. The indirect role reflects a city’s features, above all its attractiveness and authenticity, which influence tourists’ expectations (the image and the brand) related to the city and its cultural supply, consequently influencing their decision to pay a visit to the city, so that they can compare their expectations with the actual experience they have gained after their stay. The direct role is reflected in ensuring quality experiences and impressions for the visitor. Starting from the premise that the reputation of a city represents various stakeholders’ attitudes towards the city, the fact that a city’s attractions, including cultural attractions as well, are not solely aimed at tourists and visitors, but also at the local community, as stated in the paper written by Ashworth and Page [17] and Edwards et al. [18], should not be overlooked.



With the aim of determining the nature of the relationship between the cultural supply and the reputation of cities, the data retrieved from “The Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor” created by Montalto et al. [19] and the Joint Research Centre (JRC), the European Commission’s science and knowledge service, are used in this paper for the purpose of conducting the research. In the Monitor, there is an analysis of the cultural vibrancy of a city, which is determined by the number of cultural venues and facilities, as well as its attractiveness and people’s participation in the cultural supply of the city. Based on the features of its elements, the cultural vibrancy dealt with in the paper is perceived as cultural strength, bearing in mind the fact that the number of cultural attractions, as well as their attractiveness and tourist participation, are all taken into account. The variety of cultural facilities, their number and significance, as well as their areal density, are one of the key features of a city. The cultural strength of a city plays a few roles, ranging from the protection and interpretation of the local and global cultural identities, as well as the education of the local population and visitors, to attracting tourists.



Tourism is cities’ important segment in both the economic and the social aspects. The notions of cities and urban tourism destinations differ from each other, although they may apply to the same physical area. An urban tourist destination comprises tourism, the elements of tourism attractiveness, and tourist activities in a city as a destination. All the other industries are categorized into those which, whether to a great extent or only marginally, influence tourism and those which do not influence it at all. This is the reason why city development and management strategies, on the one hand, and urban tourism destination strategies, on the other, differ from each other. Additionally, the stakeholders of an urban tourism destination only constitute a portion of all stakeholders in the city, and their significance differs. For example, primary stakeholders for an urban tourism destination are tourists, whereas in the case of a city, tourists are but one segment of the stakeholders and do not hold a primary position. Starting from the foregoing considerations, the nature of the relationship between cultural strength and tourism intensity as an important indicator of tourism development that, according to Eurostat [20], represents a ratio between the number of overnight stays at tourist accommodation points and the number of the residents who permanently live in the area, are analyzed in the paper.



Starting from the above-mentioned considerations, additionally, the research carried out in this paper comprises the determination of the role cultural strength plays in the strategic reputation creation and management processes by observing the cities with good reputation, and the role cultural strength plays in the tourism intensity of these cities. In this respect, the subject matter of the research consists of defining and analyzing the cultural strengths of the cities, with special attention being paid to cultural venues and facilities and attractiveness and people’s participation in the cultural supply of the city, the city’s reputation, and tourism intensity of the cities. The primary goal of the research is to determine the relationship between the cultural strength and the reputation of the cities with good reputations. The secondary goals are focused on determining the relationship between cultural venues and facilities as a segment of cultural strength which influences the expectations related to the cities with good reputation and their cultural supply, on the one hand, and their tourism intensity, on the other. In order to reach the goals set in this research in a proper way, as many as 20 cities with the best reputation according to the report of the Reputation Institute are analyzed and further research is conducted in relation to these. The European cities were taken as the samples in the analysis due to a large number of the cultural attractions of global importance concentrated in these cities and, consequently, due to their undoubted importance for the world cultural supply. As the confirmation of this, Montalto et al. [21] believe that culture is a phenomenon that mostly ‘happens’ in urban areas, and it is thus not surprising that, as of today, the cultural heritage of most nations—especially in Europe—is concentrated in cities.



Based on the research subject and the goals, the main hypothesis, as well as the research questions and the other hypotheses, are formulated as follows:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, there is a positive correlation between particular indicators—cultural strength, on the one hand, and reputation and tourism intensity, on the other.





RQ1: In the case of the cities with good reputation, is there a connection between cultural strength and reputation?



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, cultural venues and facilities are not in correlation with their reputation.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, cultural participation and attractiveness are in a positive correlation with their reputation.





RQ2: In the case of the cities with good reputation, is there a relationship between cultural strength and their tourism intensity?



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, particular “cultural venues and facilities” indicators are in a positive correlation with tourism intensity.





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, particular “cultural venues and facilities” indicators have an influence on tourism intensity.





In terms of this, the paper is structured into a few parts. After the Introduction, Section 2 is dedicated to the theoretical background, where special attention is paid to the presentation of the notions of a city’s reputation, the cultural strength of cities and tourism, and tourism intensity. In Section 3 of the paper, the materials and methods, the measurements, the data, and the research method are presented. Section 4 of the paper comprises the results and discussion, connected with the causal relationship between cultural strength and reputation and the causal relationship between reputation and tourism intensity. Section 5 presents the conclusion.




2. Theoretical Background


2.1. A City’s Reputation


Cities differ from rural areas in terms of the number and diversity of their inhabitants. The accessibility of cities is enabled by means of up-to-date, high-quality traffic and tourism infrastructures [11,22]. Cities are characterized by an “urban lifestyle” [17] and by a high density of cultural facilities, simultaneously also being business and finance hubs where numerous companies are located. In order to maintain the functionality of a city, the city management authority has to identify the most important internal and external stakeholders along with their respective needs and expectations. With respect to diverse stakeholders, a city represents a place which, according to Delgado-García and De Quevedo-Puente [23] (p. 2831), provides the inhabitants with prerequisites for life, work, relaxation, education, and healthcare, simultaneously providing companies with the conditions for conducting business operations and an easy recruitment of employees. Tourists and visitors enjoy culture, education, and entertainment there, while investors are offered investment opportunities and resources for their economic activities. Regarding this, Romão et al. [24] introduced the “smart city” concept characterized by investment in human and social assets and in the transportation, information, and communication infrastructures as well, where sustainable economic development, a high quality of life, and natural resource management are encouraged.



