
POLITICAL 
ECONOMY
IN THE CAROLINAS

THE IMPORTANCE 
OF PLACE 
PROSPERITY 
IN ECONOMIC 
MOBILITY: AN 
EXAMINATION OF 
OCCUPATIONAL/
INDUSTRIAL 
MISMATCH IN 
FORSYTH COUNTY
Zagros Madjd-Sadjadi
Winston-Salem State University

Michael Zeoli
Winston-Salem State University1

Forsyth County, North Carolina, is currently 
the third-least economically mobile county 
in the entire country. Rather than using 

massive subsidies and tax abatements to attempt to 
attract businesses, the county needs to focus more 
on occupational/industrial mismatch and allow the 
private sector to guide its eff orts while providing 
assistance to its citizens to allow them to take advantage 
of  the employment opportunities. We argue that 
the current targeted industries approach adopted by 
local government economic developers is unlikely 
to signifi cantly rectify the mismatch and that rather 
than pursuing a top-down approach to economic 
development, a bottom-up approach that focuses on 
developing the workforce and providing transportation 
linkages to poorer individuals so they can take 
advantage of  employment opportunities will be more 
benefi cial for county residents.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Forsyth County and the city of  Winston-Salem 

are at a crossroads. Once supported by tobacco, 
furniture, and textiles manufacturing, the region 
is reinventing itself  by targeting the following 
industries according to the Legacy 2030 plan 
(Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Planning Board 
2018):

• advanced manufacturing
• biomedical research, production, and 

regenerative medicine
• corporate and regional headquarters
• design 
• fi nancial services 
• insurance and investment companies 
• logistics/distribution
• medical services
• travel/tourism
A nonprofi t that does external marketing for 

the region, Winston-Salem Business Inc. (2018), 
has similarly targeted the industries of  advanced 
manufacturing, fi nancial services, distribution/
logistics, healthcare/life sciences, and data centers. 
We do not include data centers in the discussion 
because they tend to create few permanent jobs 
despite often attracting huge incentive off ers 
(Lenio 2015). However, if  well-paying jobs created 
by these industries are not suitable for current 
residents, positions will go to migrants, which can 
exacerbate regional economic inequality.

We examine the Legacy 2030 Plan and the 
Winston-Salem Poverty Thought Force Report 
(2017) in order to determine whether planned 
future growth will perpetuate or mitigate existing 
inequities. This is especially important as Forsyth 
County is the third-least economically mobile 
county in the entire country (Garber 2017).

The demographics in Forsyth County suggest a 

region well suited for the targeted industry clusters. 
Nearly 32 percent of  Forsyth County residents have 
a bachelor’s degree according to Winston-Salem 
Business Inc. (2018). Although wages are below the 
national average, so is the cost of  living. The city 
hosts two Fortune 500 companies: Hanesbrands, 
one of  the largest clothing manufacturers in the 
world, and BB&T, one of  the top ten banks in the 
country.2  It also serves as the headquarters for 
Reynolds American, the wholly owned American 
subsidiary of  British American Tobacco, the 
world’s largest cigarette manufacturer.

Forsyth County has tried to shift its focus from 
tobacco and textiles to services and biotechnology. 
As the environment has changed, workers who 
once earned solid middle-class wages have found 
themselves unemployed or working in the much 
lower-paid retail sector. 

The county is not to blame for the loss of  those 
old industries. Market environments inevitably 
change. In the face of  shifting circumstances, the 
government rightly realizes it must chart a new 
way forward for the region. However, while the 
county is attempting to attract businesses using tax 
abatements, which will further reduce its ability 
to alleviate poverty, it has done little to position 
its poorest residents to be able to take advantage 
of  these opportunities. Currently, the healthcare 
and social-assistance industry accounts for 18 
percent of  county employment and only 9 percent 
of  employees in the area work in manufacturing 
(Winston-Salem Business Inc. 2016). While this 
mirrors the rest of  the country, trade and jobs fl ow 
based on relative strengths, not absolute ones. 

Is Forsyth County targeting the right industries, 
given its workforce’s training and occupational skill 
sets? To examine this question, we explore two 
economic concepts: industrial clusters (industries 

2. � is might not last as BB&T plans to relocate its headquarters to Charlotte as part of its merger with SunTrust.



with similar employment qualifi cations and wages 
and benefi ts) and occupational structure (regarding 
which occupations are required for various 
industries).

