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1 ABSTRACT

Due to strong economic and technological changes thve last decades cities and regions are facing
growing competition for high ranked economic a¢ig (see Begg 1999) within the information soci€@mn

the urban level, cities aim at improving their catifiveness and their position in the national or
international urban system. This trend enhancesirtiportance of specific local characteristics, vishic
provide comparative advantages competing for irsingdy footloose and mobile global enterprises,
investors, tourists and capital (Parkinson et @04 Giffinger et al. 2003). Hence, the comparisbeities

can support investors in their choice of locationtibe one hand, but it can also be an importardegtor
future city development on the other. But not ofnbm the perspective of cities themselves the msirey
competitive pressure and adequate handling of fellenges for urban management, planning and urban
politics matters, but also urban research and aisalyonsiders cities in competition increasingly, for
example, the ongoing discussion on global citieswsh(Sassen 2001, Taylor 2004).

Therefore, this paper discusses two different agpgres to compare cities and to see them in global
competition:

City rankings and current concepts of city networ€gy rankings increasingly attract public attenti
supported by the media, and serve as “flagship’cityr marketing. A multiplicity of city rankings cabe
found both on a national and on an internationalleshowing up with considerable differences imfand
content. Concepts of urban networks try to seestis a network above their nations. Within thete/orks
competition and cooperation takes place, formimgiiage, ranking and status of a city within thetivorks
(Castells 2000, Sassen 2002).

Within that paper the conceptual differences of¢heoncepts as well as their meanings and impditsfior
cities (planning, politics, city marketing) in aoblal challenge will be discussed. Thereby, spesigbhasis
will be put on indicators measuring the concepigoility of life”.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 Competition between cities

Within the last decades, the challenges for arkktatcity planning and urban politics have changgedfor
example, the positioning of cities and city mankgtgain more and more importance within the ongoing
global and regional competition (cp. Jensen-Butl@é®7).With respect to a global level, cities angioas

are facing growing competition for high ranked emoit activities as a consequence of strong econamndc
technological changes over the last decades (opg B899). On the urban level, cities aim at impngvi
their competitiveness and their position in thedpaean or national urban system. This trend enhathees
importance of specific local characteristics, whiphovide comparative advantages competing for
increasingly footloose and mobile global entergridgavestors, tourists and capital (Parkinson a2@04;
Giffinger et. al. 2003). Facing this developmentban competitiveness and corresponding strategic
approaches with specific goals and modified inseoi® have become important efforts of urban pslitic
The comparison of cities within rankings can supporestors in their choice of location on the draand,

but it can also be an important guide for fututy dievelopment on the other. As rankings revediqadar
strengths and weaknesses of the cities, policy ra&ee enabled set specific actions to work onagert
problems and to implement measures for sustairglelopment when considering the results of a high-
quality ranking or benchmarking. In addition to tthpositive results in a widely published and app
city-ranking can also be used as a central paat @fy’s marketing strategy: a top-rank in a highédputed
city-ranking definitely helps to improve the intational image of a city. Thus, city-rankings hawedme

an important empirical base for disclosing compegatidvantages and sharpening specific profiles and
consequently for defining goals and strategiedudture development. But not only from the perspectf
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cities themselves the increasing competitive presand adequate handling of new challenges fornurba
management, planning and urban politics mattersalao urban research and analysis considers dities
competition increasingly, as, for example, the amgaiscussion on global cities shows (will be gt
examined in chapter 4).

2.2 Cities as ,produced places*

Before going into detail on the specific researabggions of this paper, two important statementg ha be
premised: first of all — as HauRermann and Sielotica to the point — cities are not an “independent
variable”, but an object of social patterns andaation for various social and economic developsécp.
HaulRermann/Siebel 2004). A city is not a ,place g but the result of (and at the same time #iso
precondition for) the (co-)actions of stakeholdespatial structures and social processes. Takimgy th
statement in combination with the consideration8dkemann, that places can be seen as the proolucts
political decisions (cp. Békemann 1999), the poditidimension of city rankings is revealed: rankiog the
one hand reflect these political decisions; ondatiner hand, they again influence decisions and uneasf
stakeholders and politicians, which “produce placés general, theatricality and production/statiog
(mass-media oriented) policy gain more and moreomance, not only caused by media themselves,ibot a
supported by the self-promotion of cites and préomotof policies by politicians themselves (cp.
Meyer/Schicha/Brosda 2001). These two assumptioitiey as “products” of complex interactions and
decisions as well as the political dimension okmags) somehow build up the frame for the critiaablysis

of different types of city rankings and city netisias outlined at the beginning.