Taking the above into consideration, one of the most significant strategic choices cities have should be the creation and management of their reputation. Starting from the definition of corporate reputation, certain authors look at the reputation of a city as stakeholders’ perception of the city’s capacity to meet their demands and expectations [23] (p. 2831) [25] (p. 2) [26] (p. 4), or the expectations of future performances based upon the perception of a past behavior [27] (p. 2). The reputation basis consists of perceptions of [28], opinions on [29], feelings for [29,30], assessments of [31], beliefs about [6,32,33], and attitudes towards [28,34] the reputation subject. Numerous authors emphasize the importance of time needed for reputation formation [33,35,36,37,38,39,40] and an experience with the subject of such reputation [7,8,29,36], which means that time and personal experience are needed in the reputation formation process, both of which consequently influence the intensity of stakeholders’ attitudes. Ali et al. [41] conceptualize experience as a psychological construct which ensues from contact with the subject of experience, where interaction is an element which greatly influences experience.



In order to understand the reputation concept in a better manner, it is necessary to distinguish it from the image and brand concepts preceding reputation formation. Explaining the chain of a city’s reputation formation, Dastgerdi and De Luca [42] state that the image is created first, only to be followed by the brand and reputation in the end. The image of a destination is “a cluster of beliefs, ideas and impressions that an individual holds about a destination” [43] (p. 104) [44] (p. 703), most often based on information transmitted by mass media [45,46]. On the other hand, the branding process links the image and identity of a city with the aim of creating authenticity. A brand distinguishes a city from its competition and is accepted by stakeholders, as held by Dastgerdi and De Luca [42] (p. 2), who define it as “a cluster of images, features and feelings that consumers bring to mind when they think about a certain symbol, product, service, company or destination.“ According to Kladou et al. [47], the most significant aim of branding is recalling positive associations connected with a destination, as well as its differentiation from the competition. An important observation is noted by Mareque et al. [48] (p. 12), who hold an opinion that city marketing should consider a balance between the identity, the image, and the desired reputation, whereby the brand will not work unless it is backed up by reality. Thus, cities should focus their efforts on increasing their appeal and continuing to improve their reality. By doing so, they will have a better image and they will attract more visitors and potential residents and investors.



In the context of corporate reputation, Vlastelica et al. [9] (p. 13) provide one of the most comprehensive explanations applicable to cities as well, according to which reputation is the attitudes formed over time based upon personal experience or indirect information. Such attitudes are considered to be trustworthy by stakeholders, whereby reputation influences their intentions and behavior in the end. Khan and Digout [37] further explain the reputation concept by viewing it as a comparable category primarily in relation to expectations and the competition. In a similar fashion, Chun [36] finds the reputation basis to lie in the difference between a stakeholder’s expectations and experience with respect to the reputation subject, which implies the fact that a negative reputation will be created if experience is worse than expectations, and vice versa. Thus, stakeholders form their expectations through the image and brand of a city, which are then compared to the experience created in it to their experiences in other cities, too. This finally leads to the creation of the reputation of a particular city. In line with this, Pardo-Garcia et al. [49] emphasize the fact that tourists’ expectations are formed on the basis of external sources and that tourists cannot attest to them until they visit the destination [50]. Starting from different approaches to the definition of this notion, the reputation of a city is referred to in this paper as various stakeholders’ attitudes towards a city created through their personal experiences having been gained over time, representing a comparable category in terms of personal and social expectations as well as the competition, whereby reputation as such influences such stakeholders’ intentions and behaviors concerning the city. The reputation of a destination is created by numerous elements [51] and requires a corporate approach of different subjects at a destination, which is the reason why a destination’s reputation management has become an important strategic and operational activity of the state, regional, and local authorities [52]. The reputation of cities increases their competitiveness [52,53]. Therefore, destinations with a good reputation will be regarded as destinations with a higher credibility and trustworthiness level than others [54]. In a similar fashion, cities with a good reputation also have a potential to keep current inhabitants and attract new ones [53,55], which will lead to an increase in the economic activity, encouraging the growth of the existing companies and decreasing unemployment [23,25,56], and also an increase in the number of investors and investments [27,42,53,55,57]. In turn, such successes may attract a greater number of tourists and visitors [25,27,42], as well as creative industries and people [58].



In the city’s reputation creation and management strategy formation process, it is necessary to take into account the differences among stakeholders, mostly in terms of the city’s dimensions important to them. Urban tourism is a fast-growing form of tourism [59,60] and cities continue to attract more and more tourists [24,61], so that an urban destination [62], which implies the fact that a city is an area with numerous ongoing tourist activities [22], is one of the most important types of tourism destinations. From the standpoint of tourism, a city is an urban tourism destination, whereas differences are visible between the terms. A city denotes a smaller or bigger urban settlement whose population works in various fields, with tourism being but one of such fields. On the other hand, an urban tourism destination emphasizes tourism, tourist attractions, tourists, visitors, and tourist activities in a city regarded as a destination. All the other industries can be seen as those that exert a certain level of influence on tourism, or those that have no influence at all. These differences directly influence the choice of the most important stakeholders and consequently the choice of the strategies for the creation and management of the reputation of a city or an urban tourism destination. Therefore, a city is a wider term than an urban tourism destination, while a city’s reputation is a more complex concept than the reputation of an urban tourism destination. It is also necessary to bear in mind the fact that one of the most important features of a city as a tourism destination is the fact that facilities are not only intended for tourists, but for the local community as well [12,17,18,63,64,65].




2.2. The Cultural Strength of Cities and Tourism


As Su and Teng [66] claim, cultural tourism is becoming one of the biggest and the fastest-growing tourism markets. According to Garau [67], the global organizations such as the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) have always shown interest in the development of cultural heritage in tourism. The last two decades have recorded a massive increase in the interest in culture as a major resource for urban change, as explained by Montalto et al. [21] (p. 167), who also add the fact that culture has been argued to be a constitutive part of the local identity and the quality of life, as well as a competitive sector on its own, having broader impacts on tourism creativity and innovation, urban growth, and cities’ regeneration and their wellbeing.



