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The Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM):  

A Systemic Framework for Understanding and Enabling Creativity 

Abstract 

There is increasing awareness of the value of the creative economy in driving innovation, 

competitiveness, and cultural value. Conventional approaches, centered on output indicators 

such as GDP, employment, and trade, have provided insight into the performance of creative 

sectors, but often overlooking the structural conditions that enable or constrain their 

development, exposing critical limitations on how the creative economy is currently measured 

and understood. This article introduces the Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM), a 

novel system-based framework that conceptualizes creativity as an emergent outcome of 

interacting institutional, resource, and exchange dynamics. 

The CEDM is structured around three interdependent dimensions, Creative Environment 

(input), Resources for Creativity (input), and Creative Value (output), operationalized through 

eight core elements that capture the systemic drivers of creative value generation. By 

integrating insights from development economics, cultural economics, and entrepreneurial 

ecosystem theory, the model advances a multidimensional approach to diagnosing creative 

economies. It emphasizes interdependence, emergence, and feedback loops as key mechanisms 

shaping the creative ecosystem. 

Through this framework, the CEDM enables the identification of binding constraints and 

strategic leverage points within national ecosystems, supporting a transition from descriptive 

measurement to actionable policy design. In doing so, it contributes to both theoretical 

refinement and improved governance of the creative economy, positioning creative industries 

as dynamic engines of structural transformation, innovation, and inclusive development. 

 

Keywords: Cultural and Creative Industries; Entrepreneurial Ecosystem; Intellectual 

Property; Copyright; Creative Economy. 

JEL Classifications: O34, Z11, L26, O10, M13. 
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1. Introduction 

Why do some countries transform creative talent into globally competitive industries, while 

others with equally rich cultural assets struggle to generate sustained value? The uneven 

geography of creative economy performance points to a deeper structural puzzle: although 

creative talent is widely distributed across societies, creativity alone does not translate into 

value. What determines success is the systemic configuration of institutions, resources, and 

exchange conditions within which creators operate (O'Connor, 2010). 

The creative economy has emerged as a central pillar of contemporary development, 

encompassing those industries and activities that originate in individual creativity, skill, and 

talent, generating economic value through the creation and exploitation of intellectual property 

(DCMS, 1998). Beyond its economic dimension, it serves as a vehicle for cultural expression, 

social inclusion, and human development (UNCTAD, 2010), contributing to sustainable 

development by integrating the cultural, social, and economic spheres into a coherent and 

mutually reinforcing framework (UNESCO, 2009). Its growing significance is further 

underpinned by the increasing role of knowledge sharing (Foray, 2004), cultural value 

(UNESCO, 2005), and intellectual property in shaping both economic and social outcomes 

(WIPO, 2022). Across both advanced and emerging economies, creative industries have 

demonstrated their capacity to generate employment, foster innovation, and contribute to 

international competitiveness. Yet, despite their growing relevance, the analytical tools used to 

understand and measure the creative economy remain constrained by output-based approaches, 

focusing primarily on indicators such as GDP contribution, employment, or trade flows (Flew, 

2013). While these metrics provide useful snapshots of performance, they offer limited insight 

into the underlying conditions that enable, or constrain, creative activity over time.  

In response to these challenges, recent scholarships have increasingly adopted an ecosystem 

perspective on creative economies. A creative ecosystem can be understood as the dynamic 

network of people, institutions, resources, and conditions that work together to support 

the creation, circulation, and value (social, symbolic, and economic) of creative and 

cultural goods, services, and expressions.  

Distinct from traditional sector-based approaches, the ecosystem perspective emphasizes 

interdependence, recognizing that creative value does not emerge from isolated actors, but from 

the interaction between creators, intermediaries, infrastructure, and the broader institutional 

conditions in which they operate. Building on this logic, the Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic 

Model (CEDM) offers a comprehensive framework for analyzing, measuring, and 

diagnosing creative economies. Rather than viewing creativity simply as the sum of sectoral 

outputs, the CEDM understands it as the product of a complex system in which institutions, 

resources, and market dynamics continuously interact to generate value. Its primary 

contribution lies in bringing together insights from development economics, cultural 

economics, and entrepreneurial ecosystem theory into a unified framework that is both 

conceptually robust and practical, applying both quantitative and qualitative data analysis. 

In this context, the objective of this article is twofold. First, it presents the conceptual 

foundations of the CEDM, situating it within the broader literature on development economics, 

creative economies, and entrepreneurial ecosystems. Second, it introduces and justifies the 
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model’s taxonomy, explaining how its dimensions and elements capture the key mechanisms 

through which creative value is generated. By doing so, the article contributes to advancing 

both theoretical understanding and practical measurement of creative economies, offering a 

tool that can inform more effective, context-sensitive, and forward-looking policy strategies.  

2. Literature Review 

Creativity has always been an instrumental part of history (Jacobs, 1961; Hall, 1998). Since the 

late 1990s, however, it has taken center stage in high-income economies, spurred by the UK’s 

DCMS mapping (1998), studies of creative industries (Caves, 2000), and analyses of the 

creative class (Florida, 2002). Creative industries generate goods and services rich in cultural 

or intellectual property, from design and fashion to film, music, publishing, and gaming. Their 

occupational counterpart, the creative class, reflects workers specialized in novel knowledge 

combinations and problem-solving (Markusen et al., 2008). 

Evidence shows that creative industries and creative occupations contribute to growth and 

innovation, particularly through clustering and feedback effects (Lee et al., 2004; Boschma & 

Fritsch, 2009; Audretsch & Belitski, 2021). In low- and middle-income countries, their 

potential may be even greater. Unlike R&D-intensive knowledge economies, which demand 

costly scientific infrastructure, creative industries can thrive with widely distributed 

capabilities, affordable technologies, and cultural assets (Romer, 1990; Potts, 2011). They thus 

offer a realistic path to structural change and convergence, from Nollywood and Bollywood to 

the youth engagement with digital platforms in Brazil and South Africa (Arora, 2019, 2024). 

Creative activities require lower fixed capital, scale flexibly, and frequently combine with mid-

tech, providing an alternative to the traditional shift from agriculture to manufacturing (Lewis, 

1954; Rodrik, 2018). 

Despite this promise, most creative economy statistics remain output-centric, measuring jobs, 

GDP, or trade flows (UNCTAD, 2018). Such metrics are useful for advocacy but fail to explain 

why some places sustain vibrant creative sectors while others stagnate (Potts & Cunningham, 

2008). They overlook systemic enablers such as sociocultural cohesion, alternative finance, or 

cultural & creative governance, and provide limited guidance for policymaking in contexts 

where informality and intangibility dominate (Fazlagić & Skikiewicz, 2019). Policies based 

solely on outputs risk treating symptoms, not causes (Aitken, 2019; Towse, 2010). 

To overcome these limits, scholars and practitioners increasingly adopt an ecosystem lens 

(Stam & Van de Ven, 2021; Wurth et al., 2022). The ecosystem concept frames new value 

creation (often with entrepreneurship) as the outcome of interdependent actors and factors 

rather than isolated inputs (Audretsch et al., 2019; Stam & Spigel, 2018). Entrepreneurial 

ecosystems highlight interdependence, emergence, and feedback loops as defining features 

(Wurth et al., 2022), where changes in IP enforcement, for instance, affect finance, trust, and 

talent mobility. Emergence captures how creative outcomes arise from the interaction of 

enabling conditions, rather than from a linear input–output relationship. Finally, feedback loops 

include successful outputs attracting recognition and investment, reinforcing future capacity.  

