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What is the GPCI?

What is the GPCI?
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G iven the global competition between

(GPCI) evaluates and ranks the major cities of

cities, the Global Power City Index

the world according to their “magnetism,” or
their comprehensive power to attract people,
capital, and enterprises from around the world.
It does so through measuring 6 functions—
Economy, Research and Development, Cultural
Interaction, Livability, Environment, and
Accessibility—providing a multidimensional
ranking.

Originally formulated with input from the
late Sir Peter Hall, an authority in the urban
research field, and published every year
since 2008, this ranking is created through
the direction of the Executive Committee,
comprised of various experts in different
fields, while the Working Committee oversees
concrete data analysis. In order to ensure
the impartiality of the ranking process and

Executive Committee /E{TEES

results, two third-party peer reviewers validate
the contents and provide suggestions for
improvement.

The GPCl’s indicators and data collection
methods are routinely reviewed and improved
in order to reflect the changing circumstances
surrounding global cities. In GPCI-2018,
indicators were added that cover changes in
new working styles, the rise of startups, and
global environmental issues. It is hoped that
in addition to this year’s results, the past 11
years of data will also continue to be of use to
various individuals for planning urban policy
and corporate strategy.
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Methodology

Methodology
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Functions Indicator Groups No. Indicator
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Market Size 1 Nominal GDP GDP
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Market Attractiveness 3 GDP Growth Rate GDPHR
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Economy AR 6 World's Top 500 Companies 1t kv 750045
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Attractiveness to Visitors
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International Interaction
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Number of Museums
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Number of Luxury Hotel Guest Rooms
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Number of International Students
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Methodology

he GPCI evaluates its target cities in
T 6 urban functions and each of these
functions comprises multiple indicator groups,
which in turn consist of several indicators. A
total of 70 indicators are used in the GPCI.
The average indicator scores of the indicator
groups are combined to create the function-

specific rankings, and then the comprehensive
ranking is created from the total scores of
the function-specific rankings. The highest
possible total score equals 2,600 points.
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Functions Indicator Groups No. Indicator
PE BTN 5 R
Working Environment 38 Total Unemployment Rate TLRELDES
AR 39 Total Working Hours #HHERE0ES
40 Employee Life Satisfaction HEBDEEBRE
Cost of Living a1 Housing Rent EEERKEDKS
IEAEESIS 42 Price Level WfiKEDNE S
Livability Security and Safety 43 Number of Murders BAFBDOD B E
A E A 44 Economic Risk of Natural Disaster BREZOFBENIZIDD 5 S
A Well-Being 45 Life Expectancy FaFEd
B EERIHE 46 | Social Freedom and Equality HEDEME - FEa
47 Risk to Mental Health AL BIANILAKHE
Ease of Living 48 Number of Medical Doctors £
EiEFIEM 49 ICT Readiness ICTIREDREE
50 Variety of Retail Shops NEEHDORERE
51 Variety of Restaurants RBEDTKEE
Ecology Commitment to Climate Action RIEA DAL 4 A
EIEF= Renewable Energy Rate BERREI RV F -t
Environment Waste Recycle Rate Ut 7R
Air Quality CO, Emissions CO, BN % &
9 ARE SPM Density SPMBEDIE &
SO, and NO, Density SO, NO, RENES
o Natural Environment Water Quality KEDRAFE
BRI Green Coverage ERDEBDRRAE IR
Comfort Level of Temperature SURDIRE
International Transportation Network Cities with Direct International Flights ERHRE TR M T
ERziEsy k-7 International Freight Flows EREMRERE
Transportation Infrastructure Number of Air Passengers By - ERRIRE
Accessibility 22 M N Number of Runways BERA
Inner-City Transportation Services Railway Station Density SREARER
a A e Public Transportation Coverage and Punctuality AEZTBOFTE - EFES
258 TURR Travel Time to International Airports ERRAANDT 7 AEEEDFE S
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°
24 Barcelona 31 Milan
30 Geneva
[ ]
44 Cairo

© 42 Johannesburg

he top 5 cities of London, New York,
T Tokyo, Paris, and Singapore remain
unchanged from last year. This year, North
American cities return higher scores due to
strong results in Economy and Environment,
while many European cities also realize gains
and increase their ranks. On the other hand,
the Chinese cities Beijing and Shanghai fall
significantly in the ranking as the functions in
which they previously held strengths return
weaker results. This fall in ranking is also
seen with several cities from South America
and Africa.

6 Amsterdam

® 34 |stanbul

© 33 Moscow

29 Dubai
°

1 London

London is for the 7th consecutive year evaluated as
the most comprehensively powerful city at #1. With its
score increasing even after the Brexit referendum, the
city marches forward alone at the top of the ranking.
London also manages to enter the top 5 in 13 out of
16 indicators in its key strength Cultural Interaction,
further cementing its status as a city with extremely
high comprehensive power. The city sees its scores
for weaker indicators Housing Rent and Price Level
rise, carrying it from #17 to #11 in Livability.
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London 1

New York

2 New York

New York shows its highest increase in score since
the ranking began as it benefits from the effects
of a strong evaluation in Startup Environment and
Variety of Workplace Options. The city maintains its
top position in the Economy function this year due
to improved results in Corporate Tax Rate as well.
Although New York is also evaluated highly in other
functions—#1 in R&D, #2 in Cultural Interaction, and
#3 in Accessibility—the city’s #25 Environment, and
#28 Livability remain significant weaknesses.
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21 Vancouver
14 Toronto

19 Chicago
13 San Francisco

12 Los Angeles

39 Mexico City

3 Tokyo

Despite not experiencing a rise in score as high as
the top 2 cities, Tokyo still manages to maintain its
seat at #3. In Livability, the city enters the top 10 as
it sees improvement in the indicator Total Working
Hours. Although Tokyo reaches #3 in the Economy
function due to better scores in indicators such as
GDP Growth Rate, it receives relatively low scores
for Commitment to Climate Action, dropping from
#12 to #29 in Environment. Should Tokyo enhance
its results in Environment, which is the only function
where it ranks outside of the top 10, the city would
likely become more balanced in comprehensive power.

RRIENy T2HHIEE DML Id AL > H . SRDEE
R [y EERoR s TOREYHMES . BES
HThyT10AN L o7z [GDPRER] # £ 57
ZEREICEN BEPHTCHIMICERLTVWE—AT,
[BREEA DI A A | DFFM A HEXT AR <. BRIEH T 1d
12460 529N T3%, MEME—Fy T10AY L TVE
WIRBABIAESLAIE, BEHDSV/NT 2 XEH
B335,

27 Washington, DC

Tokyo

Paris

Singapore

Amsterdam

Seoul

Berlin

© © N o a & W N

Hong Kong

Qud

y y

-
o

Stockholm

-
-

-
N

Los Angeles

-
«

San Francisco
Toronto 1
Frankfurt 1

Zurich
Vienna

Copenhagen 1
Chicago 1
Boston

Vancouver
Madrid
Beijing

Barcelona

20 Boston

Brussels

Shanghai
Washington, DC 27
Osaka 28
Dubai 29
Geneva 30
Milan 31

Kuala Lumpur

Istanbul
Taipei
Bangkok
Fukuoka
Buenos Aires
Mexico City
Sao Paulo

40 Sao Paulo

Jakarta 41

Johannesburg 42

38 Buenos Aires

Mumbai 43

Cairo 44

Criteria for Selecting Cities
. Cities found in the top ten of existing influential city rankings
2. Major cities of countries found in the top ten of existing influential

international competitiveness rankings
. Cities which do not meet the above criteria but were deemed
appropriate for inclusion by the GPCI Executive Committee
However, some cities match one or more of the above criteria but
are not evaluated in the GPCl as necessary data are not available.
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Top 10 cities remain unchanged.

