Table 1.1 The Creative Economy

NUMBER OF WAGES AVERAGE
SECTOR WORKERS SHARE (BILLIONS) SHARE SALARY
Creative Sector 38,893,360 30.1% $1,993 47.0% £51,244
Manufacturing Sector 33,498 670 26.0% $966 28R £28.852
Service Sector 56,171,370 43.5% £1.273 30.0% $22.657
Total 129,024,100 §4.241 $32 869
Source: Compiled by Kevin Stolarick from Bureau of Laber Statistics dara.
Table 3.1 High Technology Rankings for Benchmark Regions
RANK
AMONG
BENCHMARK OVERALL
REGIONS CImY SCORE RAMK,
1 San Jose 23.686 1
2 Dallas—Fort Worth 1.063 2
3 Baston 6.308 4
4 Seattle 5191 3
2 Washington 5078 6
6 Albuguergue 4978 7
7 Atlanta 3462 10
g Phoenin—Mesa 2604 12
9 Oakland 2213 14
10 Philadelphia 2.192 15
11 Rochester 1.953 16
12 San Diego 1932 17
13 Ralgigh—Durham 1.892 18
14 Denver 1812 19
15 Austin—San Marcos 1.775 21
16 San Francisco 1623 2
17 Houston 1621 23
18 Boise City 1427 24
19 New Haven 1.333 25
20 Portland-Salem-Vancouver 1.333 26
21 Boulder 1.123 27
22 Halamazoo 1.093 28
23 Indianapolis 1.070 2
24 Kansas City 1.034 k)|
25 Minneapolis—St. Paul 0.981 2
26 Lubbock 0.967 13
27 St. Louis 0.927 KLl
28 Cedar Rapids 0916 35
29 Orlanda 0.822 36
0 Detroit 0.790 38
il Fittsburgh 0.482 47
32 Tampa-5t. Petershurg 0.420 3l
KK} Baltimore 0.357 68
kL Cleveland—Akron 0.225 69
35 Miami—Ft. Lauderdale 0.240 70.5

Source: Ross C. DeVol, Americas High Techrafagy Econamy, 1999



Table 3.2 Forbes Best Places Top 15

RANK CITY RANK CiTy
1 Seattle, WA q Houston, TX
2 Austin, TX 10 Atlanta, GA
3 Dallas, TX 11 Orange County, CA
] Ventura, CA 12 San Diego, CA
5 Dakland, CA 13 Omazha, NE
f Somersat, NI 14 Santa Rosa, CA
7 Demver, CO 15 Tampa, FL
] San Jose, CA

Source: Farbe: magazine, 1999

Table 3.3 Amenica's Most Wired Cities

RANK Cary
1 San Francison
2 Atlanta
3 Washington
4 Austin
5 Seattle
6 Minneapolis—5t. Paul
7 Boston
g New York
9 Chicago
10 Miami
11 Denver
12 San Diego
13 Dallas
14 Pittsburgh
15 5t. Louis

Source: Yaboo! Internet Life magazine, htp/fwww zdner.comdyil/content/mag/ 9803/



Table 3.4 Software Workers in Benchmark Regions

RATE OF

CHANGE  CHANGE  ANMUAL
REGION FER MILLION MUMEER (91-56) 191-96) RATE
San Jose, CA 24348.74 33818 14039 SRGE%  11.33%
Washington, OC 2256195 102652 33249 47 91% 9.58%
San Francisco, CA 17632 61 29147 12930 7O.73%  15.95%
Boston, MA 16871.44 54959 73346 T85%  1477%
Atlanta, GA 11633.74 41093 19844 9341% 1E63%
Dallas—Fort Worth, TX 1134550 51692 18268 S66%  1093%
Denver, CO 11258.22 20964 11337 117.76%  23.55%
QOakland, CA 9700.85 21703 11058 103.88%  2078%
Minneapalis—3t. Faul, MN Q0778 25976 10702 T0.07%  14.01%
Raleigh—-Durham, NC 9308.79 9512 2526 36.16% 1.23%
Austin-San Marcas, TX 9156.99 8511 5159 11854%  23.71%
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA 8365.94 18663 8912 91.40%  18.28%
Detroit, Ml 7337.06 32717 12788 64.15%  12.83%
Tampa-3t. Petersburg, FL 6872.22 15086 6838 83.35% 16.67%
Orlando, FL 5986.83 B509 3754 7895%  15.79%
San Diego, CA 5953.73 15918 5349 S061%  10.12%
St Louis, MO 5632 .89 14363 4050 39.27% 7.85%
Philadelphia, PA 5582.37 27475 5824 2690%  5.38%
Houston, TX 517145 19497 4395 29.10%  5.82%
Portland, OR 5160.55 9053 1568 2095%  4.19%
Indianapolis, IN 4703.72 7005 2000 39.96%  7.99%
Fittsburgh, PA az272.07 10143 34950 BITE%  12.76%
Baltimare, MD 4224.04 10429 2554 32.43% 6.49%
Kansas City, MO 4069.50 6897 3983 136.68%  27.34%
Phoenix-Mesa, AT 302791 10815 5394 99.50%  19.90%
Cleveland—Akron, OH 3740.38 10906 3380 M91% BO9B%
Miami=Ft. Lauderdale, FL 3207.01 11372 4143 57.31% 11.46%

