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Introduction 

 In light of the recent recession, dot-com busts, a waning manufacturing sector, 
and a “jobless recovery,” at least as of this writing, there is a special urgency for states 
and communities to position themselves for the next economy, whatever it is.  Every state 
in the U.S. is promoting its core, traditional economies, while at the same time trying to 
entice both perceptual and practical changes in their remaining industries.  In the 
Midwestern areas, governors and developers are touting the next round of advanced 
biotechnology and agricultural value-added developments, though the value of those 
promotions to local investors and citizens is dubious at best.  Portions of the South and 
the West are trying to capitalize on their evolving competitive advantages in information 
technologies in the face of increasing world-wide competition, not just for manufacturing 
jobs, but increasingly for skilled technical and communications positions.  Some states 
are growing sharply, others are not.  Some are attracting specific kinds of jobs and 
workers, others are bleeding jobs, people, and human capital.  There is a high amount of 
uncertainty as to what the future will bring regarding jobs, population, and income 
growth for many areas of the U.S. 
 
 This research explores the current emphasis on recruiting selective subsets of 
industries and of occupational groups.  The modern parlance has been to call these 
creative industries and creative occupations, although the term creative arguably means 
different things to different groups.  The first portion of this paper identifies both the 
creative occupational and the industrial classification territory that has recently emerged.  
The second, relying on basic census outcomes from 1990 and 2000 lets us profile some of 
the major differences among the states in their efforts to attract creative workers.  The last 
section of this paper relies on state-level PUMS data to allow us profile the prototypical 
migrant in the U.S. and to classify our states as to their comparative advantages for 
recruiting different types of workers or workers in different types of industries.  
 

                                                 
* The authors are both research scientists in the Department of Economics at Iowa State University.  This 
paper has been prepared for the 43rd Annual Meeting of the Southern Regional Science Association, New 
Orleans, March 2004. 
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 The main objective of this paper is to explore the usefulness of creative industry 
or creative occupation classifications in explaining changes occurring in the U.S. and its 
states.  A secondary objective is to determine the usefulness of these designations for 
state economic development planning. 
 

 
Part I.  Industries, Occupations, and Their Intersection 

 
Two major approaches are currently prominent among development for 

characterizing growth opportunities and planning for economic development:  targeting 
industries and, somewhat belatedly and less specifically, targeting occupations.  The first, 
the one that is the most traditional, has been to focus on specific kinds of industries that 
are perceived to be beneficial to a region’s economy or are simply otherwise desired.  
This approach must often balance state policies that require states to continue to promote 
core, traditional economic activity like agriculture, extraction, forestry, commodity 
manufacturing, or perhaps recreation and tourism, with the practical need to promote 
industrial diversity and potentially align an area’s economy more with national and global 
growth industries.  It is the tension, often, between parochialism and globalism, an old 
economy and a new economy. 

 
Targeting Industries 

In a targeted industry approach, cities, states, and regions often assess regional 
economic concentrations, cyclical and other historical patterns of change, and raw job 
gain or loss to identify and isolate comparative industrial advantages and weaknesses 
over time.  These kinds of evaluative reviews lead to the determination of a hierarchy of 
desired industrial change, which in turn lead to the determination of sets of “targeted” 
industries and a prioritization of the uses industrial recruitment resources.   Iowa has a 
model approach that is very similar to many other states.  A quick review of the nation’s 
economic development departments leads easily to a general conclusion that nearly every 
Midwestern state, for example, is trying to promote the same kinds of growth.  They are 
searching for “life sciences” firms to capitalize on adding value to agricultural products 
and to otherwise enhance the R & D associated with the accelerating pattern of applied 
genetic research for food, pharmaceuticals, and industrial products.  They are searching 
for “advanced manufacturing” firms, recognizing that many states are disproportionately 
loaded with food processing or other traditional commodity processors that are simply 
not growing or are increasingly highly vulnerable to international competition.  Number 
one on this list of desired firms often are those associated with information and computer 
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technologies.  States and regions are working to attract firms that have generally high 
technology demands, demand skilled labor, and which otherwise might link well 
regionally.  This last point, the linking well regionally, has led to a variation of the 
targeted firm emphasis where sets of regional industrial clusters are sought, studied, 
nurtured, and expanded, if possible – sort of an enhanced specialization approach that 
pays attention to key firms and potential agglomerations regionally.  The last subset of 
targeted firms fit into the general categories of “information and financial specialties.”  
Here, the states try to promote the development of information processing centers, 
insurance and banking activity, and the more broader categories of professional firms that 
would be associated with, perhaps, engineering, R & D, and higher-level services 
provision (medical specialties, for example). 
 
 A targeted industry emphasis is and has been seductive from  policy, economic 
diversification, and an allocation of resources perspectives.   It is also highly competitive: 
nearly every economic development authority in the nation is seeking the same mix of 
firms.  The research on targeting industry outcomes is mixed, according to Markusen 
(2002), with results that “ranged from highly successful to abysmal failures. (p. 3).”  Still, 
it is an attempt by regions and states to link their futures with the nation’s.  Particular 
state’s foci are usually informed by rigorous economic self-analysis, an assessment of 
growth opportunities regionally and nationally, and some kind of realistic evaluation of 
regional growth potential.  It also taps into the two important needs of states to continue 
to remain economically competitive and to promote not just job growth, but quality job 
growth.   
 

Some version of this emphasis has been the mainstay for the past decade or more 
in most states.  In a forthcoming short paper on the economic and population changes 
occurring in the 12 states comprising the North-Central Region of the U.S. (Swenson and 
Eathington 2004), we documented that region’s difficulty in remaining competitive 
nationally, its economic development efforts notwithstanding.  The region’s nonfarm job 
growth during the last decade nearly matched the U.S. average.  Significantly, while the 
U.S. posted losses in manufacturing jobs, the region posted gains in those jobs.  Even 
better for these states, the vast majority of those manufacturing job gains accumulated to 
smaller urban (those with urban populations of 20,000 or less) and rural counties.  
Despite those gains, however, the region’s rate of population growth was just 60 percent 
of the U.S. rate, and when the economy entered recession in 2000, the region lost its 
nonfarm jobs at a greater pace.  Most importantly, all nonfarm and manufacturing 
earnings lost ground to the national averages, most drastically among the smaller 
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counties.  In 2000, the average non-metro, nonfarm job in the North-Central Region paid 
just two-thirds the national average, down from 71 percent a decade before.  Despite the 
clamor for and the ultimate gaining of manufacturing jobs to bolster rural areas and offset 
farming industry declines, the mean job yielded less in pay comparatively over time.  
When the economy turned down in 2000, these states’ fared, on average, worse than the 
nation in overall nonfarm and, in particular, manufacturing job loss rates. 

 
In another, more industrially-focused example, many states aggressively sought 

information technology (IT) jobs during the 1990s (Eathington and Swenson 2002).  
Some Midwestern states fared worse than others, some better.  Notably, in Iowa, even 
though it posted strong gains in data processing and other information technology jobs, 
the average pay per job was much lower than those in neighboring Missouri, Nebraska, 
Minnesota, and Illinois, and much less than the national average.  The state accumulated 
targeted jobs in its targeted industries, but the IT payoff per job was comparatively paltry. 