Applied to creativity, this logic reframes the economy as a creative ecosystem: an adaptive 

system in which institutional arrangement and resources interact to enable new value creation 

(Loots et al., 2021; Mazzoni et al., 2022). Components range from Effective Governance and 

Sociocultural Cohesion to Digital Infrastructure to Protection of Creators and International 

Markets. In their absence, talent reverts to marginal or low-value activities (Schultz & Van 

Gelder, 2008). Conversely, strong ecosystems position creative industries to participate in 

global markets, supported by effective intellectual property frameworks (Handke, 2011; 

Nwauche, 2018; Pager, 2017). The Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM) is 
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conceived as a direct response to these gaps, proposing a comprehensive framework for 

understanding the creative economy through an ecosystem approach, and providing diagnostic, 

monitoring, and evaluation tools to support evidence-based policy design. 

3. Conceptual Framework 

The CEDM proposes a new way of thinking about how creative economies can be assessed 

and nurtured. Rather than treating creativity as a sectoral niche, it integrates development 

economics, creative economy insights, and entrepreneurial ecosystem theory into a single 

systemic framework. This integration highlights how creative sectors can support economic 

convergence, innovation, and societal transformation. 

The first conceptual layer rests on theories of structural transformation and economic 

development convergence. Lower-income countries can close gaps with advanced economies 

when productivity shifts occur from low-productivity sectors (e.g., subsistence agriculture) to 

higher-productivity activities such as capital services, knowledge industries, and IP-intensive 

sectors (Rodrik, 2003; Hausmann et al., 2008). Within this logic, the creative economy is 

positioned as a strategic sector, capable of generating high labor returns and enabling global 

integration. Development economics also emphasizes the role of institutions, path dependency, 

and human capability formation in shaping long-term outcomes (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012; 

Zysman, 1994). This perspective ensures that the CEDM does not reduce creativity to growth 

statistics alone but treats it as a multidimensional process combining income generation, 

identity formation, and institutional resilience (Sen, 1999; Aitken, 2019; Fazlagić & 

Skikiewicz, 2019). Convergence, therefore, is not guaranteed by sectoral shifts alone: it 

depends on the enabling ecosystem of institutions, infrastructure, and talent. 

The second layer builds on over five decades of cultural economics scholarship (Towse, 2019; 

Throsby, 2010) and more than three decades of empirical measurement efforts by organizations 

such as WIPO, UNESCO, and UNCTAD, as well as dozens of regional, national, and 

subnational entities. Over the past three decades, building on pioneering efforts in the early 

1990s, WIPO has led the development and global application of its copyright industry mapping 

methodology, implemented in more than sixty countries. This body of work has played a vital 

role in establishing the empirical foundations of creative economy analysis, demonstrating the 

sector’s contribution to GDP, employment, and trade while enabling cross-country 

comparability. At the same time, it has highlighted a critical limitation: output-oriented 

approaches, while essential for measurement and advocacy, provide limited insight into the 

systemic conditions that enable or constrain creative value generation. This limitation 

underscores the need for complementary frameworks capable of capturing the interactions and 

dynamics that shape creative ecosystem performance. Beyond its measurement tradition, 

cultural economics provides the analytical foundations for understanding creative production 

as an industrial process: how creative markets are structured, how actors, from individual 

creators to large cultural enterprises, interact, compete, and collaborate, and how intellectual 

property frameworks establish the legal and economic foundations upon which creative 

industries are built (Handke, 2016; Towse, 2019). Copyright, in particular, functions as the 

primary mechanism through which creative works are enabled into economically viable assets, 

shaping incentives, business models, and value distribution across the creative economy 

(WIPO, 2022). This industrial economics perspective is essential for understanding not only 

what the creative economy produces but how it is organizationally structured, who captures 

value within it, and what institutional conditions allow creative enterprises to emerge, survive, 

and scale (Caves, 2000). These initiatives applied GDP, trade, and employment metrics but 

also revealed limitations, especially in capturing symbolic value, informality, and identity 

formation. The CEDM extends these efforts by embedding qualitative dimensions into a 
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coherent, indicator-driven framework. Creativity here is not merely an economic transaction; 

it is a capability rooted in openness, expression, and human flourishing (Sen, 1999; Potts, 

2011). It thrives in systems where education, culture, innovation, governance, and technology 

reinforce one another. 

The third layer draws on innovation and entrepreneurship ecosystems research (Stam & Van 

de Ven, 2021; Leendertse et al., 2022). In this perspective, creative outcomes are emergent 

properties: the result of interactions among multiple enabling domains rather than isolated 

factors. Concepts such as interdependence, emergence, and feedback loops (Spigel & Harrison, 

2018; Potts, 2011; Wurth et al., 2022) are central to understanding how creative ecosystems 

function (De Bernard et al., 2021; Stam & Van de Ven, 2021). In this approach the structural 

transformation towards creative sectors not only enables convergence (as is emphasized in 

development economics), it may even develop localized competitive advantage and improve 

the international trade position of the economy (Florida, 2002; Stam et al., 2008).  

By organizing its taxonomy into three interrelated dimensions, Environment, Resources, and 

Outputs, as shown in Figure 1, the CEDM operationalizes this system’s logic for diagnosis and 

policy design. 

 

Figure 1. Ecosystem Analysis Base Model. Source: Own elaboration as an iteration of the 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & Van de Ven, 2021). 

Taken together, these three layers position the CEDM as both a theoretical innovation and a 

practical tool. It enables policymakers to identify ecosystem-level strengths and constraints, 

such as weak IP enforcement, underinvestment in knowledge infrastructure, or limited access 

to finance, and to design interventions accordingly. 

The creative ecosystem approach enables governments and stakeholders to effectively 

stimulate and sustain creative value generation. Because every creative economy is shaped by 

distinct contextual conditions, this approach allows countries for a more nuanced 

understanding of their specific dynamics at play within each region, country, or locality. 

Building on this perspective, the Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model can be structured to 

integrate relevant data across the different elements of the creative economy. 

This data can be used for diagnostic purposes, enabling decision-makers to identify and 

prioritize appropriate strategies for creative economy development. This approach builds on 

the “growth diagnostics” framework (Hausmann et al., 2008) and the literature on 

entrepreneurial ecosystems (Wurth et al., 2022; Hess et al., 2025; Crotti et al., 2025). Combined 

with the Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM), these frameworks provide a 

systematic process for identifying binding constraints and prioritizing policy reforms. At its 
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core, this approach to diagnosing complex systems rests on the principle that not all constraints 

are equally binding; effective strategy therefore depends on identifying and addressing the most 

critical constraints at a given point in time (Rodrik, 2010). 

These binding constraints can be identified through a combination of data-driven diagnostics, 

by comparing the relative weakness of specific elements of the creative ecosystem against a 

benchmark set of regions or countries, and stakeholder dialogue gaining access to local 

knowledge and deliberation. More formal analysis considers the degree of interdependence 

among ecosystem elements; for example, higher levels of research and development (R&D) 

are often contingent on stronger educational systems. Another key consideration is the extent 

to which elements are complementary or substitutable in generating creative outputs. For 

instance, investments in education may need to be complemented by investments in digital 

infrastructure to effectively increase creative output. Conversely, substitution effects may arise: 

a strong intellectual property (IP) framework can, to some extent, compensate for weaknesses 

in broader governance conditions. 

Taken together, these analyses help identify the weakest elements of the creative ecosystem, 

assess the extent to which they constrain the emergence of creative value, and reveal the key 

leverage points where targeted and efficient policy interventions can be applied. 

In practice, the practitioner uses composite indicators to identify the most binding constraints 

within the creative ecosystem and to determine appropriate remedies for relaxing them. 