Source: County Business Parterns, various years
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Figure 3.3 Entrepreneurship and software workers
Table 3.6 Environmental Quality and High Technology Location
High Technology Firms All Firms
AMENITY AVERAGE SCORE | AMENITY AVERAGE SCORE
Environmental Quality 3.00 Good Schoals 2.11
Cost of Housing 1 Public Safety 189
Cost of Living 338 Environmental Quality 422
Good Schools 3.50 Cuttural Amenities 4.56
Easy Commute 3.50 Proximity of Housing 489
Recreational Amenities 163 Easy Commute 439
Climate 375 Cost of Housing 500
Cultural Amenities £13 Recreational Amenities 5.22
Government Services 450 Climate 589
CEQ Preference 4.50 Government Services 6.22
Public Safety 5.25 Cost of Living 6.67
Proximity of Housing 3.23 CED Preference 6.78

Source: Paul Gortlieh, “Amenities As an Economic Development Tool: Is There Encugh
Evidence?” Ecomomic Develeprent Quarterly, August 1994, p. 276



* fatas San Jode
& Soattla Basion®
.ﬁ&ur.mqm * washingica
- * Atlants
H * 00
o . San Diege
Philadelphia Rechestar MN * Ralaigh-Ourham
Darrar # *
Heauston San Francisco -
g * Baise City N Ausan
*
Poetiand,, ¥ New Haven
E Bouldar &,
Kalamaras
Ingiars -
z ‘Kansu City e Minneapolis-St. Payl
Lutsback -
+ St Lois
Low Datrai Orlang, # Codar Rapids
-
* Pinsburgh Baltimore
Clht'md‘ . dardale Tamga-51. Petersburgy
*
Law Cverall Ervircnmantal Guality High
Source: werwmilien-inst.ong, hiipseww, pathfinder.com/mongybasiplaces’ and www. sigrraciub ong/sprand
Figure 3.4 Environment and high technology
San Francisco N *
High s ZanJoen Baston Washinglon
*
Dallas *
* Adanta Duastroait
-
§_ Oiaklard #
§ Minngapolis-S1. Paul 4 Fialeigh-Durham
-
= Seattle .
E & Detros % Tampa-St Petersburg S
§ *
-
Crlando
i L]
£ Lﬂuls‘ San Disgo
] # Philadeiphia
Portiand
_E Hauslen Iridlanw-li *
3
# Pittsbur
Kangas Gy » -
e &  Clevsland Belinoe
Phsanix 4  Miami-Fi, Lavdardale
*
High

Loy

Ovarall Envirgnmantal Guality

Seourch: County Business Pamerns, www.pathfinder.comimoneybestplaces’ and www.slermachul.org/spraml

Figure 3.5 Environment and software warkers



| * Baston
e - P . -
Abuguernus Seattie -
- Atlanta .
fy Washingion
-
High Phoenix *
Hma:r L] Oakland San Disge * Dhilagdeiphia
-
Realpigh-Dharham # .
E .ﬂu; Dt SanF L
an Francisco
Boisa City ” # Housion
= Ld
-
j, " - Bnuldg Partland Hrer Havesen
-
*
Indianapolis - Minneapolis-5St. Paul
Lubbock Kansas City *
*
& 5t Louis
Lew | » Qriania
A Dot y
Cedas Rapids & Pitisburgh
Tampa-5t. Petersburg -
* Batmore
-
tiami-Ft. Laycardaie Cleveland
-
Low Amenities (Overall) High

Sourca: wav milken-instocg. www pathlinder comimansy bestplaces’, and “Boom Town USA," POV, Decamban January

1999, pp. 69-81

Figure 3.6 Amenities and high technology

. Washingtor #
High . San Francisco 4
*
- Dalias Boston
Asianta -
Qaklarsd *
E hd Demear
3 Ralsigh-Durham *
Minneapelis-S1. Paul
E Austin ¢
=
Seatis *
i§ Tampa-51, Petersburg *
* Dearcia
3 *
g g Orlanda 1. Louts &
* San Diego Philaceiphia
[ 4 *
é Indianapalis o Housion
* Pariland
*
Kunmi:iry Pitsburgh Ballimons #
* Clgvelang
el Lo o MiamiFt. Lauderdale »
Lo Amenities Hagh

