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Abstract

:

The examination of the relationship between the construct of urban space and the construct of the quality of urban life is based on the knowledge that their common element is real physical space, i.e., the place. If the examination of the relationship between the two constructs is to be meaningful, then both must be on the same comparative basis—that means quality. The paper consists of two parts—the first part, which is theoretical, takes the form of conceptualization of urban space and the quality of urban life, including the identification of elements which affect them. The result of conceptualizing urban space into a qualitative form is liveability. The result of conceptualizing the quality of urban life is a holistic quality of life in the city, containing two domains—subjective and objective. The second part of the paper is the application of both constructs in a concrete form, based on measuring the values of these indicators and also the analysis of the results. The measurement takes the form of liveability on the one hand and of satisfaction with the place and/or satisfaction with the quality of urban life on the other hand.
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1. Introduction


In this paper we deal with the construct of urban space (US), the construct of the quality of urban life (QoUL), and their relationship. We explore the US, place, city, and other constructs as elements of physical space; we do not deal with virtual space and primarily also not with social space. From the US, we focused on its quality. The description relationship between the US and QoUL is based on the knowledge of the existence of their common element, which is physical space—in the US called “place”, in QoUL called various terms (objective well-being, place) but always related to place. US, especially public US, is a frequently used but it is a vague term in the urban context. Therefore, we identify it with place due to the focus of the paper. This will allow the exploration of the quality of the US, its quantification, and thus create an opportunity to describe its relationship with QoUL. The paper consists of two parts. The theoretical part is focused on the analysis of the urban space/place, QoUL, and the factors that affect them—the city and liveability. In the second part, we focus on US and QoUL measurements, and based on measurements we formulate our findings.



The aim of the paper is to explore the relationship between the US and QoUL, to transform the US into a measurable form, to quantify it in a concrete form, and thus to provide decision-makers in public policy with a valid basis for decision-making.



Exploring the description relationship between urban space and the quality of urban life is not an abstract scientific problem; its findings will contribute not only to urban and geographical knowledge but also to the improvement of urban planning and public policy in general. A “fundamental assumption underlying many approaches to planning and design is that places may be designed to enhance the quality of people’s lives” [1].



1.1. Theoretical Background


The key terms of our paper are city, US, and QoUL. The US can be divided into several urban areas, but it can also consist of only one urban area. Researchers deal mainly with public spaces and open spaces. The US has two dimensions: subjective, called “sense of place”, and objective, called “environment”. QoUL also has two domains: subjective, called well-being, and objective, called site quality. From a spatial point of view, QoUL focuses on parts of the city, the city as a whole, or a large city with its surroundings, forming a metropolitan area.



The basic physical point of our paper is the city “as a whole”, in which the US and QoUL overlap. If the investigator of this overlap is to bring valid results, it is necessary to describe not only the US and QoUL but also the elements that affect them.



1.1.1. City


Cities are among the oldest material artifacts in human history. For thousands of years, they have been and still are a place where the key drivers of human thinking, inventions, art, and creativity operate. As Glaeser states in his book Triumph of the City, ancient Athens or renaissance Florence were at the forefront of development [2]. Today, this role has moved to global cities of the highest category and selected cities in Silicon Valley-type regions.



The study of cities can begin with the questions: what is a city and how can a city be defined? In British English, there is a distinction between the terms of city and town, and this distinction is also used by UN Habitat and other international organizations [3]. In the paper, we do not distinguish these terms and we only use the term city. For millennia, the city was a seat which was separated by walls from its surroundings. This means that it was spatially clearly identified. At present, the population criterion or the legal criterion according to which a city is a seat included in the list of cities by law is used to determine which seat is considered a city. Different countries use different populations to determine whether a seat is a city: Denmark 200 inhabitants; Argentina 2000; India 5000; Japan 50,000; and China 100,000 [3]. According to Caves [4], the city “can be defined as a permanent and densely settled place with administratively defined boundaries whose members work primarily on non-agricultural tasks”. O’Sullivan [5], in the eighth edition of his Urban Economics, states the terms ‘urban area’, ‘metropolitan area’, and ‘city’. These three terms will be used interchangeably. He defines the city in the USA as “an urban area as a geographical area that contains a large number of people in a relatively small area. In other words, an urban area has a population density that is high relative to the density of the surrounding area” [5]. The U.S. Census Bureau considers an urban area “a densely settled geographical area with a minimum population of 2500 people and a minimum density of 500 people per square mile… Metropolitan area is: A core area with a substantial population nucleus, together with adjacent communities that are integrated, in an economic sense, with the core area. To qualify as a metropolitan area, the minimum population is 50,000 people” [5].