3 CITY RANKINGS

3.1 Characteristics of city rankings

A multiplicity of city rankings can be found botm @ national and on an international level. Thesking
show up with considerable differences in form aadtent, but they have one aspect in common: again a
again they become topic of press releases andcsubjéhe public discussion, urban politics andeotkey
players, either with happiness or consternatiorvi@isly, people (and cities) tend to aim at compgetiith
others and “to be the best” (can be observed timmuwighistory in different areas of life like spgrést and
music contests etc.). On the urban level, one diasnsider the following questions: Who profitsnfrohe
discussion about rankings? Why is it worth disauggiankings — in general and especially in scientif
analysis - if rankings are rumored to be a probten@nd methodologically questionable issue?

Often rankings work on different scales and tentttonpare oranges to apples”, producing inconsgstsn
and contradiction between different studies andyarsaapproaches (cp. Dangschat 2001). The objgct¥

rankings is highly influenced as well by the satattof cities and indicators, by the available datelity

and the comparability of data, as of the calcutatitethod itself. Therefore, it has to be questionbdther
rankings are a useful instrument for cities or htiw (and to which extent) do city rankings reakdfer to

the local characteristics and the quality of lifecities?

Basically, the concept of comparing cities by usiedain criteria is a known point of view in urbasearch
ranging from the very first calculation of a rarikesrule, to the theory of Christaller on the cality of
places and, currently, to the ongoing discussionglmipal cities. These concepts focus on an overall
classification of cities (often based on networlepted criteria), but in the content of this papgbg term
“ranking” is used in a more precise way, as oneoisfronted with a very broad spectrum and concéptua
confusion when examining the state-of-the-art dyp @nkings: many different terms like “city rangih
“comparison of cities”, ,benchmarking®, ,city-scagtc. can be found.

Therefore, a definition of city rankings — as usedhis paper — has to be positioned here. Cotistu
elements of a city ranking are:

« At least two cities are included
« The cities are structured in an ascending/descgradtter resp. arranged in a hierarchy

« A combination of at least two indicators are usadbuilding up the order/hierarchy
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In the following, the most important areas and @ffeatterns how city rankings — in relation to tregiecific
characteristics — influence urban politics and piag are discussed.

3.2 Benefits and potentials of city rankings

It is quite obvious that rankings attract attentéon stimulate a broad public discussion as meltipactions

on newly published rankings often show (cp. Dangsc2004; Fertner et al 2007, Mading 2001). In
combination therewith, rankings stimulate the déston on regional development strategies by acebilet
actors (cp. Schonert 2003); certainly influencedenor less by media. Furthermore, as theatricalitgl
production/stating of (mass-media oriented) poliain more and more importance in general (not only
caused by media, but also supported by the seifiption of cites and promotion of policies by paliidns
themselves; see Meyer/Schicha/Brosda 2001), raskiag be applied to issues of city marketing (Ragi

as “flagships”) and, generally spoken, for presenthe characteristics of the city to the outside.

In addition, potentials of city rankings emerge oftithe fact that there are a competitive instrunesrking

on the basis of disparities and differentiationisTinay initiate learning effects (Why is anothdy detter?)
and contributes to make positive characteristidslipwutside the city itself. Cities are enableddfitheir
position within the ongoing urban competition aagharpen their profile (cp. Fertner et al. 208iwever,
these initiated learning effects of rankings camy a@ome into operation if regional actors make tthei
decisions transparent and comprehensible (probasiiings force actors into more transparency). But
unfortunately the required transparency of rankitigsnselves can only be found within a few elaleatat
ranking approaches and, moreover, there’'s no erapjroof that ranking results are reflected in(fla¢ure)
economic power of a city (cp. Schénert 2003).