North American cities rise, while Beijing and Shanghai fall.
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T his year’s comprehensive ranking sees

year, with London, New York, Tokyo, Paris,

the top 5 remain unchanged from last

and Singapore maintaining their positions.
Despite slight changes in 2012 when London
passed New York for #1, and 2016 when Tokyo
surpassed Paris to claim the #3 spot, these
cities have been included in the top 5 for ten
consecutive years.

Amsterdam greatly extends its score and
moves past Seoul, now ranking at #6 this
year. Along with the city’s previously strong
evaluation in Livability, GDP Growth Rate
also rises, bringing up results in the Economy
function. Also from Europe, Stockholm, which
reaches the top spot in Environment, sees its
comprehensive rank jump from #16 to #11.

Cities from North America, meanwhile, rise
dramatically in the ranking this year. With the
influence of bullish economic conditions and
reductions in corporate taxes, all American cities
in the GPCI see increased scores. Among these
cities, San Francisco rises from #17 to #13 thanks
to strong results in Economy and Environment.
Canadian cities Toronto (#14) and Vancouver
(#21) improve their scores in Economy, Livability,
and Environment, with Toronto showing the
largest overall increase among all 44 GPClI cities.

On the other hand, Beijing drops from #13
to #23 due to lower results in Accessibility,
while Shanghai falls sharply from #15 to #26
with declining scores in its previous strength,
Economy. One point that can be noticed this
year is that cities with only specific strengths in
a single function tend to fall in the ranking, while
cities with comprehensively balanced scores rise.

Looking at the graph for comprehensive score
fluctuation on page 9, London’s score rises as it
competes alone at the top and the momentum
leading to, and following, the 2012 Olympic
Games continues unabated. New York displays
its largest increase in score since the ranking was
first published. Ranked third, Tokyo also sees
continued improvement in score from 2015 onward,
though attention will be focused on whether, like
London, Tokyo can continue to extend its score for
along period following the 2020 Olympic Games.
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Numbers in [ ] are ranks and scores from the GPCI-2017 (converted to match the GPCI-2018)
[ 1RD%1#EIZ GPCI-2017 DIEGLE 227 (GPCI-2018IC&h £ THE)

London

New York
Tokyo

Paris
Singapore
Amsterdam
Seoul

Berlin

Hong Kong
Sydney
Stockholm
Los Angeles
San Francisco
Toronto
Frankfurt
Zurich
Vienna
Copenhagen
Chicago
Boston
Vancouver
Madrid
Beijing
Barcelona
Brussels
Shanghai
Washington, DC
Osaka

Dubai
Geneva
Milan

Kuala Lumpur
Moscow
Istanbul
Taipei
Bangkok
Fukuoka
Buenos Aires
Mexico City
Sao Paulo
Jakarta
Johannesburg
Mumbai

Cairo

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

M

42

43

44

[ P P e 1692.3 11 (1667.0)]
s IS I 15653 [2 (1481.3)]
[ I M i . 1462.0 [3 (1447.5)]
[ I S e 1393.9 [4 (1370.0)]
[ P e e 1310.6 [5 (1308.9)1
[ P P S - 1265.9 17 (1207.2)]
S S P e e 1237.5 [6 (1221.8)]
[ P P e e 1232.2 [8 (1183.7)]
[ I P S e  1204.9 9 (1164.8)]
[ P P e e 1200.7 110 (1151.9)]
[ P e e 1179.2 116 (1097.7)]
[ I P e e 1176.8 11 (1147.1)]
T T T T 11568 (17 (1074.9)]
S O S e e 1145.0 19 (1060.3)]
[ P e 1140.4 112 (1132.4)]
S N e e 1132.9 [18(1065.2)]
[ e e 1125.7 14 (1117.8)]
S N S e e 1125.5 [20 (1051.5)]
[ [ — T e 1101.3 22 (1042.5)
[ I P e e 1100.1 25 (1030.7)1
[ P P e e 1093.3 (28 (1009.3)]
N T S e e 1088.9 [27 (1010.4)]
[ S — e e 1088.5 [13 (1123.6)1
N O P e e 1083.5 [24 (1083.3)]
[ O O e e 1078.0 [21 (1045.5)]
[ [ P e 1072.0 15 (1103.6)]
[ [ P e e 1063.2 29 (991.9)]
[ I P e e 1055.5 [26 (1024.3)]
0 T P e - 1039.9 123 (1036.1)]
S I T I e 999.4 34 (963.6)]
N O S e  987.3 32 (976.0)]
0 T T e 984.9 [31 (982.2)]
[ O P e e 953.9 [85 (916.4)]
[ T P e  951.6 [30 (989.6)]
[ [ P s e 950.9 136 (906.2)]

[ T I e e 915.4 (33 (971.1)]

[ P e e 911.0 (37 (898.5)] Economy
[ o
5 N I e e 830.0 [40 (778.1)] R&D
[
% - %

0 T I e e 825.0 [38 (837.4)]
Cultural Interaction

e xm

[0 P e e 808.4 [39 (830.4)] X

Livability
| S S W 702.0 [41 (721.8)] g
1N I P N e 668.5 (44 (633.6)] — g‘i‘gonment
1 S S W 6135 (42 (712.8)] Accessibility
TETIEZR

| N P e e 604.9 [43 (645.3)]
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Cairo
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Score Fluctuation | #4237 NEE) Each year’s score is converted to match the GPCI-2018
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GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI- GPCI-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
1700 —— London

2016/6

EU Membership Referendum
EUBtBIERIBE

New York

—e— Tokyo

2012/7 o— Paris
2007-2008 London Olympic Games

1600 Gilobal Financial Crisis o> K AwmBE i
Global Finan —e— Singapore

—e— Amsterdam

2012/10

Hurricane Sandy
NYF—2H o5

—e— Seoul

1500 —e— Berlin

-
2015/11 Hong Kong

COP21 (Paris Agreement)
COP21 (/YUIRTE)

—e— Sydney

2015/11

Paris Terrorist Attacks 2017/9

e e ——  Stockholm
I . . .
Great East Japan Earthquake SNUREZRTH Paris wins b|‘d to host
1400 REARKEK 2024 Olympic Games

20245 /51) FHRTE Los Angeles

—e— San Francisco

2013/9 2018/6

Tokyo wins bid to host North Korea — United States Summit —e— Toronto
2020 Olympic Games KEPERSEH