Depending on the quality and attractiveness of a cultural heritage, Ebejer [68] states that cultural heritage may be a significant factor in tourism development as it is a practice in a number of cities. Cultural and creative industries are growing notably, especially in developed countries, enhancing ties amongst cultures, institutions, territories, and cities [69], and providing an economic benefit, mostly as a result of increased tourism consumption [70]. Mareque et al. [48] (p. 1) use the notion of creativity tourism, which is explained as “a type of tourism which offers visitors the opportunity to develop their creative potential through active participation in learning experiences which are characteristic of the holiday destination where they are undertaken”, where the focus is, among other things, on the nontraditional uses of the cultural potential of destinations.



Tourist attractions are the basic elements of the attractiveness of a destination, as according to Vengesayi [71], who adds that these are the main reason why tourists choose one destination over other competitors. As such, cities attract tourists with different interests and motivations for a visit [72], with culture being one of the primary motivators [11,12,13,14,15,16,64,73,74]. Consequently, cities with rich cultural facilities are attractive, well-visited destinations [24], and become cultural hubs [75]. In a similar fashion, Su et al. [66] state that cultural tourism is important to cities because of the high density of the cultural heritage sites, which are simultaneously important tourist attractions. In their typology of urban tourism destinations, Smith et al. [76] see a significant position in the capitals of culture (capitals with rich cultural heritage and a broad range of museums, galleries, opera halls, concert halls, and aesthetically attractive areas, such as Prague or Vienna), cities with monumental heritage (cities with cultural heritage, where the historical city center is visited most, as is the case in Venice), artistic cities (cities with a high concentration of museums, galleries, and other artistic facilities, such as Berlin with its Museum Island), creative cities (the cities that encourage creative industries, such as visual arts, music, architecture, and design, as can be seen in Barcelona or Helsinki), and festival cities (those where cultural events and festivals often take place, as in Edinburgh). Stating that cultural facilities should be understood as the strategic tourist attractions that will link culture and tourism in an urban setting, Garau [67] points out the fact that numerous cities place an emphasis on culture in their promotional strategies in order to increase the attractiveness of the destination itself.



The tourists whose primary travel motivation is culture leave the place of living in search of an experience connected with cultural heritage and local culture [77], where their perceptions of culture at the destination will significantly be determined by the local community’s attitude towards their own cultural heritage [78]. However, there is a significant difference among the tourists who visit cultural attractions. There are the tourists whose interest in culture is only superficial, and they visit attractions while visiting them during a holiday without any significant wish to increase their knowledge about them. Therefore, in that case, attractions are only visited in order to be ticked off the list. On the other hand, there are the tourists who regard cultural attractions as a key factor in their making a decision on the choice of a destination.



Numerous authors have focused on the cultural attractions that exert an influence on the perception and attractiveness of an urban tourism destination, defining the most important as follows: historical city centers [64], the architecture and cultural heritage [18,75,79,80,81,82,83,84,85,86], historical attractions [18,65,82,86], archeological finds [87], the religious places of worship, monuments, statues, concert halls, cinemas [83], theatres [83,88], museums, and galleries [15,62,74,80,83,84,86,89], exhibitions [70,83,85,86], cultural events [13,86], and festivals [65,80,84,85,86,88,89].



Authenticity is an important feature of cultural facilities and it can be their significant competitive advantage on the market. Experience at a destination must be unique, i.e., authentic [90], as it contributes to the differentiation of supply [91] and thus constitutes a competitive advantage [46]. If authenticity is neglected, the consequence will be a failure in attracting new tourists and generating revenue at the destination. Antón et al. [92] (p. 48) say that “cultural activities may be regarded as leisure activities that enable individuals to enjoy unique and unforgettable experiences.” Emphasizing the importance of cultural heritage for tourism destinations, Park et al. [93] hold an opinion that authenticity has a crucial role in the creation of experiences, as such an original value is the main driving force that motivates tourists to travel to various, often distant places. With respect to this, Farrelly et al. [94] point out the fact that tourists’ perceptions of the authenticity of a cultural heritage are influenced by its basic features, ranging from the physical appearance and cultural and historical significance to the active transmission of information about its significance. The transmission of the information about the significance and authenticity of a cultural heritage, also called a narrative, is very important for a city and for an urban tourism destination. In their analysis of the narratives and focusing on the importance of authenticity, Hsu et al. [95] hold a view that cities are capable of creating the unique identities that will help tourists to step outside their “ordinary lives” into unforgettable experiences.




2.3. Tourism Intensity


Tourism is one of the fastest-growing industries in the world [96,97,98] and is recognized by many countries as an opportunity to improve their economies by a strategic approach to its development and increased investment in the field, as stated in the papers written by Milne and Ateljević [99], González [100], and Teker and Teker [101]. Significant and rapid changes at the global level are the main features of contemporary tourism. The technical and technological development of the media, the appearance of the Internet, online media, notably social media and networks, as well as the development of information systems and transportation means, have enabled virtually every single destination in the world to become a tourism destination. Tourists have access to a large amount of information. In comparison with the past, they are more educated and more demanding when tourist services are concerned. There have also been changes in the way holidays are taken—instead of a longer stay at one destination, there is a global trend of paying visits to several destinations throughout a year, with tourists staying at a destination for shorter periods of time [102]. On the other hand, special interest tourism, among others urban tourism, is playing an important role in the global tourism market [103]. Given the fact that the number of travelers is on a continuous rise, the tourism of today is the greatest voluntary migration of people in the world [104]. These changes are visible both in supply and in demand, which is a causal relationship arising from the reaction of supply towards the instability and changes on the demand side.