Extreme differences in the definition of cities in individual countries have led to difficulties in comparing cities. Therefore, in 2020, the UN Statistical Commission adopted a joint proposal of the European Commission and other major international organizations: A recommendation on the method to delineate cities, urban and rural areas for international statistical comparisons. It is based on the Degree of Urbanization, which combines population size and population density. The traditional division of territory into towns and villages is replaced by three classes—‘cities’, ‘towns and semi-dense areas’, and ‘rural areas’. Cities have 50,000 and more inhabitants, towns 5000–49,999 inhabitants, and villages 500–4999 inhabitants [6]. In the Czech Republic, which is the subject of our focus, the criterion is a population of 5000, but many cities have a lower population (which is the result of historical development). At the same time, there are seats that have a population of more than 5000 but are not recognized as cities. Cities are currently generally not spatially identified, mainly due to urban sprawl and other urban processes.



Currently, the number of people living in cities has exceeded 50 percent of the global population [7], with a forecast of 66 [8] to 75 percent in 2050 [9]. The fastest growth of urbanization will be recorded in low-to-middle-income countries [8]. In Europe, 75 percent of the population lives in cities, and in some countries such as Belgium, Malta, the Netherlands, Iceland, and Luxembourg it is more than 90 percent. The country with the lowest urban population is Moldova with 43 percent. In 2050, the European average urbanization rate will be more than 80 percent [10]. As a result, the current rate of urbanization will increase only slowly, with some countries experiencing a slight decline in urbanization.



In 1966, the following seven global cities or urbanized regions were considered the most important: London, Paris, Moscow, New York, Tokyo, the German region Rhine-Ruhr, and the Dutch city region of Randstad [11].



At the turn of the millennium, socio-economic development, including urban development, was influenced by accelerating globalization, to which geographers from the Globalization and World Cities Research Network (GaWC) responded by identifying the structure of global cities with Alpha, Beta, and Gamma categories [12]. “Globality” of cities is measured by several rankings, which jointly identify New York, London, Tokyo, and Paris in the first four places. In the Global Cities Index for 2020, Moscow ranks 20th among the 25 most important cities as the only city in Central and Eastern Europe [13]. After the disintegration of the bipolar world and the accompanying political and economic changes, the cities of Central Europe also became involved in the global development of cities, of which Warsaw and Prague have the most important positions on an international scale. The position of these two cities confirmed their inclusion in the highest category Alpha, subcategory Alpha [14]. Development of Central European cities in EU member states in terms of the structure of their driving forces is explored by Raźniak et al. [15].



The processes related to the development of current post-industrial cities are very differentiated depending on which country we analyze. In developed countries, the processes of urbanization, suburbanization, deurbanization, shrinking city, and urban sprawl are taking place simultaneously. According to Barreira et al. [16], population decline in some types of cities is occurring all around the world. The shrinking city process, with an impact on cities and their US, is the product of urbanization caused by industrialization as well as urban population growth. Just as industrialization began in England, the processes of deindustrialization and subsequent shrinkage of cities began in this country. The depopulation of cities as a result of migration is reflected in the growing vacancy of buildings, streets, and entire neighborhoods. This has a strong impact on the people who remain in the shrinking city. Between the years 1970 and 2014, 10% of cities worldwide lost population, compared to 40% in Europe, the United States, and Canada between the years 1990 and 2000. After the regime change in 1990, shrinking city processes also manifested themselves in the countries of the former Soviet Union and the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, including the Czech Republic. The declining processes of city populations affected more than 50% of cities in the Czech Republic, the Baltic countries, and the Balkans. In connection with the shrinking city process, it is important to state that it is not linear in time or space, and it does not apply to all cities in a given country or to all cities in a given size category in one country. In the Czech Republic, this is illustrated by the decline in the population of some regional cities. The problem is that research is dedicated to the shrinking city processes of cities with more than 50,000 inhabitants, but Europe is dominated by cities with 10,000 to 50,000 inhabitants [17].