 
The targeted industry approach may not be leading to broad gains in the skills, 

earnings, or fortunes of much of the heartland of the U.S., even though there has been 
broad diversification of industrial activity in much of the traditionally commodity 
producing portions of the heartland states.   It is very hard to differentiate between 
normal, inevitable industrial re-organization nationally and regionally and those changes 
that are due in any part to state industrial recruitment activities.   As states’ economies 
have begun to more and more mirror the national industrial composition, broadly, 
competition for firms, talent, and resources is increasingly keen.  This competition 
extends outside of the U.S., and there are, practically, limits to what any individual state 
can do in the industrial recruitment arena. 

 
In 2001 John Howkin outlined 15 creative industries ranging from research and 

development, applied and performing arts, entertainment industries, software, to literature 
and music that he believed were key to the next generation of production.  Firms that 
market ideas, implement ideas, and, accordingly, are the leaders in innovation and growth 
he believes are the sentinels of the next economy.  The shift in focus, he argues is now 
towards the evolution of goods and services with creative content rather than traditional 
commodities with physical or technical content: 

Intellectual property is the defining asset of this creative economy….   Through 
the 1990s this creative economy grew twice as fast as the service industries 
overall and four times as fast as manufacturing.  
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Accordingly, the foundation of these new, creative firms is the intellectual or human 
capital content of its workforce and its concomitant creativity.  If states are to target 
firms, they should pay attention to the kinds of firms that are generating very high value 
added and which are responsible for the preponderance of innovations occurring in the 
modern U.S. and global economies.   
 

Table 1. contains our classification of creative industries in the U.S., which was 
developed with Howkin’s main categorizations in mind.  We expanded the number of 
industries based on National Science Foundation (1999) research that allowed for the 
identification of industries in the U.S. that have comparatively high spending levels on R 
& D, along with industries that have high numbers of scientists and engineers.   The 
result, we believe, is a functional amalgam where science, communications, education, 
professional services and several categories of art and entertainment are combined to 
determine creative industrial groups.  While all of these industries may not be leading in 
job growth in recent years, they are still undeniably areas in which there are high 
scientific, technical, and creative worker demands – hence the repositories of high 
amounts of intellectual capital and innovative products and processes. 

Table 1 

Manufacturing Education
Aerospace products

Vocational schools
Other medical equipment All other education
Chemicals
Pharmaceuticals and medicines Art – Applied

Graphic design
Advertising

Semiconductors and related Commercial photography
Computers and peripherals

Art – Performing
Theater
Dance

Broadcast Media and Communications Bands, orchestras, and other entertainers
TV and radio productions Musical instrument manufacturing
Motion picture and sound recording
News Syndicates Art – Visual

Commercial art dealers
Professional Services Mfg of photographic film, etc

Legal services Photofinishing laboratories
Accounting services Art print gravure printing
Architecture
Health care services Arts – Literary

 Book publishing
Scientific and Technical Magazine publishing

Engineering Newspaper publishing
Computer systems design and related Greeting card publishing
Management, scientific, and technical consulting

Commercial Sports
Racing
Professional Sports

Membership Organizations
Business associations Heritage
Labor and civic associations Museums and art galleries
Religious organizations Historical sites
Other non-profit organizations Heritage and theme parks

Independent artists, writers, and performers

Creative Industry Groups

Communications equipment and 
signaling systems

All post secondary education institutions – 
private and publicInstruments for navigation, measuring, and electro-

medical instruments

Creative Recreation:  Toys and games, crafts, and 
video games (soft and hardware)

Commercial and governmental scientific research 
and development and testing facilities
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Relying on 2000 OES data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, we 

determined U.S. jobs by these major breakdowns and display them in Figure 1.   In the 
U.S., our creative industries accounted for 26.4 percent of all jobs.  The largest fraction 
was in the education category (which in our modification includes all primary and 
secondary education workers, as well as all educators and workers in higher education) at 
8.6 percent, followed by professional services at 8 percent.  Scientific and professional 
services were just 3.9 percent of jobs.  

Figure 1 

U.S. Jobs by Creative and All Other Industry Distributions
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Targeting People 
Many in the Midwest, the Plains states, and the South have traditionally 

bemoaned the annual outmigration of their young and their college educated citizens.  
Recently California and large fractions of New England have also become distressed at 
their pace and pattern of outmigration.  Outmigration among young workers and educated 
workers is a potential core indicator that gives us an idea of an area’s desirability and its 
growth potential.  The historic pattern of outmigration by young and educated workers is 
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also a potential indicator of the uphill battle many states may face in attracting new 
industry and in transforming their workforces.   There is both a brain and a brawn drain 
for many states, and it is probably important to distinguish between the two when 
qualitatively and quantitatively assessing the flow of workers in the U.S. regionally and 
from other countries (see, as examples, Gottlieb 2004, Carrington and Detragiache 1999, 
and Cervantes and Guiellec 2002).  Younger workers generally are more mobile and re-
locate often to growing major metropolitan regions.  Educated workers are even more 
mobile and have many more location choices to choose from when determining their 
future.  Outmigrating regions in the U.S., must get in line.  Canada actively worries about 
its brain drain to the U.S., as does Great Britain and many other developing countries 
(O’Neill 1999). 

 
The U.S. is at a competitive advantage in terms of its ability to attract and retain 

skilled professionals from around the world, not just from its different regions.  The 
places in the U.S. that have high demands for skilled professions and technicians are 
draining India, Africa, China, and much of Europe of their talent along with other 
technology occupation exporting areas like Iowa, Vermont, Nebraska, the Dakotas, and 
Kansas. 

 
An emphasis on people, and by inference, job quality is clearly emerging as an 

economic development strategy.  A modern indication of this emphasis became clear at 
the end of the last decade as people and firms clamored to attract and retain skilled 
mathematicians, programmers, systems specialists, as well as business management and 
financial experts as the different elements of information technologies began to grow.  In 
general, firms and firm growth became a secondary consideration in many instances to 
the distribution and availability of necessary talent, to include scientists, engineers, 
entrepreneurs, and designers – the new workers in a new and increasingly “creative” 
economy.   Concomitantly, the U.S. issued more and more H1B work visas making it 
increasingly easy for talented foreigners to stay and work in the U.S. and help sustain the 
growth the nation was enjoying. 

 
Peter Coy (2000) probably first zeroed-in on the term creative economy in an 

article so titled where he reported 
… advanced economies have gotten so efficient at producing food and physical 
goods that most of the workforce has been freed to provide services or to produce 
abstract goods:  data, software, news, entertainment, advertising, and the like…. 
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People are cranking out computer programs and inventions, while lightly staffed 
factories churn out the sofas, the breakfast cereals, and the cell phones 
 
Richard Florida, 2002, took Howkin’s research and others ideas a step further 

with an identification of sets of creative occupations that he felt were the defining 
characteristics of emerging economies.   His thesis is that communities that are attractive 
to diverse groups of artistic, scientific, technical, and other skilled workers are the 
emerging boom towns of growth and prosperity in the U.S. – the social and economic 
laboratories of new ideas and industrial and cultural creative content.    Florida groups 
these occupations into a super creative core group of skilled technicians, scientists, and 
artists;  a creative professional group of other higher-end skilled professions; traditional 
labor and manufacturing jobs grouped as working classes; and all other jobs grouped as 
service jobs.  Make communities and states attractive to the super creative and the 
creative professionals, to people attracted to both the arts, cultural and recreational 
opportunities, and to the sciences, and industries will follow, he argues.   His work has 
been embraced strongly by many in economic development and cultural development 
circles.   

