The role of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors for accommodating creative knowledge: insights from Dublin’s ‘creative class’
Abstract. The creative knowledge city has received considerable attention in the last number of years, not only in the academic literature but also from urban policy-makers. Much of the attention has centred on the ‘creative class’ thesis and its relevance for regional economic growth. By taking the thesis at face value, this paper empirically analyses the extent to which Dublin’s creative knowledge workers conform or otherwise to the characteristics of the ‘creative class’. Thus, we investigate the satisfaction of Dublin’s creative knowledge workers with the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors associated with the city’s living environment. We also analyse the most important reasons for attracting creative knowledge workers to the Dublin region. In addition, the paper also explores the mobility of Dublin’s creative knowledge workers within the context of locational and workplace mobility. The results show that workers within the creative knowledge workers are attracted to Dublin on the basis of classic factors: employment availability, family and birthplace. ‘Soft’ factors play an important role in the decision-making process of only a small minority of workers.
Introduction: Dublin as a creative city?
In his monumental work Cities in Civilisation, Hall (1998) demonstrated that many world cities have a rich history of creative activity. In fact, many of what are perceived as today’s most creative European cities have very specific historical development paths that have nurtured rich cultural and creative milieus over hundred’s of years (for example London and Paris) and this has had a significant impact on the economic development of these regions. In the academic literature, however, the creative city is a relatively new concept which can be traced back to the writings of Tornqvist (1983) and Andersson (1985) in the 1980’s. Yet, it is the work of Landry (2000) and more recently Florida (2002) that has received the greatest attention in terms of its influence on urban policy-making.

Dublin, like many other cities in Europe and internationally has undergone significant economic change in recent years. The regional economy has been transformed into one currently dominated by internationally traded services (particularly ICT and financial services), aided by FDI-led regional development policies (Grimes and White, 2005). In fact, Beaverstock et al (1999) have characterised Dublin as a city that shows relatively strong evidence of world city formation, quite a transition for a city with unemployment rates in excess of 40% in some areas of the city in the 1980s (MacLaran, 1993).

Alongside the emergent dominance of the ICT and financial services sector, the so called ‘creative industries’ would appear to be gaining in importance (Florida and Tinagli, 2004). These industries include publishing, advertising, radio and TV production, news agencies, the arts sector and film and video production. A recent study prepared for the European Commission shows that, between 1999 and 2003, growth in value added to EU GDP from the creative sector was 6.5% for the EU25 (KEA, 2006). Over the same period, the sector grew at a considerably faster pace than the average for the European economy. In an Irish context, the study shows the average turnover growth
 of the cultural and creative sectors to be 7.7% with a growth in value added to GDP of 8.8% (KEA, 2006). Given the importance of the Dublin region to the Irish economy we can assume that the foregoing proportions are similar and perhaps even greater within a Dublin context. Thus, the data points towards the growing importance of the creative economy as a driver for development within the regional and national economy.
The ‘new economy’, the ‘creative class’ and changing location factors
The ‘new economy’

The development and growth of modern cities resides in the dynamics of economic production (Scott, 2006) and its associated work-life relationships. It has been argued that the very nature of the existence of cities lies in their role in accommodating the various spatial divisions of labour associated with the dynamics of economic production and urban development (Maclaran and Killen, 2002). However, cities are also places of social, cultural and political interaction and the manner in which the interplay between these phenomena and the dynamics of economic development are played out in the urban environment will, to some extent at least, determine the attractiveness of cities.

In the academic literature, there is general agreement that advanced capitalist societies are experiencing something of a new economic order. The characteristics of this new order transcend those associated with the mass production systems and rigid labour markets associated with Fordism to what Albertsen (1988) has described as post-Fordism or Harvey (1987) as systems of flexible accumulation. However, the characteristics of the new economic order are difficult to classify. Scott (2006, 3) has suggested that “the leading edges of growth and innovation in the contemporary economy are made up of sectors such as high-technology industry, neo-artisanal manufacturing, business and financial services, cultural-products industries (including the media), and so on, and that these sectors in aggregate constitute a ‘new economy’”. Clearly then, the ‘new economy’ is characterised not only by new types of industry but also by the fact that these emerging industries represent a significant component of growth and innovation within the broader economic system.