Successful countries are those that carry out this process iteratively, sequentially identifying 

the most critical constraints and addressing them through context-specific interventions. These 

efforts are embedded within a broader development strategy, in which targeted projects are 

designed to tackle specific bottlenecks and unlock systemic improvements in creative value 

generation (Hirschman, 1967; Andrews et al., 2013). 

The CEDM's conceptual framework rests on three complementary intellectual traditions. 

Development economics positions the creative economy as a strategic sector for structural 

transformation, convergence and competitive advantage, emphasizing institutions, path 

dependency, and human capability formation as determinants of long-term outcomes. Cultural 

economics provides the analytical foundations for understanding creative production as an 

industrial process, encompassing market structures, actor dynamics, and intellectual property 

frameworks, while revealing the limitations of purely output-centric measurement approaches. 

Entrepreneurial ecosystem theory conceptualizes creative outcomes as emergent properties of 

interdependent enabling conditions, introducing concepts of feedback loops, 

complementarities, and systemic coherence into creative economy analysis. Together, these 

layers enable the CEDM to function as both a diagnostic and prescriptive instrument, mapping 

binding constraints through indicators, identifying leverage points within the system, and 

guiding policymakers toward sequentially targeted, context-sensitive interventions that most 

effectively unlock creative value generation.  

The model reflects WIPO’s long-standing commitment to advancing intellectual property as a 

systemic enabler of development (WIPO, 2022) while complementing existing frameworks 

from UNESCO and UNCTAD. Its value lies in opening pathways for dynamic, inclusive, and 

context-sensitive measurement, responsive to digital transformation, sustainability 

imperatives, and global complexity.  
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4. The Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM)  

As explained, the Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM) frames the creative economy 

as a complex system of interdependent conditions rather than a linear value chain. Its purpose 

is to capture not only creative outputs but also the enabling environment and resource inputs 

that sustain them. 

Structured around three dimensions, eight elements, and twenty-four components (as discussed 

below), the model reflects how creativity emerges when institutions, resources, and actors 

interact dynamically. This taxonomy integrates development economics, cultural & creative 

economy research, and entrepreneurial ecosystem theory, providing a systemic foundation for 

measurement and policy design. 

The shift towards an ecosystem perspective needs a clear and logically structured taxonomy. 

Building on the theoretical foundation laid out, the structure, justification, and pieces (elements 

and dimensions) of the CEDM are delineated as a comprehensive analytical framework for 

creative economies. The proposed taxonomy departs from the model’s three dimensions, 

Environment for Creativity, Resources for Creativity, and Creative Value1 (Outputs), 

highlighting their coherence with ecosystem literature and their theoretical, empirical, and 

policy relevance. Likewise, as explained before, three concepts are especially relevant to 

creative economy measurement: Interdependence, Emergence, and Feedback loops. Figure 2. 

illustrates how these concepts connect CEDM dimensions to each other. 

Before entering the details of the model, it is necessary to explain the organization of the 

CEDM at a five-tier hierarchy descending from broad conceptual categories to discrete 

empirical data points. At the apex, three Dimensions define the overarching structural logic of 

the model, each reflecting a distinct systemic function within the creative ecosystem. Each 

Dimension is disaggregated into Elements, which operationalize it into diagnosable thematic 

domains, and further decomposed into Components that capture discrete sub-aspects with 

greater analytical precision. At the lower tiers, Indicators render each Component observable 

and quantifiable, while Variables constitute the raw data points from which indicators are 

constructed. Figure 2 illustrates this hierarchical decomposition across the framework. While 

Table 1 presents the definitions of each of those concepts and their role in the CEDM. 

 

|                      Conceptual Aspects                      |              Operational Aspects         | 

Dimension  Element  Component  Indicator  Variable 

Figure 2. From macro to micro concepts CEDM Model. Source: Own elaboration. 

 

Concept Definition Role in CEDM 

Dimension The broadest analytical category 

organizing the creative ecosystem into 

three overarching concepts that reflect the 

systemic logic of creative value 

generation. 

Provides the top-level structural 

architecture of the CEDM, reflecting the 

tripartite logic of Environment, 

Resources, and Outputs. 

 
1 Creative value is treated here both as a dimension and as an element of the ecosystem diagnostic. It constitutes the output dimension of the model, while also 

serving as an organizing structure that captures the different components of value (outcomes). This reflects the systemic nature of the framework, in which outputs 

are multidimensional and can, in turn, shape the evolution of the ecosystem. 
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Element A distinct thematic domain within each 

Dimension, capturing a specific systemic 

condition or mechanism that enables 

creative activity. 

Operationalizes each Dimension into 

measurable and diagnosable functional 

areas of the creative ecosystem. 

Component A specific sub-domain within each 

Element that captures a discrete aspect of 

the systemic condition being measured. 

Disaggregates Elements into 

analytically distinct sub-areas, enabling 

more precise diagnosis of strengths and 

weaknesses. 

Indicator A measurable proxy that captures the 

performance or status of a given 

Component, derived from available data 

sources. 

Translates conceptual components into 

observable and quantifiable measures 

suitable for cross-country comparison 

and benchmarking. 

Variable The specific data point or statistical 

measure used to construct or approximate 

an indicator, drawn from national or 

international data sources. 

Provides the raw empirical input from 

which indicators are calculated, 

aggregated, or indexed. 

Table 1. CEDM Analytical Hierarchy: Key Definitional Terms. Source: Own elaboration. 

 

The arrows in Figure 3 illustrate the directional flow of “information” in this feedback loop. 

Their varying sizes suggest asymmetry, indicating that some dimensions exert a stronger 

informational influence than others. Similarly, the combined arrow from Environment and 

Resources (together forming a Creative Ecosystem) towards Creative Value (Outputs) signals 

that their joint contribution generates more than the sum of their individual effects. Likewise, 

the arrow originating from Creative Value (Outputs) indicates that it provides feedback to the 

ecosystem. 

 

Figure 3. CEDM Dimensions and Feedback Dynamics Source: Own elaboration as an 

iteration of the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & van de Ven, 2021). 

 

This taxonomy aligns with the prevailing entrepreneurial ecosystem literature and provides 

clear categories for targeted analysis and policy interventions (Leendertse et al., 2022; Stam & 

Van de Ven, 2021).  

Table 2 summarizes the core logic and functions of each dimension within the CEDM 

ecosystem model.  
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Dimensions Systemic Function 

Environment for Creativity 

Institutional conditions governing the 

creation, ownership, exchange, and 

protection of intellectual property 

within the creative economy. 

Institutional quality and public 

governance structures that shape policy 

design, implementation, and 

coordination for the creative economy. 

Societal values, norms, and cultural 

attitudes that influence participation, 

recognition, and legitimacy of creative 

activity, risk taking, and 

entrepreneurship. 

 The Environment dimension establishes the 

foundational institutional, legal, and sociocultural 

conditions that determine whether and how 

creative activity can occur, be recognized, 

protected, and valorized within a given context. It 

functions as the rule-setting and legitimacy-

conferring layer of the creative ecosystem, and as 

its structural anchor, the stable foundation upon 

which the other dimensions rest and operate. 

Resources for Creativity 

Human capital and knowledge 

capabilities enabling individuals to 

create, innovate, and sustain creative 

activity. Physical and digital 

infrastructure enabling the production, 

distribution, and interaction of creative 

activities. Availability and diversity of 

financial capital supporting investment 

and growth in creative activities. 

Demand structures and market 

channels enabling the 

commercialization and circulation of 

creative goods and services.  

The Resources dimension mobilizes, combines, 

and allocates the necessary productive inputs to 

transform creative potential into actual creative 

outputs. It functions as the operational capacity 

layer that converts institutional conditions 

(Environment) into tangible and intangible 

creative production (Creative Value), and 

represents the primary levers of policy 

intervention, the points where targeted investment, 

regulation, and capacity-building can most directly 

shape the ecosystem's productive capacity. 