 
This really isn’t new stuff, but Florida’s efforts have certainly re-energized some 

of the discussion in this area.  There is substantial agreement among many writers on an 
occupational or knowledge-oriented approach to regional analysis, and by inference, 
regional economic development planning.   Thompson and Thompson (1987) 
characterized five functional occupational groupings that their research suggested 
potential development opportunities for regions.  Edward Feser (2003) takes the 
occupational grouping and the occupational foundation for regional analysis a step 
further.  He believes there is “considerable value in characterizing the knowledge-
oriented attributes of occupations, given that occupational data are a key source of 
information on regional labor pools (2003, p.1941).”   His contribution is a more rigorous 
(than Florida’s) hierarchy of skill clusters that are ranked by skill and educational levels 
and which he uses to determine location quotient differences in 38 metropolitan areas 
(the 25 largest metros combined with the 30 metros with the largest amounts of growth).  
The combination of weights and location quotients allows for significant inter-
metropolitan assessment of the comparative advantages and weaknesses some regions 
have in key occupational categories.  Feser’s classification, notably, is less enamored of 
the overall value of artists and performers, ranking them 17th of 21 occupational clusters 
just one step ahead of construction workers (p. 1945). 
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Still, an interesting aspect, we think, of Florida’s efforts is that he links the artistic 
and cultural activities with sets of other highly creative, often technical, occupations to 
make the case that there is simultaneity among the different dimensions of a creative 
workforce that either feeds off of or otherwise promotes growth economically and 
culturally.  He believes that “creativity and diversity work together to attract talent, 
generate high-tech industries, and spur regional growth (p. 265).”  Venturelli (1999) is 
more direct: 

…a nation without a vibrant creative labor force of artists, writers, designers, 
scriptwriters, playwrights, painters, musicians, film producers, directors, actors, 
dancers, choreographers, not to mention engineers, scientists, researchers, and 
intellectuals does not possess the knowledge base to succeed in the Information 
Economy, and must depend on ideas produced elsewhere. (emphasis added) (p. 
16) 

 
 Florida and Venturelli are telling us that the nation’s creative workforce must be 
assessed broadly rather than narrowly, as more often has been the case.  They are 
warning us that our tendency to over-stratify different occupations and different 
industries with high levels of creative content may unnecessarily segregate efforts into 
traditional and often-perceived to be incompatible camps:  the artistic-cultural groups 
pitted against the techno-scientific and professional groups.  They both would tell us that 
the result of such a segregation would be to miss much of what is really new about this 
new creative economy, to the extent that it is, in fact, new.   
 

Scott (1999) commented on this tendency to stratify our characterizations when 
he wrote that “…there are powerful versions of philosophy that arrogate to themselves 
special authority to issue warrants for aesthetic or scientific practices, but this view is 
increasingly in retreat… (p. 808).”  He goes on to argue that the practice of functionally 
distinguishing between the cultural and the scientific loses sight of the importance of the 
cultural economy as an economy, and that in the nearly default tendency to do this there 
is implicit a “…denial of the talents or dispositions of the individual cultural worker 
(808).”  He argues strongly for an awareness of not just the artistic, but also the spatial, 
technical, and economic dimensions of what he calls the “cultural economy.”   This 
fusion of the cultural, technical, scientific, dimensions of the economy are the inseparable 
elements that in Florida’s view yields a creative economy. 

 
While creativity may be the mainstay of economic change in recent years, 

Nakamura (2000) reminds us that “creativity is poorly measured in the U.S. economy;” 
however new and innovative it may be, government statistics generally are unable to treat 
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creativity as an investment (p. 24).    Still, he tells us that rapid change favors “ the highly 
educated – those who are best prepared to create to assist in creativity, and to learn new 
ways of working to accommodate the resulting changes (p. 25).” 

 
One creative economy assessment initiative started in New England.  This 

research had a special focus on the more artistic components of the creative economy 
(New England Council 2000).  A study of the New England arts and cultural economy 
was done in 2000.  Their assessment and quantification of the economic values keyed on 
three important components of that region’s creative heritage.  They looked at creative 
clusters consisting of the agglomeration of industries and talent that produce cultural 
goods.  They identify the creative workforce, which they define as “the thinkers and the 
doers trained in specific cultural and artistic skills….”  Last they characterize the creative 
community, which is simply the location of significant concentrations of creative 
industrial clusters and creative workers.  Notably, their emphasis zeroed in on the 
industrial side of the equation among its analyzed components.  There are other recent 
studies like these (Markusen 2002, Swenson and  Eathington 2003), that profile or 
emphasize the role of the arts, cultural, and heritage organizations in promoting and 
sustaining economic activity in their own right, as well as their potential roles in 
providing the foundation for an enhanced quality of life in communities, states, and 
regions. 

 
There are also major initiatives in Great Britain (especially Scotland), Canada, 

Australia, and New Zealand (See Florida 2004).  All have a broad-minded approach to 
both identifying the scope of a creative economy, their respective strengths, and policies 
and programs designed to use this perspective to enhance their economies. 

  
While the dimensions of art, culture, technology, and community vibrancy are all 

well and good points of discussion, this research is somewhat more grounded in the 
practical and, in terms of policy development, the implementable.  We are interested in 
determining both industrial and occupational clues that might assist state and regional 
development.  We take cues from Florida’s definitions of creative occupations, and we 
have set out our major occupational groups in Table 2.  The highest level of creative 
occupations is found in the creative core.*   Next in the creative grouping are creative 
professionals.  These two groups comprise the creative occupations – those that conceive 

                                                 
* Florida actually calls them the “Super Creative Core” – we’re not sure they’re really super, maybe pretty 
good is more accurate. 
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and implement ideas and intellectual content and those that apply higher level intellectual 
and technical skills in the service of household, business, and government demand. 

 

Table 2 

Creative Core Working Class
Computer and mathematical Construction and extraction

Architecture and engineering Installation, maintenance and repair

Life, physical, and social sciences Production and assembly

Education, training, and library Transportation and material movement 
Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media

Service Class

Creative Professionals Health care support

Management and administration Food preparation and food services

Business and financial operations Building and grounds maintenance

Legal Personal care services

Low-end sales

Office and administration support

High-end sales and sales management Community and social service

Agriculture, Fishing, and Forestry

Healthcare practitioners, technicians, 
and specialists 

Occupational Groupings

 
 
Our preliminary research on this subject in 2003 allowed for the initial 

characterization of occupations in the U.S. using BLS, OES National Industry-Specific 
Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates for 2000.  Those values are displayed in 
Figure 2.  Our research here is relying significantly on Florida’s working definitions of 
creative-core occupations, creative professionals (the sum of which constitute the creative 
workforce) and the working class trades and service jobs.  We see that the creative core 
workers are nearly 12 percent of the U.S. occupational mix and that creative 
professionals are nearly 15 percent.  The working classes amount to 26 percent, and the 
very broadly defined service jobs are nearly 47 percent. 
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Figure 2 

 

U.S. Occupational Distributions, 2000

Service Class 
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25.8%
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Others
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Creative 
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The Intersection of Creative Industries and Occupations 
 Modern strategies for economic development often hinge on targeted industries 
and targeted occupations.  We have outlined sets of creative industries in the U.S. using 
Howkin’s basic industrial typology supplemented with additional research on firms with 
comparatively high spending levels for R & D.  We have outlined sets of creative 
occupations relying largely on the “creative class” definitions advanced by Florida.  
Using Bureau of Labor Statistics industry-specific occupational employment and wage 
data we are able to discern the distribution of creative jobs in creative industries in the 
U.S.  These cross-tabulations are displayed in Tables 3 and 4.  
 