For a long time now, the focus in theory and practice has been placed on the discovery of proper methods for measuring the success of tourism at a specific destination, including cities as urban tourism destinations, among other things. The largest number of research studies have been based on residents’ perceptions of the influence tourism has had on the local community and the destination where they live [105]. The latest research studies, however, have moved their focus towards the measures assessing the objective record of that influence. Tourism intensity is one of the most regularly used. It shows the ratio between the number of overnight stays in tourist accommodation facilities and the overall number of the residents who permanently live there [20]. According to Mikulić et al. [106], this method is significant given the fact that it takes into consideration the socio-demographic features of the destination which is the subject matter of the measurement. According to the authors, this method is also the most common as the objective indicator of tourism development and the economic significance of tourism and its sustainability, too.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Measurement


With the aim of determining the causality of the relationship between cities’ cultural strength, their reputation, and tourism intensity, a sample of the 20 European cities (except Dublin, where relevant data were not available) with the best reputation according to the report entitled The World´s Most Reputable Cities (2018 City RepTrak®) published by the Reputation Institute [10] is used in this paper. As has already been explained, the European cities were selected because of a large number of the cultural attractions of global importance that can be found in them. In the report published by the Reputation Institute, a total of the 56 world cities were presented, 25 of them being European cities. The data about the 20 European cities are used in this paper as a valid sample. On the other hand, cultural strength was determined through the results obtained from the report entitled The Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor (2019 Edition) by Montalto et al. [19] published by the European Commission. Tourism intensity for each city was obtained by calculating the number of tourist overnight stays in comparison to the number of inhabitants.



In the methodology used by the Reputation Institute, the four dimensions of a city’s reputation were taken into account, namely admiration, trust, feeling, and esteem. The dimensions relate to the following attributes: the advanced economy (the business environment, financially stable, with opportunities for future growth, well-respected products and services, the headquarters of the leading companies, technology), the appealing environment (a beautiful city, appealing experiences, well-known personalities), and effective government (well-developed political and legal institutions, social, economic, and environmental policies, adequate transport, communications, and the adequate infrastructure, the well-respected leaders, safety). In the methodology applied by the Reputation Institute, the cities were chosen according to the following criteria: the GDP, the population, and the level of familiarity. In the research study, a total of 12,044 people from the G8 economies (Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, The United Kingdom, and The United States) were included in the survey and they were asked to make an assessment of the selected cities using the above-mentioned criteria.



Numerous researchers, such as Jakab and Happ [107] (who focused on the reputation and communications of the Hungarian town of Djera) and the Audi Hungaria Zrt. Company, used the report by City RepTrak® in their work. Vollebregt [108] used it to carry out research on the reputation of the town of Beverwijk in the Netherlands, while De Jesus et al. [109] relied on it when they focused on creative education in Rio De Janeiro. It was also used by Tsouli [110] in the research he carried out on the relationship between popularity in social media and a city’s reputation, by Balashov [111] (who estimated the global competitiveness of the town of Kiev), and by Kolotouchkina [112] (whose paper deals with the engagement of inhabitants in sporting mega-events on the example of the Olympic Games in Tokyo).



A lack of proper monitoring tools in the field of culture basically revolves around the two main arguments: on the one hand, the difficulty of defining and delimiting culture given the complexity of cultural production and consumption processes and the heterogeneity of the actors involved, and a lack of suitable and comparable data, on the other, considered by Montalto et al. [21] (p. 167), adding using a newly created dataset as a good solution—the Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor (CCCM). Montalto et al. [19] created The Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor as a web tool offering quantitative and qualitative data about 190 cities adapted for the purposes of comparison and research, primarily aimed at providing support for urban policies’ creation. The quantitative data comprised 29 specific indicators categorized into 9 dimensions and 3 main domains. For the purposes of this research study, the following two dimensions of the cultural vibrancy domain were used, namely cultural venues and facilities, and cultural participation and attractiveness. In this research, the whole cultural vibrancy domain has not been included as the quantified score of its two dimensions, but the research study encompasses cultural strength as a social phenomenon that looks at these indicators separately instead.



The cultural venues and facilities dimension measures the cultural richness of the cities and takes the following into account: sights and landmarks (the points of historical, cultural, and/or artistic interest, such as architectural buildings, religious sites, monuments and statues, churches and cathedrals, bridges, towers and fountains, amongst other things, divided by the total population and then multiplied by 100,000), museums and art galleries (the number of the museums and the art galleries open to the public divided by the total population and then multiplied by 100,000), cinemas (the number of the cinema seats in the city divided by the total population and then multiplied by 1000), concert and music halls (the number of theatres and other music venues such us concert halls, clubs, etc., divided by the total population and then multiplied by 100,000), and theatres (the number of the theatres in the city divided by the total population and then multiplied by 100,000). On the other hand, the cultural participation and attractiveness dimension measures participation in cultural activities, taking into account tourist overnight stays and tourist satisfaction with cultural facilities. The report entitled The Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor was used in the papers written by the following authors: Mareque et al. [48], who did research on creative tourism and its significance for small towns; Henriques and Moreira [113], who explain the growing significance of cultural and creative tourism in Lisbon and Porto; Suciu and Năsulea [114], who focus on intellectual assets and the creative economy as the key driving forces of competitiveness towards smart and sustainable development. The report was also used by the following authors: De Jorge-Moreno and De Jorge-Huertas [115], who measure the effectiveness of the European cultural and creative cities; Fekete and Morvay [116], who explore the creative and cultural aspects of the Hungarian town of Djera and its position compared to the creative cities of Central and Eastern Europe; Rodrigues and Franco [117], whose research focus is on measuring performances in creative cities. On the other hand, Montalto et al. [19] state that a great number of cities used these reports to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses needed for the creation of appropriate strategies, such as Madrid did, where they were used for the creation of branding and investment strategies, or Geneve and Djera, where they were used for the purposes of carrying out an analysis of the strategies for cultural and creative economies and investment needs.