Creative Value (Outputs) 

Creative-based outcomes that 

contribute economically, socially, 

culturally, and reputationally to 

society. 

Captures the realized outcomes of creative 

ecosystem functioning, the Emergence resulting 

from Resources operating in the Environment. The 

economic, social, and cultural contributions that 

demonstrate whether favorable environmental 

conditions and mobilized resources successfully 

translate into tangible value creation. This value 

compounds progressively, from IP Generation, 

where creative outputs are formalized and 

protected as intellectual assets, through 

Socioeconomic Contribution, where those assets 
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circulate and generate measurable economic and 

social returns, to Soft Power Projection, where 

accumulated creative output shapes cultural 

influence and national positioning at the global 

level. It functions as the performance 

manifestation and feedback generation layer that 

validates ecosystem effectiveness and generates 

legitimacy for continued support. 

Table 2. Dimensions of the Creative Ecosystem. Source: Own elaboration as an iteration of 

the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & Van de Ven, 2021). 

 

Within each of the three dimensions of the Creative Ecosystem, eight distinctive elements were 

rigorously selected for their standalone value and contribution to a systemic understanding of 

creative production. Before discussing the specific details of these elements, Figure 4 illustrates 

how each dimension is broken down into specific elements, which contain certain components, 

setting the stage for the indicator-level operationalization.  

 

 

Figure 4. Complete Creative Ecosystem with dimensions, elements, and components Source: 

Own elaboration as an iteration of the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & Van de Ven, 

2021). 

  



Working Paper: Do Not Quote 

11 

 

In-Confidence 

5. Taxonomy of the CEDM  

Dimension 1: Environment for Creativity - Structural Preconditions 

The environmental dimension of a creative ecosystem includes structural inputs such as IP 

Environment, Governance Environment and Sociocultural Environment that support creativity 

and innovation. It provides a context that can enable or restrict creative activities.  

As shown in Figure 4, the three elements that compose the Environment for Creativity 

dimension are distinctive; however, they intersect and overlap as they mutually reinforce and 

complement each other to establish the structural context of the ecosystem. Table 3. presents 

the details of the elements and components of this dimension.  

 

Elements Components 

1. Intellectual Property 

This element evaluates how effectively 

a country’s intellectual property system 

operates as an integral part of the legal 

and institutional environment 

supporting the creative economy 

(WIPO, 2022). It enables creativity to 

be transformed into valuable assets by 

first identifying protectable subject 

matter, that is, the existence of creative 

works over which clearly defined and 

allocable rights can be granted, 

including authorship, scope, and 

duration (Goldstein & Hugenholtz, 

2019). The existence of creative assets 

and rights alone is insufficient; they 

must be made commercially operable 

through mechanisms such as 

assignments, licensing, contractual 

arrangements, and collective 

management systems that enable them 

to be transferred, exploited, and 

monetized as income (Kretschmer et 

al., 2019). The IP element therefore 

reflects an economic logic in which 

creative assets and rights must first 

exist, then generate income through 

market mechanisms, and be sustained 

against erosion. Accordingly, IP 

functions as an integrated system in 

which the three components together 

1.1 Framework  

Framework examines the legal and regulatory regimes 

that define intellectual property rights over creative 

works, ownership, scope, and duration. It includes 

national IP strategies. and the implementation of 

international treaties associated with IP. This 

component determines which creative assets can 

access commercial rights markets. The economic 

impact of this component is therefore foundational, 

gaps or ambiguities in the legal and regulatory 

framework here do not merely create friction but can 

foreclose market participation for creators and rights 

holders altogether. 

Landes and Posner (1989) demonstrate that legal 

definitions of originality, subject matter, ownership, 

and duration are the market-constituting mechanisms 

through which creative works become tradeable 

assets. Rosati (2014) examines how the understanding 

of originality requirement has the power to shape the 

breadth of any given copyright regime and scope of 

protection afforded to it. Watt (2016) demonstrates 

that clearly scoped and durably defined IP rights are 

the prerequisite for all downstream 

commercialization, confirming that the legal and 

regulatory framework assessed in this component is 

the indispensable foundation. 

1.2 Tradability  

Tradability examines the mechanisms through which 

legally defined intellectual property rights are 

converted into actual income, assessing whether rights 
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sustain creativity and enable its 

continuous conversion into economic 

value. 

 

can be commercially exploited through licensing 

markets, collective management organizations, 

contractual protections, digital distribution channels, 

cross-border arrangements, and technology 

enablement and diffusion (WIPO, 2026).  

 Watt (2006) posits copyright contracts are the 

mechanisms through which economic incentives for 

creation are transmitted to creators and are therefore 

fundamental to decisions to create. This author further 

demonstrated that collective management 

organizations are the institutional centerpiece of rights 

commercialization, solving the transaction cost 

problem that makes individual licensing of high-

volume rights economically infeasible (Watt, 2016). 

Gervais (2018) provides the most comprehensive 

economic analysis of collective management, 

confirming that CMOs are the core institutional 

infrastructure through which rights generate income 

for creators in practice. 

1.3 Defense 

Defense determines whether the commercial value 

created by tradability is sustained against 

infringement. It assesses the legal and institutional 

capacity spanning civil adjudication, criminal 

deterrence, digital platform accountability, and 

operational defense capacity to prevent infringement 

and resolve disputes involving intellectual property. 

This component determines whether the IP system 

generates genuine deterrence in practice or merely 

confers formal rights on paper and the economic 

consequences of gaps here fall directly on creator 

income, licensing market prices, and the potential for 

long-term investment case for the creative economy. 

Shavell (2004) demonstrates that the accessibility of 

courts and the administrative costs of the legal process 

determine whether a defense system produces 

efficient deterrence or merely formal rights that are too 

costly to exercise. Polinsky and Shavell (1998) 

demonstrate that enhanced remedies are the 

economically necessary correction for systematic 

under-deterrence where infringers have a significant 

probability of escaping liability. Margolis (2014) 
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examines how the design of civil remedies determines 

whether the defense system makes infringement 

economically irrational and restores the commercial 

value that infringement has eroded. 

2. Governance 

The governance element evaluates the 

legal, regulatory, and policy 

environments in which creative 

industries operate, encompassing the 

institutional frameworks that define 

rights, structure incentives, and 

establish predictable conditions for 

creative activity. Strong governance 

institutions reduce transaction costs, 

enforce contracts, and provide the rule-

based legitimacy essential for creative 

and cultural sectors to function 

effectively (Acemoglu & Robinson, 

2012). Effective governance reduces 

institutional risk, fosters investor 

confidence, and improves overall 

creative economy performance by 

creating environments where creators, 

enterprises, and investors can operate 

with reasonable certainty regarding 

rights, obligations, and enforcement 

mechanisms (Crescenzi et al., 2019; 

Rodrigues & Franco, 2018). 

2.1  Effective Governance  

Within the CEDM, Governance captures the 

institutional "rules of the game" for creative activity, 

with Effective Governance, rule of law, government 

effectiveness, and corruption control, shaping the 

predictability and enforcement conditions that enable 

investment, innovation, and entrepreneurship (World 

Bank, 2025a). Additionally, Effective Governance 

considers business-entry frictions, for instance, how 

lowering entry burdens that evidence associates with 

lower corruption and smaller black markets, 

supporting formal creative entrepreneurship (Djankov 

et al., 2002). Effective Governance is also linked with 

the transition to formality, expanding rights/protection 

and supporting sustainable enterprises and fair 

competition (ILO, 2015). 