 In Table 3 we get an idea of the dependence of creative industries on creative 
workers.  Among the creative industries, 57.6 percent of their occupations are creative – 
33 percent core creative, the highest category, and 24.5 percent creative professionals.  
All other education employs the highest fraction of creative workers, followed by applied 
arts, professional and scientific services, and post-secondary education.  Comparatively 
lower reliance on creative occupations is found among visual arts, commercial sports, 
membership organizations, and heritage institutions.  In contrast, among all other 
industries, we find that 15.8 percent of the jobs are in creative occupations, ranging from 
a high of 30 percent in all governments to around 13 percent for agricultural service 
occupations and all other manufacturing. 
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Table 3 

(Percentage of Industry Employment by Occupation)

Industry 
Creative Manufacturing 25.0 13.7 38.7 61.3 100.0 
Broadcast and Media 51.3 8.7 60.0 40.0 100.0 
Professional Services 2.4 51.0 53.4 46.6 100.0 
Scientific & Technical Services 46.3 22.5 68.8 31.2 100.0 
Post-secondary Education 51.8 14.9 66.7 33.3 100.0 
All Other Education 65.6 5.9 71.5 28.5 100.0 
Arts-Applied 19.9 15.7 35.7 64.3 100.0 
Arts-Literary 24.0 10.5 34.5 65.5 100.0 
Arts-Performing 50.8 10.3 61.0 39.0 100.0 
Arts-Visual 9.5 8.0 17.6 82.4 100.0 
Commercial Sports 14.5 8.8 23.3 76.7 100.0 
Heritage Institutions 22.9 10.8 33.7 66.3 100.0 
Membership Organizations 10.9 22.6 33.5 66.5 100.0 

Total, Creative Industries 33.0 24.5 57.6 42.4 100.0 
Agriculture Services 1.4 11.5 12.8 87.2 100.0 
Other Manufacturing 5.4 7.7 13.1 86.9 100.0 
Other Services 5.2 11.1 16.3 83.7 100.0 
All Other Nonfarm Private 2.8 10.9 13.7 86.3 100.0 
Government 10.0 20.0 30.0 70.0 100.0 

Total, Other Industries 4.4 11.4 15.8 84.2 100.0 
11.9 14.9 26.8 73.2 100.0 

Creative Occupations

Creative
Core

Creative 
Professionals

Creative 
Total

All Other  
Occupations 

Total, All  
Occupations 

The Composition of U.S. Industries by Type of Occupation, 2000 

Creative  
Industries 

Other Industries 

Grand Total, All Industries  
 

Table 4 allows a different cross tabulation of creative workers and creative 
industries.  Here we find that more than 73 percent of all creative-core workers are in 
creative industries.  The largest fraction is all other education at 34.4 percent followed by 
professional and technical services, post-secondary education, and creative 
manufacturing.  Creative industries employ 43.5 percent of creative professionals, the 
vast preponderance of which are found in professional service industries.  In total, in the 
U.S., creative industries (which account for just over 26 percent of all jobs in the U.S.) 
require 56.7 percent of the nation’s creative workers but only 15.3 percent of all other 
occupations.   These numbers indicate that by targeting creative industries, an area would 
expect to get a huge payoff in creative occupations.  By targeting creative occupations, a 
region would, theoretically, become increasingly attractive to creative industries. 
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Table 4 

(Percentage of Occupation Type by Industry) 

Industry 
Creative Manufacturing 5.7 2.5 3.9 2.3 2.7
Broadcast and Media 1.8 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.4
Professional Services 1.6 27.3 15.9 5.1 8.0
Scientific & Technical Services 15.2 5.9 10.1 1.7 3.9
Post-secondary Education 10.3 2.4 5.9 1.1 2.4
All Other Education 34.4 2.5 16.7 2.4 6.3
Arts-Applied 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.5
Arts-Literary 1.1 0.4 0.7 0.5 0.6
Arts-Performing 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.2
Arts-Visual 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.5
Commercial Sports 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Heritage Institutions 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Membership Organizations 0.8 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.8

Total, Creative Industries 73.2 43.5 56.7 15.3 26.4
Agriculture Services 0.1 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.9
Other Manufacturing 4.7 5.4 5.1 12.3 10.4
Other Services 6.4 10.9 8.9 16.7 14.6
All Other Nonfarm Private 9.4 29.5 20.6 47.4 40.2
Government 6.2 10.0 8.3 7.1 7.4

Total, Other Industries 26.8 56.5 43.3 84.7 73.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Other Industries 

Grand Total, All Industries 

Creative Occupations

Creative 
Core

Creative 
Professionals

Creative
Total

All Other  
Occupations 

Total, All 
Occupations

Creative  
Industries 

The Distribution of Occupation Types Among U.S. Industries, 2000 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Part II. 
Major Patterns of Occupational and Industrial Change in the U.S. 

 
 Close scrutiny of occupational information comparing the 1990 to the 2000  
censuses reveals that there has been a decided shift in the self-definition of workers 
towards creative occupations.  Across the U.S., the composite creative occupations grew 
at a faster rate than all other occupations in every state.  In Table 5 we see that the 
percentage of the workforce identifying itself as creative increased from 29 percent in 
1990 to 33.1 in 2000, and that all other occupations declined proportionately.   More 
interesting, however, is the composition of all occupational change over that decade, the 
last column of that table.  The creative professionals accounted for 42.7 percent of the 
change, and the creative core nearly 23.6 percent.  Nearly two-thirds of net occupational 
growth in the U.S. over the last decade was located within the creative professions.  The 
traditional working trades only captured 7 percent of the growth, with the service industry 
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receiving about 27 percent.   These statistics indicate that the creative professions grew 
by more than twice the rate as all other professions. 
  

Table 5 

Composition of 
Change

1990 2000 1990 to 2000
Creative Professional 17.3% 20.1% 42.7%

Creative Core 11.7% 13.0% 23.6%
Creative

Total 29.0% 33.1% 66.2%

Working Class 27.6% 25.4% 7.0%
Service Class 43.3% 41.5% 26.8%

Other
Total 71.0% 66.9% 33.8%

All
Occupations 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Changes in Occupational Group Compositions, U.S., 

Occupational 
Compositions

 
 

Table 6 gives us a slightly different perspective.  Over the decade, all occupations 
grew by 12.1 percent in the U.S.  Creative professionals grew by almost 30 percent, and 
creative core occupations by 24.4 percent.   Combined, the creative group grew by 27.7 
percent.  All other occupations grew by a combined 5.8 percent.  The table also profiles 
the five top and bottom growth states according to this measure of inter-census change.  
All of the top five states are in the West.  Rates of total occupational growth among the 
five highest ranged from 50.4 percent in Nevada to 35 percent in Colorado.  Among all 
creative jobs, Nevada had growth of 64 percent and Colorado 50.5 percent.  Except for 
Hawaii, the lowest growth states were in the Northeast.  Their nonfarm occupation 
growth rates ranged from a high of just 2.1 percent in New Jersey to a decline of 13.4 
percent in D.C.  All, however, posted gains in their creative occupations. 
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Table 6 

U.S. Nevada Utah Arizona Idaho Colorado
Creative Professional 29.9          66.7          48.0          53.7          50.6             47.2          

Creative Core 24.4          59.0          59.4          49.8          55.4             55.3          
Creative Total 27.7          63.9          52.7          52.1          52.6             50.5          