2020 ERRAMRE L—o —o—  Frankfurt

1300
—e— Zurich

—e— Vienna

—e— Copenhagen
1200 —e— Chicago
—e— Boston
—e— Vancouver
—e— Madrid
1100
—o— Beijing

Barcelona

—o— Brussels

1000 Shanghai

—o— Washington, DC

—o— Osaka

—+—  Dubai
900 —o— Geneva
Milan
—o— Kuala Lumpur
800 —o— Moscow
- Istanbul
7 —o— Taipei
Bangkok
700 Fukuoka
—o— Buenos Aires
Mexico City
600 —e— Sao Paulo

Jakarta
—+— Johannesburg
Mumbai

500 —=— Cairo
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Function-Specific Ranking
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North American cities improve in Economy and Environment,
while Asian cities are slower to meet new global requirements.
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S everal cities in North America are evaluated

while the major cities of London, New York and

highly in Economy and Environment,

Tokyo all increase their ranks in Livability. Among
European cities, which maintain strengths in
Livability and Environment, Stockholm and
Amsterdam also return high scores in Economy,
improving their overall comprehensive score and
rank in the process. Also noticeable this year,
many North American and European cities are
evaluated highly due to new indicators related
to working styles, startups, and a commitment
to the environment, while Asian cities show a
slower integration of new requirements sought
by global cities.
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Economy

/
all

e

Accessibility
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7 - B

i Cultural

Environment .
Interaction

8 []

a i
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Livability

The key feature of the GPCl is that, rather
than targeting a single specific function, it
evaluates the comprehensive power of
global cities by offering a multi-dimensional
view based on these 6 functions.
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12 Function-Specific: Economy

/ Numbers in [ ] are ranks from the GPCI-2017
ll Economy [ IKNOHIEEGPCI-2017 DT> %27
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ew York and London continue to show
N their Economic strength placing at #1
and #2 in this function, while major Asian
cities Tokyo, Beijing, and Hong Kong complete
the top 5. American cities benefited from an
improved business climate, returning lower
percentages for the indicator Corporate Tax
Rate. This combined with a higher GDP Growth
Rate this year propelled San Francisco (#7)
into the top 10. Dubai, meanwhile, leads the
world in offering the lowest corporate income
tax at 0%, excluding some corporate entities,
for example those engaged in the production
of oil and gas. Two Canadian cities, Toronto
and Vancouver, score highly for Employees in
Business Support Services, and Availability

Corporate Tax Rate | JEABROEL
Gray area shows previous year’s rate
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of Skilled Human Resources, with Toronto

regaining the top 10 position it lost in 2015.
Around the world, working styles and spaces
have been gradually shifting, altering the
business landscape of what both employees
and companies require to meet their needs.
The indicator Variety of Workplace Options
adds a new perspective by evaluating this
trend and measures the availability of non-tra-
ditional office spaces. Cities scoring well in
this indicator with a high number of coworking
spaces include London, New York, Tokyo, and
Hong Kong. These cities benefit by developing
the capacity to host small-business ventures
through facilitating these workplace options.
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New York —— 358.2 [1]

-

London 2 messsssssssssssssmmm—— 351.2 [2]
Tokyo 3 M 307.6 [4]
Beijing 4 me——— 290.0 [3]
Hong Kong 5 mmsssssssssssssss 274.9 [7]
Zurich 6 FEES—— 273.5 [6]
San Francisco 7 Mmmmmmmsmmmmmm——" 269.4 [13]
Sydney 8 NEEEEESSSSSSS——— 265.2 [9]
Singapore 9 WEEEEE——— 2506.2 [8]
Toronto 10 MEEEEESSSSS——— 250.3 [18]
Stockholm 11 mss—— 247.9 [14]
Los Angeles 12 mmmmmssssssmmm 241.3 [23]
Amsterdam 13 m— 240.1 [19]
Vancouver 14 s 239.9 [24]
Seoul 15 E——— 238.9 [10]
Shanghai 16 mssss————— 237.0 [5]
Dubai 17 msssssssss 234.8 [11]
Geneva 18 NEEEEE——— 234.5 [15]
Washington, DC 19 msssssssssss 232.1 [16]
Paris 20 m—— 2285 [12]
Frankfurt 21 s 225.0 [17]
Copenhagen 22 msssssssss—— 222.1 [20]
Boston 23 mmsssssss———" 216.7 [25]
Kuala Lumpur 24 s 216.3 [22]
Chicago 25 s 211.3 [27]
Berlin 26 mss—— 209.3 [21]
Taipei 27 m———— 180.3 [28]
Osaka 28 mmmmmm—————— 186.5 [29]
Brussels 29 mmmmmm——— 183.2 [32]
Vienna 30 s 183.2 [30]
Madrid 31 messsss—— 178.8 [38]
Istanbul 32 m—————— 171.0 [26]
Barcelona 33 s 171.0 [39]
Fukuoka 34 mmsssssssss 163.3 [33]
Bangkok 35 mmmmmssmmmm 163.1 [31]
Milan 36 W= 153.7 [35]
Moscow 37 mmmmmmmmmm 144.8 [34]
Jakarta 38 mmm——u 144.6 [37]
Mexico City 39 s 135.9 [36]
Johannesburg 40 s 131.3 [41]
Sao Paulo 41 mmsssssm 109.8 [40]
Buenos Aires 42 s 107.0 [44]
Mumbai 43 s 05.6 [42]

Cairo 44 mmmm 70.3 [43]
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Research and Development
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merican cities dominate with 5 out of

A

country’s strength within this function,

the top 10 cities in R&D, showing the

especially in Research and Development
Expenditure as well as Winners of Prizes in
Science and Technology. They also show their
strength regarding universities, which act as
important facilities for nurturing globally
active talent. Although London occupies the
first position by an overwhelming margin, the
5 American cities of Boston, Los Angeles,
New York, San Francisco, and Chicago all
rank in the top 10 for World’s Top Universities.
For cities outside of the U.S., Tokyo and
London are also evaluated highly for R&D,
though their individual strengths vary to some
degree, with Tokyo returning high scores in
Number of Researchers, Research and
Development Expenditure, and Number of
Patents, while London sees strong results in
Readiness for Accepting Researchers and
Winners of Prizes in Science and Technology.