Finally, trade openness links to the overall 

Governance element by reducing policy-imposed 

frictions on cross-border exchange, expanding market 

access and diffusion channels (Gwartney et al., 2023) 

that can be especially relevant for tradable 

cultural/creative goods and services in open creative 

ecosystems. 

2.2  Participatory Governance 

Freedom-related rights (academic, press, association), 

are connected to the overall Governance element by 

increasing transparency and accountability and 

supporting innovation, an institutional pathway 

consistent with global evidence on freedom of 

expression and media (including academic freedom) 

as governance-relevant for long-run development 

(World Bank, 2025a). 

Economic Inequality links to the overall Governance 

element through the theory that inequality of 

opportunity wastes human potential and can weaken 

prospects for prosperity (World Bank, 2025b), 

reducing broad-based participation in creative 

education, networks, and markets that the CEDM 

treats as part of the ecosystem’s enabling 

environment.  

2.3 Cultural & Creative Governance 
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Policy and strategy frameworks encompass the 

programs, and interventions through which 

governments actively shape creative economy 

development. These include cultural policies 

addressing artistic creation and heritage preservation, 

industrial policies supporting creative sector 

competitiveness, innovation policies funding creative 

R&D, education policies developing creative skills, 

and urban policies leveraging culture for regeneration 

(Flew, 2013). 

Moreover, creative industries thrive in environments 

characterized by integrated policy approaches, rather 

than fragmented interventions targeting isolated 

challenges (Crescenzi et al., 2019). This finding 

underscores that governance effectiveness depends 

not merely on individual policy instruments but on 

how policies interact systemically to create enabling 

conditions. 

On the other hand, Data Capacity connects with 

Cultural & Creative Governance, by making policy 

diagnostics and monitoring feasible, consistent with 

the principle that national statistical-system 

performance depends on data quality (Saisana & 

Munda, 2008). 

Conversely, stable policy commitments are supported 

by robust data, signal governmental seriousness and 

enable actors to make long-term investments with 

confidence.  

3 Sociocultural 

Creative ecosystems are deeply 

embedded in sociocultural contexts 

where collective beliefs, attitudes, and 

behaviors profoundly shape creative 

production, entrepreneurial activity, 

and innovation dynamics. This element 

examines the social and cultural 

components that affect creative 

economy functioning: the levels of 

interpersonal trust that facilitate 

collaboration and risk-taking, the 

inclusiveness that ensures diverse 

participation in creative endeavors, the 

openness to new ideas that enables 

experimentation, and the tolerance for 

difference that supports innovation 

3.1 Sociocultural Cohesion 

Cohesion contributes to the broader Sociocultural 

element by supplying the "bridging" social capital, 

networks, norms, and trust, which connects people 

across social differences and enables productive 

collaboration among diverse groups (Putnam, 2000). 

This bridging capacity ensures that creative 

participation remains inclusive rather than fragmented 

into segregated subcommunities unable to exchange 

ideas or resources. Sociocultural cohesion strengthens 

creative ecosystems because interpersonal trust 

depends on stable social structures that facilitate 

coordinated action, reciprocity expectations, and 

knowledge sharing, all essential prerequisites for 

collaborative creativity and sustained exchange 

relationships (Coleman, 1988). Furthermore, cohesion 

intersects critically with equality, including gender 

equality and socioeconomic inclusion, because 

expanding people's substantive freedoms and agency, 

their real opportunities to participate meaningfully, 
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(Florida, 2002; Zak & Knack, 2001). 

Furthermore, collective beliefs, 

symbolic codes, and social imaginaries 

shape what communities consider 

legitimate, innovative, or culturally 

meaningful, fueling the ecosystem with 

cultural legitimacy, shared reference 

systems, and participatory expectations 

(Chen et al., 2021; Jones et al., 2016). 

These sociocultural dimensions 

influence inclusivity patterns, demand 

formation, and tolerance for 

experimentation, supporting the social 

recognition mechanisms and 

innovation dynamics essential to 

creative ecosystem vitality (Florida & 

Mellander, 2018). 

enlarges the effective creative talent pool while 

strengthening the legitimacy and diversity of 

participation in cultural life (Sen, 1999). Without 

cohesive social structures that bridge differences and 

ensure equitable access, creative ecosystems risk 

excluding significant portions of the population, 

thereby limiting both their innovative capacity and 

their cultural representativeness. 

3.2 Sociocultural Openness 

Openness functions as an informal institutional 

climate within the broader Sociocultural element, 

where norms, conventions, and expectations 

incentivize experimentation, deviation, and creative 

risk-taking over conformity. Openness links upward 

because creative thinking is the malleable cognitive 

capacity to generate, evaluate, and improve ideas into 

original and effective solutions and expressions, 

turning imagination into measurable creative 

capability (OECD, 2023). Finally, Openness also 

operates through social evaluation when status 

hierarchies and signals shape how novelty is received 

(Frost et al., 2025; Podolny, 2005), they can amplify 

or suppress adoption of new cultural products, 

mediating diffusion, and market entry in the 

Sociocultural environment.  

3.3 Sociocultural Recognition 

Recognition connects to the broader Sociocultural 

element by preserving shared identity and continuity 

through the safeguarding of intangible heritage, 

framed by UNESCO as promoting cultural diversity 

and human creativity over time (UNESCO, 2003). 

Recognition links upward through creative 

communities and networks because social and cultural 

capital accumulates as resources embedded in durable 

relations of mutual recognition, converting 

participation into legitimacy and opportunity (IPEA, 

2011). Recognition further links via awards and 

prizes, symbolic rewards institutionalize esteem and 

can influence motivation and behavior (Frey & Gallus, 

2017), making recognition a mechanism that sustains 

creative effort beyond purely financial incentives. 

Table 3. Elements of the Environment for Creativity. Source: Own elaboration as an iteration 

of the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & Van de Ven, 2021). 
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Dimension 2: Resources for Creativity - The Inputs of Creative Production 

The resources of a creative ecosystem include key leverageable inputs necessary for sustained 

creative production and innovation. These inputs consist of Creators Resources, Infrastructure 

Resources, Finance Resources and Market Resources. All of them are fundamental inputs for 

transforming ideas, talent, and traditions into creative expressions, innovations, and 

productivity.  

As shown in Figure 4., the four elements that compose the Resources for Creativity are 

distinctive, and they reinforce each other through interdependence, allowing for their combined 

effects to be larger than the individual aggregation of their values, and emergence, inducing 

the cross-fertilization of conditions that led to the generation of serendipitous ideas and 

opportunities, constituting the key levers through which the ecosystem can be managed in the 

short and mid-term to liberate the creative potential of the Creative Ecosystem, thus amplifying 

the resulting Creative Value (Outputs). Table 4. presents the details of the elements and 

components of this dimension.  

 

Elements Components 

4 Creators 

The Creators element encompasses three 

interdependent components that 

determine creative ecosystem capacity. 

On one hand, creative ecosystems 

depend fundamentally on education 

systems that produce graduates with 

specialized capabilities in arts, 

humanities, design, social sciences, and 

communication, disciplines that 

underpin cultural production and 

creative problem-solving (Crosling et 

al., 2014). Equally critical, creator 

protection encompasses diversity and 

inclusion measures that dismantle 

barriers preventing marginalized groups 

from accessing creative education, 

employment, and advancement 

opportunities (O'Brien et al., 2016; 

Brook et al., 2020). Finally, creative 

ecosystems require continuous 

knowledge generation through research, 

experimentation, and innovation that 

refreshes creative practice and pushes 

aesthetic boundaries (Audretsch et al., 

2019; Gogan et al., 2016; Leendertse et 

al., 2022; Tang et al., 2023). 