Urban development is fundamentally affected by one of the key demographic processes, which is fertility. A fall in the birth rate below the survival rate of 2.1 children per woman will have serious social, economic, and political consequences. At the beginning of the 21st century, the UN forecasted population declines in Estonia, Latvia, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Ukraine, Hungary, Belgium, Spain, and Italy [18]. At present, population decline affects all European countries. The population of the Czech Republic is not declining, because the decline of the Czech population was replaced by emigrants from Central and Eastern European countries, especially from Ukraine, until the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. The complexity of urban development in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe is currently illustrated by Prague. Over the recent decades, the Czech inhabitants of Prague have moved to the surrounding districts of Prague-East and Prague-West, resulting in the position of the Prague agglomeration as the only population-growing region of the Czech Republic. However, the population of Prague is not declining, because the migration increase of foreigners is higher every year than the migration decrease and the natural decrease of the Czechs. In 2020, 228,000 foreigners lived in Prague, representing 17% of its population and 36% of foreigners throughout the Czech Republic. The share of foreigners in Prague is growing faster than the share of foreigners in the whole of the Czech Republic (Czech statistical office 2021). Regardless of the growth or decline of urban populations in developed countries, the quality of life of their inhabitants is improving. In developing countries, there is an uncontrollable increase in the urban population due to the migration of people from the countryside to the cities, especially the largest ones. Some governments are responding to this trend by supporting the development of smaller towns. Rezvani et al. [19] illustrate this with the example of the Iranian city of Noorabad.



We answer the question “what is a city?” as follows: The present city is a complex system of social, economic, and environmental ties of people living usually in large numbers and permanently in one place.




1.1.2. Urban Space/Place


In urban studies, the term “space” is used, both in a general context, e.g., “social space” or “public space”, as well as in relation to a specific space, which may be a street or a district of a city. In terms of our paper focus, we consider the US to be a place.



The US is an aspect of urbanization [20]; it is a spatial part of the city that is usually not defined administratively. The terminology related to the phenomenon of cities is not uniform and this also applies to the US. In addition to this term, the term “urban area” is also used [21]. Defining the US is difficult [20]. The reason is that none of the components that make up the US—neither the city nor the space—has a fixed definition. According to the US definition, it “refers to several urban areas and their related multicentric municipalities forming a whole in a single stretch” [22].



The conditions for living in the city are formed by technical and transport networks, which together with cultural, medical, educational, sports facilities, and parks form an environment—an objective dimension of the US. According to Adams [23], it is an objective quality. This environment represents the external circumstances for the social life, work, study, culture, and leisure of the city’s inhabitants, forming the sense of place; the subjective dimension of the US. According to Adams [23], is it a subjective quality.



As mentioned above, the element in which the US and QoUL overlap is the place. The quality of the place is considered by Murgaš and Klobučník [24] to be an objective dimension of quality of life. According to Marans [25], there is considerable evidence of the fact that “place matters”. A place is any locality on the earth’s surface, being urban, rural, or natural. In the urban sense, the place is part of the US. At the same time, the city is the sum of neighboring places. Geographers consider place to be one of the five key themes of geography [26]. Place consists of three components: location, locale, and a sense of place. Location is the position of a particular point on the surface of the earth. Locale is the physical setting for relationships between people, and sense of place is the emotions someone attaches to an area based on their experiences. “Place, here, is defined as a portion of space that has accumulated particular meanings at both the level of the individual and the social” states Cresswell [27]. However, Ziółkowska-Weiss [7] states: “the very definition of a place that can be considered sustainable, open and functional is still not clarified”.