3.3 Disadvantages and limits of city rankings

One of the limits of rankings can be summarizedeuritie terms “beauty contest* and ,recursive self-
affirmation” (cp. Schonert 2003); meaning that tfi&cussion about city rankings focuses on finaksaand
complex interrelations and causalities are unagdrat neglected. Public attention is mainly focusedhe
final ranking without considering the methodolodiaapects behind the ratings. In combination witt,t
the selective public perception of results enforaesonfirmation of existing stereotypes and clichgs
Schonert 2003). The non-reflected handling of tesalmade worse out of the fact that the cityala is
often not transparent and excludes certain ciyggematically from being taken into account (furthere,

big cities are disproportionately often includedankings).

Another risk of city rankings is that rankings ameessively acclaimed by the “winners” and igndogdhe
“losers”. Cities (mainly badly ranked cities) oppaomparisons with others (,benchmarking“) in gahdn
addition to that, rankings tend to follow a “gerist&” approach, as many financiers ask for clessults
which can easily be communicated in public and sstrmankings aim at finding the “best” or “most
attractive” city in general terms totally ignoritige fact that different activities need differennditions (cp.
Fertner et al. 2007; Schonert 2003).

As indicated before, rankings strengthen competitietween cities, which may have negative consexssen
like deregulation, structural and spatial problensk for socially acceptable city development eso. that
long-term development strategies may be threatépedSIFFINGER et al. 2003).

4 CITY NETWORKS

There is not just one theory about city networkss ts a growing field in the last years. In thstl20 — 30
years more and more theories about evolving netvbétween cities began to develop. Of course afiegh
theories are different in their details, but soroesiderations and opinions are quite similar aralkhbe
introduced at the beginning of this chapter. Furthe, four of these “city-networks-approaches” wit
analysed in detail in the following (hamed by theuthor in alphabetical order): Manuel CastelldinJo
Friedman, Saskia Sassen and Peter Taylor. At tiehencloser look at these four single theories thed
common knowledge about city networks leads to aloion what makes this approach similar or diffiere
to that one of the city rankings.

All theories about city networks describe the oigation and the relation that big, ,Global“- or ,\Wd"-
Cities have to each other. The most common thiagttte theories of networks state is that the dimditon
of companies and the rise of technology (the skedahformation age), made the development of litig c
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networks possible. Beside that they differ in tie¢ads about how networks are formed exactly ortwies

the most important point in the evolution of thegstems. All of the theories agree that there ateonly
networks of cities that consist out there by tlwin. Every theory argues that the network of ci(@sthe
networks) is just one among many networks like camypnetworks, economic networks etc. The most
important point about the city-networks is in deories that the international network of compamnesie
this system of cities possible. These company-nddsvavith headquarters in all big cities to be atide
perform global and also do business 24/7 (time-zinfting between the big cities) are on the onedhhe
base for the global network system of cities aratipces so some kind of cooperation within the ngtwo
On the other hand the same system produces algacarbpetition between the cities because eachibes
wants one of the headquarters located in their tmmmto stay in the game of economy and power.

4.1 Castells and the network society

Manuel Castells’ theory about city networks basedis thoughts about the network society. His netea
started form a Marxist background when the inforomal revolution started. Castells especially fesuen
the Internet as the first among all networks, teevork that made networks possible. For him thisgion
changes everything, beginning from work and the wayk is organized to society and so also the glace
where society is densely organized — the cities.thigory ,the space of flows" deals with a metasmek,
where cities stand completely outside their natimd build their completely, almost independentvoeks,
just depending on the companies which are locéeekf it can be understood as the network of cigiedal
cities — collaborating and controlling economiebeve the ,global people” travel and work. This netikvis
located ,above*” the nations. (cp. Castells 2003)

4.2 World city hypothesis by Friedman

John Friedman also formulated and did researchtajiobal cities and city networks. Together withe&o
Wolff he formulated the ,world city hypothesis” wdti consists of 7 points about the world city, itgio,

its power and its future. For Friedman and Wolffiagall is about the economic power, which the city
controls, which develops the position in the hielngr The hierarchy of the cities consists of defarlevels

of importance, which is seen as the area the aitiesinfluence. The power a city has within thebglo
economy is due to the flow of money and the capitalumulation processes; the position in the hibsais
caused by the power and under a constant competdithe other cities. Also they saw (based as well
Castells theory) that there is a special clasgythal citizens® moving, traveling, working and ¢amiling
the cities and the flows of money and power th@e. Friedman 1986)