Scott (2006) has identified three essential features of the ‘new economy’. First, production in these sectors is characterised by extended networks of companies dominated, in many instances, by large corporate entities but also incorporating many smaller companies often focussing on one specific type of product. The product life-cycle is generally short and is characterised by rapidly changing design specifications in order to serve increasingly individualistic lifestyles. Second, he suggests that labour markets in the ‘new economy’ are extremely fluid and can be associated broadly with temporary and freelance working arrangements. Moreover, Grabher (2004) has asserted that work practices of the most creative fractions of the labour force are organised around temporary project-oriented teams.  Third, as a result of enhanced flexibility in product specialisation the outputs of ‘new economy’ industries compete with one another increasingly on the basis of qualitative and individualistic attributes. Put another way, the symbolic value of products has become at least as important as their practical value (Zukin, 1995; Scott, 2001; Bilton and Leary, 2002).

In geographical terms, sectors within the ‘new economy’ tend to cluster not only in specific cities within global networks, but also in geographic districts within cities themselves. In a Dublin context, examples of these clusters can be seen in the financial services sector - International Financial Services Centre (IFSC) - and in the digital media sector – The Digital Hub (see Bayliss, 2007). Both of these flagship projects are direct policy attempts to develop highly specialised creative and knowledge sectors within the regional economy and internationally.

A number of commentators have highlighted the fact that ‘new economy’ industries are, almost by definition, characterised by social inequalities (Soja and Scott, 1986; Peck, 2005; Scott, 2006). Many new economy industries employ a large number of high-skill, high-wage workers while simultaneously other industries are associated with a large number of low-skill, low-wage workers (see Christerson and Lever-Tracy, 1997). The foregoing authors have raised pertinent questions about the social equity of policies aimed at developing creative cities.
The ‘creative class’ 
Florida (2002a) has suggested that workers in the upper echelons of ‘new economy’ industries constitute a pool of ‘creative’ human capital and collectively this emergent ‘creative class’ is the driving force for economic growth. The main thrust of Florida’s argument is that human creativity is the main source of innovation in the workplace and ultimately it is this source of innovative energy that is crucial for economic success “because new technologies, new industries, new wealth and all other good economic things flow from it” (Florida, 2002a, 21). Put another way, places that have large volumes of talented workers thrive, while those with low volumes show signs of stagnation (Florida et al, 2008). In policy terms, Florida’s work implies that a sudden infusion of creative workers into a city will lead to regional economic growth, almost as if these individuals exist independently of the rest of the economy. It is this kind of interpretation of Florida’s work that has been greeted enthusiastically by urban policy makers, with its suggestion of a simple solution to economic growth and development.

Florida’s arguments in The Rise of the Creative Class centres on what he calls the three T’s of economic growth – Technology, Talent and Tolerance – all three of which are necessary conditions for attracting creative workers and stimulating economic growth (Florida, 2002a). Florida devised separate indices for his three T’s and concluded that a direct relationship exists between them and levels of economic growth, and vice versa, in a series of cities in the United States. His findings imply that companies are attracted to city regions increasingly on the basis of where talent is located and that we have entered an age where the ability of regional economies to prosper depends as much on their ability to attract, retain and develop creative workers as on developing trade in goods and services and attracting capital investment.
But what are the conditions necessary for attracting talented human capital? In recent studies, Florida (2002b, 2008) found that a ‘bohemian’ presence (Tolerance) in an area helps establish an environment that attracts talented individuals (Talent) and that this in its turn attracts and generates innovate high-technology industries (Technology). Thus, creative individuals tend to reside in cities that offer a wide range of cultural, leisure and recreational facilities as well as a lively subcultural scene. In addition, they are drawn to places “with vibrant music scenes, street level culture, active nightlife, and other signifiers of being ‘cool’” (Florida, 2002c, 749-50). Put another way:
‘…the Creative Class is drawn to more organic and indigenous street-level culture. The culture is “street-level” because it tends to cluster along certain streets lined with a multitude of small venues. These may include coffee shops, restaurants and bars, some of which offer performance or exhibits along with the food and drink; art galleries; bookstores and other stores; small to mid-sized theatres for film or live performance or both; and various hybrid spaces…often in storefronts or old buildings converted from other purposes. The scene may spill out onto the sidewalks, with dining tables, musicians,  vendors, panhandlers, performers and plenty of passersby at all hours of the day and night.’ (Florida, 2002a, 182-3).