1.1.3. Liveability


We briefly characterized the city, the US, the place, and its operations. The term “liveability” represents a comprehensive expression of the conditions of a place to live in it. The Cambridge English Dictionary (online) defines liveability as follows: “the degree to which a place is suitable or good for living in”. According to the architectural and consulting company Ramboll [28], “Liveability describes the frame conditions of a decent life for all inhabitants of cities, regions and communities including their physical and mental wellbeing”. In his famous fourfold matrix of four qualities of life, Veenhoven [29] distinguishes “livability of environment” (he also uses the term liveability) and “life-ability of the person”. It is clear from this that the term livability is related to the environment and life-ability to man. Livability, synonymous with habitability, is the result of a combination of life chances and outer qualities. Veenhoven [30] defines it as follows: “Livability is the degree to which a living environment fits the adaptive repertoire of a species. Applied to human society, it denotes the fit of institutional arrangements with human needs and capacities.”



Liveability is investigated by Okulicz-Kozaryn [10], who identifies it with the objective dimension of quality of life. It follows that liveability can be seen in relation not only to the city but also to any place. The correlation between the subjective dimension (well-being) and liveability has a value of 0.40. Given the focus of our paper, we define liveability as the level of external conditions of a place for a good life.




1.1.4. Quality of Urban Life


The quality of life is divided into urban and rural according to the place where the people we are interested in live. Nuvolati [31] defines urban quality of life as follows: “quality of urban life regards the living conditions in urban areas and mainly in the cities”. In our opinion, QoUL, like QoL, is holistic, and therefore contains two dimensions. In addition to living conditions representing an objective dimension, it also includes satisfaction with life in the city. We therefore define QoUL as an expression of satisfaction with life lived in the city. The key position of cities in today’s world also corresponds to the number of authors investigating the quality of urban life [1,9,19,25,31,32,33,34,35,36]. The authors focused on the quality of rural life are less common [37,38]. The study of QoUL began in the 1960s [25]. QoUL, like quality of life, is often identified with well-being, satisfaction with life, or happiness.



QoUL is an expression of the degree of satisfaction of the inhabitants with their life in a given city, either on the Cantril numerical scale 0–10 or on 5- or 7-degree word Likert scale. In developed countries, life satisfaction is above average and is therefore referred to as well-being. QoUL acts as a significant factor in the city’s attractiveness from a migratory point of view or as a factor influencing city growth, as analyzed by Royuela et al. [21].






2. Methods and Results


We conceptualized US and QoUL into a form that allows them to be measured; QoUL is measured by Ira and Andráško [39], Lora and Powell [40], and Tiran [41]. Murgaš and Klobučník [42] in their paper investigated QoUL of Czech cities according to size categories (Table 1) and QoUL regional cities (Table 2).



Table 1 shows that the largest Czech cities of Prague, Brno, Ostrava, Pilsen, Liberec, and Olomouc have the highest QoUL values. Table 2 includes the QoUL values and the ranking of regional cities.



The sharp deterioration of QoUL values in Ústí nad Labem, Karlovy Vary, and Ostrava in comparison with other regional cities comes as a surprise. In Ostrava, the low level of QoUL goes hand in hand with the shrinking city process. Ostrava was the industrial center of the state with mining and heavy industry, and in 1990 it had population of 331,000. After the fall of the previous regime, these industries were hit by a steep decline, and in 2020 the population fell to 285,000. According to geographers from the University of Ostrava, the shrinking city process in Ostrava had a mild course, incomparable with cities such as Liverpool or Leipzig, where the population dropped by hundreds of thousands. Nevertheless, in some US of Ostrava ‘socially excluded localities’ were created [43], and Murgaš and Drápela [36] explored QoUL in socially excluded localities.



However, the regional city of Karlovy Vary, the most important Czech spa center with a long tradition, in which there is almost no industry, also has a very low QoUL value. The city was included in the UNESCO list in 2020. Both cities with completely different structural problems have similarly low QoUL values. We pay attention to the differentiation of QoUL in Czech cities in an effort to emphasize the need for a comprehensive approach to QoUL.



In the introduction of this paper, we formulated its intention to provide valid data for policy-makers in urban planning. Khorrami et al. [44] used electronic databases to assess 3599 papers of investigated liveability, of which 67 measured it. The result is the identification of the most important domains: (i) economic, (ii) environmental, (iii) institutional, (iv) social, and (v) domains of governance (policy).