4.3 Sassens’ global cities

For Saskia Sassen the beginning of the global nitwas (different to Manuel Castells) the start dmel
rise of the transnational companies (first produgtihen service companies). Of course she alsmslde
importance of the informational development of camination infrastructure, which made the globay cit
itself possible. For her the global cities areltwtions where the most information is availakle.the one
hand because of the communication infrastruct@eh(tological), on the other hand she sees the rietvfo
the cities as a hierarchy. Global cities are thie<iwith the best connections within the netwakkthin the
global city itself she claims a change in societgt the living conditions for the citizens. This apgch is for
Saskia Sassen a living one, which she also chaiigess necessary. It means that it is not fixedich city

is on the top of the hierarchy and which on thedmot So for her there is cooperation and competitio
within the network of cities. She also sees thegraivat a global city can get, also over a nafjop. Sassen
2001, Sassen 2002)

4.4 World city network by Taylor

Also Peter J. Taylor bases the city network ondbenomy. His approach itself tries to form a ragkin
within the cities in the world. After his approattte network is based on the economy and businegsnA
the multinational company and the flows within giegle offices in the different cities are the esrdf the
research. Like Saskia Sassen Taylor argues thaethieze company is the central point in this psscéVith
this method Taylor and the research group (Gloatiim and World Cities — GaWC) also build a rankimg
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hierarchy of the world cities, which distinguishitem in 3 different levels (as well as sub-levélfey
permanently work on this issue and keep it actndldynamic. (cp. Taylor 2004)

So Taylors approach differs from the three desdribefore. One can say Taylors intent was to find a
ranking and he found it through the network ofedti The other authors worked and thought about the
network and found the ranking of the cities. Scaih be seen that rankings and networks are clbselgd

to each other. The theory could be described agf dhe concept of rankings and rankings are onthef
practical outcomes of the theories.

5 MEASURING QUALITY OF LIFE

Along with resent key words like globalization, gidization, etc., “quality of life” has gained impance in
scientific and public discussion. When considetimg different definitions of quality of life, a bad variety

of concepts can be found. There is ho common digfinibut, however, some similarities can be ideti
within the varied approaches: most of the reseascle this field argue that quality of life is a
multidimensional construct and has to reflect peatosalues. Furthermore, there is a consensus among
scientists that a comprehensive definition of duatif life has to contain both objective and subjec
elements. As shown in the next figure, three diffitidimension of quality of life can be distinguash

Quality of life
(1) psychological (2) physical (3) social
self mastery, self- health status
efficacy, love,
satisfaction, happiness,
morale, self esteem,
perceived control over
life, social comparisons, public private
beliefs, aspirations eic. community, climate, (social) social network, social
security, housing, pollution, support, level of
aesthetic surroundings, income, education, job
transport, equality, equity
etc.

Figure 1: Three dimension of “quality of life”

These three dimensions of course interact with ezbler: for example, the health status of a person
influences his or her possibilities to take parsatial activities. The psychological dimensioneefs the
potential of fulfilling individual needs and theoeé has a strong connection with the subjectivd-baihg

of a person. Also for the third dimension, the abpreconditions, interrelates with the other eletsge.g. if
people become immobile (for what reasons everjakoare is needed for the fulfilment of their lwaseeds
causing additional costs for society. Thereforglysis of quality of life has to take into accoundt only
single aspects of these dimensions, but also theaittions between them.

6 IMPLICATIONS FOR CITIES — DISCUSSION

Today many cities claim for themselves to be véineable” — “quality of life” has become an omnipent
keyword in many areas, especially in planning (andial) discicplines. But is a “high quality ofdif a
desireable and — all above — a realisable goal msept for cities? How are the different dimensi of
quality of life reflected in rankings resp. how dleey considered within the various concepts of cit
networks?

World City Ranking: http://www.lboro.ac.uk/gawc/datan|
2ygl. u.a. Cummins 1999; Finlay 1997; Hagerty e2ai01
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6.1 Rankings and quality of life

As shown in a research project on city rankingsithin a sample of 20 different city rankingsfivity
rankings explicitly deal with quality of life. Thegankings are of very heterogeneous quality — seyv up
with varied methodological characteristics:

- Two of them are measuring solely quality of lifedicators and comprise many indicators for
calculation the ranking.