According to Eurostat [20], tourism intensity accounts for the ratio between the number of overnight stays at the accommodation points and the number of the local residents who permanently live there. The data about overnight stays used in this research study were retrieved from a few relevant sources, namely TourMis [118], City of Edinburgh Council—Edinburgh by Numbers 13th Edition [119], The Frankfurt Tourist + Congress Board [120], and Hellenic Statistical Authority [121], while the data about the number of the residents were collected from TourMis [118] and the United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs [122]. As an important indicator of tourism activities, tourism intensity has been used in numerous research papers. For example, Mikulić et al. [106] used it to determine the ratio between the brand strength and tourism intensity in European capitals, Tokarchuk et al. [123] explored the influence of tourism intensity on the inhabitants’ satisfaction with their life in Germany, Neuts [124] used it as one of the parameters for doing research in tourism as a driving force of economic growth, whereas Dumbrovská and Fialová [125] use tourism intensity for the comparison of urban tourism development in Prague with that in Vienna and Budapest.




3.2. Data


In order to assess the relationship and influence of the explored variables in a proper manner, a table was used for the data matrix (Table 1). The following parameters were included in the analysis: the city’s reputation (CR), the cultural venues and facilities (CVF), the concert and music halls (CMH), the museums and the art galleries (MAG), the theatres (THE), the cinemas (CIN), the sights and landmarks (SL), cultural participation and attractiveness (CPA), and tourism intensity (TI).




3.3. Research Method


The results obtained after having carried out the research study were statistically analyzed by using an appropriate choice of statistical methods in correlation with the data type, with the aim of ensuring the optimal recognition of the influences and the interdependence of the data analyzed in the paper.



For the descriptive representation of the variables, a median with a range was used. As the central observation, the median is an important central tendency measure not depending on the extreme ends of the range. In an ordered list of numbers, it is the middle number. As the number of the data in this research study is an even number, the median in this paper is the average of the two central pieces of the data, i.e., the median is equal to the arithmetic mean of the two central members of the statistical series. The median was used to calculate the average values of the variables: the city’s reputation, the cultural venues and facilities, the concert and music halls, the museums and the art galleries, the theatres, the cinemas, cultural participation and attractiveness, and ultimately tourism intensity.



The connection among the numerical variables in this paper was tested by means of Kendall’s tau coefficient of correlation. Correlation explores the strength and direction of the relationship between two variables, so the positive direction shows that both variables grow or decline together, whereas the negative direction shows that the other variable declines when one variable grows, and vice versa. If the direction, i.e., the signs of a plus or a minus, is not taken into account, it is possible to notice the strength of the link between the variables. Kendall’s tau coefficient of correlation was used to determine the link between the reputation variable and the following variables: the cultural venues and facilities, the sights and landmarks, the museums and the art galleries, the cinemas, the concert and music halls, the theatres, and cultural participation and attractiveness. Apart from the above-mentioned, Kendall’s tau coefficient of correlation was also used to determine the connection amongst the tourism intensity variable and the following variables: the cultural venues and facilities, the sights and landmarks, the museums and the theatres.



For a prediction purpose, univariant linear regression was used. Statistical relevance was defined at the level of the probability of the null hypothesis according to the formula p ≤ 0.05. Statistical data processing and analysis were performed using the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) ver.24 computer software. It was explored whether the six independent variables (the cultural venues and facilities, the sights and landmarks, the museums and art galleries, the cinemas, the concert and music halls, and the theatres) were the predictors of tourism intensity. A simple regression model was applied.





4. Results and Discussion


The research study consists of the three parts intended to determine the causality of the following relationships: the cultural venues and facilities and the cities’ reputation, on the one hand, and cultural participation and attractiveness and the cities’ reputation, on the other, as well as the cities’ cultural venues and facilities and their tourism intensity. The starting point was research in the sample of the 20 best-reputable European cities.



The sample (Table 2) includes the 20 European cities selected according to the above-mentioned criteria. The average reputation of the city included in the sample of the 20 cities is Me = 76.45. The theoretical range of reputation is from 0 to 100, while the sample values range from Min = 71.5 to Max = 81. The average value of all the cultural venues and facilities equals Me = 25.4, ranging from Min = 15.2 to Max = 60.4. When the particular aspects of the cultural venues and facilities are concerned, the highest average score relates to the concert and music halls (Me = 30.4), only to be followed by that of the museums and the art galleries (Me = 27.8), the theatres (Me = 25.6), and the cinemas (Me = 22.95). The lowest score is noticed in the case of the sights and landmarks (Me = 18.8). The values of cultural participation and attractiveness range from Min = 17.8 to Max = 61.9, the average being Me = 39.45. The values of tourism intensity range from Min = 2.3 to Max = 32.8, with the average of Me = 9.05.



4.1. The Causal Relationship between Cultural Strength and Reputation


In order to achieve the defined goals of the research in the most efficient way, the following research question was defined in this part of the analysis:



RQ1: In the case of the cities with good reputation, is there a relationship between cultural strength and reputation?



This was the basis for the following hypotheses:



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, cultural venues and facilities are not in correlation with their reputation.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

In the case of the cities with good reputation, cultural participation and attractiveness are in a positive correlation with their reputation.





Using Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient, the research study was conducted with the aim of determining if the measured parameters were interrelated (Table 3 and Table 4) or not. The results (Table 3) show that the reputation of the sample cities is not in a statistically significant correlation with the following variables: the cultural venues and facilities and the five indicators of this dimension (the sights and landmarks, the museums and the art galleries, the cinemas, the concert and music halls, and the theatres). As reputation is an experience with a city, the relationship between one’s expectations and experience with a city plays an important role in its formation. Taking into account an experience with other competitor cities, it is clear that the number of cultural facilities a city has does not influence its reputation.



Based on the results, it can be concluded that the hypothesis H2 is confirmed.