Source; County Busingss Patiemns, waw pathfinder com'mongybastplaces’, “Boom Toan LSA," POV, Decembes’ Januany

1988, pp. 68-81

Figure 3.7 Amenities and software workers



Table 3.7 Sprawl Rankings for Benchmark Regions

Large (1 million and over)

REGION SPRAWL RISK RANK
Atlanta 1

St Louis ?
Washington 3
Cincinnati L)
Kansas City 5
Denver L]
Seattle 7
Minneapolis-5St. Paul ]

Ft. Lauderdale 9
Chicago 10
Detroit 11
Baltimore 12
Cleveland 13
Tampa 14
Dallas 15
Hampton Roads 16
Pittsburgh 17

Miami 18

San Antanio 14
Riverside/San Bemarding 20

Medium (500,000-1 million)

REGION SPRAWL RISK RANK
Orlando 1

Austin ?

Las Vegas 3

West Palm Beach i

Akron 5

Small (200,000-500,000)

REGION SPRAWL RISK RANK
McAllen, TX 1
Raleigh, NC 2
Pensacola, FL 3
Daytona Beach, FL 4

Little Rock, AR 3

Dishonorable Mentions

REGION SPRANL RISK RANK
Los Angeles 1

San Diego 2
Phoenix 3

Seurce: The Sierra Club, www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/report98/map. html
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Figure 3.8 Arts and culture and high technology
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Figure 3.9 Arts and culture and software workers
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Figure 3.10 Professional sports and high technalogy
High . San Jose Washingion |
San Francisco -”-“l;“ Boton]
& [allas
-
§ D Crakland J
2 Rualgigh-Durhia *
g - oh " Minneapolis-5t. Pau
*
T o | Auatn *
i__g o TAMDE-5t Petarsourg o Detroit |
- ¥
§- San Diego # Crlanda _
& 51 Louis
3 Houston Pritageichia 1
5 *
E Poruanu, Indianagolis
g * & Piltsbsurgh
*
* Baltimarge
Kansas City  Phoeni 4 Clervetand
Low Miami-F1. Lauderdake *
-
b Professional Sports High

Source: Counly Busness Patlems and wesw pathfinder.comimoneybesiplaces/

Figure 3.11 Professional sports and software workers
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Figure 3.13 Coolness Index and software warkers
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Figure 3.15 Gay Index and software workers
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Figure 3.16 Corelation between education level, amenities, and diversity
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Figure 4.1 Structure of 2 region's relationships: Technology, Talent, and Tolerance

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics

VARIABLE 08s MEAN STD DEV MIN MAX
Diversity 50 1.32 0.ar 0.19 539
High Tech 50 1.40 188 0.06 8.2
Scientists & Engineers 50 15.77 562 6.33 30.93
Professional & Technical 50 286.54 027 235,75 356.18
Talent 50 0.24 0.05 0.14 0.42
Coolness 43 6.35 151 1.00 10,00
Median House Value 13 84,65 30.60 51.38 186,20
Cultural Amenity 50 1804.76 1458.98 482.00 9375.56
Recreational Amenity A0 227582 72794 933.00 4350.00
Climate a0 579.91 116.79 293.00 903.00
Per Capita Incame 50 24350.10 3264.02 19412 .92 J4751.28

Per Capita Income Change 50 2881.09 982 89 797.38 4682.39
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Figure 4.2 Mapping talent



oo 1 sy
NIRRT URTHITRIE
[RIELRITLATITIHIEN

Ao
aguey? awoau)
0oo't wenl 19 921 - A 6IT - 81— o8 welEf BGT -y epdes) 134 apnjosgy
000°1 =+BE el IV Ara 960" P weel08 weaBbb - Awoau) epdes Jag
0001 i S saaBGE werlbl —_—— weOFF wnsBEY all|EA ASN0H UBIpaly
0001 ol 9 wenb95 wunbEl’ wallE B9 S5a0|007)
000t wa B8 S0g weebO et NEed ajewns
0001 6P 65T ST BF07—  sauawy [euoneaay
MOOT  wwsEBY wabBE weeEY SAjiuaLy [emyng
00T =xaB9L i 8] Yy
00T sxelBTL fpsang
ooo't Jusje]
JINEHD IN0IN IR SSINT0OD  AWITD STUNINY  STLNAWY  HIILHIIH - ALISHIND INITL
INOONL VLY HId  ISNOH WIOIW TYNOILYIHIAY  TWEnLIND
YLD ¥3d

