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Study on Urban Competitiveness in the Main Central City of the Southern Xinjiang
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Abstract : By building the index system of urban competitiveness, using the coefficient of variation, combining
with the weighted sum to determine urban competitiveness score, and analyzing the central city competitive-
ness in southern Xinjiang, some conclusion was drawn. The change in the city’s economic strength and the
competitiveness of the role of government was consist with the change of the city's comprehensive competi-
tiveness. The change in the scale of urban competitiveness lags was somewhat behind the city’'s comprehen-
sive competitiveness. The change of the eco-environmental competitiveness was very different from the
change of the city’s comprehensive competitiveness. The competitiveness changes of economic structures and
infrastructure were relatively stable. The growth of city's comprehensive competitiveness score in all the cit-
ies varied widely in southern Xinjiang from 2005 to 2010. For example, Korla City, Turpan City, Atushi
City, these citys’ comprehensive competitiveness scores showed negative growth, and their growth rates
were —0.031 58, —0.027 5 and —0. 007 96, respectively. However, the Kashgar city, Aksu city, Hotan
city, these cities presented a certain degree of growth and their growth rates were, 0. 203 34, 0. 028 163 and
0.128 59, respectively.
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