The term “industrial cluster” comes from 
Michael Porter (1990), who uses the term to discuss 
how certain industries display agglomeration eff ects 
that allow companies within those industries to 
create a competitive advantage that allows for 
huge industrial potential for the entire region. 
However, what happens when the industry upon 
which your region’s competitive advantage rests 
starts to decline? It is necessary to stake out a new 
competitive advantage. It is to that task that we 
turn.

Industries clustered together provide similar 
opportunities. If  declining industries are clustered 
with growing industries, workers can easily move 
between them. If  Forsyth County is not attracting 
industries providing well-paying jobs to current 
residents, the county will lack economic mobility 
(the ability to improve one’s standard of  living 
over time). In order to maximize the ability of  
individuals to rise economically, the transition from 
declining industries to growing industries needs to 
be as smooth as possible. 

We study currently existing industrial clusters 
and occupational structures as clues to why the 
county has little upward economic mobility. The 
local government’s reaction to the diminishing 
of  old industries has been to stimulate economic 
activity by targeting industries that require high 
degrees of  education. However, these types of  
industries are not good matches for workers who 
have lost jobs in more traditional industries. At the 
same time, some industries spur growth in others. 
Attracting industries that directly or indirectly 
provide jobs for everyone in an area will drastically 
reduce economic inequality and boost economic 
mobility. 

Finally, we provide an overview of  the local 

labor market and business climate that can 
be used as a blueprint for future economic 
development eff orts to provide the highest “return 
on investment” for the region given the county’s 
occupational skill sets. If  regional developers 
consider whether industries provide full-time jobs 
with benefi ts for workforces with similar training 
and occupational skill sets to those found in Forsyth 
County or if  they can create the labor force needed 
for such businesses before they off er incentives to 
attract business, the economic climate in Forsyth 
County can be signifi cantly improved. 

Economic mobility is not a new problem. 
Should jobs move to where the people are, or 
should people move to where the jobs are? This 
question has puzzled economists for generations. 
If  the only goal is to have individuals move 
from relative deprivation to relative abundance, 
individuals should migrate to where opportunities 
exist. However, if  communities are to be nurtured, 
the conversation shifts from promoting people 
prosperity to promoting place prosperity. 

When people fail to move, they often require 
government assistance; reducing such assistance 
tends to induce migration. The critical issues 
are whether migrants are better off  in their new 
location and whether the regions are more viable 
economically over the long term (Courchene 
1981: 512). Savoie (1986) points out a critical 
missing factor. The debate over people versus 
place prosperity rests on the tenet that labor is as 
fully mobile as capital. But the tenet is not true. 
Individuals have an emotional attachment to place 
that capital does not. The resulting relative labor 
immobility detracts from economic mobility.

Some types of  labor immobility are obvious 
and deep-rooted: language and citizenship are 
stumbling blocks for people looking to move across 
borders. Even within the United States, family 
obligations may prevent relocation or raise its costs. 
Housing tenure is at the highest level ever recorded. 



Once it was common to move every fi ve years, 
but today the average length of  tenancy is over 
ten years (Kusisto and Rexrode 2017). The rise of  
two-income households means location decisions 
are actually co-location decisions. When individuals 
are tied to households, the entire household must 
benefi t from a move, not just the individual. 

If  individuals were as freely mobile as capital, 
people could simply move to where they could be 
successful. Labor mobility would be synonymous 
with economic mobility. However, if  labor is 
less mobile than capital, capital should move to 
labor and there may be a role for government 
intervention to develop the workforce and keep 
people off  welfare. 

How can a region achieve the right match 
of  capital for the currently available labor? 
Government must examine the industrial 
and occupational structure of  a region and 
its demographics. When there is a mismatch, 
economic deprivation occurs. Creating jobs 
by attracting industries that do not match the 
demographics of  a region can lead to real 
problems. The resulting infl ux of  workers from 
outside the area may well produce widespread 
discontentment that, when exacerbated by poverty, 
will bring no peace to a city, no prosperity to a 
place.

Those with high levels of  education and 
experience tend to be more geographically mobile, 
but a hidden cost to moving is that much of  the 
valuable social capital individuals have created 
around themselves is lost. For those on the bottom 
rungs of  the economy, moving is often not even 
an option. Additionally, people tend to congregate 
with like-minded individuals from similar cultures. 
Individual relocation has a social cost as well as an 
economic cost. 

