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I. Global City and Selection
Global influence, regional and cultural representativeness

» Beljing, Shanghai, Seoul, Tokyo, Singapore, Hong Kong,
Dubai, Mumbai,

» London, Paris, Moscow, Berlin,
» New York, Chicago, LA, Toronto, Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro
» Sydney, Cairo




» Smart Infrastructure It facilitates information to circulate in
and beyond cities. This iIndicator assesses the readiness of City
ICT and compactness of iInformation infrastructure.

» Smart economy The products and services of cultural
content are the industrial organization form how a city gets
iInvolved into a regional or even global division of labor.

» Smart governance The government's capability of how to
apply modern fechnology to social and economic
management as well as the open and transparent
administration represents the standard of public service of
this cCity.
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Smart Infrastructure Smart Economy Smart Governance
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» VIl Interpretation of ranking

» (ONew York, London, Tokyo and Paris are ranked as Top 4,
which translates the uncontestable status of these 4 cities in ICT

application as well as consistent cultural atmosphere and
urban governance.

» 2Chicago, Singapore, Berlin, Los Angeles, Seoul, Hong Kong,
Toronto Iin the second tier are well-recognized nexus of major
economies, or modern art center, or with concentrated clout
of audio-visual sectors. In the age of new mediq, they either
keep the traditfional advantage or make full use of
sophisticated information infrastructure and digital content
iIndustry to reengineer the functioning process of cities.



@Moscow, Buenos Aires, Dubai, and Beijing and Shanghai of China
are all distinctive. For example, Beljing and Shanghai are quite
competitive in smart economy bbecause of their business clouts;
Dubai shows its strength in infrastructure because of its tremendous
iInvestment; while Buenos Aires is recognized in social governance
due tfo its complex social structiure.

@ Constrained by economic and political environment, Bombay,
Cairo and Rio fail to establish open network society or provide social
stability. However, Cairo is the de facto capital of Arabic world,
while Bombay has galloping information services and ever
upgrading business conditions.



Reflection

» \We can not change the real world smartness by simply coordinating the
mirror world, just as we can not change the real world ethnography by
simply changing the color of a master plan.

» What could be done at the city level? Re-concentrate on concrete
applications.
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