Psatha et al. [32] proposed 12 QoUL domains together with their specific indicators, which can be further specified (Table 3). Their design is a common top-down solution approach when someone determines what constitutes QoUL in our case. The opposite approach—“bottom-up”—would in the European conditions mean asking the inhabitants of European cities which indicators or domains they consider most important for QoUL. Subsequently, in the first step would necessitate compiling a binding QoUL questionnaire according to size categories of cities. The second step would include regular identification of QoUL similarly to the European Social Survey questionnaires. The “bottom-up” approach will provide more valid data than the “top-down” approach.



QoUL or liveability is measured worldwide in cities of all size categories, from small cities or suburbs [45] to metropolitan areas of large cities [46], with the various indicators used. Table 4 shows the domains (in some cases these are indicators) of selected liveability and QoUL measurements.



An overview of the domains and indicators used to measure liveability and QoUL shows that they are similar, but not the same. The problem of unifying—but not unification (The choice of liveability and QoUL indicators is determined by their availability for individual size categories of cities and also by cultural contexts. These were reflected in the preparation of materials for planning of the increasing liveability in Bangkok, drawing on the experience of Australian researchers who developed such material for Melbourne. Access to temples and cultural opportunities as a minor element of social infrastructure in Melbourne has been shown to be an important element of social infrastructure in Bangkok [8].) of indicators can be solved by disclosure of the recommended indicators by a respected international entity. This was the case with the WHO definition of quality of life.



Liveability is not only an academic issue but also has an economic dimension, among other things, in the form of real estate prices, which is why economic publishing houses also focus on it. The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) publishes the Global Liveability Index, which evaluates 140 cities around the world (Table 4). It uses the following as indicators: (i) stability, (ii) healthcare, (iii) education, (iv) culture and environment, and (v) infrastructure. Table 5 shows that the liveability in the 140 most important cities in the world is relatively stable. In 2015–2017, the changes at the top of the ranking were minimal, and in 2018–2019 Melbourne replaced Vienna at the very top, with some Japanese cities and Copenhagen replacing some Australian cities, but overall, it can be stated that the changes in the top seven were small. However, the COVID-19 pandemic caused major changes in ranking in 2021, with the average liveability falling by six points. Vienna dropped from the list of 10 of the world’s most liveable cities, as did the Canadian cities of Vancouver, Toronto, and Calgary. The top ten cities in the index for 2021 include six cities from New Zealand and Australia, and another two locations also belong to cities from the islands of Japan. Only the Swiss cities of Zurich and Geneva represent inland countries.



The success of cities from island countries shows the effectiveness of using the possibility of strict border controls and the ability of policy-makers to respond to the development of a pandemic [49].



German Hamburg took the lead in the “biggest movers down the ranking”, as it fell by 34 places to place 47 in the ranking for 2021 (Table 5). Table 6 shows the list of the cities that managed to increase their liveability during the pandemic—Honolulu managed to do so by 46 places.



The comparison of Table 6 and Table 7 show a surprising finding—the highest increase and decrease in their liveability was achieved by major cities in developed countries.



We focus more closely on the EIU index in more detail for two reasons. The first is that liveability values are relatively stable and high in the most important cities in the world. The second reason is the strong impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the measurement of liveability in 2021. In addition to other effects, this impact meant the justification of the rejection “death of geography” [55]. The extinction of geography in the form of the loss of the meaning of physical space was expected in connection with the transfer of social and economic activities from real to virtual space and the expansion of globalization. Another finding brought about by the pandemic on liveability measurement was the return of the geographical location. At the time of the explosion of globalization, the term “geographical location” seemed to be forgotten, but cities from island countries are at the top of the liveability ranking of the most important cities in the world.



Forbes made the unusual measurement of The World’s Best and Worst Cities to Live with its Expat City Ranking 2020. Each year, the pool of the four million expat community determines the ranking of Best and Worst Cities to Live. The pool includes foreigners living in the given cities for a long periods of time. In 2020, 15,000 expats determined the ranking shown in Table 8. Overall, 66 sites were evaluated [56]. This measurement expresses the “satisfaction with place”.