Working Class 3.1            46.4          34.2          30.1          25.0             33.1          
Service Class 7.5            52.2          39.2          35.7          31.9             24.6          

Other
Total 5.8            50.4          37.3          33.8          28.9             27.4          

All
Occupations 12.1          53.6          41.9          39.2          35.1             35.0          

New 
Jersey  Hawaii  New York  Connecticut 

 District of 
Columbia 

Creative Professional ** 17.2          10.8          15.9          13.5             5.7            
Creative Core ** 20.3          11.8          8.6            10.8             2.4            
Creative Total ** 18.4          11.2          12.9          12.4             4.3            

Working Class ** (12.1)         (11.5)         (9.9)           (15.0)            (29.1)         
Service Class ** (2.5)           2.1            (4.1)           (5.6)              (25.8)         

Other
Total ** (5.8)           (2.2)           (6.0)           (9.0)              (26.5)         

All
Occupations ** 2.1            1.7            0.1            (1.7)              (13.4)         

Characteristics of Occupational Group Changes, U.S. and Selected States, 
1990 to 2000

Top 5 States in Nonfarm Occupation Growth

Bottom 5 States in Nonfarm Occupation Growth

 
 

 The relative patterns of change by the major creative and all other occupational 
groups across the U.S. are displayed in Figure 3.   The changes are relative in that they 
are compared to the U.S. average in the particular category of measure (See Table 6 for 
the overall U.S. rates of change).  Among the creative core occupations, 10 states and the 
District of Columbia had rates of growth that were less than half of the national rate of 
change.  Five of the states are clustered in the north and east (Connecticut, New York, 
Pennsylvania, D.C., West Virginia, and Ohio).   The southern states are Louisiana, 
Mississippi, and Oklahoma.  These are joined by North Dakota and Hawaii.  Most of  
those that grew by less than the U.S. average are clustered in the Midwest.  The 
remaining states grew by at or in excess of the U.S. average.  Those with the highest 
rates, more than twice the national average, are in the Mountain West states of Idaho, 
Nevada, Utah, Colorado, and Arizona.  

 
There is less apparent dispersion in the creative professional group.  Only 

Connecticut and Hawaii grew by less than half of the U.S. average rate, and only Nevada 
grew by more than twice the rate.  The remaining states showing strong growth in this 
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category (1.5 to 2 times the U.S. average) are still clustered in the Mountain West areas 
but are joined by South Dakota, Arkansas, Georgia, and North Carolina.  
 

The trade occupations encompass traditional production, extraction, 
transportation, and assembly occupations.  Very large percentage declines (irrespective of 
the U.S. average change) were realized in 16 states.  Most are in the Northeast and Mid-
Atlantic areas, but they are joined by South Carolina, Alabama, Illinois, Hawaii, and 
California.  The shifting of these occupations in the U.S. is very dramatic.  Seven states, 
all in the mountain west areas realized growth in these jobs in excess of five times the 
U.S. average.  Fifteen other states realized growth of from three to five times the U.S. 
average.  These are mostly located in the Midwest and the Southwest. 

 
Service occupation growth also favored the West strongly.   Actual percentage 

declines were realized in five states, all in the Northeast.  Fourteen grew by less than the 
U.S. rate, and most of these were in the Midwest, but California, Hawaii, and Vermont 
are also included.  In contrast seven western states grew by twice as much or more in this 
category. 

 
These maps help us to identify the spatial dimension to the change in occupational 

types in the U.S.   Generally, western states are realizing the preponderance of growth in 
the creative jobs and, concomitantly or multiplicatively, many of the other trade and 
service jobs.  The mid-western areas are yielding comparatively strong trade job growth 
and higher-than-average creative professional job growth, but they are lagging in both 
service sector growth and in creative core occupation growth.  In a variety of categories, 
New England and other northeastern states plus both California and Hawaii are in very 
disadvantaged positions regarding occupation change. 
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Figure 3.  Changes in Major Occupations, 1990 to 2000 
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In Figure 4 we return to the question of creative industry change and creative 
occupation change among the states.  The nation’s creative industries realized about 29 
percent job growth between 1990 and 2000 and creative occupations grew by just under 
28 percent.  As these are the two foci of many state industrial recruiting efforts, this 
figure plots the respective state rates.  As would be expected, there is a strong linear 
component, as represented by the trend line (r=.73).    Ideally, from an industrial 
recruitment perspective, states would want to be in the upper right-handed quadrant with 
higher rates of growth in both categories.  Half of the states are located in this more 
favorable quadrant.  Thirteen are located in the lower-left quadrant, the one with less-
than-average growth in both categories.   
 

The more interesting quadrant, however, may be the lower right-hand one.  Here 
we find states that enjoyed stronger creative industry growth than average, but lower than 
average creative occupation growth.  They’re getting greater shares of creative industry 
employment, but lower shares of creative occupations.  The states are Alabama, Maine, 
Mississippi, West Virginia, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Wyoming, and Alaska.  All of 
these states are comparatively less industrialized than the remainder of the U.S. and 
(excepting Alaska) have much lower mean wages.  This plot suggests that it could be 
useful to differentiate creative industry growth and creative occupation growth against a 
measure of aggregate economic well-being in the states. 
 
 Table 7 gives correlates of several measures of occupational, population, and 
creative industry job change with real changes in gross state product (GSP) and per capita 
incomes (PCI) among the states.  It is interesting to note that real state per capita GSP and 
PCI changes correlate more strongly with changes in creative occupations than with any 
other group.  The r value for all creative jobs with real GSP is r =.39, and with real PCI is 
r = .27.  None of the other categories demonstrate any meaningful association with the 
two economic outcome measures.  Notably, changes in creative industry jobs (as 
measured by BEA job statistics) among the states did not correlate with real GSP or PCI 
growth.  This hints that an emphasis on creative occupations may be more meaningful to 
state economic development planners than an emphasis on creative industry recruitment 
when looking at measures of enhancing economic well-being as measured through real 
GSP or PCI growth.   
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Figure 4 

Percent Change in Creative Industry Employment and Creative Occupations, 
1990 to 2000
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Table 7 

Real Change in 
Gross State Product 

Per Capita

Real Change in
Personal Income

Per Capita
Population 0.100 -0.030 

Creative Professionals 0.368 0.263 
Creative Core 0.331 0.217 

All Creative Occupations 0.392 0.267 

Trade Occupations 0.160 0.173 
Service Occupations 0.102 0.004 
Trade & Service 0.127 0.067 

All Occupations 0.212 0.131 

Creative Industries 0.062 0.055 

Correlation Coefficients 
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Part III 
Characteristics of Creative Workers in the U.S. and Interstate Mobility 

 
There are advantages to both targeting industries and to targeting occupations.  

Our very preliminary and basic measures indicate that there may be somewhat better 
payoffs for states to develop targeted occupation programs that focus on attracting 
creative workers and the firms that would be attracted to them.  The correlations indicate 
that average state well-being is associated with creative occupation growth more so than 
creative firm growth.  But it is important, too, to remember that creative industry growth 
has the potential of attracting large numbers of creative occupations.  Differentiating 
between jobs and job quality (as measured by the proportion of creative occupations) 
may be difficult for economic development policymakers. 

 
To one degree or another, all 50 states are competing for the same pool of workers 

and the same pool of “quality” jobs in targeted industries.  Analysis of worker mobility 
data reveal clearly that in national and international market for workers, whether 
measured by creative occupation or those working in creative industries, some states are 
huge gainers and others big losers.  This section tries to sort out the winners and the 
losers. 