The indicator Startup Environment, which
attempts to capture the growing importance of
innovation, evaluates the general conditions for
startups in cities. As shown in the figure below,
North American cities such as San Francisco,

Startup Environment | 25—~ 7y 78Ri%

New York, and Boston show stronger support
for startups, as do European cities like Berlin,
Stockholm and London. Singapore is the
highest-ranking city from Asia at #4, while

Tokyo still has room for improvement at #18.
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Numbers in [ ] are ranks from the GPCI-2017
[ IADHKIERGPCI-2017 DT> %27

New York 1

227.1 [1]
Tokyo 2 FEmEE——— 1809.1 [3]
London 3 mssssssssmm——— 188.3 [2]
Los Angeles 4 mmm——169.6 [4]
Boston 5 mssssssm——— 163.7 [7]
Seoul 6 FEE————— 155.9 [5]
Chicago 7 W 140.0 [8]
Singapore 8 mEEEEEEm———— 137.8 [6]
Paris 9 mmmmsmmm—— 135.1 [10]
San Francisco 10 s 129.2 [9]
Hong Kong 11 messsssssssss 118.4 [11]
Berlin 12 mssssssssss 113.8 [13]
Washington, DC 13 msssssssssss 112.1 [15]
Beijing 14 mssssssss 111.2 [14]
Osaka 15 W= 105.2 [12]
Shanghai 16 s 95.9 [18]
Sydney 17 mmsssm——— 95.4 [16]
Amsterdam 18 mmmmmm—— 04.2 [17]
Stockholm 19 s 89.9 [24]
Toronto 20 W 88.7 [19]
Brussels 21 mmmss——— 87.8 [20]
Moscow 22 mmmmsmmmm 79.0 [21]
Geneva 23 mmmmmmm 73.5 [22]
Vancouver 24 s 72.9 [30]
Zurich 25 s 72.3 [25]
Copenhagen 26 W 71.5 [33]
Taipei 27 m—— 71.2 [23]
Frankfurt 28 s 59.3 [35]
Fukuoka 29 mmsssm 54.6 [29]
Barcelona 30 mmsssm 53.3 [32]
Vienna 31 s 53.3 [27]
Milan 32 mssssm 51.7 [37]
Madrid 33 mmssm 50.7 [36]
Istanbul 34 s 39.6 [26]
Dubai 35 mmm 33.2 [31]
Sao Paulo 36 mmm 27.7 [39]
Buenos Aires 37 mmm 26.7 [38]
Mexico City 38 mm 24.6 [41]
Bangkok 39 mmm 24.5 [28]
Mumbai 40 mm 22.1 [42]
Kuala Lumpur 41 mm 20.8 [34]
Johannesburg 42 = 15.7 [43]
Jakarta 43 1 4.5 [40]

Cairo 44 1 3.8 [44]
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Function-Specific: Cultural Interaction

8! Cultural Interaction
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T he top 5 cities scoring highly in Cultural

overall comprehensive ranking. However, the

Interaction closely mirror the top 5 in the

strengths of each city vary. London in particular
shows the magnitude of its strength returning
top-5 results for 13 out of 16 indicators in this
function. The city’s significant competitive
power lies in several indicators, such as
Number of World-Class Cultural Events and
Cultural Interaction Opportunities whereas New
York scores highly for Environment of Creative
Activities and Number of Theaters and Concert
Halls. Tokyo ranks top in Attractiveness of
Shopping Options, and Attractiveness of Dining
Options; Paris is rated the best in Number of
Museums; and Singapore gains the highest
score for Number of International Conferences.

Cities in Asia and the Middle-East boast a
high number of facilities supporting visitors,
evident from the indicators Number of Luxury
Hotel Guest Rooms and Number of Hotels in
which 8 of the top 10 cities are located in these
regions. The figure below shows that Tokyo and
Paris have many hotels but are lacking in
Number of Luxury Hotel Guest Rooms when
compared to London and New York. Contrarily,

Singapore, Dubai and Shanghai are rich in

facilities that cater to higher-income visitors.
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Numbers in [ ] are ranks from the GPCI-2017
[ IADHIEEGPCI-2017 D5 > %2 T

371.8 [1]

-

London
New York 2 W 276.8 [2]
Paris 3 mssssss— 255.2 [3]
Tokyo 4 W 226.3 [4]
Singapore 5 m—— 203.7 [5]
Berlin 6 msm——— 180.5 [6]
Beijing 7 mmmm——— 171.4 [7]
Istanbul 8 mS————— 165.9 [16]
Vienna 9 W 160.8 [8]
Seoul 10 mmmm—— 158.5 [11]
Bangkok 11 s 153.0 [13]
Amsterdam 12 msssssssm 149.7 [14]
Dubai 13 mssssssssw 148.3 [9]
Barcelona 14 messsssssw 148.2 [12]
Hong Kong 15 s 146.5 [22]
Los Angeles 16 mmmmmmmmmm 145.9 [18]
Brussels 17 mmmms—m 145.1 [15]
Shanghai 18 s 141.8 [17]
Sydney 19 s 141.0 [10]
Moscow 20 W 137.1 [25]
Madrid 21 messsss—m 136.1 [19]
Osaka 22 mmmmmmmm 127.5 [24]
Mexico City 23 mmmmmsmm 127.3 [20]
Milan 24 s 120.3 [23]
Buenos Aires 25 mmmmmmm 117.4 [27]
Chicago 26 mmssssm 115.9 [21]
San Francisco 27 mmssssm 110.3 [28]
Washington, DC 28 mmssssm 107.2 [26]
Kuala Lumpur 29 s 100.8 [34]
Toronto 30 s 100.3 [29]
Boston 31 mmmmsmm 97.5 [31]
Sao Paulo 32 mmsssm 97.0 [30]
Copenhagen 33 W 95.9 [35]
Vancouver 34 mmmmm 95.2 [33]
Stockholm 35 mmsssm 88.2 [32]
Frankfurt 36 msssm 78.8 [36]
Cairo 37 mmmm 70.1 [38]
Johannesburg 38 mmmm 64.6 [39]
Mumbai 39 mesm 61.1 [37]
Zurich 40 mmsm 59.7 [40]
Taipei 41 mmm 56.9 [44]
Jakarta 42 wem 51.7 [42]
Geneva 43 mmm 48.3 [43]

Fukuoka 44 mmm 46.6 [41]
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/A\ Livability

B

he GPClI’s most livable cities continue to
T be represented primarily by those found
in Europe, which consistently score high for
Employee Life Satisfaction, Social Freedom and
Equality, and Number of Medical Doctors.
Meanwhile, two Canadian cities rank in the top
10 for GPCI-2018, as Toronto moves up to #3,
and Vancouver rises to #7 due to improve-
ments in Total Working Hours, Employee Life
Satisfaction, and Price Level. Tokyo (#9) is the
only city from Asia within the top 10, thanks to
improvements in a few indicators, such as Total
Working Hours where it rose from #34 to #22.
Housing Rent and Price Level are two key
weaknesses for many cities ranked high in
the comprehensive ranking. For example, the
top 5 cities London, New York, Tokyo, Paris,
and Singapore all rank at #30 or lower for both
indicators. Amid global competition to attract
business and talent, ensuring that potential
residents have access to a sufficient Wage
Level and can afford adequate housing is
an important factor for cities to consider.
Several cities do provide a more balanced
ratio between Housing Rent and Wage Level—
Shanghai, Seoul, Tokyo, for example. Cities
facing an affordability challenge include
Singapore and Hong Kong, which hold some

Housing Rent and Wage Level | {FEE#IKELERKE

of the highest housing rents among GPCI

cities, while also offering comparatively lower
wages.
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Numbers in [ ] are ranks from the GPCI-2017
[ IADHKIERGPCI-2017 DT> %2