sishjeuy vonefaue) Z'y ajqeL



LOrQ e ueoyruis
SO0 e Juepuds
0170 3 epuds |

BT __._._..ﬁ

iy Ev 05 ir unIeAIBSTQ J0 §

FAu A 8550 00450 0L0L0 aenbs-y pajsnipy

81810 19000 1950 BEVLD alenbs-y

= 0E0D 60-36— 0520  SD-3D09ZS— ~8600 SO-30018 £ — A

w000 50-32 - 00 073008 s+ Z000 SO-I00082—  SelNuawWY [Budearay

2550 50-31°2 GIED  90-I0D0GEE {610 90-300%L v saiuaL RNy

w000 50000 wanf 000 90000 anjep asnoy uelpay

1120 rrO00 b2z o 6HO00 9610 6Y00°0 A0S S5AU00]

w100 £600°0 L2070 {B00D exn 9000 L0100 y2a Yy

=000 1200 +x900°0 %200 waxB00°0 B1Z00 w000 BZE0D fpsiang

INMA-d INFIDIA4309) INT¥A INFII144300 WA INFIDIH430D N4 INAIDI44300 STTEVIYYA
b 1Ppoly £ POy T PPN 1 PPo

s | gy uapuadag]

2081 Jo Reny pue Juale] S3upulj ppop LOIssaiBay €' alqeL



San Francisco

High

Wankangron, DC
Bmlhlll

Searle-Bellevue-Everen /
L]

Dallaz ® =
N
Los Angeles-Long Beach

L‘bln,gu'

High Technalogy industry

New York
Pittsburgh =

- Denver

&
Low Austin-San Marcos

Minneapalis-St. Paul

10% Diversity 50%
[Gay Index)

Source: | 990 Decennial Comvus sad Milken [satinte

# San Francisco

High

& Bernsos

Seanle-Bellevue-Everen
Dallas i

Los Angeles-Long Beach

[3
Washingion, DC

C.hlngn-

High Technology Indusirg

 Auatis-Sas Mascos
* Denver

Low

Talant
(Percentage of Bacheloris Degree & atove per 1000 population)

Source: 1990 Decennial Census and Milkenlzativete

Figure 4.4 High technalogy, talent, and diversity



T e Juesepdis
S0°( I¢ ey
010 1 amesguds

BN

ar B tr 0g UOIEAKESO) §0

96590 L6¥30 27890 PSEYD aenbs-y pajsnipy

#5690 02490 1820 20590 auenbs-y

5100 BSE2E— EETD £0-30005°2 ajew)

{150 2000°0— fi] 50-30008°T SAlIuALLY [EUOIEAIEY

w1070 £000°0 H10 F0-3000°2 Saljuawy [BInyng

IEF0 S500°0 95¢°0 w2000 aN|Ep SSNO0H Leipay

1380 GEZ00- U03E S5aUN007

«B200 BE0LTI + L2070 BOBZET 90070 SIFREl Juie]

= 0000 FL0E] w0000 91801 wxf00°0 {580 w0000 oLort Assang

INTA-d LN3IN4430D INTir-d LINFIN44300 INTA-d JITEIWIEEEIN] INTA-d INFIN 34309 STaYINN
¥ PO £ 1apopy Z Ppo [ IPpojy

Ansnpu yxa, ydi qqeies wwapuadagy

faysnpu) K3opouyal-yBiy pue Jusje] SBUIpLY PO USSAITaY "t 91qeL



Diversity/Gay Indaxl

W;

Mote:  “significan at Q1
“*significan at 0.05
“**significant at .01

_U_m.

=
Talent

042

High-Tech

)

Income

Figure 4.5 Results of path analysis




Lo e ueaygruds
SO e u...s.u_\um_._._mm»
010 1w quesyuEs

MoK

g ir B uonedsasqQ Jo §

5220 0259°0 65950 asenbs-y pajsnlpy

60620 viLo 800 asenbs-y

oro o ajewg

BSL0 E60 SAIILAL |BUOIEAIIEY

»x 10070 160 AU [BINYNT

»0V000 BBEE W - 1o 9eel— 66E0 BS6— anjep 3Sn0H UeIpay

£vE°0 EL9EE— (ADd) #0035 SSaUI007)

=01E0°D B2trZBLE 82070 {18561 = 5000 (062942 Juae]

ootro 6998 LLT =800 096K = 1000 BTl YRy

08LE0 1955102 - wio EE0r9— Ryssang

nmr-d INFI144300 N4 IN3ID134300 INA-d IN3F)I44300 STNavIHYA
PP TPPew LIPPO

EE.:___._._.“- ..ax.-__;.a_.u_n Nuu.-_u.-“wn .-H_m.

