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What is sustainable competitiveness?

Emphasizes “development that satisfies the
[economic, social, and environmental] needs of
the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their needs”

From Blanke, J., Crotti, R., Hanouz, M. D., Fidanza, B., &
Geiger, T. (2011). The long-term view: developing a
framework for assessing sustainable competitiveness. The
Global Competitiveness Report 2011-2012.World Economic
Forum.



Traditional vs. newer theories of

local “competitiveness”
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Traditional advice for localities:
Narrow focus on location
advantages, tax base and job
creation
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Newer advice for localities: Broaden
focus to include quality-of-life
measures; equity; long-run
outcomes; “sustainable
competitiveness”

Right-hand figure adapted from Kitson, M., Martin, R., & Tyler, P. (2004). Regional Competitiveness: An Elusive yet Key Concept? Regional Studies, 38(9), 991-999.



Our question:

what about policymakers’ vision?

= What do local TN officials consider to be the
“signs of success” for a city or county? How do these

signs align with traditional vs. new theories of local
competitiveness?

= How do officials’ judgments of strengths and
weaknesses In community assets relate to...

...reported local performance?

...attitudes towards cooperation with other
jurisdictions?



= Two focus groups

Including 12 elected officials
representing 7.2% of TN population

Signs of Success

Top 3 Strengths

= Online survey
266 TN local officials responded

Top 3 Challenges

Cooperation Stories and Sparks
City managers
City, metro and county executives
City, metro and county legislators

(more details in overview in docket book)



Key survey measures - overview

* Ranking of SIGNS OF SUCCESS in general

 Judgment of own jurisdiction’s PERFORMANCE over last 3 years
o Difficulty of adequately FUNDING public services

o Assessment of COMMUNITY ASSETS: strengths/challenges

e Openness to COOPERATION with another local jurisdiction



“Signs of success” for localities

Ranked as meaningful
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Jurisdiction performance
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Only a weak relationship A strong positive relationship



Performance vs. community asset strength:

Performance

Rural challenges
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Grant scenario:
What makes cooperation more likely ?

Compete - 38%
Cunperate_ 62%

Stronger community assets associated with more cooperation
— even considering funding difficulty

What would be most significant for the % ranking most
success of the collaboration? significant
#1 Elected officials have good relationship 30%
#2 Elected officials are innovative 22%
#3 Gov'ts had past positive collaboration 20%
#4  Professional staff have good rel'nship 15%
#5 Business leaders support the project 12%




Conclusions

= Is it just about the $$$? No. Even controlling for funding
difficulty, rural/urban, etc.: Greater community asset strength is
associated with higher reported performance on
signs of success

= Location can’t be changed...
but we can build community assets like public institutions and
relationships, social capital and attitudes, and
cultural features

= Openness to cooperation between jurisdictions comes from a
place of community asset strength, not weakness



So...what can we work on?

Harmony - between own and other local gov'ts
Harmony - within own local gov't

PU bl IC aSSGtS Harmony - betw. own local gov't and local business

Efficiency of the local gov't structure

Strength of local gov't leadership

Attitude of residents towards change

SOC I a.l assets Attitude of residents about necessity for public services
Desire educ. young ppl. to stay local

Cultural assets

Avail. special events for rec./tourism

Avail. historical monuments/sites/neighborhoods
Distinct identity for marketing

Residents' entrepreneurial ability

Avail. public activities for children/youth



Thank you!

We gratefully acknowledge funding support from the
Tennessee Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
as well as Tennessee State University

Logistical assistance from the Tennessee Development District
Association, Tennessee County Services Association,
Tennessee Municipal League, MTAS, and CTAS

Graduate students Vania Patartchanova (MBA) and
Julie Roberts (Doctoral student, public administration)
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