 
Public Use Micro-Sample (PUMS) survey statistics from the 2000 census allow 

us to glean characteristics of the state and national populations that aren’t summarized in 
the standard census reports.  Of particular importance in the PUMS data is the ability to 
look at respondent occupations, industries, along with social, economic, and educational 
characteristics.  Of added importance is the ability to discern in this sample of workers 
who had migrated to a state at any time during the 1995 to the 2000 period.  Accordingly, 
we can determine baseline 2000 statistics for the nation and the states, and we can use the 
migration statistics from this sample to develop insights about the kinds workers that 
migrate and where those workers might be going. 

 
Characteristics of Creative Workers 

Education:  An obvious benefit of targeting creative occupations is the 
educational levels of these workers.  Creative occupations account for 64.4 percent of all 
workers with bachelor degrees and 85.8 percent of all workers with professional or other 
post-graduate degrees.  Among creative workers, 60 percent have a BA or an advanced 
degree, compared to 5.6 percent of all trade occupations, 15 percent of service 
occupations, and 11 percent of all agriculture and ag-related jobs.   
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Age:  Proportionately, there are fewer relatively young adults (ages 20 to 29) in 

the creative occupations (17.3 percent) than for trades (21.4 percent) and services (23 
percent). 

 
Mobility:  When we compare state migration characteristics, we find that, 

nationally, creative workers are more mobile.  We found it somewhat interesting that the 
comparatively higher amounts of mobility among these workers, however, are in the age 
groups 30 and over.  Stated differently among all migrating workers in the U.S. ages 30 
to 59 slightly more than 40 percent were in creative occupations.  Lower rates of 
migration are evident in trade categories (where manufacturing occupations would be 
found).  The overall rates of migration in the service group were the same as their overall 
distributions.  Among very young workers who were mobile, however, those under 20 
years of age, 65 percent went to a different state for service jobs, 21 percent for trade 
jobs, and a mere 8 percent for creative jobs.   

 
If we look at the numbers slightly differently, we can zero in on the relative age 

dimension.  Workers ages 20 to 39 made up about 46 percent of the occupational 
compositions in the U.S. in 2000, but they were 62 percent of all migrating workers.  
These same age groups were 44.3 percent of all creative workers, but 64 percent of 
migrating creative workers. 

 
Industry:  Table 8 allows us to isolate the importance of creative occupations for 

different industry groups.  The first two columns of the table identify major industries 
and the associated percentage of occupations in that industry that fell into the creative 
category in the 2000 census.  The next two columns display the same information for the 
migrating workers only.   

 
All educational services include primary, secondary, technical, and post-

secondary educators in the U.S.  74 percent of the occupations in those institutions, 
private and public, are considered creative workers.  Professional, scientific, technical, 
and consulting workers have the next highest percentage at 72 percent, followed by 
religious, professional, and civic institutions at 58 percent.  Health care industries were 
fourth at 54.5 percent, and computer and electronic product manufacturing along with 
publishing and motion picture and sound recording industries were 51 percent creatively 
staffed, respectively.  The national average was 33 percent. 
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Fifteen of the top 20 industries have proportions of creative worker in-migrants 
that exceed their actual composition in 2000, three were about the same or lower, and two 
were different kinds of firms.  The industry mix is similar, but the noticeably higher rates 
indicate that mobile workers are more likely to be creative. 

Table 8 

Major Industry Group

All Worker 
Creative As a 

Percent of 
Industry Total Major Industry Group

Mobile Worker 
Creative As a 

Percent of 
Industry Total

Educational Services 74.2%
Professional, Scientific, Technical, and 
Consulting Services 77.7%

Professional, Scientific, Technical, and 
Consulting Services 72.3% Educational Services 76.8%
Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, and 
Similar Organizations 59.3%

Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, 
and Similar Organizations 68.6%

Information Services and Data Processing 
Services 57.9%

Information Services and Data Processing 
Services 68.0%

Health Care Services 54.5%
Publishing and Motion Picture and Sound 
Recording Industries 62.4%

Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing 51.1% Social Assistance 59.1%
Publishing and Motion Picture and Sound 
Recording Industries 50.7% Finance and Insurance 58.5%

Broadcasting and Telecommunications 44.2% Chemical Manufacturing 56.8%

Finance and Insurance 43.3%
Computer and Electronic Product 
Manufacturing 56.2%

Social Assistance 42.9% Health Care Services 54.7%

Chemical Manufacturing 41.7% Broadcasting and Telecommunications 54.7%

Public Administration 38.7% Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 38.2%

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing Services 29.1% Utilities and Pipelines 37.8%

Utilities and Pipelines 28.8% Machinery Manufacturing 35.1%

Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 28.6% Mining 35.0%

Machinery Manufacturing 27.0%
Electrical Equipment, Appliance, and 
Component Manufacturing 33.8%

Mining 24.4% Public Administration 31.3%
Electrical Equipment, Appliance, and Component 
Manufacturing 24.4% Real Estate and Rental and Leasing Services 28.7%

Other 24.0% Miscellaneous Manufacturing 23.7%

Miscellaneous Manufacturing 23.7% Rail and Water Transportation 20.9%

Creative Industries in the U.S. Sorted by Proportion Creative Workers, All Workers and Mobile Workers 
2000

 
 
 

 Table 9 allows us to look at the major industries’ shares of all creative 
occupations in the U.S. and among mobile workers.   It first sorts the existing industries 
that had the highest shares of creative workers.  It next sorts industries by their shares of 
migrating creative workers.   
 

Proportionally, education services accounted for nearly 20 percent of the nation’s 
creative workers, followed by health care at 15 percent and professional, scientific, 
technical and consulting at 13 percent.  Both the cumulative and the actual percents are 
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instructive.   It is interesting to note in this listing that computer and electronic 
manufacturing accounts for 2.2 percent of the nation’s creative workers, business and 
support services 1.6 percent, and information services and data processing a mere 1 
percent of the national total.   
 
 As proportions of all mobile creative workers, we find, again, rankings that are 
similar to the existing national staffing patterns.  Educational services industries 
accounted for the most migration at 17.6 percent of the total, followed at 14.7 percent by 
professional, scientific, technical and consulting services, and 13.8 percent for health care 
industries.  The top 5 industry groups accounted for 60 percent of all creative worker 
migration.  We can also see that computer and electronic product manufacture, 
broadcasting and telecommunications industries, and information services and data 
processing combined account for 6.5 percent of all migrating workers nationwide. 
 