Berlin 1 384.5 [1]
A dam 2 369.2 [2]
Toronto 3 369.2 [11]
Barcelona 4 368.9 [6]
Madrid 5 368.0 [8]
Frankfurt 6 366.1 [5]
Vancouver 7 365.7 [9]
Vienna 8 363.6 [4]
Tokyo 9 358.5 [14]
Stockholm 10 357.0 [3]
London 11 352.8 [17]
Paris 12 351.3 [7]
Zurich 13 350.9 [15]

Copenhagen 14 Imm——— 349.6 [10]

Sydney 15

y

344.0 [16]
Fukuoka 16 memssssssssssssssssms 342.1 [13]
Osaka 17 mssssss——— 341.0 [19]
Kuala Lumpur 18 messssssssssssssssssss 336.0 [18]
Milan 19 m——— 333.9 [12]
Geneva 20 FEEESSSS———— 328.5 [21]
Brussels 21 mmmssssssssss—— 322.7 [20]
Singapore 22 EEES———————_ 320.2 [28]
Dubai 23 msssss— 316.7 [31]
Buenos Aires 24 mmmmmmmmmmmmm—"" 315.3 [26]
Seoul 25 m———— 312.9 [22]
Bangkok 26 mmmsssssssssmm—— 311.2 [27]
Hong Kong 27 mssssssssssssssss 306.5 [36)]
New York 28 mmmmssssssssssssmsn 306.4 [34]
Los Angeles 29 mmmmmmmmm———— 304.9 [23]
Shanghai 30 EEE—————— 302.9 [38]

Moscow 31 M 302.2 [24]

San Franci 32 299.5 [25]
Sao Paulo 33 mmmsssssss——— 205.9 [29]
Beijing 34 memsssssss———— 294.2 [32]
Istanbul 35 S 203.1 [37]
Boston 36 mmmmmmm———— 202 4 [33]

Mexico City 37 291.1 [35]

Taipei 38 m——— 288.6 [42]

Jakarta 39 m——— 283.1 [30]

Cairo 40 m——— 279.9 [39]
Mumbai 41 m—— 266.7 [41]
Chicago 42 mmsssssssmmm— 264.9 [40]
Washington, DC 43 s 259.0 [43]

Johannesburg 44 mssssss——— 201.4 [44]
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Numbers in [ ] are ranks from the GPCI-2017
[ IADHIEEGPCI-2017 D5 > %2 T

Environment

R

Stockholm 1 2425 [5]
Zurich 2 236.9 [2]
Copenhagen 3 223.5 [8]

Sydney 4 W 216.7 [9]

San Francisco 5 M 213.6 [17]

uropean cities with traditionally strong
E results in Water Quality, Green Coverage
and air quality indicators such as CO, Emissions,
perform well in this function with Stockholm,
Zurich, and Copenhagen reaching the top 3,
and Vienna, Geneva, and Berlin featuring in
the top 10. These cities also score much
higher in Renewable Energy Rate when
compared to major North American and Asian
cities. However, North American cities do
make gains due to their Commitment to
Climate Action, with the American cities San
Francisco (#5) and Washington, DC (#10)
entering the top 10 for the first time.
As climate change is of growing importance
for the global agenda, the future conditions

Commitment to Climate Action | IREADIRYEH
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and targets that global cities are striving to

meet are also important components when
measuring their environmental performance.
Commitment to Climate Action evaluates a
city’s policy toward tackling climate change
through municipal action and international
cooperation. Overall, European and North
American cities are more engaged in interna-
tional climate change commitments at the
sub-national level, while cities from Asia show
less participation. This is evident when
looking at the GPCI overall top 5, where
London (#11), New York (#14), and Paris (#4)
show positive results in this indicator, but
Tokyo (#28) and Singapore (#30) suffer.
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Vienna 6 M 205.5 [6]

G 7 198.6 [4]

Vancouver 8 M 196.1 [10]

Berlin 9 msss——— 195.0 [11]

Washington, DC 10 mssssssssssssss 193.1 [16]

Frankfurt 11 s 191.9 [1]

Amsterdam 12 s 185.1 [13]

Si e 13 184.2 [3]

Taipei 14 s 182.5 [15]
Madrid 15 s 182.3 [19]
Toronto 16 F—— 178.6 [26]
Boston 17 M 177.7 [29]
Chicago 18 W 177.3 [33]
London 19 s 176.3 [7]
Brussels 20 W 175.6 [24]
Paris 21 mssssssssss 169.6 [28]

Los A les 22 168.4 [22]

Sao Paulo 23 s 168.1 [14]
Fukuoka 24 s 168.0 [21]
New York 25 memmssssssssss 167.4 [30]
Barcelona 26 s 164.8 [23]
Seoul 27 m————— 163.9 [27]
Milan 28 messsssssssn 162.6 [20]
Tokyo 29 s 152.0 [12]
Buenos Aires 30 mmmmmmmmmmn 149.8 [34]
Johannesburg 31 M 148.5 [35]
Hong Kong 32 mmsssssssssssssn 145.4 [18]
Kuala Lumpur 33 s 141.6 [25]
Mexico City 34 mmmsssssssssn 138.3 [36]
Osaka 35 W 128.6 [31]
Bangkok 36 W 125.6 [32]
Jakarta 37 mesmmmssmmms 123.5 [38]
Dubai 38 s 117.9 [39]
Moscow 39 mmmmmmmnn 107.3 [44]
Istanbul 40 W= 96.9 [40]
Mumbai 41 s 96.3 [37]
Cairo 42 mmmmmmm 77.9 [42]
Shanghai 43 mssssm 65.0 [41]

Beijing 44 mmmmm 58.4 [43]
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Accessibility
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aris and London lead in Accessibility
P due to their well-developed international
connectivity, with high scores for Cities with
Direct International Flights, and Number of
Air Passengers. Tokyo also receives a large
number of air passengers, though it shows a
slight weakness in the number of Cities with
Direct International Flights. Similar to Paris
and London, Amsterdam and Frankfurt are
well-connected to international cities through
direct flights, but also provide short Travel Time
to International Airports as well. Major Asian
port cities and commercial hubs Shanghai,
Hong Kong, Singapore, and Seoul all return
top 10 results in International Freight Flows.
Regarding mobility within a city, Traffic
Congestion can heavily influence travel time
and punctuality. European cities such as
Amsterdam, Copenhagen, and Madrid finish
strongly in the top 5, while aside from Osaka,
Tokyo, and Fukuoka, most Asian cities return
lower scores. London, which is #1 in the com-
prehensive ranking, is still ranked #32 in Traffic
Congestion, despite strong scores for Public
Transportation Coverage and Punctuality,
showing there is room for improvement.
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Cities with Direct International Flights | EFF4&E{T{ER AL T 4K

1. London —320

2. Paris 255
3. Frankfurt 240
4. Istanbul 230

5. Dubai 226

224

6. Amsterdam

146

10. Hong Kong
12. Seoul
14. Singapore
19. New York
24. Beijing 107

26. Tokyo 102

27. Shanghai 98
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Paris

251.8 [2]

N

London

New York 3 memmssssssssssssssss 229.4 [4]

Shanghai 4 W 220.2 [3]
Tokyo 5 mmmm—— 228.4 (6]

2275 [7]