In QoUL face-to-face measurements, individuals express satisfaction with life, or satisfaction with place, happiness, and other variables on either the numerical Cantril or verbal Likert scale. The resulting QoUL is the average of these values. In the Forbes measurement, expats determine the best and worst city for life, with the result being the sum of the best or worst rankings. Spanish cities are very well placed among the best cities to live in, and together with Lisbon in Portugal, they make up half of the top ten. On the other hand, Rome, Milan, and Paris, the world-famous “dolce vita” or “savoir vivre” centers, which are associated by tourists with cuisine and wine, and fashion and monuments of the highest quality are among the worst cities to live. Rome is the second worst city in the world. Brulé and Veenhoven [57] compared the quality of life in European Nordic and Romanesque countries. Denmark, the Netherlands, and Sweden had higher values not only in quality of life but also in other variables related to quality of life than France, Italy, and Spain. So why are the four Spanish cities on the list of the top ten places to live and not among the worst cities, along with Rome, Milan, and Paris—“as they should be”? We point this out because in such a complex and multidimensional concept as quality of life, the measured values are often different “than they should be”. Clarifying this issue is a big scientific challenge for researchers.



The following key findings are derived from the described liveability and QoUL measurements:




	-

	
Liveability is characterized in the dictionary as the “degree” in which the place is good for life [58], and according to another source it is “frame conditions” (Ramboll, online). Liveability in the form of a degree can be understood as liveability in the narrower sense, while liveability in the form of frame conditions is liveability in the broader sense.




	-

	
Liveability in the narrower sense represents the sum of technical equipment of the place, while liveability in the broader sense represents the sum of technical equipment, social relations, and environmental characteristics. The difference between a narrower and a broader understanding of liveability can be illustrated as follows: “school” is technical equipment, i.e., belongs to liveability in the narrower sense. “Education” is a characteristic for the population, so it is not technical equipment and therefore belongs to liveability in a broader sense.




	-

	
As with other social constructs, terminological chaos persists in the liveability construct. In addition to the term liveability, you can also see the term “urban facilities” [48] or the term “amenities” [59].




	-

	
The authors of the paper do not know about the measurement of the liveability of Czech cities by scholars. Therefore, it is not possible to compare liveability and QoUL, based on measuring life satisfaction on a scale of 0–10.




	-

	
The relationship between the US and QoUL in a particular city is affected by whether or not the shrinking city process works. Although, in the Czech Republic, the accompanying phenomena of this process are not as significant as in cities such as Liverpool or Leipzig, in some US of some cities, e.g., Ostrava, it led to the transformation of US into socially excluded localities. In relation to QoUL in these localities, [36] report unexpected findings.




	-

	
The most important finding is the recognition that liveability is an objective dimension of QoUL, i.e., quality of the place. This finding confirms the validity of the argument by Okulicz-Kozaryn [10]. At a time when new vague terms are emerging in the social sciences, such as “social quality” [60,61], “economic well-being” [62], and others, we see meaning not in producing new vague terms but in the development of epistemology of already established constructs.










3. Conclusions


In the paper, we focused on the city, its US, and the QoUL of its inhabitants. The objective of the paper was formulated as follows: to explore the relationship between the US and QoUL, the transformation of the US into a measurable form, and its quantification. The common element in which the US and QoUL overlap is the physical space, which has the form of a place. The first part of the paper analyzes the urban space/place, QoUL, and the factors that affect them—city, topophilia/topophobia, sense of place/placelessness, and liveability. The result comes in the form of an understanding of liveability as a comprehensive expression of the conditions of a place and life in it. The second part is focused on the measurement of liveability and QoUL, confirming the complexity of the quality-of-life construct. The key finding of paper is the recognition that liveability is an objective dimension of QoUL, i.e., quality of the place.