u_-___...ra_n_n _._.-__.._“_._UJ._UHH ".".Jn__.“._uﬂ__-r -.-n.__.un-"r.“_u_ﬁ._”

aBUey9 awodu| pue uaje] ‘SBUIpULY apopy LoissaBay Gt BI0EL



Table 5.1 Descriptive Statistics for Key Variables

Obs Mean Std Dev Min Max
Boho Index 50 115 028 0.0 1.93
Techpole 50 140 1.88 0.08 8.2
Talent Index 50 0.24 0.05 0.14 042
Coolness 13 6.35 151 1.00 10.00
Culture 50 1,804.76 1,458.98 482.00 9,375.56
Gay Index 50 132 0.a7 0.19 5.39
Melting Pot 50 0.08 0.07 0.01 0.39
Papulation 50 2.356,307.00 2,888,147.00 716,419.00  16,000,000.00

Table 5.2 Correlation Matrix

MELTING
BOHOD  TECHPOLE TALENT  COOLMESS CULTURE  GAY  POT POP
Boho Index 1
TechPole 0654 1
Talent 0553 0723 1
Comness 0512 0423 0467 1
Culture 0541 0493 0423 0.569 1
Gay Index 0600 (.768 0718 0377 0.289 1
Melting Pat 0505 0427 0206  0.320 0422 0492 1
Population 0.602 0485 0233 0414 0.850 0.293 0.599 1
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Table 5.3 Regression Results: Bohemian Index and Talent

Model 1 Model 2

VARIABLES COEFFICIENT P-VALUE COEFFICIENT P-VALUE
Boho Index 0.058 0.012== 0.057 0.007*=*
Gay Index 0.031 0.000** 0.031 0.000*=*
Population 0.000 0.000*=* 0.000 0.000***
Cultural amenities 0.000 0.000==* 0.000 0.000+**
Recreation 0.000 0.000~=* 0.000 0.002*==
Climate 0.000 0.795 0.000 0.682
Coolness Index 0.001 0.805
R-square 0.789 0.764
Adjusted R-sguare 0.747 0.731
# of Observations 43 a0
MNote: * Significant ar 0.10 level

** Significant ar 0.05 level

== Significant at 0.0 level
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Figure 5.4 Bohemia and high technology
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Table 6.1 Milken Tech-Pale Ranking and Gay Index. Top and Bottom 15 Qut of Fifty Metropolitan
Areas.

MILKEN TECH-POLE RANKING METROPOLITAN AREA GAY INDEX RANKING
TOF 15 RANKINGS
1 San Francisco 1
2 Boston 8
K} Seattle ]
L) Washington 2
5 Dallas 19
] Los Angeles 7
7 Chicago 15
8 Atlanta i
q Phoenix 22
10 Mew Yark 14
11 Philadelphia 36
12 San Diego 5
13 Demver 10
14 Austin 3
15 Houston 21
BOTTOM 15 RANKINGS
36 Cleveland 47
7 Miami 12
k] Rochester 13
k] Albany 30
an Nashville 28
a1 Greznshang 46
a2 Oklahoma City 27
43 Las Vegas 48
4 Marfolk i
45 Richmond 29
46 Buffala 50
a7 Mew Qrleans 24
48 Honalulu 20
49 Memphis 3
30 Louisville 42

Source: Milken Instirute Tech-Pole Ratings; Gay Index constructed by Richard Florida and Gary
Gartes using dara from 1990 ULS. Decennial Census Public Use Microdata Sample (5%
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Tahle 6.2 Milken Tech-Pole Ranking and Boho Index. Top and Bottom 15 Out of 50 Metropalitan
Areas,

MILKEN TECH-POLE RANK METROPOLITAN AREA BOHO INDEX RANK
TOP 15 REGIONS
1 San Francisco ]
2 Boston 9
3 Seattle 1
1 Washington ]
] Dallas 15
] Los Angeles 2
7 Chicago 20
B Atlanta 13
9 Phoenix 24
10 Mew York 3
11 Philadelphia 35
12 San Diego 18
13 Denver 14
14 Austin 10
15 Haustan a0
BOTTOM 15 RANKINGS
36 Cleveland 47
k1) Miami 27
38 Rochester il
3 Albany 45
40 Mashville L
41 Greensharo 21
42 Oklahoma City 49
13 Las Vegas 11
44 Narfolk k¥
45 Richmand 26
46 Buffalo 43
47 Mew Orleans 41
48 Honolulu 17
49 Memphis 40
50 Lowisville KE]

Source: Milken Institute Tech-Pole Ratings; Bohemian Index constructed by Richard Florida and
Gary Gates using data from 1990 UL5. Decennial Census Public Use Microdata Sample (5%)



Table 6.3 Milken Tech-Pale Ranking and Forgign-Born Index. Top and Battom 15 Out of Fifty
Metropalitan Arzas.