- Three rankings are treating quality of life amonigeo points of interest. The assessment of quality
of life is mainly done with the help of questionma and (not clearly specified) expert judgements.
The number of indicators used in these rankingsvalpwith broad variation.

Remarkable, many other rankings also deal withcetdrs measuring parts of quality of life without
explicitly naming the concept. Mainly these ranlgrielong to the more sophisticated types of rarking
terms of methodological quality. When going intdaileon the indicators used within these rankings b
following the definition on the three dimensionsagpfality of life, it comes apparent that mainly icators
measuring social-public dimension can be foundp¥ad by indicators on the social-private level.eTh
following figures shows the key issues tackled imitthese rankings and some examples of the used
indicators:

public: Air pollution (levels of particulate private: Adults in education andtraining,
matter), Employer social security contrib- Averagewage costs, Perception ofgett-
ution, Hospital beds perinhabitant, inga new job, Theatre attendance per
Transportinvestment, crime rates inhabitant
Quality of life
(1) psychological {2) physical ( (3) social
Public Private

Figure 2: Focus of indicators on quality of lifeedsin city rankings

Within the concept of city networks the quality Ideé of the citizens is not a big issue. If the dhes
consider the citizens and their life quality thegmntion that the network of cities improves the lifesome
citizens (global citizens) and the rest of the pagon is not affected or suffer from worse livingnditions

(cp Sassen 2002, Castells 2003). Friedmanns’ agtbrBaapproach are much more focused on economy
and technology, therefore they do not center soc@kgories or (subjective) evaluations of citizens
regarding “liveable cities”.

6.2 Are there implications of rankings and networks forcity development?

Often long-term strategies for city development hireatened by short-term policy goals or the ctatm
power of various actors and lobbies (cp. Fusshélled. 1995). City rankings (and as well city nettks) are
quite ambivalent instruments as they are explolteth for short-term-goals as well as for long-term
concepts of e.g. city marketing (“flagships”). Imis context, city marketing works in an area of féon
between these long and short-term goals of a Biyllse Helbrecht shows with the help of her regjata
theory on an international level, the traditionlistures of city planning and politics have chahgep.
Helbrecht 1994). Tendencies of deregulation, deangaformalisation of decision processes as wethas

3 Current phD-project on the quality of city rankiraysd their implications for positioning of citiemdacity planning started in 2009
at the University of Technology Vienna (Centre d@iomal science) and the University of Vienna (lingé of Sociology).
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increasing privatization of municipal tasks plaglexisive role in dealing with these new challenfgesity
planning. Especially in the US the trend towards “#ntrepreneurial city” is obvious as local autties are
forced into more individual responsibility and iod new funds for projects and municipal tasks tuthe
shortening of national funds (cp. Helbrecht 20@&hsé&n-Butler 1997). Furthermore, “soft locatioreitdrs”
gain more and more importance compared to traditigiard locational factors” (cp. Fusshoéller et 395
Giffinger et al. 2003), but the traditional struets of regional development are not able to redetaately
thereon. Cooperation is one of the key word meetioim this context. Basically, city networks (adlives
city rankings) would be a chance for cities to llsth cooperation with cities on the same levepresties
with similar conditions and characteristics. Howewaty network approaches are more perceivedvadryi
than as the beginning of cooperation, as Castellspout: cities that do not belong to the netwald not
exist — this could be stated pessimistically foy cankings as well.

When talking about networks all theories automdidauild up a hierarchy within these city-networks
can be a hierarchy of single cities or a hierarhglifferent levels of cities. So it can be cona@ddhat city
network approach implies cooperation as a baskeohétwork. They are formed out of cooperation.tiién
other hand it also has to be considered that catigmets a big issue within the networks becaudei
trying to attract companies to accumulate more pativen there “neighbour cities”. Seen from the city
ranking approach, one can say that every city mitvileeory includes a city ranking, but all authors
highlight that these hierarchies are quite dynaamid can never be static. The difference to citkirags is
that these hierarchies come out of theories andeatile is that all four described theories nanhedsame
cities in the top three: New York, London and Tokyo
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