A dam 6
Frankfurt 7 s 219.3 [8]
Hong Kong 8 s 213.2 [5]
Singapore 9 FEEEEEEEESSSSSS——— 208.4 [9]
Seoul 10 F——— 207.4 [10]
Chicago 11 W 192.0 [14]
Dubai 12 messsssssssssssssss 189.0 [13]
Istanbul 13 F—— 185.1 [11]
Moscow 14 mmmmsssssssssss 183.5 [12]
Barcelona 15 mmmmsssssmn 177.3 [16]
Madrid 16 messsssssss—— 173.0 [17]
Kuala Lumpur 17 s 169.3 [30]
Osaka 18 mm——— 166.7 [28]
Milan 19 s 165.1 [26]
Brussels 20 mmssn 163.6 [18]
Beijing 21 mmssssssssssss 163.3 [15]
Copenhagen 22 W 162.9 [23]
Taipei 23 m——— 162.5 [19]
Washington, DC 24 s 159.7 [21]
Vienna 25 messsssssssssss 159.4 [27]
Toronto 26 m——— 157.9 [24]
Stockholm 27 W 153.8 [31]
Boston 28 mmmmmsmmmmnn 152.1 [25]
Berlin 29 mmmmmmm—149.1 [29]
Los Angeles 30 mmmmmmmmmmnn 146.7 [22]
Zurich 31 mmsss——" 139.5 [34]
Sydney 32 s 138.4 [32]
Bangkok 33 mmmmsssssmmsn 138.0 [20]
Fukuoka 34 messsssssssss 136.3 [37]
San Francisco 35 W 134.7 [33]
Vancouver 36 s 123.5 [38]
Geneva 37 s 115.9 [41]
Buenos Aires 38 mmmmmmmmmnn 113.8 [36]
Sao Paulo 39 mmssssssss 109.9 [43]
Mexico City 40 mmmssssn 107.7 [35]
Johannesburg 41 s 106.9 [44]
Cairo 42 messssssm 102.8 [39]
Jakarta 43 mmmm——" 94.6 [40]

Mumbai 44 wessssm 71.8 [42]
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London receives high ranks from all 5 actors, showing its
comprehensive strength. Tokyo becomes #2 for Visitor with its

world-class dining options.

OYRFUPBENDESEHREL, 5778 —9INXTThy T 77 AL
Bolo RERBBEEOBANFM S, BAET2LICER,

he Actor-Specific Ranking evaluates
T cities from the viewpoints of 5 actors:
Manager, Researcher, Artist, Visitor, and
Resident. Each actor’s needs are established
first by determining the components they seek
in global cities. Each city’s actor-specific
score is then calculated by selecting from
among the 70 indicators those that correspond
to each actor’s specific needs. London, #1 in
the comprehensive ranking, is also ranked
first for 4 actors and second for the remaining
actor, showing that the city’s comprehensive
strength satisfies the needs of global actors.

7 JE—RIZ XTI BEE. WRE.

T—T1 A BRE. ZLTERELD
IEANDT I 2—DBRELSFFMefTo72HDT
H3, FFMCHz->TE ETEET T2
ISR IBEREZYTZ/O-NILT T2~
ICETYUCTDHERETE. ZOLET. EEHRICH
T 2B ET0DIERIZEDFR D 55 BFHEETAIIC
HEL. ZOHMHOETI2—DIAITEEHL
TW3, BEZFLIThyT7OOY KA 4
TIE—TAM. BYVDI1T7I7Z—TH2{L &\
SfERELY, BADDEVWEHHIIREN/O—
NIVTIE—DEBICHISTEZHRHITHDZ
EPhh B,

Actor’s Needs and the Number of Selected Indicators | 77 2 —#RKHZEFEME S h-I5EH

Accumulation of Businesses DEREIE | DETE
Business Potential EY X ADREME
Manager Ease of Doing Business EVXANESME
@ Business Environment [SESS:
“ Human Resources AMDEES 4 <
Business Support Industries R — MEEDOETE
REE — PR
Livability for Employees REEDEFRE
External Risks Fiis D
Quality of Research Institutions HREHEOE
Researcher Accumulation of Researchers HEEDEE
G Research Stimulation A DRI
m Research Environment HRPRIRE 4 <
Career Opportunities MEHS
HH - .
Living Convenience EHPTE
Artist Cultural Stimulation prald:opv-d
@ Accumulation of Artists T—7 1 A D& 2 7 70
Art Markets <=7y bDTFTE 3 4
m Studio Spaces TRUIRE Ind#i;?;ms
F—F 1 AR Living Convenience EARPTE -
Cultural Attractiveness pae:o) vl
Visitor Public Safety Ze
@ Tourist Attractions 53 a
=1 Luxury Hotels N TZZFKTIV > 4
u Dining REOERE
BAE Shopping BEMD:RIREZ
Mobility BBOREKE
Prices MERE
Resident Living Environment SRR
Employment FAEIRE
@ Education HERE > 4
@ Leisure Activities RIZET
EE Public Safety zE
Medical Quality ERRKHE




Actor-Specific Ranking 19
Actor-Specific Ranking | 77 42—5317>%> 47
Manager Researcher Artist Resident
O @ %)
A (¥ ()
e & T7—714Ab




20

Actor-Specific Ranking

Actor-Specific Ranking
TIa-RZ %27

Manager [#x#]

London, which remains the top city for Managers,
returns a high score in “Accumulation of Businesses”,
and is evaluated well for “Business Potential”, with
a supportive Startup Environment for creating
future business. Singapore, ranked #2, scores
highly in the “Ease of Doing Business” indicators
Economic Freedom and Corporate Tax Rate, while
#3 New York shows strengths in Nominal GDP and
Market Capitalization of Stock Exchanges within the
Actor’s Need “Accumulation of Businesses”. Tokyo
moves up one place to #4 due to improvements
in Total Working Hours and Number of Hotels.
However, the Japanese capital receives a weak
evaluation in “Human Resources” and “Business
Potential”, showing that challenges remain in terms
of lacking a base for business creation.

FEFICEIZME by Tt o702 Rl [RFEPEE
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Researcher [Hix#]

Q>

New York retains its top position for Researcher
thanks to its high marks in “Accumulation of
Researchers”, and its #1 ranking for Research
and Development Expenditure. Although Researcher
is the sole actor where London fails to achieve
the top position, the city still performs well
in “Research Stimulation” and “Research
Environment”, achieving #2. Tokyo remains at #3
as it obtains high scores in Number of Patents and
“Accumulation of Researchers”, also benefiting
from its safe and convenient urban environment in
“Living Convenience”. Cities scoring well in Startup
Environment are represented highly in the top 10,
such as Boston, San Francisco, and Singapore.
Providing an environment conducive to setting up
startup enterprises, which can act as sources of

employment and venues for cooperation between
researchers, is considered to be an important
factor for cities.
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Artist [7—57 1]
1“»