MILKEN TECH-FOLE RANK METROPOLITAN AREA FOREIGN-BORMN RANK
TOP 15 REGIONS
1 San Francisco 4
2 Boston 9
3 Seattle 15
4 Washington 10
5 Dallas 16
6 Los Angeles 2
7 Chicago 7
] Aflanta il
9 Phoenix 21
10 New York 3
11 Philadelphia 25
12 San Diego B
13 Denver 29
14 Austin 19
15 Houston ]
BOTTOM 15 RANKINGS
36 Cleveland 22
7 Miami 1
K} Rochester 24
39 Albany 30
40 Nashville 47
41 Greensboro 48
42 Oklahoma City 36
43 Las Yegas 13
44 Morfalk 32
45 Richmond 3
46 Buffaln 27
47 New Orleans 26
48 Honolulu 6]
49 Mamphis 3
50 Lovisville 19

Source: Milken Institute Tech-Pole Ratings; Foreign-Born Index constructed by Richard
Florida and Gary Gates using data from 1990 U5, Decennial Census Public Use Microdata
Sample (5%)



Table 6.4 Milken Tech-Pale Ranking and Composite Diversity Index. Top and Bottom 15 Qut of 50
Metropalitan Arzas.

MILKEN TECH-POLE RANK METROPOLITAN AREA COMPOSITE DIVERSITY RANK
TOP 15 REGIONS
1 San Francisco 2
2 Boston B
3 Seattle 5
4 Washington 3
5 Dallas 15
[ Los Angeles 1
7 Chicago 11
] Atlanta 14
9 Fhoenix 21
10 New Yark 4
11 Philadelphia 32
12 San Diego 7
13 Denver 17
14 Austin ]
15 Hauston 18
BOTTOM 15 RANKINGS
36 Cleveland 43
k) Mizrmi 10
38 Rochester 2?2
ki Albany 36
a0 Nashville 2%
1 Greenshoro 42
42 Oklahoma City 39
43 Las Vegas 2
44 Norfolk 7
45 Richmond a0
46 Buffala 48
47 Mew Orleans 27
48 Honolulu 12
43 Memphis L
50 Louisville 47

Source: Milken Institute Tech-Pole Ratings; Composite Diversity Index constructed by Richard
Florida and Gary Gates using data from 1990 U.5. Decennial Census Public Use Microdata
Sample (5%)



Table 8.1 Total Creative Employment

RANK REGION TOTAL CREATIVE WORKERS
1 Mew York 2688810
2 Los Angeles 1,964,700
3 Washington-Baltimore 1,458,580
4 Chicago 1,389,160
5 San Francisco 1,211,520
] Philadelphia 927,090
7 Dallas-Fort Worth 825,390
] Detroit 776,540
g Boston 746,230

10 Houston 691,600

11 Atlanta 41,700

12 Minnaapolis-5t. Paul 578.520

13 Seattle 561,730

14 Denver 451,070

15 Miami 440,450

Table 8.2 The Creativity Index

CREATIVITY INDEX, SCORE

CREATIVITY INDEX RANK REGION
1 San Francisco
2 Austin
k] Boston
4 San Diego
5 Seattle
B Raleigh-Durham
7 Houston
8 Washington
9 Mew York
10 Dallas-Fort Worth
11
12 Los Angeles
13 Atlanta
14 Denver
15 Chicago

Minneapalis-5t, Paul

1057
1028
1015
1015
1008
936
980
964
962
960
960
942
940
Qa0
935




Table 8.3 Creativity, Technology and Diversity

CREATIVITY CREATIVE HIGH-TECH DIVERSITY
INDEX RANK  REGION CLASS INDEX INROVATION ~ {GAY INDEX)
1 San Francisco 34.8% (5) 831(1 1343(2) 20001
2 Austin I64% 4) 271111) 125713 1.19(16)
3 Boston 38.0% (3 TIE(2) 69.4 (6) 1.04 (22)
4 San Diego 32.0% (1% 267(12) 62.1(7 146 (3)
5 Seattla 279 224 (3 40,1 (1A 1.32 (8)
[ Raleigh-Durham 3B.2%(2) 2480(04) 79.0 (4) 1.00 (28)
7 Houston 325% (100 1.86(16) 36.6(16) 1.2410)
] Washington-Baltimore ~ 38.4% (1) 48305 25.9(30) 122 (11)
9 New York 2302 249%(13) 34.1(24) 1.21(14)
10 Dallas-Fort Worth 30.2% 23 4510 366017 1.26(9)
11 Minneapolis-5t. Paul ~ 33.9% () 0.80421) 73.5(5 0.97 (29)
12 Los Angeles 30.7% (200 2054 276129 142 (4)
13 Atlanta 2ms(le) 4260 25.4(31) 1.33(0
14 Denver 33.0% (8) 0.17(38) 4430100 117 (18}
15 Chicago 32.2%(14)  3.06(9) 33.2(26) 1.02 (24)
Table 8.4 The Creative Class and Creativity Index for New York Subcenters
CREATIVITY  CREATIVITY CREATIVE CREATIVE
SUB-CENTER INDEX. INDEX RANK CLASS® CLASS RANK
Mew York City * 1068 24 338% 20
Nassau-Suffolk w7 47 29.7% 84
Mew Haven-Meriden 1037 27 30.4% 1
Duchess County 1047 25 33.6% 22
Mewburgh 662 134 25.8% 198
Bergen-Passaic 892 57 28.2% 127
Jegsey City 826 76 26.9% 100
Newark 1094 14 IL7% 43
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon 1094 14 35.3% 13
Monmouth-Ocean 915 53 29.6% B3
Trenton 1094 14 B5% 6