According to Florida (2005b, 34), the creative class is comprised of a ‘super-creative core’ consisting of a “new class of scientists and engineers, university professors, poets, actors, novelists, entertainers, artists, designers, and architects as well as the thought leadership of modern society: non fiction writers, editors, cultural figures, think-tank researchers, analysts, and other opinion-makers…” whose economic function is to create new ideas, new technology, and/or new creative content. Beyond this group, the creative class also includes a wider circle of knowledge-intensive industries such as high-technology sectors, financial sectors, judicial service, healthcare professions and business management. Individuals in these sectors tend to be engaged in complex problem-solving involving a large amount of independent and creative thinking which requires high levels of education or human capital. Given that the creative class comprises individuals working in the creative and knowledge-intensive industries, we refer to these workers collectively as creative knowledge workers rather than simply ‘the creative class’.

Other academics researching the creative economy have placed significant emphasis on the clustering mechanisms of creative industries (Scott, 1997, 2006; Mommas, 2004; Wu, 2005). However, very little research has focussed on why creative knowledge individuals settle in particular city regions and their perceptions of the attractiveness of the living environment in these regions. Florida’s recent research (2005b; 2008) argues that ‘talent is not a stock, it is a flow’ and that creative individuals do not necessarily settle in the place where they were educated or where their work is located; they are highly mobile in terms of their choice of city. Essentially, Florida and others (Saris and Brouwer, 2005) argue that companies are attracted increasingly to cities on the basis of where talented human capital wants to reside rather than the classic location framework of labour following companies.
Florida’s research has had a considerable influence on urban policy-making with many of his ideas being incorporated into urban policy documents in the United States, Europe and elsewhere. Many cities have focussed on improving the cultural, leisure and recreational facilities within cities including arts festivals, bike paths, bars, cafes, museums and so on, in the hope of attracting talented individuals and thereby boosting economic growth. In a Dublin context, there have already been moves towards implementing creative cities policies at a local authority level with the establishment of the Creative Dublin Alliance (Murphy and Redmond, 2008).
Florida’s ideas have generated strong critical responses from leading academics. Hall (2000, 2004) argues that cities cannot simply become ‘creative’ overnight and that the most creative cities internationally have very specific historical development paths which accounts for their current success while Leslie (2005) has suggested that cities adopting Florida’s urban prescriptions run the risk of supporting an elitist notion of culture. Peck (2005, 762) makes the point that Florida’s Creativity Index has fostered a resurgence in city competition and has served to facilitate urban entrepreneurial strategies in a new form of city boosterism:  “Discourses of creative competition...serve to enrol cities in more far-reaching forms of cultural commodification and artistically inflected place promotion, targeted at a new audience”. Lund Hansen et al (2001) came to a similar conclusion for research conducted on Copenhagen. Indeed, one of the contradictions bound up in the ‘creative class’ thesis is that regardless of the level of human creativity within cities, they continue to harbour social, cultural and economic inequalities. This has led Scott (2006) to suggest that cities cannot truly become creative while such inherent contradictions remain intact.
Further reaction has come from Malanga (2004, 2005, 2008) who has criticised Florida for ignoring basic economic data and, inadvertently, for the ease with which his data can be manipulated. In an analysis of jobs growth in Florida’s ‘creative cities’ index, Malanga (2004) found that growth in Florida’s top ‘creative cities’ has been no faster than the overall growth rate in the United States. Moreover, he asserts that “Florida’s indexes, in fact, are such poor predictors of economic performance that his top cities haven’t even outperformed his bottom ones” (Malanga, 2004, 41). 
Changing location factors: ‘soft’ conditions and labour mobility