The opportunity and transaction costs involved 
in moving increase with age, and they may prove 
too burdensome for individuals to overcome. 
Individuals drop out of  the labor market altogether, 
creating a tragic economic ineffi  ciency and setting 
the individual and society on a trajectory toward 
poverty, not wealth. Furthermore, even if  they can 
move or are forced to move because an increased 
cost of  living makes the current situation untenable, 
unless individual job skills are upgraded, moving 
may merely make the problem move rather than go 
away since all this may end up doing is replicating 
the problem in a diff erent location. Mitigating 
these ineffi  ciencies requires decreasing geographic 
inequalities, not just individual inequalities. 

II. METHODOLOGY AND DATA
Comparative advantages tend to lead to 

competitive advantages. A comparative advantage 
exists when one can produce a good at a lower 
opportunity cost than other goods. This can be 
because of  large-scale investments in the industry, 
low labor costs relative to other industries in the 
same area, large amounts of  resources, or a well-
trained workforce. Areas that are very effi  cient 
in producing one particular good or service tend 
to specialize in that good or service and attract 
additional capital and labor to it. However, when 
external demand falls, what was once a vibrant 
industry that generated a lot of  jobs can become 
an albatross around the neck of  the area. The key 
to revitalizing an area is to shift one’s comparative 
advantage as quickly as possible toward a new 
industry in ascendancy. Thus, one can look at the 
same things that led to the comparative advantage 
in the fi rst place and seek to alter it by targeting 
new industries or by allowing the market to seek a 

8. The authors endeavor to fi x as many costs as they can in order to contend that district schools are burdened by the entry of  charters. This leads to a faulty 
understanding of  the political aspects of  education. See also Bifulco and Reback (2014).



new pathway given the available resources.
Madjd-Sadjadi and Pagiavlas (2011) identify 

four regional development options along two 
interrelated dimensions: endogeneity and industrial 
targeting. Endogeneity refers to whether the 
development strategy is to grow existing businesses 
in the area (endogeneity) or to attract new 
businesses to the area (non-endogeneity). Industrial 
targeting refers to whether development offi  cials are 
pursuing specifi c industries or whether their aim is 
merely to keep costs low in general.

The low-cost leader strategy is the most 
common method utilized and attempts to follow 
the pathway of  reducing taxation and the costs of  
labor and land to induce outside fi rms to relocate 
and lead the region to prosperity. Such a method 

relies on tax increment fi nancing, revenue bonds, 
tax abatements, and loan programs, among other 
policies. These policies place an increased strain 
on existing fi rms and households, which must pay 
higher taxes to pay for the tax incentives of  new 
entrants. It can also pit localities against their 
neighbors trying to secure jobs and development. 

When areas look to keep costs for fi rms low but 
do not favor outside fi rms with incentives, they 
are pursuing a market-based competitive advantage 
strategy. This allows the market to pick winners 
and losers and provides a low-cost playing fi eld, 
encouraging growth from inside but also allowing 
for outside fi rms to relocate, eff ectively ensuring a 
level playing fi eld.

Industrial targeting seeks to extend or alter 

Figure 1. Regional Development Options (Madjd-Sadjadi and Pagiavlas 2011:4)
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a region’s comparative advantage. Giving favored 
treatment to fi rms currently in a region, as with 
the funding the High Point government provides 
to the High Point Furniture Market, is an 
example of  comparative advantage extension, while 
attempts to gain traction with new fi rms, such as 
the establishment of  Research Triangle Park in 
the Raleigh-Durham area of  North Carolina in 
the late 1950s and early 1960s, is an example of  
comparative advantage alteration.

Industrial targeting is often engaged in for 
political reasons, rather than economic ones. 
Having a large fi rm create two hundred jobs 
in one location is politically very palatable to 
politicians even if  it means that two hundred 
fi rms each lose one job because of  higher taxes 
since public attention will always be drawn to the 
large company and the smaller company’s losses 
will typically go unrecognized. Similarly, losing 
two hundred jobs from one fi rm will draw a lot 
of  press scrutiny, while having two hundred fi rms 
each gain one job will likely be just a footnote. 
Such targeting refl ects the notion that governments 
are “doing something positive” and politicians 
can point to their “successes” since these are 
highly concentrated visible benefi ts while the 
costs of  higher taxation are often invisible as they 
are diff used across large constituencies. This, 
of  course, assumes that the industrial targeting 
actually tips the balance such that fi rms relocate 
as a result of  the incentives provided. But Bartik 
(2018) estimates that the provision of  incentives 
for fi rms to relocate or expand does not actually 
impact the fi rms’ decision at least 75 percent of  the 
time and that this number could be as high as 98 
percent. In such cases, the corresponding incentives 
are a pure net loss for the region. Yet even when 
they do tip the balance, it is unclear whether 
such measures are worth it given the unintended 
consequence of  increasing the relative costs of  
other entities in the region. For further discussion 