London, with an abundance of cultural resources,
rises from #3 last year to #1 due to its top position
in “Art Markets” as well as “Cultural Stimulation”,
where the city is evaluated highly for Cultural
Interaction Opportunities and Number of Museums.
Similar to London, “Cultural Stimulation” also
becomes a strength for New York, as the city
rises to #2 from #5 last year. Paris, on the other
hand, falls from #1 to #4 despite maintaining its
#1 rank in Number of Museums and its strong
scores in “Cultural Stimulation”, as the city faces
more expensive Housing Rent and a higher Price
Level. Tokyo sees its rank rise from #6 to #5 with
the primary reason being a large increase in scores
for Cultural Interaction Opportunities in “Cultural
Stimulation”, and Attractiveness of Dining Options

in “Living Convenience”.
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Visitor [#x%]

The top city for Visitor this year is once again
London. It ranks #1 in “Cultural Stimulation”
and “Tourist Attractions”, and #2 in “Shopping
Options” with several indicators receiving high
marks. Furthermore, with a top ranking in Cities
with Direct International Flights providing excellent
access, “Mobility” has also become a strength.
Meanwhile Tokyo rises two places to #2 as a result
of increases in “Dining Options” and “Shopping
Options” this year. Additional sources for this rise
include an increase in Number of Foreign Visitors
and better scores for the previously weak Number
of Luxury Hotel Guest Rooms. Shanghai and Hong
Kong both join the top 10 in part due to strong
results in “Dining Options” for the former, and
“Luxury Hotels” for the latter. Singapore jumps from
#5 to #7 with the highest Number of International
Conferences at close to 1,000, as well as a large
number of “Luxury Hotels”.
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Actor-Specific Visitor Ranking | 77 2—3 BREZ %> 7

London 1
Tokyo 2
New York 3
Paris 4
Singapore 5
Shanghai 6
Bangkok 7
Istanbul 8
Barcelona 9

Hong Kong 10

71.0 [1]

Numbers in [ ] are ranks from the GPCI-2017 [ |AO# &I GPCI-2017 DIBEfL

Resident [4:E#]
G,

London rises from #2 last year to become the
top city for Resident due to the quantity and
quality of its universities, as well as the abundant
opportunities to experience culture—evident in
high scores for “Education” and “Leisure Activities”.
Although Paris (#2) receives positive evaluations
in “Leisure Activities” due to high scores in Total
Working Hours, and “Living Environment” due to
excellent accessibility within the city, it still faces
the problem of rising “Prices”. This is mirrored
for Zurich (#3), considered a very livable city,
which achieves the top rank for “Medical Quality”
and CO, Emissions, as well as strong results in
Water Quality. Tokyo rises to #5 from #6 with a
high quality “Living Environment”, including daily
shopping, dining, and transport convenience, and

improvement in Total Working Hours.
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B Fig. 1 Area and Population of 44 Cities | 3% 44 # i O ERE & A QR
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Global Cities: A Demographic Portrait

AO#» 5 R % #HRETH

he Global Power City Index (GPCI) reveals the comprehensive

power of 44 major cities, theorizing that as power grows, so too
does the potential to attract people and enterprises from around the world.
For cities, however, attaining the same level of power does not necessarily
translate to possessing a similar population structure. Thus, this special
article investigates the demographic profiles of cities from multiple angles
including population, density, age-sex pyramids, and dependency ratios
among others, attempting to shed light on characteristics which have
not been shown by the GPCI.

Figure 1 shows area (circle size) and population (color gradient). It is
clear that Beijing, Sydney, and Shanghai are quite large at 16,406 km?,
12,368 km?, and 6,341 km?, respectively, with Beijing and Shanghai also
significantly more populated than any other GPCI city with 21.7 and 24.2
million residents. In Europe, there exist comparatively smaller-sized cities
with smaller populations, where Geneva supports 0.2 million people in
an area of 16 km?, for example. Among the top 3 GPCI cities, London
is the largest in size with 1,572 km?, while Tokyo’s population is highest
with 9.5 million people.

Figure 2 is a plot of GPCI cities based on population size and density
(population/km?). Paris and Mumbai occupy a similar density range at
20,574/km? and 20,694/km?, while Seoul (16,860/km?), Tokyo (15,109/
km?), and Jakarta (14,524/km?) display higher densities among Asian
cities. Beijing (1,324/km?) and Shanghai (3,816/km?) are separated sharply
with very low densities. Amsterdam (#6) and Frankfurt (#15) rank high
in the GPCI despite their small population sizes, while their influence
extends past boundaries into outer metropolitan regions.
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Dubai’s pyramid shows an extreme bulge for working-
age males between 20-40 years old which is nearly
triple that of females in the same age groups. This
is due to the large number of foreign workers in the
city, most of which are unaccompanied. Hong Kong
likewise shows a unique working-age characteristic
of its population, with a higher proportion of females
through age cohorts of 20-50 year-olds. A significant
number of female foreign domestic helpers, as well
as women from mainland China joining marriage-
partners can explain this trend.
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In Singapore’s case, the city is facing an increasingly
aging population as well as a continuing contraction
at the bottom with fertility rates dropping well below
replacement levels of 2.1 as shown in Figure 7.
London likewise demonstrates the constrictive
pyramid, but it shows that its population isn’t quite as
aged as Singapore, and that it has recently registered
a re-expansion for the youngest cohorts.
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Tokyo and Beijing’s pyramids are similar in that both
cities show definitive aging population pyramids
with a high proportion in the 40-60 year-old range.
Where the two cities differ, though, is within the
younger, working-age groups. Tokyo shows a gradual
contraction moving down the pyramid, whereas
Beijing also contracts, but expands again in the
youngest age-group.
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B Fig. 6 Dependency Ratio | ft/EAOLEE
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ome of the problems associated with unbalanced population
S pyramids can be visualized by the dependency ratio of cities
(Figure 6). The Japanese cities of Osaka (58%), Tokyo (52%), and Fukuoka
(51%) as well as some European cities such as Milan (57%), Barcelona
(53%), and Berlin (50%) display high ratios. Similar ratios are seen for
Cairo (60%), Sao Paulo (52%), Mexico City (49%), and Johannesburg
(45%) as well. The composition of age-groups among these cities differ,
however, with the elderly accounting for a higher percentage in the
Japanese and European cities, and the proportion of young vastly out-
numbering the old in the latter group. As younger cohorts are expected
to gradually shift to working-age, it is the relatively aged cities of the
former group that will face more pressing socio-economic challenges
from a dependency perspective. London and New York, despite their
status as highly-developed cities, manage a ratio with a higher portion
of young than the old, differing uniquely when compared with cities

such as Paris or Tokyo.

Figure 7 shows a plot of GPCI cities based on population growth rate
over the 5-year period from 2010 to 2015 and total fertility rates. This
chart demonstrates that aside from Johannesburg, Cairo, and Jakarta, total
fertility rates for the majority of cities are below replacement levels of
2.1. Despite this fact, all cities excluding Osaka, are experiencing positive
population growth rates. Among them, Dubai (4.9%), Kuala Lumpur
(3.3%), Shanghai (2.9%), Bangkok (2.5%), Istanbul (2.3%), and Beijing
(2.2%) record higher population growth rates, implying that this growth
has been driven by the influx of both foreign and domestic migrants.