4.1 Creators Formation 

Creators Formation links to the Creators element by 

treating education/training as capability expansion, 

enabling individuals to convert latent talent into 

realized creative functions that can be productively 

deployed in creative work. Moreover, unequal access 

to cultural and social capital, shapes who can enter 

and persist in creative fields (Dinardi et al., 2024) 

and thus conditions the effective supply/diversity of 

creators. It also considers measurable creative-

thinking competence and the full set of skills from 

creators and supporting activities. Because the 

capacity to generate, evaluate, and improve ideas is 

developable and underpins later creative production 

and innovation. 

4.2 Creators Protection 

Creators Protection is equally relevant because 

stable, and formal contracts reduce uncertainty and 

make long-horizon creative careers rational by 

protecting expected returns and allowing creators to 

develop their careers more steadily (Gill & Pratt, 

2008). Specifically, embedding creators in social 

protection guarantees (health care and basic income 

security), reducing precarity shocks that otherwise 

force exit from creative work and weaken the creator 

base (Mauro, 2018). Finally, this component also 

incorporates aspects of gender and age diversity, as 

well-distributed labor markets, often relate with 

better employment and income conditions for the 

creators. 
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4.3 Creators Knowledge Generation 

Creators Knowledge Generation captures how 

creativity functions as an iterative knowledge 

conversion process through which creators and 

innovators absorb, recombine, and transform 

existing expertise into novel techniques, practices, 

and creative outputs (Cunningham, 2006). These 

aspects can be expanded or constrained by the 

investment capacity on R&D and the number of 

individuals willing to pursue a research career, 

accelerating cumulative learning, and further 

increasing the presence of knowledge and innovation 

in society (Dubina et al., 2012). Furthermore, the 

tangible results of both publications and citations on 

the field serve as a relevant metric to identify if new 

ideas are consolidating the CCI as a topic of interest 

for countries (Lazzeretti et al., 2018), making 

creator-side learning and intentional knowledge 

investment a growth engine.  

5 Infrastructure 

The Infrastructure element encompasses 

the digital, physical, and mobility assets 

that provide the operational backbone 

for creative production, distribution, 

collaboration, and audience engagement, 

enabling spatial clustering, network 

formation, and access to audiences and 

markets (Rodrigues & Franco, 2018; 

Spigel, 2015). Digital infrastructure has 

become foundational, enabling creators 

to access global markets directly, 

collaborate remotely, and distribute 

content without physical intermediaries, 

though the "digital divide" translates 

directly into creative economy inequality 

as underserved regions face systematic 

exclusion (Potts & Rennie, 2019; Flew, 

2021). Mobility infrastructure and 

transportation networks and visa 

regimes, enables the physical movement 

of goods and services (World Bank, 

2023) essential for knowledge transfer 

and market access. Cultural and creative 

infrastructure comprises performance 

venues, exhibition spaces, production 

5.1 Cultural & Creative Infrastructure 

Cultural & creative infrastructure shapes the 

system’s capacity to create, produce, disseminate, 

and enable access to diverse cultural expressions, 

which is especially critical in creative sectors that 

rely on informal knowledge exchange (Pratt, 2008). 

Historically, whether there are functioning venues, 

institutions, and production spaces that connect 

creators with publics and   

creative hubs/co-working/makerspaces that function 

as shared spaces increasing networking and “cross-

fertilization” of ideas (Evans, 2001), supporting 

innovation and business development in creative 

sectors with high shares of freelancers and micro-

enterprises. 

5.2 Digital Infrastructure  

Digital infrastructure is significantly relevant 

because universal and meaningful connectivity, such 

as  internet use, broadband coverage, quality and  

affordability,  determines whether creators and 

audiences can participate in digital production and 

consumption at scale (World Bank, 2016), by 

enabling inclusive access targets and universal 

service strategies, which shape whether the creative 

economy’s digital participation is broad-based or 
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facilities, co-working hubs, educational 

institutions, and retail spaces that remain 

essential despite digitalization (Oakley 

& O'Connor, 2015; Denoncourt, 2019). 

concentrated among already-connected groups 

(OECD, 2020). 

 

Overall, access to digital infrastructure is essential 

for content creation and dissemination, as it is critical 

for the distribution, production, and monetization of 

creative content, especially for least developed and 

developing countries where digital platforms are a 

source of leisure and entertainment (Arora, 2019). 

5.3 Mobility Infrastructure 

Mobility infrastructure is crucial to the analysis as it 

affects the creative ecosystem by reducing travel 

time and logistics costs, expanding reliable access to 

markets and services, so creators, cultural goods, and 

audiences can physically reach venues, suppliers, 

and demand centers (Getino, 1995).  

Moreover, through the accumulation of physical 

infrastructure capital stocks (transportation 

corridors, ports, roads, and logistics networks) 

countries can increase creative exports (Muñoz 

Hernandez, 2025), by expanding the feasible 

geographic reach of creative enterprises and enabling 

broader touring and live performance markets. 

  

6 Finance  

Tracking the public, private and 

alternative finance mechanism for the 

creative economy provides a direct 

measure of the sector’s access to 

financial resources. Without financial 

support, creative ideas cannot become 

commercial ventures (Leendertse et al., 

2022; Samila & Sorenson, 2010). 

Moreover, this financial support takes 

the form of public, private and 

alternative funding mechanisms such as 

grants, venture capital, subsidies, 

crowdfunding, and innovation funds 

tailored (or at least accessible) to 

creative needs (Pratt, 2005). Especially 

new forms of financial support, like 

crowdfunding, catalyzing 

experimentation, and growth by 

6.1 Public Finance 

Public finance provides a baseline of support, from 

grants, subsidies, to tax incentives (Zimmer & 

Toepler, 1996) that lowers entry barriers and 

externalizes cultural returns, in the form of positive 

externalities (Kaszynska & Crossick, 2016), directly 

linking to the Finance resource by underwriting 

activities that markets might undersupply. Also 

seeding long-term investment in cultural 

infrastructure, beyond what private markets could 

finance. Public financial support absorbs initial 

project risk (e.g., cultural R&D grants, emergency 

relief funds), which encourages creative 

entrepreneurship and cultural diversity even under 

economic downturns.  

6.2 Private Finance 
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absorbing risk and sustaining 

investment, improving liquidity, 

scalability, and institutional trust in 

creative ventures (Mollick, 2014). 

Private finance brings market-discipline capital into 

the creative economy through various mechanisms, 

including venture capital (VC) investments, foreign 

direct investment (FDI) in creative and cultural 

industries (CCI), and philanthropic contributions. 

These funding sources play a critical role in scaling 

viable creative enterprises by providing the capital 

necessary for expansion, technology adoption, and 

market penetration (Buitrago & Duque, 2013). 

Beyond simply providing financial resources, 

private investment encourages the 

professionalization of CCI startups by introducing 

business discipline, strategic planning frameworks, 

and performance metrics. This professionalization is 

essential for transforming creative passion projects 

into sustainable businesses capable of competing in 

global markets. Moreover, private finance often 

brings valuable networks, mentorship, and industry 

expertise that complement financial capital. 

In this context, private equity and venture capital 

investment have become particularly important 

drivers of innovation in creative platforms and 

digital creative services (Lee, 2022). These investors 

actively fund high-growth business models in sectors 

such as streaming services, game studios, digital 

content production, and creative software 

development. By targeting enterprises with 

significant scaling potential, private finance links 

financial capital to higher risk-taking in creative 

production and distribution.  

6.3 Alternative Finance 

Alternative approaches, such as crowdfunding, are 

more recently crucial options to the commonly 

known mechanisms (Belleflamme et al., 2014), 

broaden access to capital by matching individual 

patrons and communities directly with creators, 

democratizing funding outside traditional systems. 