Table 9 

Major Industry Group

All Workers 
Percent of 

Creative Total

Creative 
Cumulative 

Percent Major Industry Group

Mobile 
Workers 

Percent of 
Creative Total

Creative 
Cumulative 
Percentage

Educational Services 19.5% 19.5% Educational Services 17.6% 17.6%

Health Care Services 15.0% 34.5%
Professional, Scientific, Technical, and 
Consulting Services 14.7% 32.3%

Professional, Scientific, Technical, and 
Consulting Services 12.9% 47.3% Health Care Services 13.8% 46.1%

Finance and Insurance 6.5% 53.8% Finance and Insurance 7.1% 53.2%

Public Administration 5.6% 59.4% Public Administration 7.0% 60.2%
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, 
Accommodation, and Dining 4.2% 63.7%

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, 
Accommodation, and Dining 5.5% 65.8%

Retail Trade 4.2% 67.8% Retail Trade 4.1% 69.9%

Construction 2.9% 70.8%
Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, 
and Similar Organizations 3.4% 73.3%

Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, 
and Similar Organizations 2.7% 73.4%

Computer and Electronic Product 
Manufacturing 3.0% 76.3%

Social Assistance 2.5% 75.9% Broadcasting and Telecommunications 2.5% 78.8%
Computer and Electronic Product 
Manufacturing 2.2% 78.1%

Publishing and Motion Picture and Sound 
Recording Industries 2.0% 80.8%

Broadcasting and Telecommunications 2.0% 80.1% Construction 2.0% 82.8%

Wholesale Trade 1.9% 82.1% Business and Support Services 1.8% 84.7%

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing Services 1.6% 83.7% Wholesale Trade 1.8% 86.4%

Business and Support Services 1.6% 85.3% Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 1.5% 87.9%

Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 1.6% 86.9% Real Estate and Rental and Leasing Services 1.3% 89.3%
Publishing and Motion Picture and Sound 
Recording Industries 1.6% 88.5% Chemical Manufacturing 1.3% 90.6%

Miscellaneous Manufacturing 1.3% 89.8%
Information Services and Data Processing 
Services 1.0% 91.6%

Chemical Manufacturing 1.1% 90.9% Miscellaneous Manufacturing 1.0% 92.6%
Information Services and Data Processing 
Services 1.0% 91.9% Social Assistance 0.9% 93.6%
Machinery Manufacturing 0.9% 92.8% Machinery Manufacturing 0.7% 94.3%

Primary and Fabricated Metal Manufacturing 0.8% 93.6%
Food, Beverage, and Tobacco Product 
Manufacturing 0.6% 94.9%

Utilities and Pipelines 0.8% 94.4% Primary and Fabricated Metal Manufacturing 0.6% 95.5%
Repair and Personal Services 0.7% 95.0% Utilities and Pipelines 0.5% 96.0%

Other 0.6% 95.7% Repair and Personal Services 0.5% 96.4%
Food, Beverage, and Tobacco Product 
Manufacturing 0.6% 96.3% Agriculture, Forestry, and Game 0.4% 96.9%

Other Transportation 0.5% 96.7% Paper and Wood Product Manufacturing 0.4% 97.3%

Creative Industries in the U.S. Sorted by Shares of Creative Occupations Totals, All Workers and Migrating Workers,  
2000
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Interstate Mobility 
We know that many states tend to have higher outmigration rates than inmigration 

rates in the creative occupations, and vice versa.  Table 10 allows us to look at the 
creative occupation migration characteristics of the different states.  This table compares 
percentage of creative inmigrants among the states with outmigrants.  The inmigrants in 
this table include international inmigrants, while the outmigrants are domestic only, as it 
is impossible to track international outmigrants from the PUMS data.  Washington D.C. 
had the highest fraction of creative inmigrants at 53 percent, followed by Massachusetts 
at 48 percent, Maryland at 46.4 percent, and Connecticut at 45 percent.  These top 4 
inmigrant states are also the top 4 outmigrant states, indicating somewhat of a continuous 
exchange of creative workers among these states. 
  

Table 10.  Characteristics of Creative Worker Migration  

(Inmigrants Includes International) 

 

State

Inmigrants: 
Percentage 

Creative 
Occupations State

Outmigrants: 
Percentage 

Creative 
Occupations

District of Columbia 53.0% District of Columbia 52.7%
Massachusetts 47.8% Massachusetts 48.1%
Maryland 46.4% Connecticut 46.9%
Connecticut 44.7% Rhode Island 44.6%
New Jersey 41.9% Maryland 44.0%
Virginia 41.2% Pennsylvania 43.7%
New Hampshire 41.1% Virginia 42.5%
Vermont 40.5% Delaware 41.1%
New York 38.8% Wisconsin 41.1%
Maine 38.6% New Jersey 41.0%

Nebraska 29.0% Hawaii 33.0%
Idaho 28.9% Mississippi 32.9%
West Virginia 28.9% Montana 32.8%
Montana 28.8% Florida 32.6%
Wyoming 27.9% California 31.1%
Mississippi 27.6% Idaho 31.1%
North Dakota 26.5% Alaska 30.5%
Arkansas 26.2% Arkansas 29.9%
Oklahoma 24.6% Wyoming 29.8%
Nevada 24.3% Nevada 26.1%

U.S. Average 35.1% U.S. Average 37.5%

Top 10

Bottom 10

 
 

While Nevada led the nation in the rate of job growth, it had the lowest fraction of 
creative occupation inmigrants at 24 percent, followed by Oklahoma at 25 percent, 
Arkansas at 26.2 percent, and North Dakota at 26.5 percent.  Those supplying 
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proportionately smaller fractions of creative outmigrants are Nevada at 26 percent, 
Wyoming and Arkansas at 30 percent, and Alaska at 30.5 percent. 

 
 Missing from this table is a sense of the overall net exchange of inmigrants and 
outmigrants.  Table 11 helps us to sort out the gainers and losers of creative workers in 
the U.S.  This is a table of the net domestic migration exchanges among the states; 
accordingly, the sum of all states equals zero.  In total, 19 states posted gains and 32 
(including D.C.) posted net declines in creative occupations.  Of those states posting 
gains, Florida captured the lion’s share of 21.3 percent, followed by North Carolina at 
11.6 percent, Arizona at 11 percent, and Georgia at 10 percent. Cumulatively, just a 
shade under three-quarters of all net inmigrants are found in the first seven states.  This 
table also displays the ratio of creative inmigrants to outmigrants for the states.  Nevada 
had the highest ratio, for every 100 creative outmigrants, it captured 196 creative 
occupation inmigrants.  Next was Arizona with a ratio of 1.73.  While California ranked 
numerically in the top 10, its ratio was just 1.08.  As is evident, the numerical advantages 
often differ markedly from the ratio advantages. 
 

Table 11.   Creative Occupation Exchange Among the  

States (Domestic Migration Only) 

State
Percent of Gain 

or Loss

Cumulative 
Percent of Gain 

or Loss

Ratio of 
Inmigrants to 
Outmigrants

Florida 21.3% 21.3% 1.55
North Carolina 11.6% 32.8% 1.53
Arizona 11.1% 43.9% 1.73
Georgia 10.1% 54.0% 1.43
Texas 7.4% 61.4% 1.18
Colorado 6.9% 68.3% 1.38
Nevada 5.7% 74.1% 1.96
California 5.1% 79.1% 1.08
Washington 4.5% 83.6% 1.24

New Jersey 2.4% 74.4% 0.91
Oklahoma 2.7% 72.0% 0.73
Indiana 3.2% 69.3% 0.81
Iowa 4.0% 66.1% 0.62
Louisiana 4.1% 62.0% 0.65
Michigan 4.7% 57.9% 0.78
Ohio 6.0% 53.2% 0.79
Illinois 9.9% 47.3% 0.74
Pennsylvania 11.6% 37.4% 0.68
New York 25.8% 25.8% 0.59

Top 10 Net Creative Occupation Gains

Bottom 10 Net Creative Occupation Declines
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 The lower portion of the table lists the bottom 10 states, those posting net creative 
occupation declines, i.e., where creative occupation outmigration exceeded creative 
inmigration.  This list is led numerically by New York, which accounted for 26 percent of 
the total losses, followed by Pennsylvania at 11.6 percent, and Illinois at 10 percent.  
Cumulatively, these bottom 10 states accounted for just under three-quarters of the losses.  
Notice that the net creative supplying states are a mixture of large and traditionally 
industrial states (New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Illinois, and Michigan) along with some 
more rural areas like Iowa and Oklahoma.    It is undeniable that these bottom states are 
suffering, on a creative occupational basis, brain drains, though the magnitude varies.  
The magnitude of the losses is expressed in their ratio:  New York’s was .59 – it received 
just 59 domestic creative workers for every 100 that left.  Next lowest was Iowa at .62 
followed by Louisiana at .65.*  
 
 Table 12 gives us summary statistics on our creative occupational groups and our 
creative industry groups for mobile people in the U.S.  Of all mobile workers in the U.S., 
35 percent worked in creative occupations and 30 percent worked in creative industries.  
Two-thirds of those mobile creative industry workers were in creative occupations.  
Stated differently, states can expect that two-thirds of the growth in creative industry 
employment satisfied by migration will be filled by creative workers.  All other 
occupations and all other industries accounted for 55.6 percent of all worker mobility. 
 