* The New York Ciry PMSA includes Westchester, Rockland and Putnam Counties.



Table 8.5 High-Tech and Innovation Indexes for New York Subcenters

HIGH-TECH HIGH-TECH INNOVATION INNOVATION
SUB-CENTER INDEX RANK INDEX, INDEX RANK
Mew Yaork City 166 8 183 143
Massau-Sufiolk 141 28 213 100
New Haven-Meriden 1.40 29 a1.2 51
Duchess County 0.25 7l 1314 7
Newburgh 0.0 216 237 117
Bergen-Passaic 0.51 al 366 58
Jersey City 0.07 1 118 201
Mewark 242 21 55.9 28
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon .64 9 93.28 13
Monmouth-Ocean .81 3 7.7 a0
Trentan 0.249 G5 984 10
Table 8.6 Gayand Bohemian Indexes for New York Subcenters

GAY BOHEMIAN BOHEMIAN

SUB-CENTER INDEX GAY RANK INDEX RANK
New York 153 5 2.20 3
Nassau-Suffolk 0.87 85 107 69
New Haven-Meriden 0.93 66 0.95 110
Duchess County 032 97 MA 71
Newburgh (.98 56 NA 268
Bergen-Passaic 0.79 116 1.33 30
lersey City 1.51 [} 1.18 46
Newark 0.95 38 0.98 L]
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon 0.79 115 1.05 74
Monmouth-Ocean 0.70 165 0.87 126
Trenton 0.92 69 1.39 21
Table 8.7 Melting Pot and Interracial Indexes for New York Subcenters

MELTING MELTING INTERRACIAL INTERRACIAL
SUB-CENTER POT POT RANK INDEX RAMNK
e York 30.5% 6 1% 114
Nassau-Suffolk 12.7% 36 1.5% 212
Mew Haven-Meriden 9.1% 50 24% 159
Duchess County NA 267 MA 286
Newburgh A 252 NA 134
Bergen-Passaic 21.1% 12 7.8% 43
Jersey City 35.4% 2 39% 107
Mewark 18.0% 16 2.3% 164
Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdan 14.5% 2 2.0% 181
Monmouth-Ocean 8.9% 51 2.0% 179
Trenton 10.7% 19 2.1% 176




APPENDIX

Rankings of Top 50 Metropolitan Areas by Various Indices

Rankings
TECH- MELTING
COMPOSITE  GAY  GROWTH  POT BOHEMIAN  TALENT

REGION TECH-POLE  DIVERSITY INDEX  INDEX INDEX INDEX INDEX
San Francisco 1 2 1 10 4 2 3
Baston 2 B ] 16 g g 2
Seattle k] ] 6 20 15 1 6
Washington 4 3 2 24 10 f 1
Dallas 5 15 19 g 16 15 10
Los Angeles B 1 ) 50 2 2 23
Chicago 7 11 15 13 7 20 13
Mlznta 2 14 4 g k| 13 5
Phoenix 9 21 22 3 21 24 35
Mew York 10 1 14 kY 3 3 9
Philadelphia 11 2 36 2 25 35 20
San Diego 12 7 5 25 B 18 14
Denver 13 17 10 g 29 14 7
Austin 14 & 3 1 19 10 1
Houston 15 18 21 T B 10 12
Fortland 16 16 23 2 23 ] 17
Indianapalis 17 a0 M an M 3 )
Kansas City 18 n 3 11 42 22 24
Minneapolis 19 19 17 29 KL 7 8
St. Lovis 20 43 a5 45 43 38 36