Further research needs to focus on two areas: (i) the development of QoUL epistemology, necessary for global urban growth, and (ii) the development of epistemology based on measuring both dimensions of QoUL, which confirms or refutes the key finding of our paper that liveability is the quality of place, and thus the objective dimension of QoUL. Confirmation of findings will give urban planners, urban geographers, and city authorities valid information for urban development. The rebuttal of findings will mean the need to continue to look for valid information resulting from the measurements.
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Table 1. Values of quality of urban life in group size of Czech cities [44].






Table 1. Values of quality of urban life in group size of Czech cities [44].





	Population
	Average Value Quality of Life





	Municipalities
	5.81



	Cities
	5.14



	less than 2000
	4.63



	2001–5000
	5.15



	5001–10,000
	5.33



	10,001–20,000
	5.18



	20,001–50,000
	5.20



	50,001–100,000
	5.17



	more than 100,000
	6.77
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Table 2. QoUL index and ranking of regional cities from all 6251 Czech municipalities [44].






Table 2. QoUL index and ranking of regional cities from all 6251 Czech municipalities [44].





	City
	Index Quality of Life
	Ranking of the City from All Czech Municipalities





	Brno
	7.74
	12



	Hradec Králové
	7.63
	24



	Jihlava
	7.39
	70



	Praha
	7.26
	123



	České Budějovice
	7.30
	228



	Zlín
	6.96
	289



	Olomouc
	6.51
	740



	Liberec
	6.41
	901



	Plzeň
	6.36
	991



	Pardubice
	6.26
	1155



	Ústí nad Labem
	4.68
	4628



	Karlovy Vary
	4.57
	4797



	Ostrava
	4.17
	6327
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Table 3. Design of domains and QoUL indicators for European cities [32].
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	Economic Environment
	Social Environment



	Employment opportunities, employment structure, average income and income distribution, living costs, etc.
	Crime, social inequalities, social exclusion, networks and infrastructure



	Natural environment
	Built environment



	Air quality, water resources, waste management, suburban natural environment, accessibility to areas of natural beauty, weather and climate
	Building density, housing conditions, public monumental buildings, building stocks, neighborhoods, etc.



	Urban and suburban green spaces
	Public spaces–Public buildings



	Total area and rate per resident, conditions, allocation, accessibility, usage, etc.
	Area, quality, condition and maintenance, accessibility, visiting rates, etc.



	Culture–Leisure
	Demographic data



	Cultural resources, tourism infrastructure, recreation areas, leisure activities, entertainment capabilities, cultural life, available choices
	Marital and family status of adults, age rates, level of education



	Education
	Healthcare



	Education units, quality and maintenance, attendance per education level, private schools etc.
	Health services, accessibility, social welfare for the disadvantaged, etc.



	Democratic institutions
	Traffic and transportation



	Democratic regime, election of local government, voting rates, etc.
	Traffic conditions, parking spaces, efficiency of public transportation and level of transportation services, accessibility of districts
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Table 4. Selected liveability and QoUL measurements.






Table 4. Selected liveability and QoUL measurements.





	
Murgaš and Klobučník [42]

	
Rišová and Pouš [47]

	
Gallup [48]

	
Badland et al. [46]

	
Khorrami et al. [44]

	
Economist Intelligence Unit [49]

	
Ziółkowska-Weiss [7]




	
Gold Standard Quality of Life

	
Urban Facilities

	
Gallup–Sharecare Well-Being Index

	
Urban Liveability Index

	
Measuring Urban Liveability

	
Global Liveability Index

	
Quality of Urban Space in Greater Toronto Area






	
Suicides

	
Public sport facilities

	
Sense of purpose

	
Employment

	
Economic

	
Stability

	
Housing




	
Life expectancy at birth—males

	
Bus stops

	
Social relationship

	
Food environment

	
Environment

	
Healthcare

	
Work




	
Life expectancy at birth—females

	
Parks

	
Financial security

	
Housing

	
Institutions

	
Education

	
Transport




	
Mortality

	
Primary schools

	
Relationship to community

	
Public open space

	
Society

	
Culture and environment

	
Natural environment




	
Birth rate

	
Nursery schools

	
Physical health

	
Social infrastructure

	
Governance

	
Infrastructure

	
Tourism, leisure, and relaxation




	
Divorce rate

	
Public libraries

	

	
Transport

	

	

	




	
University education

	
Pharmacies

	

	
Walkability

	

	

	




	
Unemployment

	
ATMs

	

	

	

	

	




	
Emission balance

	
Bank branches

	

	

	

	

	




	
Generativity

	
General practitioners

	

	

	

	

	




	

	
Post office branches

	

	

	

	

	




	

	
Playgrounds

	

	

	

	

	




	

	
Grocery stores
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Table 5. Ranking of the most successful cities in the Global Liveability Index in 2015–2021 [50,51,52,53,54].