The qualitative aspect of these jobs is contained in bottom of Table 12.  The 
creative industries account for 30 percent of mobility as measured by persons, but 36 
percent of mobile worker earnings.  The difference between those in creative occupations 
and those not is also quite evident.  The 21 percent of mobile workers that have creative 
occupations and work in creative industries command 30 percent of earnings.   The 9.3 
percent of non-creative workers that are mobile who work in creative industries received 
just 6 percent of earnings.  And while 55.6 percent of all mobile workers are in other 
occupations and work in other industries, they collectively receive just 38 percent of 
earnings.  In all, the 35 percent of all mobile workers who work in creative occupations 
reap 56.2 percent of earnings.  The payoff and the potential losses to states by either 
gaining or losing either creative occupations or creative industry jobs, in general, is 
demonstrable. 
                                                 
* There is a very high degree of association between creative industry job growth and creative industry 
occupation growth among the states (remembering that nationally,  two-thirds of creative industry change 
filled by mobile workers will be filled by creative occupations), so we are not going to replicate Tables 10 
and 11 for creative industries as the states and the rankings will be substantially the same. 
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Table 12 

Migrants
Creative 

Occupations
Other 

Occupations Total
Creative Industries 20.5% 9.3% 29.8%
Other Industries 14.6% 55.6% 70.2%
Total 35.1% 64.9% 100.0%

Migrant Earnings
Creative Industries 29.8% 6.0% 35.8%
Other Industries 26.4% 37.7% 64.2%
Grand Total 56.2% 43.8% 100.0%

Characteristics of Creative Occupations and Creative 
Industry Migrants, 1995 to 2000

\ 
 

  
Even though most states tend to target industrial growth, the evidence here 

suggests that the real payoff for states comes from a combination of creative or targeted 
occupational and industrial recruitment.  An estimate of the recent value of the exchange 
in creative workers among the states in the U.S. using migration data from 1995 to 2000 
is contained in Figure 5.  For this figure we calculated the value of all earnings of 
domestic outmigrants from a state as a ratio to the value of earnings for all domestic 
inmigrants for the sample of mobile creative workers in the U.S.  If a state has a value 
greater than 1.0, it means that outmigrating creative workers’ total earnings (wherever 
they ended up) exceeded inmigrating workers’ total earnings.  If the value is less than 1.0, 
the inmigrating workers’ total earnings exceed outmigrating workers’ total earnings. 
 
 The total value of outmigration earnings to inmigration earnings for creative 
workers exceeded 150 percent in eleven states.  Concentrations are evident in the Great 
Plains states of the Dakotas, Nebraska, and Oklahoma, along with Oklahoma, Iowa, New 
York, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Louisiana, and Hawaii.  Those averaging from 125 
percent or more are also primarily clustered in the industrial Midwest, along with the 
more western states of Kansas, New Mexico, and Montana.  On an earnings basis, just six 
states’ ratios were highly favorable where outmigration earnings were less than 75 
percent of inmigration earnings.  Those states were North Carolina, Georgia, Florida, 
Colorado, Arizona, and Nevada. 
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Figure 5 

 
 

  
 
 
 

Conclusions 
 

The main objective of this paper was to explore the usefulness of creative industry 
or creative occupation classifications in explaining changes occurring in the U.S. and its 
states.  A secondary objective was to determine the usefulness of these designations for 
state economic development planning. 

 
 The categorizations of industries and occupations into creative groupings captures 

large fractions of the education level differences that exist among U.S. workers. 
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 Preliminary evidence suggests that real growth in gross state product and per capita 
incomes may be more associated with creative occupation growth than with creative 
industry growth. 

 The occupations that we identified as creative were, in fact, more mobile than most 
other occupations, which enhances states’ chances of recruiting these workers. 

 These occupations represent higher paying jobs due to the higher educational 
attainment of creative workers. 

 Creative occupation mobility coincides strongly with creative industry growth. 
 State economic development policies that target creative industry growth will, 

therefore, promote both creative industry and creative occupation growth. 
 Any state that can improve its net exchange in creative workers will likely improve 

regional earnings proportionately. 
 There are, however, strong differences in the ability of different states to attract 

creative industry jobs and creative occupation growth. 
 

By targeting creative workers and creative industry groups, states can greatly 
simplify their economic development activities while still yielding returns that are higher 
paying, better educated, and better, overall, for states’ economic fortunes.  The data that 
we analyzed, however, indicate that there are powerful and probably irreversible 
preferences as to where the bulk of creative industries and creative workers are locating, 
and by inference, are going to locate in the U.S. 
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Data Sources 
 

Table 1. Additional industrial classifications determined from statistics compiled by the 
National Science Foundation, Division of Science Resources Statistics, Research and 
Development in Industry, 1999.  NSF 02-312.  
 
Figure 1.  Occupation by industry in 2000:  National occupational employment estimates 
by specific industry were obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics.  The 2000 OES 
National Industry-Specific Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates are calculated 
from data collected in a national survey of employers of every size, in every state, 
including metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas.  These survey data are used to 
calculate industry-specific occupational employment and wage estimates for most 2- and 
3-digit Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) industry groups. 
 
Table 2.  Florida (2002).  This classification was expanded by the authors to include 
many community social work and mental health professionals and counselors. 
 
Figure 2.  Employment and earnings by detailed occupation in 2000:  Employment and 
earnings by detailed occupation for Iowa and the United States were obtained from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics program entitled Occupational Employment Statistics.  The 
OES program provides annual estimates of employment and wages for about 750 
occupations and 400 nonfarm industries for the nation and individual states.  The 
estimates do not include self-employed persons. 
 
Table 3.  Same as Figure 1. 
 
Table 4.  Same as Figure 1. 
 
Table 5.  U.S. Census, STF 3 1990 and STF 3 2000.  These data were compiled using the 
“Occupational Crosswalk” tool that allows for direct comparison of 1990 and 2000 
occupational categories. 
 
Table 6.  Same as Table 5. 
 
Figure 3.  Same as Table 5. 
 
Figure 4.  Employment data from U.S. BEA.  Occupational change data from Table 5 
source. 
 
Table 7.  Gross State Product and Per Capita Income changes from the U.S. BEA.  
Occupational changes from Table 5 source. 
 
Tables 8 through 12, and Figure 5.  Public Use Micro-Sample (PUMS) 5% sample.  
2000 U.S. Census. 