The foregoing literature brings us back to what we term ‘soft’ location factors. Despite strong criticism of Florida’s work, the emergence of ‘new economy’ industries has raised important questions not only about the role of ‘soft’ factors for attracting talented workers but also for company location theory (Musterd and Deurloo, 2006). It is difficult to determine precisely what these ‘soft’ factors are, largely due to the intangible nature of factors such as the urban atmosphere or the ‘buzz’ element of cities. However, the concept of a ‘cultural milieu’ as referred to by Florida and others (see Landry, 2000; Roberts, 2006) is undoubtedly important. While Landry stresses the institutional and economic context for attracting talent, Florida focuses on the physical aspects such as public spaces where people can meet including bars, restaurants, and cafes and other semi-public spaces. Both, however, seem to stress that public and semi-public spaces are important for a city to attract talented individuals (Musterd et al, 2007). Whatever the case, ‘soft’ factors associated with city attractiveness are related to the more intangible nature of the overall living environment such as the cultural and leisure facilities, the city environment and the level of tolerance and openness within cities. On the other hand, ‘hard’ factors are related to classic conditions such as the availability of public services, the transport infrastructure and the general cost of living (Table 1).
Table 1. Categorisation of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors associated with the city’s living environment

	‘Hard’ Factors
	‘Soft’ Factors

	Public Services: Street safety; Policing services; Social security; Health services. 
	Cultural and Leisure Facilities: Public Spaces; Festivals and cultural facilities; Galleries and Museums; Pubs; Restaurants; Cinemas; Shopping facilities; Sports facilities.

	Transport Infrastructure: Public transport; Transport within the city; Transport connectivity between the city and periphery; Availability of bicycle lanes
	City Environment: Cleanliness of streets and parks; Footpath condition; Noise pollution; Air pollution; Congestion; Recycling services.

	Cost of Living: Housing and related services; Food and beverages; Leisure services; Transportation.
	Tolerance and Openness: Immigrants; Visible minorities; Different sexualities; Different socio-economic status. 


There have been relatively few empirical studies completed investigating the attractiveness of creative knowledge workers to individual cities. Accordingly, our research contributes to the literature in this area. The research has two aims. First, by taking the ‘creative class’ thesis at face value, we empirically analyse the extent to which Dublin’s creative knowledge workers conform or otherwise to the characteristics of the ‘creative class’. Thus, we investigate the satisfaction of Dublin’s creative knowledge workers with the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors (Table 1) associated with the city’s living environment. We also analyse the most important reasons for attracting creative knowledge workers to the Dublin region.
The second aim relates to the issue of worker mobility. As stated already, Florida (2002) and others (Scott, 2006) have suggested that high human capital individuals are highly mobile in that they move freely between cities and between jobs in search of new or satisfying experiences. This is well-established in the literature. However, we investigate the mobility of Dublin’s creative knowledge workers on two separate levels: (1) locational mobility in terms of the degree of worker movement between cities, and (2) workforce mobility in terms of the degree of worker movement between jobs. This is an attempt delineate differences in mobility characteristics in broader locational terms as well as within the workforce itself.
Methodology

Defining creative knowledge industries
The notion of creative industries was brought about by recent changes in technology and the world economy, and particularly with the emergence of broad uptake in interactive media forms (Hartley, 2005). A range of different definitions exist for creative industries and Markusen (2006) has highlighted the difficulty of defining specific creative sectors. For this study, we use the creative and knowledge industries definition used by the UK Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) which differs only slightly from that suggested in the academic literature (DCMS, 2001). Sectors included in our definition of creative and knowledge industries can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Definition of creative knowledge industries
	Creative Industries
	Knowledge Industries

	· Advertising

· Architecture

· Arts and Antique Markets

· Designer Fashion

· Video, Film, Music and Photography

· Music and the Visual and Performing Arts

· Publishing

· Computer games, software and electronic publishing
· Radio and TV
	· Information Communication Technology (ICT)
· Finances

· Law and Other Business Services

· R&D and Higher Education


Source: DCMS (2001)
In an attempt to overcome the somewhat blurred definition of creative knowledge industries, our analysis targeted workers in specific sectors within the creative and knowledge economy. The sectors were selected on the basis of their NACE code characteristics as well as their importance, in terms of the number of people employed, in the creative and knowledge sectors in Dublin (Table 3).
Table 3. Creative knowledge sectors selected for analysis and their employment contribution to the GDA