On the other hand, the reputation of these cities is in a positive correlation with the cities’ cultural participation and attractiveness (Kendall’s tau = 0.455, p < 0.01), as is shown in Table 4. As participation implies contact with cultural facilities, which is directly related to gaining an experience because there is no experience without participation, the result can be considered as logically expected. The attractiveness of cultural facilities is an important predictor, which as such has special significance for the cities’ reputation, and it means that the cities are capable of drawing attention, prompting them to action (in terms of paying visits), as an indirect influence on reputation through the creation of expectations, and providing expected experience as a direct influence on reputation. Therefore, the attractiveness of cultural facilities, especially so if these are globally important, lays the foundations for the creation of a good reputation. In terms of attractiveness, looking at the sample cities studied in this research, the attractions important for reputation are as follows: The Acropolis in Athens, the Colosseum in Rome, the architectural heritage of Gaudi in Barcelona, the historical hearts of Venice and Prague, among others, given the fact that their significance exceeds the boundaries of a city or of a country. Taking into consideration the above-mentioned results, it is clear that the quality of cultural facilities is in correlation with the reputation of a city as opposed to the quantity of these.



As is explained in the Methodology Section, a city’s reputation relates to many attributes. Therefore, while interpreting the results, it should be noted that cultural participation and attractiveness relate to the reputation of a city only up to a certain extent, and they are insufficient for the creation of an overall reputation. With regard to this, according to the report entitled The World´s Most Reputable Cities (2018 City RepTrak®), the most important attribute in a city’s overall reputation is its effective government (38%), which is followed by the appealing environment (35.7%) and the advanced economy (26.3%) of the overall score. The most important sub-attributes of the reputation of a city are as follows: offering a safe environment for visitors and residents (12.2%), being a beautiful city (11.9%), and being run by respected leaders (8.6%), which amount to 32.7% of the overall reputation when taken together. The nature of the relationship between the cultural strength and overall reputation of a city will primarily depend on the category of stakeholders, because they, and consequently their expectations, differ.



Based on the results, it can be concluded that the hypothesis H3 is confirmed and that the research question RQ1 was partially affirmatively answered.




4.2. The Causal Relationship between the Cultural Strength and Tourism Intensity


In order to achieve the goals set in the study in the most efficient way, the following research question was defined in this part of the analysis:



RQ2: In the case of the cities with a good reputation, is there a correlation between the cultural strength and their tourism intensity?



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

In the case of the cities with a good reputation, the particular cultural venues and facilities indicators are in a positive correlation with tourism intensity.





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

In the case of the cities with a good reputation, the particular cultural venues and facilities indicators have an influence on tourism intensity.





As cultural strength consists of the two indicators: cultural venues and facilities, and cultural participation and attractiveness, only the first indicator was used in this part of the research study. As the cultural participation and attractiveness indicator implies that tourists have already stayed in a city and thus have become familiar with its cultural attractions, this indicator is not used in further research and analysis. In terms of this, Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient was used to explore whether the cultural venues and facilities indicator is in a statistically significant correlation with tourism intensity (Table 5). The results show that tourism intensity is not in a statistically significant correlation with the overall dimension of the cultural venues and facilities indicator, but it is rather in a statistically significant positive correlation with the one indicator of cultural venues and facilities: the sights and landmarks (Kendall’s tau = 0.326, p < 0.05). The positive direction of the correlation shows that the higher the score in the above-mentioned indicator of the cultural venues and facilities, the higher the tourism intensity.



Based on the results, it can be concluded that the hypothesis H4 is confirmed.



The influence of the specific indicators of cultural venues and facilities on tourism intensity (Table 6) was explored using univariant linear regression. The sights and landmarks influence tourism intensity (Beta = 0.630 (0.091–0.378), p < 0.01), accounting for 36.3% of the variance of the dependent variable.



As the indicator of the cultural venues and facilities, the sights and landmarks have a high-score positive influence on tourism intensity. In other words, the higher the score of a city’s sights and landmarks, the higher the tourism intensity score. Therefore, that indicator is a statistically important predictor of tourism intensity, whereas the overall dimension of cultural venues and facilities, as well as the other indicators, has no significant influence on tourism intensity. The fact that cultural venues and facilities have no influence on tourism intensity while one constituent (the indicator) does have an influence can be explained by the low score of the other constituents.



Sights and landmarks, as well as the architecture, monuments, statues, historical hearts of a city, and other highlights, have a significant influence on tourism intensity, representing the cultural attractions of a city which have a high potential to attract a great number of tourists. Due to that, it is important that these should be paid due attention to in terms of protection and restoration, tourism valorization, and promotion. Therefore, perceiving a city as an urban tourism destination, potential tourists consider the cultural attractions influencing “a city’s looks” which are often used in promotional campaigns as very important. Exceptional significance is given to the so-called “tourism icons” that represent a globally recognizable attraction that is often the basis of the branding of a city. In terms of this, Anholt [126] specifically points to the significance of the cities with globally recognizable attractions, such as Paris (the Eiffel Tower), Edinburgh (the Edinburgh Castle), Berlin (the Berlin Wall and the Branderburg Gate), Moscow (Red Square and Kremlin), London (Big Ben), Rome (the Colosseum and the Vatican), Milan (La Scala Theatre), Brussels (the Bronze Statue of Manneken Pis), Prague (Charles’ Bridge), and Barcelona (Sagrada Familia). In the process of creating an image of a city and branding a city, i.e., in the process of the creation of the expectations related to it, it is also very important to pay attention to the features of the city explained in the typology accounted for by Smith et al. [76], such as: cities with esthetically attractive areas, such as Prague or Vienna, cities with monumental heritage (cities with cultural heritage where the historical city center is visited most, as is the case with Venice), and creative cities (especially in the sense of visual arts and architecture).



Starting from the data provided by Su and Teng [66], according to which the Louvre doubled the number of its doors due to an increase in the number of visitors, while the British Museum is going to enlarge its entrances, and comparing these with the data obtained through the research carried out in this paper, it may be assumed that museums do not exhibit the key “pull” effect for attracting a large number of tourist to a destination, but when tourists visit a city attracted by some other motivational factors (sights and landmarks), a considerable number of them will seize the opportunity and visit these cultural institutions, especially if they contain the exhibits of global cultural significance. On the other hand, the fact that the museum exhibitions will attract passionate culture lovers indicates that their number is extremely low compared to the overall number of tourists, especially in the case of big cities, and consequently mass tourism in them. Additionally, concert and music halls (such as Musikvereinssaal, home to the Viennese Philharmonic Orchestra, Berlin Philharmonie, Philharmonie de Paris, L´Olympia in Paris, and others as well) attract music lovers, but, as in the case of museums, they are not a strong “pull” factor in terms of attracting large numbers of tourists to pay a visit to a destination.