Table 5. Ranking of the most successful cities in the Global Liveability Index in 2015–2021 [50,51,52,53,54].





	
Ranking the World’s Most Liveable Cities 2015–2021




	
City

	
2015

	
2016

	
2017

	
2018

	
2019

	
2021






	
Melbourne

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
8–9




	
Vienna

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	




	
Vancouver

	
3

	
3

	
3

	
6

	
6

	




	
Toronto

	
4

	
4

	
4

	
7–8

	
7–8

	




	
Adelaide

	
5–6

	
5–6

	
5–6

	
10

	
10

	
3




	
Calgary

	
5–6

	
5–6

	
5–6

	
4

	
5

	




	
Sydney

	
7

	

	

	
5

	
3

	




	
Perth

	
8

	
7

	
7

	

	

	
6




	
Auckland

	
9

	
8

	
8

	

	

	
1




	
Helsinki

	
10–11

	
9

	
9

	

	

	




	
Zurich

	
10–11

	

	

	

	

	
7




	
Hamburg

	

	
10

	
10

	

	

	




	
Osaka

	

	

	

	
3

	
4

	
2




	
Tokyo

	

	

	

	
7–8

	
7–8

	
4–5




	
Copenhagen

	

	

	

	
9

	
9

	




	
Wellington

	

	

	

	

	

	
4–5




	
Geneva

	

	

	

	

	

	
8–9




	
Brisbane

	

	

	

	

	

	
10
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Table 6. Biggest movers down the ranking in the past six months 2021 [49].
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	City
	Index
	Rank
	Rank Move
	Index Move





	Hamburg
	81.9
	47
	−34
	−8.5



	Frankfurt
	82.8
	39
	−29
	−8.5



	Dusseldorf
	80.2
	50
	−28
	−8.3



	Prague
	71.2
	72
	−27
	−9.6



	Dublin
	80.1
	51
	−22
	−6.4
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Table 7. Biggest movers up the ranking in the past six months 2021 [49].
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	City
	Index
	Rank
	Rank Move
	Index Move





	Honolulu
	90.6
	14
	46
	14.2



	Houston
	84.0
	31
	31
	7.8



	Madrid
	86.8
	19
	25
	5.5



	Miami
	84.3
	28
	24
	5.6



	Barcelona
	88.3
	16
	22
	5.5
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Table 8. The World’s Best and Worst Cities to Live (adapted from Bloom Begley [57]).
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The World´s Best Cities to Live

	
The World´s Worst Cities to Live




	
Rank

	
City

	
Country

	
Rank

	
City

	
Country






	
1.

	
Valencia

	
Spain

	
1.

	
Salmiya

	
Kuwait




	
2.

	
Alicante

	
Spain

	
2.

	
Rome

	
Italy




	
3.

	
Lisbon

	
Portugal

	
3.

	
Seoul

	
South Korea




	
4.

	
Panama City

	
Panama

	
4.

	
Milan

	
Italy




	
5.

	
Singapore

	
Singapore

	
5.

	
Nairobi

	
Kenya




	
6.

	
Malaga

	
Spain

	
6.

	
Paris

	
France




	
7.

	
Buenos Aires

	
Argentina

	
7.

	
Johannesburg

	
South Africa




	
8.

	
Kuala Lumpur

	
Malaysia

	
8.

	
Santiago de Chile

	
Chile




	
9.

	
Madrid

	
Spain

	
9.

	
Dublin

	
Ireland




	
10.

	
Abu Dhabi

	
United Arab Emir.

	
10.

	
Hong Kong

	
Hong Kong SAR
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