	
	NACE Code
	Description
	# employed (2004)
	% employed in sector

	Creative Industries
	722
	Computer games, electronic publishing, software, software consultancy
	16,536
	36.2

	
	921 & 922
	- Motion picture & video

- Radio & TV activities
	4,522

4,416 (‘01)
	9.9

9.7

	
	742
	Architecture
	20,262
	44.3

	Total
	
	
	45,736
	

	Knowledge Industries
	741
	Legal accounting, book-keeping etc
	48,765
	42.1

	
	65
	Financial intermediation
	44,477 (‘02)
	38.4

	
	73 & 803
	R & D

Higher Education
	2,066

20,620 (‘02)
	1.8

17.8

	Total
	
	
	115,928
	


Source: Murphy et al (2008)
Questionnaire and sampling strategy
A questionnaire was administered to creative knowledge workers between July and November 2008. The underlying reasons for creative knowledge workers coming to Dublin were also investigated. Questions relating to the role of ‘hard’ factors such as the quality and attractiveness of public services, transport infrastructure and commuting, and the cost of living in determining the attractiveness of Dublin were also asked. Moreover, questions were asked relating to the role of ‘soft’ factors in determining the attractiveness of Dublin including the quality and attractiveness of cultural and leisure facilities, environmental aspects of the city, and the perceived tolerance and openness of the city. The categorisation of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors related to the attractiveness of city’s living environment can be seen in Table 1. Additionally, questions were asked analysing the locational and workforce mobility of respondents in an attempt to determine their mobility characteristics as well as delve into their future prospects in the Dublin region. 
A stratified random sampling framework was used for sampling workers from the selected creative knowledge sectors. Two strata were identified for sampling purposes: (1) workers from creative industries; and (2) workers from knowledge-intensive industries. The sampling methodology employed a weighting system whereby the responses generated from each sub-sector were weighted to account for the proportion of individuals employed in that specific sub-sector. For example, the architecture sector employs 44.3 % of individuals in the creative sectors selected for analysis; thus, 43 of the 95 responses (45.2%) were from individuals working in the architecture sector.

For each sector (i.e. creative and knowledge), a database of companies was compiled from information contained in the Kompass and Fame company databases. Companies were contacted at random from compiled database listings. We were anxious, insofar as was possible, to achieve a geographical breakdown of companies from the inner and outer city area and to achieve a proportionate breakdown of small and large companies. In this regard, we considered the inner city to be the area of Dublin city which falls within the canal boundaries; we considered small enterprises to be companies with 50 permanent employees or less as per the guidelines of the Irish Small Business Forum (Small Business Forum, 2006). In total, 961 companies were contacted: 570 companies in the creative sector and 391 in the knowledge sector. Of the total contacted, 47 (5.0%) companies participated; 22 in the creative sector and 25 (3.8%) in the knowledge sector (6.4%).
The total number of usable responses was 180: 85 in the creative sector and 95 in the knowledge sector. In terms of creative and knowledge workers only, the total number of responses for the inner and outer city was 86 and 94 respectively. In the creative sector, the number of inner and outer city respondents was 41 and 54 respectively while the corresponding number for knowledge respondents was 45 and 40 respectively. Thus, the geographic distribution of respondents is more or less evenly spread between the inner and outer city. We also achieved a healthy balance of responses from small and large enterprises. In the creative sector 46 and 49 responses were from individuals working in small and large enterprises respectively while the corresponding figures for the knowledge sector were 28 and 57 respectively.

Respondents were required to meet with three basic criteria in order to be included in the final sample. First, they needed to be working in a creative or knowledge industry according to predefined NACE codes (Table 3). Second, they were required to be both living and working within the administrative district of the Greater Dublin Area. Third, they were not permitted to be engaged in an administrative occupation. This is justified on the basis that administration duties are common across all industries and thus would provide little insight into the attitudes and preferences of creative knowledge workers. In addition, the occupation and duties of workers were determined through the questionnaire survey. Those who were deemed not to be involved in a creative occupation – defined broadly on the basis of Florida’s definition (Florida, 2002, 8) - were excluded from the sample. Thus, the final sample includes ‘creative workers’ in the selected creative industries. 
Results

