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Chicago is a global city

Ranking

2012 2010 2008 Values calculated ona Oto 10 scale
1 1 1 New York ] 535
b | 2 2 London ] 5.79
3 4 3 Paris ] 5.48
4 3 4 Tokyo L] 4.99
B 5 5 Hong Kong | 4.56
6 7 6 #7 Los Angeles I 3.94
T 6 8 ‘ Chicago . 1.66
B 10 g Saoul I 3.4
9 1 13 Brussels ] 3.33
10 13 " Washington, D.C, I 3,22
B GBusiness activity (30%) B nformation exchange (15%) Political engagement (10%)
Human capital (30%) Cultural experience (15%)

Source: 2012 Global Cities Index and Emerging Market Qutlook study by A.T. Kearney and The Chicago Council on Global Affairs
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Chicago is a global city

Ranking

2012 2010 2008 Values calculated ona O to 10 scale
1 1 1 New York I 6.35
2 2 2 Landon I 5.79
3 4 3 Paris ] 5.48
4 3 4 Tokyo I 4.99
5 5 5 Hong Kong ] A.56
B ! B Los Angeles ] 3.94
T 53 B Chicago ] 3.55
8 10 9 seoul — 3.41
9 1 19 Brussels I 3.33
10

7 Chicago
10 DC

Source; 2012 Global Citles Index and Emerging Market Outlook study by AT, Kearney and The Chicago Councll on Global Affairs

13 ‘.1 I Washington, D.C. I 3.22
B Eousiness activity (30%) B (nfcemation axchandgs (15%) Palticsl angagesmsent (10%)
6 LA Human capital (30%) Cultuar sl sspsr s (15%)
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Long-term challenges

Index of income relative to income in 1950
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Personal Income growth in lllinois, Great Lakes and the US since 1950
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More recent challenges

Unemployment Rate in Illinois (ILUR)
Civilian Unemployment Rate (LUNRATE)
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Shaded areas indicate US recessions.

FRED 2013 research.stlouisfed.org
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Footloose firms




I Federal taxes minus spending, 1990-2009, as % of 2009 GDP
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Sources: Census Bureau; Internal Revenue Service; The Economist estimates *Includes Washington, DC



i Federal taxes minus spending, 1990-2009, as % of 2009 GDP
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I Federal taxes minus spending, 1990-2009, as % of 2009 GDP
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I Federal taxes minus spending, 1990-2009, as % of 2009 GDP
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Defense spending

State

Massachusetts
Alabama

[llinois

Defense Spending in State National Rank

(in billions)

$15.1 #9
$14.3 #11
$9.2 #20

Source: 2009 data compiled from Department of Defense, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis,
U.S. Census Bureau and Bloomberg Government
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Defense spending

State

Alabama
Massachusetts

[llinois

Federal Defense Spending National Rank
as a percentage of GDP

8.6% #4
4.2% #20
1.5% #48

Source: 2009 data compiled from Department of Defense, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis,
U.S. Census Bureau and Bloomberg Government
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Conclusion
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