In Figure 8, GPCI cities are plotted based on the number of foreign
residents and the number of visitors from abroad. Bangkok attracts
quite a few visitors with over 20 million people, followed by London,
and Singapore. Meanwhile Buenos Aires and Johannesburg marked the
least number of foreign visitors. As these two cities were also evaluated
poorly for Number of Murders in the GPCI, a lack of relative public
safety, among other reasons, may be deterring potential visitors. London,
Singapore, and Dubai perform well in both indicators as these cities are
internationally magnetic, attracting not only residents to live and work,

but also visitors for tourism.
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Sources: GPCI-2018, United Nations, Eurostat Database, United States Census Bureau.
Other data were taken from municipal, sub-national, or national statistical websites.
LRSS, BARRUEOHKETER EAV

With the advancement of globalization, the world has
entered an age where people, products, money, and
information can cross national borders with ease. For
a magnetic city attracting people, these same products
and capital often simultaneously accumulate as well.
The diversity that comes from such accumulation
generates new innovation, which acts as a driving
force of city development and through that, national
economic growth. In other words, the source of urban
vitality is the accumulation of people. Therefore, cities
that strive to provide an attractive and welcoming urban
environment for their people will be best poised to
succeed as global power cities.

JO-N)tE—> 3 DERICEYD. ER-E/ -3 1FRD
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), ZOEMICL S [SHE] P MBI/ N=ValE
EH BTDOEREZNICEIEDEERREDRESICERD
STV, §hb5 BHDENDRREEIDEETHB &
WA B, XD, ZZTEENT 5 A2 ICHEHEY THRaE 4 &f
MIRBERBLLO ERNT2EM 2, R LEHE
LTHBREL TV TH S,
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WHY HAVE CITIES BECOME SUCH STRATEGIC ACTORS
IN A GLOBAL WORLD?
BEHHIEITO-—NIHSICEOWTEEEEELT7 7 22K
AT=DH?

e have forgotten the fact that in the 1970s and 1980s most

major cities had become poor, and several had experienced
serious financial crisis. At the time, the overwhelming notion was that
cities no longer mattered much for national economies.* What stood
out were the large corporations and they did not need to be in cities
because almost all they needed could be done in-house. Prosperous
middle classes came out of this format. On the other hand, the few
international firms of earlier periods were quite different from today’s

dominant sectors; they had long established geographies within which

© Alex MacNaughton

they functioned, often the result of earlier imperial divisions. Finally,
the rise of digital technology was interpreted mostly as meaning that a

firm could locate anywhere, and certainly did not need cities.

But what actually happened in the 1990s and onwards was that major
cities began to emerge as strategic places for the new world economy.
How? Why? What was the reason for this surprising turn of events that

went against so much commentary and analysis of the time?

One key hypothesis I arrived at early on in my research was that a
new type of economic organization was emerging precisely because of
globalization and digitization, and that this brought with it the need
for a whole new type of intermediate economy. A firm that wanted to
operate in multiple countries or regions could no longer produce all the
needed specialized knowledge in-house. It made no sense to hire full
time experts in-house for temporary needs in specialized services such

as Mongolian or Peruvian accounting, law, and investment preferences.

It was this intermediate economy—an economy of highly specialized
sectors that could meet the needs of any company in any country of
the world—that rose as the marker of a new type of economy. This also
explains a second matter that I was quite focused on: the different spheres
and modes of investment that emerged out of major economies in the
world—the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan, Hong Kong,

France, the Netherlands, Brazil, and so many more. These were not
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“Cities began to emerge as
strategic places for the new
world economy precisely
because of their specialized
differences and knowledge”

[EBHDHEGHRBEE XA TLICHT
ZHERAMLSE L TRELIELSHEDIL,
VEAICEMMENEVEMBOERD
Hotf-H5 1]

all the same, as was often thought. They were quite different in their
specialized knowledge and strengths. Just considering the financial
sectors of New York, Tokyo, Hong Kong, London, Frankfurt, and so
on, makes clear that while some of it was standardized, what gave each
of these financial centers their strength and power was their specialized

differences and capacities.

There was another major development that emerged and confused
many observers: the rise of standards and of franchises. This produced
a visual order that often had the same shops in all major cities, again
leading to a notion that all these cities were the same and hence that

they were all competing with each other.

In short, what actually happened was that major cities began to emerge
as strategic places for the new world economy precisely because of their
specialized differences and knowledge. It also meant that global firms
needed to operate in diverse global cities, not just in one as had been the
case in the past. What I also saw in the research I was doing at the time
was that going global from the 1990s onwards meant that firms had to
secure knowledge about all kinds of specialized components of national
economies, thereby feeding the growth of the intermediate economy.

1- 70EER L BOERICE WTEL DEBEEHARFWCEERL, »L
OO IFEAN AR B EECETE L 2 & WS EEL2 K2 IR
DT, B, BHERDEPEREFCLE > TENREERECTRA
ENSEZHRREMCHo7c* BHEL T REEDOEBOKEGH
WTEMEL T i, Blicillmz B BER AP o7 T Lt
TERED b B AP FEBE AR S AE U 7o — T\ SRR N ODTFEL T e E
BIARZEL WS DIE . AHD S0 — SARELFIRELELA Tk, %
nNoofFERE, LELEFEERRROEHEZZGHE, RZcbich %
NENDOIFEHYAZHEL L TE7co 2L TEDHE, 7 ¥ ZAFMDMESRIC
FoThRERECTICTHIMATEETH Y, MHRERAETH 2 LERIND

VCEO fCo

L Ly EBIC 1990 ERDIBICHE T 572 T & & EEE T 2357 Atk FR
BRIEY AT LCBT EEHARE LAYV R LD VS TETHDE, N
BEDESCL T AEHET 572DH ? F7os U DL K DFFE R OHTICK L
TO L7 NERBANEE AR CH oD ?

EEDWIMIBFE TR e E VB D FS Zu— ik 7Y 2 afbic
X o TH L ARFY 2T LAE TN, 2N H L AN AR R AL
BB L LTl WOREE . Z L DECHcoBEERZEL ¥R,
KRELINZEMHEOLETEHNTHS CLRIEPTER, flz
TV INGFELCN—FE, D EXEHCEE, KEHW A L OFEM Y-
RCBF 2 —F 7 = — X L < N CHEOEMR2EM T 201
SHWTRAWDE LR,
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HE HAR, B 77V A ATV R, T 790 RE, EEARKEC.
PHRFIERE AR BB REEL CTREDE, —RIICEZ LN TRSE XS IC,
TNHLDEBERELFHE VWS bT TR AL B EAICEATE
NENHPEVEEDLZDDTH o7co =a—T— 7 CHE, F, 2 F v,
TIVI TN REDEBE s X —%HINE, —IBREELINTVEHD
D B OHEM 2B LN K Sl v X —CRASLTTE S 2T
LT LBHLTH B,
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* For a full development of this analysis see “The
Global City: New York, London, Tokyo” (Princeton
University Press, 1991) and “The Global City:
Enabling Economic Intermediation and Bearing
Its Costs” (City & Community 15:2, June 2016).
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