177



178 CITIES AND THE CREATIVE CLASS

Rankings (confinued)
TECH-  MELTING
COMPOSITE  GAY GROWTH  POT BOHEMIAN  TALENT

REGION TECH-POLE  DIVERSITY  INDEX  INDEX  INDEX INDEX. INDEX
Orlanda 21 9 11 38 17 12 12
Sacramento 22 20 g [ 14 39 22
Detrait 23 26 44 KX 20 25 a8
San Antonio 24 E)| 32 | 12 50 40
Pittsburgh 25 46 39 26 k1) 46 kL
West Palm Beach 26 13 16 34 11 16 KK}
Tampa 27 23 18 18 18 2 49
Columbus 28 29 25 28 38 29 z1
Salt Lake City 29 28 a1 19 28 23 25
Birmingham kJi] 50 19 35 50 42 kL]
Baltimore 3 38 3 a4 33 M 18
Cincinnati 32 3 18 46 40 19 28
Charlotte k) 45 a3 12 1 36 7
Dayton 34 4] 26 Kl 45 43 43
Milwaukes 35 35 a0 43 k! 28 30
Cleveland 16 43 47 49 2 47 42
Miami 7 10 12 0 1 27 46
Rochester 3 22 13 il 24 3l 19
Albany 39 36 0 41 30 a5 15
Nashville 40 25 28 17 7 4 29
Greensboro 41 42 46 14 a8 21 41
(klahoma City 42 39 2 42 36 43 27
Las Vegas 43 24 48 21 13 11 50
Norfolk 44 37 kN 15 32 7 45
Richmand 15 Ei] 29 22 kL] 26 11
Buffalo L 43 a0 43 27 LH] 44
New Orleans a7 27 2 kY, 26 4] 34
Hanalulu 48 12 20 a7 5 17 16
Memphis 49 a4 33 23 46 40 26

Louisville 50 47 42 16 49 33 47
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Statistics

Correlations utilized both a Pearson and a Spearman rank order corre-
lation. The Pearson statistic measures the correlation between the val-
ues of two variables while the Spearman statistic measures the
correlation between the relative rankings of the two variables. As such,
the Spearman correlation tends to be less influenced by outliers in the
data. All regression analysis utilized Ordinary Least Squares estimation
techniques:

Correlation Analysis

Pearson Correlations Betwesn Milken Tech-Pole and Growth Measures with Talent and Diversity
Measures.”

COMPOSITE
HIGH-TECH % COLLEGE ~ DIVERSITY BOHO S FOREIGN  GAY
GROWTH  GRADUATES  INDEX INDEX  BORN INDEX
Milken Tech-Pole  0.23(0.100 0.72(0.001)  0.62(0.001) 043  077(0.001)
0,68 (0.001) (0.002)
High-Tech Growth 0.25(0.08)  0.27(0.06) 0.9
(0.19 20,04 (0.78) 0.31
(0.03)

‘Significance level shown in parenthesis, Bold cells are significant ar 0.10 level or higher.

Spearman Rank Order Carrelations Between Milken Tech-Pole and Growth Measures with Talent and
Diversity Measures.

COMPOSITE
HIGH-TECH % COLLEGE  DIVERSITY BOHD % FOREIGN  GAY
GROWTH GRADUATES INDEX INDEX.  BORN INDEX
Milken Tech-Pole  0.301(0.03) 060(0001) 063(0.001) 034 048 0.60
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
High-Tech Growth 0.2010.1% 02300100 024 0.07 0.26
(0.09) (0.63) (0.07)

‘Significance level shown in parenthesis, Bald cells are significant at 0.10 level or higher.
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Regression Analysis

(LS Estimation of the effects of various metropolitan area traits on the Milken Tech-Pole Index and
Ranking.'

() DEPENDENT
VARIABLE: {3) DEPENDENT (4) DEPEMDENT
i1) DEPENDENT MILKEN VARIABLE: VARIABLE:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: TECH-POLE MILKEN MILKEN
VARIABLES: MILKEN TECH-FOLE ~ RANKING TECH-POLE TECH-POLE
% College graduates 27.2*(1.25) 1.9* (5.46) 21.5% (4.99)
Bohemian Index 4.4 (543) 2.3%= (2.90)
R-squared 0.52 0.38 0.38 0.55

N=350

* Absolute value of t-statistics are shown in parentheses,
* Significance < 0,001 level.
** Significance < 0.01 level.

OLS Estimation of the effects of varous metropolitan area traits (measured in 19%0) on high-technal-
ogy growth from 1990 to 1998,

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: DEPENDENT VARIABLE: HIGH-TECH GROWTH
Composite diversity index 0.005=** (2.91) —

Gay Index 0.15% (170}

% College Graduate —-0.41{0.29) —0.24 (0.15)
% Foreign Born —0.28 (0.34)
Bohemian Index 0.26 (1.23)
Culture —.00002 (0.27) —0.00005 (0.69)
Recrzation = 0.0002** (2.56) =0.0001 (1.54)
Climate —0.0001 (0.27) =0.0004 (1.13)
Population 0.00(0.80) 0.00 {0,001}
R-squared 0.3z 0.28

N=50

* Absolute value of t-statistics are shown in parentheses.
* Significance < 0,10 level.

** Significance < 0,05 level.

*** Significance < (.01 level.