The role of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors for attracting creative knowledge workers

As well as investigating the role of ‘hard’ and ‘soft factors for the attractiveness of creative knowledge workers living in the Dublin region, respondents were also asked for the most important reasons as to why they chose to live there. Interestingly, the top three reasons were all classic ‘pull’ factors: (1) employment opportunities (35.0%); (2) family and relatives (19.4%); and (3) place of birth 18.4%. By way of contrast, the results show that less than 5.0% of respondents cited ‘soft’ factors as the main reason for living in the Dublin region. This suggests that ‘hard’ conditions dominate the reasons why creative knowledge workers are currently living in the Dublin region; ‘soft’ factors appear to play a limited role in decision-making.
Table 4. Satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors for living in the city

	Factor
	Type of Factor
	Satisfied (() or Dissatisfied (()

	Public services
	‘Hard’
	(

	Transport Infrastructure
	‘Hard’
	(

	Cost of Living
	‘Hard’
	(

	City Environment
	‘Soft’
	(

	Leisure and Cultural Facilities
	‘Soft’
	(

	Tolerance and Openness
	‘Soft’
	(


Table 4 shows a generalised breakdown of the survey results for ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ conditions associated with the city’s living environment. Assuming that the characteristics of the ‘creative class’ hold true, it is hypothesised that Dublin’s creative knowledge workers are highly satisfied with the ‘soft’ conditions associated with Dublin as a city in which to live. A detailed breakdown of the results is provided in Figure 1. Generally speaking, the results demonstrate a high degree of worker dissatisfaction with ‘hard’ factors associated with the city’s living environment. In particular, respondents are highly dissatisfied with the city’s public services. Taking health services and street safety as examples, levels of dissatisfaction run at 63.9% and 47.0% respectively while high degrees of dissatisfaction also exist with regard to policing services (32.6%). Cleary, therefore, the quality of the city’s public services is a source of concern for Dublin’s creative knowledge workers.
Satisfaction with the city’s transport infrastructure fared little better with very high degrees of respondent dissatisfaction with transport within the city (67.9%), connectivity between the city and the periphery (70.2%) and also with the quality of public transport in the city (71.9%). This is perhaps unsurprising because it is generally recognised that Dublin has a serious under provision of public transport facilities when compared with similar-sized EU cities. While the degree of dissatisfaction with the availability of bicycle lanes is not as pronounced as with other aspects of the transport infrastructure the results show that this is also considered problematic (Figure 1).
The results for cost of living follow a similar trend to those for the ‘hard’ factors discussed already. Perceptions of the cost of housing (100%), food and beverages (82.9%), leisure activities (80.7%) as well as the general cost of living (94.5%) were all considered to be expensive. Taking the foregoing results for ‘hard’ factors together suggest that Dublin’s creative knowledge workers do not find the city attractive with respect to the city’s ‘hard’ living conditions.
By way of contrast, satisfaction with the city’s ‘soft’ conditions fares considerably better. Taking leisure and cultural facilities initially, which are assumed to be important attractors for the ‘creative class’, the results demonstrate high degrees of satisfaction with almost all activities but particularly the city’s shopping (81.5%) and entertainment facilities such as pubs (81.5%), restaurants (83.7%) and cinema (82.9%) facilities. However, some degree of dissatisfaction does exist with regard to the city’s sports facilities and the availability of public spaces.
In terms of the environmental aspects of the city, the general trend emerging from the results shows that respondents rate many of the city’s environmental aspects rather poorly. In particular, respondent’s poor rating of the cleanliness of the streets (52.8%), noise pollution (44.4%), air pollution (37.6%) and traffic congestion (91.0%) do not reflect well on the environmental aspects of the city’s living environment.
 The general trend emerging from the results suggests that creative knowledge workers perceive Dublin to be a tolerant city. Specifically, there is strong agreement that Dublin is a place that is open to people from other nationalities (64.3%); it is also perceived as a city that is relatively gay-friendly (35.7% in agreement as opposed to 13.9% in disagreement). On the other hand, there is strong agreement that Dublin is a city with tensions between people from different income groups (53.4%) and many respondents disagree that the city is one which is open to visible minorities (32.6%). The foregoing implies that while the general trend throughout the results suggests Dublin to be a tolerant city, mixed impressions exist with regard to some aspects of tolerance and openness in the city.