Based on the obtained results, it can be concluded that the hypothesis H5 is confirmed and that the research question RQ2 was partially affirmatively answered.



Based on the obtained research results, the conducted analysis, the research questions, and the hypotheses, it can be concluded that the main hypothesis of the paper is confirmed:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

In the case of the cities with a good reputation, there is a positive correlation between particular indicators—the cultural strength, on one hand, and reputation and tourism intensity, on the other.







5. Conclusions


This research study is based upon the 20 best-reputable European cities according to the World’s Most Reputable Cities (2018 City RepTrak®) published by the Reputation Institute. According to the results obtained in the research study, the cultural venues and facilities indicator (as the quantitative indicators of the cultural strength) are not in a statistically significant correlation with the cities’ reputation, whereas the cultural participation and attractiveness qualitative indicators show a positive correlation in this respect. The results clearly account for the fact that, in the cities’ reputation and taken together with visitor participation, cultural attractiveness and activity constitute the important elements as the predictors of quality experiences and impressions. In order to consider a city’s cultural attractiveness, it is necessary that it should contain a large number of authentic cultural facilities characterized by both global and local features representing a good foundation for the city’s image and its brand creation, as well as its reputation based on experience.



The sights and landmarks of a city influence tourism intensity, as is shown in this paper. This result has a specific importance to the city management authorities since it points out which cultural attributes of a city have the potential for the creation and management of the city’s cultural image and brand that will stand for the basis for the formation of tourists’ expectations, and consequently for their paying a visit to the city. With respect to this, the above-mentioned facilities should be made as attractive as possible in order to ensure visitors’ high-quality impressions and unforgettable experiences, which will lead to a good reputation and consequently to the position on the market and the image in stakeholders’ minds it aspires to achieve. When interpreting this result, the specific features of a city should be taken into account, as well as the complexity of the motivational factors in the tourists who visit it. One should also bear in mind the fact that although they have been attracted by one dominant motivational factor, tourists will spend their time in a city becoming familiar with its other features with respect to which they had no expectations prior to visiting it, or their expectations were of lower intensity. Based on these contacts, tourists/visitors will form attitudes towards the features and the city itself, which will have implications for the city’s reputation.



However, tourists are but one of many groups of the stakeholders who are significant for the functioning of a city, while tourism is but one out of the economic activities of a city. This has been shown by the methodology used by the Reputation Institute, concluding that the constituents playing a role in tourists’ impressions and experience are only one segment of the overall reputation of a city. While measuring the reputation of a city, the numerous attributes and sub-attributes important for the overall reputation of a city, but not playing a crucial role in visitors’ and tourists’ impressions and experiences (such as the advanced economy, the business environment, financially stable and future growth, the effective government, well-developed political and legal institutions, the headquarters of the leading companies), are taken into consideration. This statement does not mean that these attributes do not have indirect significance for tourists, given that the largest number of these provide preconditions necessary for tourism development and ensure necessary investment in tourism in the general city infrastructure as well, which may play an important role in ensuring tourist satisfaction. In order to obtain precise data and determine the causality of these relationships, it is necessary to explore the nature of the correlation between the reputation of an urban tourist destination and the other measured variables, given the fact that, in such cases, analysis would exclusively comprise the attributes directly related to tourism.



Finally, the fact that as many as 20 European cities were included in the research study should also be noted. Therefore, the results apply to them, not to all cities. With this in mind, there is a possibility that a larger sample may lead to different results.
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Table 1. The data used in the research.
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	Rate
	City Name
	CR
	CVF
	CMH
	MAG
	THE
	CIN
	SL
	CPA
	TI