Alternative finance also considers microloans 

(intangible assets loans) (WIPO, 2025) that lower 

financing thresholds for small projects or informal 

artists, effectively filling niches that neither public 

nor big private investors reach.  
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Alternative finance connects by enabling new 

funding models, such as equity crowdfunding, or 

token sales, which treat creative works as investment 

assets or community projects, which can mobilize 

capital but also expose creators to market 

fluctuations and regulatory uncertainty. 

7 Market 

The market element reflects the 

mechanisms through which creative 

outputs are produced, distributed, and 

consumed at both national and 

international levels. Beyond direct 

creator-to-consumer transactions, this 

element encompasses the complex 

ecosystem of intermediate markets, 

including distributors, aggregators, 

platforms, agents, galleries, and retailers, 

which are essential for distribution, 

marketing, and monetization (Towse, 

2019; Caves, 2000). These intermediary 

actors connect creators to audiences and 

markets, often determining which 

creative works achieve commercial 

viability and cultural visibility. 

Furthermore, the market element 

addresses the size, diversity, and 

responsiveness of both demand and 

supply across international, national, and 

local scales, considering intermediate 

and final consumers and suppliers 

(Hesmondhalgh, 2019). Robust and 

diversified markets generate incentives 

for innovation, shape production logic, 

and sustain creative activity through 

responsive and engaged consumption 

patterns (Leendertse et al., 2022; Potts et 

al., 2008). 

7.1 Final Market 

National demand for creative outputs encompasses 

domestic consumption, which establishes the 

revenue base that sustains creative production: larger 

markets enable greater specialization, economies of 

scale in distribution, and investment in higher 

production values (Throsby, 2010). Additionally, 

heterogeneous consumer bases create opportunities 

for differentiation and experimentation that 

homogeneous markets cannot support (Stam, 2015). 

In that context, digital platforms have dramatically 

accelerated market responsiveness through real-time 

consumption data, recommendation algorithms, and 

viral dissemination mechanisms. 

The supply side encompasses the creative producers, 

enterprises, and industries that generate creative 

outputs, ranging from individual artists and micro-

enterprises to large creative corporations. Market 

access represents a critical supply-side challenge, 

particularly for creators and enterprises in 

developing countries or marginalized communities. 

In that context, digital platforms have partially 

democratized market access, enabling creators in 

peripheral locations to reach global audiences 

directly (Anderson, 2006). 

Overall, a robust domestic market sustains the sector 

and offers testing grounds for exportable products 

(Marco-Serrano et al., 2014). 

7.2 Intermediate Market 

Intermediate markets encompass the economic 

activity mediating between initial creative 

production and final consumption, captured through 

employment in creative production and intermediary 

services, expenditure by creative enterprises on 

intermediate inputs, and the number of creative 
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production enterprises operating at different value 

chain stages (Markusen et al., 2008). These metrics 

reveal value chain depth and sophistication, 

indicating whether ecosystems support specialized 

production roles or remain characterized by 

underdeveloped intermediary sectors. 

Employment in creative production and intermediary 

functions, producers, editors, curators, technicians, 

post-production specialists, agents, distributors, 

signals labor specialization and professionalization, 

with higher levels indicating mature value chains 

enabling quality and efficiency gains through 

division of labor (Scott, 2000; Caves, 2000). 

Expenditure by creative enterprises on intermediate 

inputs, measures value chain depth and inter-firm 

collaboration, indicating ecosystem capacity to 

support specialized suppliers (Bakhshi et al., 2013). 

The number and diversity of creative production 

enterprises, indicates market robustness, with 

numerous intermediaries enabling competitive 

procurement and supporting diverse business models 

(Chapain & Comunian, 2010). Overall, strong 

intermediate markets enable creative labor division, 

quality improvement through specialization, and 

scalability, determining production capacity and 

commercial viability. By absorbing creative talent 

for creative production, intermediate demand is a key 

capacity for structural development of the CCI.  

7.3 International Market 

International markets extend creative ecosystem 

boundaries beyond national territories, enabling 

creators and enterprises to access larger consumer 

bases, diversify revenue streams, and gain exposure 

to international trends and innovations (Staines & 

Mercer, 2013). Creative exports generate economic 

returns while simultaneously positioning national 

creative industries within global cultural flows and 

competitive dynamics (UNCTAD, 2018). 

International market integration, facilitated through 

trade agreements, intellectual property 

harmonization, and digital access infrastructure, 

feeds back into domestic markets by introducing 
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foreign content and competition, importing creative 

goods and services, which can spur quality 

improvements and innovation at home as local 

creators respond to international benchmarks and 

audience expectations shaped by globally circulating 

content (Acheson & Maule, 2006). This dynamic 

expands consumer choices while challenging local 

creators to differentiate through distinctive cultural 

expressions, production quality, or niche positioning 

(Jin, 2016). 

Regional markets represent intermediate scales 

between national and global, often sharing linguistic, 

cultural, or historical connections that facilitate 

creative trade. Examples include the Latin American 

Spanish-language market, the Francophone market, 

the Arab media market, and intra-Asian creative 

trade (Otmazgin & Ben-Ari, 2013). These regional 

markets can provide steppingstones toward global 

reach while supporting cultural expressions that may 

not achieve worldwide commercial viability. It is 

also an indicator of how competitive the creative 

economy globally is and if the country uses the 

sector as an economic advantage. 

Table 4. Elements of the Resources for Creativity. Source: Own elaboration as an iteration of 

the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & van de Ven, 2021). 

 

Dimension 3: Creative Value - Creative and Economic Value Generation 

Creative Value in the creative ecosystem model represents measurable results that emerge by 

creators that combine resources, enabled or constrained by environmental conditions, to create 

new value. These outcomes provide the key metrics, KPIs, for evaluating policies and 

benchmarking ecosystem performance at the national and, ideally, sub-national levels. 

As shown in Figure 4., the Creative Value dimension is also an element that contains a 

distinctive structure combining three kinds of outcomes of the Creative Ecosystem: Intellectual 

Property generation, Socioeconomic impact, and Soft Power projection. The nature of the 

impact of each of these outcomes merit compounded and individual assessments. Table 5 

presents the details of the results obtained for this dimension.  

 

Creative Value (Output) 

8.1. Intellectual Property Generation 

Intellectual property represents a particularly valuable dimension of creative economic output, 

as it captures the tradeable knowledge assets generated by creative industries. IP trade includes 
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licensing revenues, royalties, franchise fees, and trademark income that flow from the 

commercialization of creative and innovative content (WIPO, 2022). Global trade in IP-

intensive goods and services has grown substantially, with creative industries increasingly 

relying on IP protection mechanisms to monetize intangible assets across borders (UNCTAD, 

2018), expanding beyond copyright into adjacent instruments including patents, designs, and 

trademarks through which creative innovation in technology, applied arts, and cultural heritage 

is commercially protected.  

Furthermore, Ginsburg (2016) confirms that the Berne Convention's Article 5(2) prohibition on 

formalities means that value-generating IP assets exist and are legally enforceable from the 

moment of creation, making the productive and commercial vitality of the asset stock the 

relevant economic measure rather than its administrative registration. Gervais (2010; 2013) 

reinforces that the no-formalities principle is a foundational norm of the international copyright 

system, and that voluntary recordation of rights transfers serves a distinct and legitimate 

economic function in reducing transaction costs in licensing markets without conditioning 

protection on registration. 

WIPO's reporting highlights that IP trade flows provide insight into countries' positions within 

the global creative economy: net importers of IP typically indicate developing creative sectors 

that rely on foreign content and technology, while net exporters demonstrate mature creative 

industries capable of generating internationally competitive creative outputs (WIPO, 2022). 