The analysis leads to the conclusion that Dublin’s creative knowledge workers are highly dissatisfied with ‘hard’ factors associated with living in the region while levels of satisfaction with ‘soft’ factors are generally high with the notable exception of many of the environmental aspects of the city. Thus, the satisfaction with the ‘soft’ factors of the city is as one would expect of the ‘creative class’. However, it is difficult to determine the relative weighting placed by creative knowledge workers on ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors associated with the city’s living environment when determining their overall impression of living in the city. What the analysis shows is that while respondents are generally dissatisfied with the ‘hard’ factors and satisfied with the ‘soft’ factors associated with the city’s living environment, most of them actually came to Dublin as a result of ‘hard’ factors. The analysis indicates that the main reasons why respondents are living in Dublin relates to classic factors such as job availability and family. This suggests that while classic factors were primarily responsible for attracting people to the city initially, those individuals are rather disappointed with the ‘hard’ conditions associated with the quality of the city’s living environment. One of the key questions to arise from the foregoing analysis relates to the extent to which the retention of Dublin’s creative knowledge workers is affected by discontent with ‘hard’ factors of the city’s living environment. This is investigated in the following section.
Mobility and creative knowledge workers

Locational mobility
As stated already, we analyse mobility on two separate levels: (1) locational mobility in terms of the degree of worker movement between cities, and (2) workforce mobility in terms of the degree of worker movement between jobs. With regard to the former, members of the ‘creative class’ are assumed to be highly mobile individuals. Therefore one would expect that many of Dublin’s creative workers would have moved to the region from another area outside the country or from another country. The results confirm that this is indeed the case for the creative knowledge workers surveyed. Over a quarter of respondents (25.2%) lived outside of Ireland prior to living in the city while a further 17.8% lived in another city outside the GDA. The high proportion of respondents that have lived outside of Ireland prior to living to Dublin conforms to the high level mobility characteristics of the ‘creative class’. However, the results for locational mobility show that individuals who are not from the Dublin region were attracted to the region on the basis of ‘hard’ conditions. More specifically, the results show that respondents who have lived in another city in Ireland are now living in Dublin due to the availability of employment or due to the fact that they studied in the city. Workers who have lived outside of Ireland but in Europe prior to living in Dublin also cite employment as the primary attraction to the city while those who have lived outside Europe prior to living in Dublin cite family ties as being the most important pull factor. Taking the foregoing results together suggests that it is predominantly classic location factors that attract creative knowledge workers to Dublin.
From an economic standpoint, one of the most striking results to emerge from the analysis is that 49.5% of respondents consider it likely (almost definitely, very likely or somewhat likely) that they will leave Dublin within the next three years. Rather worryingly, 81.3% of those who are almost definitely going to leave and 64.1% of those who are very likely to leave are in the 25-34 age range, exactly the type of worker that the city’s creative knowledge economy depends upon. The results in the preceding section suggest that dissatisfaction with several aspects of the city’s living environment may be contributing to the decision of respondent’s to leave Dublin in the near future.
Workforce mobility

With regard to workforce mobility it is expected that there will be a high degree of job mobility among the creative knowledge workers analysed. This did indeed turn out to be the case. The results show that 47.0% of workers expect to remain in their current place of employment for three years or less. One can conclude, therefore, that there is a high degree of job turnover in Dublin’s creative knowledge workforce. It is notable also that the foregoing trend exists despite the fact that 67.4% of workers have an unlimited permanent contract. This appears to imply that the degree of job turnover is not motivated by the contract status of respondents. In fact, the most important motivations cited were ‘to find better pay’, the ‘expiration of a current contract’, ‘leaving the country’ or ‘to find a more interesting job’ respectively.