	1.
	Copenhagen
	81.0
	35.7
	47.6
	45
	29.2
	29
	28.9
	54.4
	11.4



	2.
	Vienna
	80.9
	26.2
	37.8
	21.7
	21.8
	22.9
	22.9
	52.2
	8.7



	3.
	Stockholm
	80.8
	21.3
	15.9
	22.9
	33
	20
	10
	50.5
	6.3



	4.
	Venice
	80.3
	55.8
	70.9
	100
	25.9
	26.2
	100
	61.9
	31.4



	5.
	Rome
	79.2
	24
	25.9
	20.8
	16.2
	23.6
	40.2
	35
	9.9



	6.
	Zurich
	78.5
	42
	23.4
	44.6
	46.6
	69
	13.6
	47.5
	3.6



	7.
	Munich
	78.2
	18.6
	14.4
	11.6
	19.7
	28.4
	11.8
	42.2
	11.8



	8.
	Helsinki
	77.7
	24.9
	17.5
	38.9
	32.7
	23
	14.1
	38.3
	6.5



	9.
	Milano
	77.1
	25.7
	28.9
	29.1
	17.3
	22.4
	39.3
	40.6
	9.0



	10.
	Barcelona
	76.5
	25.1
	42.4
	26.5
	16.9
	17.2
	21
	31.3
	11.9



	11.
	London
	76.4
	15.2
	27.5
	10.2
	10.3
	14
	7.7
	29.2
	6.6



	12.
	Madrid
	76.1
	17.7
	31.9
	9.4
	15.6
	12.6
	12.1
	23.3
	6.2



	13.
	Edinburgh
	75.7
	32.9
	46.1
	56.3
	19.9
	19.3
	36
	27
	32.8



	14.
	Amsterdam
	75.5
	37.9
	54.1
	46.9
	38.7
	22.1
	26.4
	40.7
	19.5



	15.
	Frankfurt
	75.5
	19.8
	20.2
	15.1
	25.5
	17.5
	16.7
	36.5
	13.6



	16.
	Prague
	74.4
	48
	70.8
	77
	43.1
	24.5
	29.9
	33.3
	13.9



	17.
	Paris
	73.3
	58.5
	73.1
	31.8
	60.8
	54.4
	59.3
	54.4
	7.7



	18.
	Brussels
	72.1
	16.5
	13.4
	26.5
	23.2
	9.3
	13.4
	23.9
	5.8



	19.
	Berlin
	72.0
	22.3
	22.2
	17.5
	25.7
	27.4
	10.8
	40.8
	9.1



	20.
	Athens
	71.5
	60.4
	40.1
	35.3
	84.8
	91.2
	15.8
	17.8
	2.3







Sources: The World´s Most Reputable Cities (2018 City RepTrak®); The Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor (2019) Edition); TourMis (2020); City of Edinburgh Council—Edinburgh by Numbers 13th Edition (2019); The Frankfurt Tourist + Congress Board (2020); Hellenic Statistical Authority (2020); United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs (2018).
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Table 2. The descriptive indicators: the city’s reputation, the cultural venues and facilities, and cultural participation and attractiveness.
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	N = 20





	THE CITY’S REPUTATION
	76.45 (71.5–81)



	CULTURAL VENUES and FACILITIES
	25.4 (15.2–60.4)



	Concert and music halls
	30.4 (13.4–73.1)



	Museums and art galleries
	27.8 (9.4–100)



	Theatres
	25.6 (10.3–84.8)



	Cinemas
	22.95 (9.3–91.2)



	Sights and landmarks
	18.85 (7.7–100)



	CULTURAL PARTICIPATION and ATTRACTIVENESS

TOURISM INTENSITY
	39.45 (17.8–61.9)

9.05 (2.30–32.80)







The median (the minimum–the maximum) are shown in the table. Source: The authors’ calculation.
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Table 3. The correlation between the cities’ reputation and the cultural venues and facilities and their indicators.
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	CR
	CVF
	SL
	MAG
	CIN
	CMH
	THE





	CR
	1.000
	−0.047
	0.079
	0.042
	0.090
	−0.090
	−0.164



	CVF
	−0.047
	1.000
	0.474 **
	0.628 **
	0.505 **
	0.621 **
	0.568 **



	SL
	0.079
	0.474 **
	1.000
	0.438 **
	0.211
	0.516 **
	0.084



	MAG
	0.042
	0.628 **
	0.438 **
	1.000
	0.237
	0.438 **
	0.417 **



	CIN
	0.090
	0.505 **
	0.211
	0.237
	1.000
	0.189
	0.474 **



	CMH
	−0.090
	0.621 **
	0.516 **
	0.438 **
	0.189
	1.000
	0.189



	THE
	−0.164
	0.568 **
	0.084
	0.417 **
	0.474 **
	0.189
	1.000







Kendall’s tau is shown in the table. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. Source: The authors’ calculation. Legend: The city’s reputation (CR), the cultural venues and facilities (CVF), the sights and landmarks (SL), the museums and the art galleries (MAG), the cinemas (CIN), the concert and music halls (CMH), the theatres (THE).
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Table 4. The correlation between the reputation of the cities and cultural participation and attractiveness.






Table 4. The correlation between the reputation of the cities and cultural participation and attractiveness.










	
	CR
	CPA





	CR
	1.000
	0.455 **



	CPA
	0.455 **
	1.000







Kendall’s tau is shown in the table. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. Source: The authors’ calculation. Legend: the city’s reputation (CR), cultural participation, and attractiveness (CPA).
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Table 5. The correlation between cultural venues and facilities and tourism intensity.
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	CVF
	SL
	MAG
	CIN
	CMH
	THE
	TI





	CVF
	1.000
	0.474 **
	0.628 **
	0.505 **
	0.621 **
	0.568 **
	0.158



	SL
	0.474 **
	1.000
	0.438 **
	0.211
	0.516 **
	0.084
	0.326 *



	MAG
	0.628 **
	0.438 **
	1.000
	0.237
	0.438 **
	0.417 **
	0.206



	CIN
	0.505 **
	0.211
	0.237
	1.000
	0.189
	0.474 **
	−0.021



	CMH
	0.621 **
	0.516 **
	0.438 **
	0.189
	1.000
	0.189
	0.305



	THE
	0.568 **
	0.084
	0.417 **
	0.474 **
	0.189
	1.000
	−0.105



	TI
	0.158
	0.326 *
	0.206
	−0.021
	0.305
	−0.105
	1.000







Kendall’s tau is shown in the table. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. Source: The authors’ calculation. Legend: the cultural venues and facilities (CVF), the sights and landmarks (SL), the museums and the art galleries (MAG), the cinemas (CIN), the concert and music halls (CMH), the theatres (THE), tourism intensity (TI).













[image: Table] 





Table 6. The influence of some of the indicators of cultural venues and facilities in the cities on tourism intensity and the city’s reputation.
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Univariant

	
Linear

	
Regression




	

	

	
Beta (95%CI)

	
p

	
Adjusted R Square






	
TOURISM INTENSITY

	
CVF

	
0.229 (−0.142–0.398)

	
0.332

	
0.000




	
SL

	
0.630 (0.091–0.378)

	
0.003

	
0.363




	
MAG

	
−0.076 (−199.539–146.325)

	
0.750

	
−0.049




	
CIN

	
−0.307 (−0.313–0.066)

	
0.188

	
0.044




	
CMH

	
−0.370 (−229.440–24.808)

	
0.108

	
0.089




	
THE

	
−0.255 (−0.335–0.102)

	
0.278

	
0.013








Abbreviations: 95% CI—95.0% Confidence Interval, p—statistical significance. Source: The authors’ calculation. Legend: the cultural venues and facilities (CVF), the sights and landmarks (SL), the museums and the art galleries (MAG), the cinemas (CIN), the concert music halls (CMH), the theatres (THE).
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