UNESCO's framework similarly emphasizes that tracking cultural goods trade, from books and 

visual arts to audiovisual services, reveals patterns of cultural exchange and economic 

interdependence that shape both cultural diversity and economic development outcomes 

(UNESCO, 2026). 

Finally, copyright works manifests in diversity of tangible cultural and creative goods, such as 

books, films, music recordings, crafts, design objects, and intangible creative services including 

architectural design, advertising, software development, and digital content streaming (Caves, 

2000; WIPO, 2022). 

8.2. Socioeconomic Contribution 

The socioeconomic component captures the monetized outcomes of creative production, the 

measurable economic expression of creative activity manifest in GDP contribution, employment 

generation and new creative enterprise formation. These indicators serve as critical proxies for 

assessing sectoral health, international competitiveness, and the broader development impact of 

creative and cultural industries within national economies (Throsby, 2008; UNESCO, 2026). 

The production of creative goods and services generates direct economic value through market 

transactions while producing substantial spillover effects across related industries through 

supply chain linkages, skills transfer, innovation diffusion, and induced consumption (Stam et 

al., 2008; Bakhshi et al., 2013). 

Employment in creative industries represents both a direct economic outcome and an indicator 

of sectoral vitality. Creative employment extends beyond traditionally "artistic" occupations to 
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encompass a diverse workforce including designers, software developers, cultural managers, 

content creators, and creative entrepreneurs (Markusen et al., 2008; Comunian et al., 2010).  

New creative enterprise formation serves as a dynamic indicator of ecosystem entrepreneurial 

vitality and innovation capacity (Stam & Van de Ven, 2021). The rate and survival of creative 

startups signal market responsiveness, opportunity identification, and the effectiveness of 

enabling conditions including access to finance, regulatory frameworks, and support 

infrastructure (Henry & De Bruin, 2011). 

Collectively, these socioeconomic metrics, production outputs, GDP share, and employment 

levels, function as proxies for overall creative ecosystem health and competitive positioning, 

with growth trajectories signaling expansion and innovation, while stagnation may indicate 

structural constraints requiring policy intervention. 

8.3. Soft Power Projection 

Creative soft power represents the capacity of nations to project influence, shape international 

perceptions, and build diplomatic capital through cultural and creative outputs. This dimension 

captures how creative industries serve as vehicles for national identity projection, cultural 

diplomacy, and global prestige, which extend beyond monetary value to encompass symbolic, 

relational, and geopolitical significance (Nye, 2004; Otmazgin & Ben-Ari, 2013). Moreover, 

creative outputs such as films, music, literature, design, video games, and digital content carry 

embedded cultural values, narratives, and aesthetic sensibilities that shape how nations are 

perceived internationally (Fan, 2008). Creative soft power increasingly operates through 

creative industries whose outputs circulate globally through commercial channels. This "pop 

culture diplomacy" creates emotional connections and aspirational associations that can enhance 

national reputation and facilitate diplomatic, economic, and tourism objectives (Pamment, 

2016). 

Creative outputs function as powerful nation branding tools, shaping the symbolic associations 

and emotional responses that international audiences develop toward countries (Anholt, 2007). 

Successful creative industries construct national narratives of creativity, innovation, and cultural 

sophistication that enhance competitiveness across political, economic, and cultural domains 

simultaneously (Fan, 2010). Research on nation branding demonstrates that creative and cultural 

assets rank among the most effective tools for reputation management (Kaneva, 2011). 

Recognition of creative soft power's strategic value has prompted many governments to 

integrate creative industries into broader foreign policy, trade, and nation branding strategies, 

particularly for mid-sized and emerging economies seeking to differentiate themselves in 

crowded global markets (Lee & Melissen, 2011). This includes supporting international cultural 

promotion and facilitating creative export development and investing in cultural infrastructure 

that attracts global attention (museums, festivals, creative districts). 

Table 5. Components of Creative Value (Outputs). Source: Own elaboration as an iteration of 

the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Model (Stam & Van de Ven, 2021).  
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8 Conclusion 

The Creative Ecosystem Diagnostic Model (CEDM) represents a fundamental shift in how we 

conceptualize, analyze, and measure the creative economy. Moving beyond linear value chains 

and output-centric approaches, the CEDM offers a comprehensive, ecosystem-based 

framework that recognizes creativity not as a sectoral phenomenon but as an emergent 

capability embedded within broader social, institutional, and infrastructural systems. This 

repositioning has significant implications, it shifts the analytical focus from what creative 

economies produce to the conditions that make sustained creative production possible, and 

from isolated policy interventions to systemic strategies capable of addressing the 

interdependencies that determine ecosystem performance. 

Structured around three core dimensions, Environment for Creativity, Resources for Creativity, 

and Creative Value (Outputs), and operationalized through eight interdependent elements, the 

CEDM captures not only what the creative economy produces, but the enabling conditions, 

institutional infrastructures, and dynamic interdependencies that sustain creativity over time. 

This tripartite structure reflects insights from entrepreneurial ecosystem research, and creative 

economy frameworks, grounding the model in both robust theory and global empirical practice. 

By integrating these intellectual traditions into a unified analytical architecture, the CEDM 

bridges disciplinary boundaries that have historically fragmented understanding of creative 

economies. 

Crucially, the CEDM treats its elements not as isolated categories but as interconnected 

domains that interact through feedback loops and adaptive dynamics. For instance, investments 

in creative education strengthen human capital that activates market demand, attracts private 

finance, and generates IP assets that further reinforce institutional legitimacy. These 

interdependencies underscore that creative ecosystem development cannot be reduced to 

single-variable interventions, improving copyright law without addressing skills gaps, or 

investing in infrastructure without developing market channels, will yield limited results. This 

systemic perspective allows the CEDM to construct multidimensional profiles of national 

creative ecosystems, helping governments identify systemic strengths, weaknesses, and 

potential bottlenecks that would remain invisible under conventional measurement approaches. 

The model's diagnostic capacity represents one of its most significant practical contributions. 

Rather than prescribing uniform policy solutions, the CEDM enables country-specific 

diagnostics that reveal the configuration of strengths and constraints shaping each ecosystem's 

performance. A country with strong creative talent but weak IP enforcement faces 

fundamentally different challenges than one with robust institutions but limited creative 

infrastructure or underdeveloped financial mechanisms. By mapping these configurations 

systematically, the CEDM identifies binding constraints rather than applying generic solutions 

that may be irrelevant or counterproductive in specific contexts. 

By providing an actionable foundation for evidence-based interventions, the CEDM equips 

policymakers with tools to design inclusive, responsive, and transformative interventions while 

offering strategic logic for long-term ecosystem development and investment. At the same 

time, the model acknowledges that creative ecosystems are deeply embedded in local cultures, 

values, and political economies, requiring context-sensitive adaptation that respects country-

specific realities. The CEDM does not presume universal pathways to creative economy 

development, rather, it provides a common analytical and measurement structure that 

accommodates diverse developmental trajectories, cultural contexts, and policy priorities. 

In sum, the CEDM advances in the realm of creative economy measurement, reaffirming 

WIPO's commitment to supporting member states in building resilient, dynamic, and inclusive 
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creative economies fit for the challenges and opportunities of the 21st century. It offers not 

merely a measurement tool but a new way of thinking about creativity as a systemic property 

of societies, one that requires sustained, coordinated, and adaptive investment across 

institutional, human, financial, and cultural dimensions. As the global creative economy 

continues to evolve, frameworks like the CEDM that capture systemic complexity while 

remaining operationally applicable will prove increasingly essential for navigating the 

opportunities and challenges ahead.  
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