Discussion and conclusions
The results emerging from the study show that workers within the creative knowledge economy are attracted to the city on the basis of classic factors: employment availability, family and birthplace. ‘Soft’ factors play an important role in the decision-making process of only a small minority of workers. While this is a significant result, it would be remiss to assume that ‘soft’ conditions are unimportant in the location decisions of workers. It is one thing to say what attracts people to a particular place in the first place but quite another to say what specific factors retains workers in a particular city for a long period of time. Quite clearly, the decision making process is highly complex and variable and depends on a whole host of socio-economic and personal circumstances. Thus, while ‘soft’ conditions may play only a limited role in attracting individuals to the city in the first instance, they may in fact play a significant role in retaining a talented workforce into the future. This implies that the generally high levels of worker satisfaction with ‘soft’ living conditions may be an important ‘retainer’ of Dublin’s creative knowledge workforce.
Of course, it is difficult to determine the relative weighting placed by creative knowledge workers on ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors of the city’s living environment when determining their overall impression of living in the city. It is even more difficult to determine the extent to which dissatisfaction with one or many of those factors could ultimately influence the decision of workers to live elsewhere. Perhaps this is an area where further research is needed. Musterd (2004) has pointed towards the availability of an adequate housing stock as being an important factor for retaining creative knowledge workers. The results presented here show extremely high levels of dissatisfaction with the cost of housing in the Dublin region. Although the past year has seen downward pressure on house prices in Dublin and hence an easing of affordability problems, the global credit squeeze together with requests for higher deposits from lenders has made access to mortgage credit more difficult. Thus, affordability remains a concern for creative knowledge workers, although perhaps not to the same extent as in the recent past.

As hypothesised, Dublin’s creative knowledge workers are indeed characterised by high levels of locational and workforce mobility and in this sense they conform to the characteristics of the creative class in the literature discussed at the outset. One of the more worrying aspects of the results concerns the intention of almost half the workers to leave Dublin within the next three years. Indeed, more than 60 percent of those who expect to leave are in the 25-34 age range, exactly the type of worker that the city’s creative knowledge economy depends upon. It remains to be seen whether the ‘flight’ of these workers will actually occur, and if it does, whether or not they will be easily replaced by similarly talented workers. The extent to which this trend is related to high levels of dissatisfaction with ‘hard’ factors of the city’s living environment is unclear but it is likely to be a contributing factor. Musterd and Deurloo (2006) have suggested that classic factors are important preconditions for developing and maintaining creative knowledge industries and workers. Bearing this in mind, the results of our work suggest that policies aimed at improving the ‘hard’ conditions of Dublin’s living environment (public services, transport infrastructure, cost of living) may have a positive impact on retaining creative knowledge workers as well as aiding industry within the regional economy. Of course the results are limited to the extent that they analyse only workers in the creative knowledge sector and do not offer a comparative analysis with workers in general. Perhaps this is an area where further research could focus in the future. 
There is no getting away from the fact that the results point towards the importance of classic location theory for understanding the attractiveness of urban regions for creative knowledge workers. In Dublin, the classic conditions are not only the primary factors attracting workers to the region, they also play an important role in shaping workers attitudes towards the attractiveness of the city’s living environment. Given that this is the case, the validity of the creative class thesis deserves, at the very least, further empirical scrutiny if it is to be incorporated into urban and regional policy-making.
Finally, the work of Florida in particular has led to an uncritical rush of some city administrations to latch on to his ‘urban toolkit’ solutions in the hope of delivering urban renaissance style improvements to cities (Peck, 2005). Unfortunately, the issues facing urban areas are considerably more complex than that and require more sophisticated policy responses. The real difficulty for city and regional administrators centres on how to sustain economic growth into the future and, in particular, where to direct increasingly scarce resources. If resources are directed solely at the productive elements of the city and the liveable elements are ignored, the city risks losing a large amount of its human capital which is a vitally important part of attracting investment to the region, especially in the creative knowledge sectors. The opposite is also the case: resources cannot be directed solely at the city’s liveable elements or the productive capacity of the city may be threatened. Looking to the future, it is clear that some form of balance is required if the productive city is to be married successfully with the living city. Therein lies the dilemma for accommodating creative knowledge workers.
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Figure 1. Satisfaction with ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ factors of the city
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� The average turnover growth is a useful economic indicator to measure the growth in a particular sector(s) in comparison to growth in the overall economy within a given timeframe.
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