on the political economy of  industrial targeting 
and its ineff ectiveness in creating employment 
opportunities, see Calcagno and Hefner (2018a, 
2018b), Coyne and Moberg (2015), and Patrick 
(2014).

The eff ects of  these four types of  activities 
on economic growth are well documented, but 
there has been little research on their impact on 
individual economic mobility. This paper begins 
bridging this research gap. It takes a bottom-up 
approach to examine which industries are the most 
likely to increase economic mobility within Forsyth 
County.

We collected occupational data on the Winston-
Salem, NC MSA (metropolitan statistical area) and 
all other MSAs in North Carolina greater than 
250,000 in population. These were Charlotte-
Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC MSA; Greensboro-
High Point, NC MSA; Raleigh, NC MSA; 
Durham-Chapel Hill, NC MSA; Fayetteville, 
NC MSA; Asheville, NC MSA; Hickory-Lenoir-
Morganton, NC MSA; and Wilmington, NC MSA. 
The MSA data were used rather than county-level 
data, which were not always as readily available. 
However, when information could be found at the 
county level, it was used. The inter- and intra-
county commuting patterns reveal Winston-Salem 
to be the hub of  a substantially economically 
interdependent MSA. More than half  the 
population of  the MSA is in Forsyth County, with 
more than a third being in Winston-Salem itself. 

The largest employers in Forsyth County are 
in the areas of  healthcare, education, fi nancial 
services, public administration, apparel, tobacco 
manufacturing, retail, communications, beverage 
distribution, aerospace, technology and logistics 
services, insurance, manufacturing, automotive 
sales and service, packaging, food and beverage, 
medical devices, legal services, healthcare 
supplements, benefi ts consulting, transportation, 
and heavy equipment (Winston-Salem Business 



Inc., 2016). We found that many of  these 
companies are located relatively far away from 
the poorer neighborhoods and require high levels 
of  specialized training that poorer residents do 
not have. Also, the fact that they contribute so 
much to the employment picture does pose some 
risks. While these large companies provide many 
opportunities for individuals in the area, what 
happens when one them leaves? Opportunities 
once granted can easily be taken away, as many 
former Reynolds and Hanesbrands employees 
know all too well. The county has historically relied 
on a few large employers rather than an abundant 
number of  smaller employers. Could this be at 
the heart of  the economic immobility in Forsyth 
County? It may be, as just thirty-four employers 
provide over 73,000 jobs in the county and just fi ve 
private companies (Novant Health, Wake Forest 
University Baptist Medical Center, BB&T, Wells 
Fargo Bank, and Wake Forest University) provided 
36,500 jobs in the county (Winston-Salem Business, 
Inc., 2017).

As noted above, fi ve industries are currently 
being targeted by Winston-Salem Business, Inc. 

(advanced manufacturing, logistics/distribution, 
healthcare/life science, fi nancial services, and data 
centers). The list overlaps with that in the Legacy 
2030 report with the exception of  the addition 
of  data centers. Unfortunately, data centers 
often consist of  server farms that do not provide 
widespread employment.

The principal source of  data on occupational 
patterns is the county-level Occupational 
Employment Statistics (calculated annually) 
supplemented by occupational requirements.

III. RESULTS
The Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Planning 

Board (2018) notes, “Since many of  the new jobs 
will require a higher skill and education level, there 
may be a mismatch between job skills demanded 
and job skills available.” This is the biggest 
problem with the local government’s current 
economic development eff orts. If  successful, one 
demographic segment will benefi t and demand will 
be created leading to the migration of  more of  that 
demographic into the area. While 32 percent of  the 

3. Adults are de� ned as any resident who is at least twenty-� ve years of age. Anyone who completes a bachelor’s degree has also received a high school diploma, and 
some people who have a high school diploma have gone on to take some college courses and may have an associate’s degree even if they do not have a bachelor’s 
degree.

Figure 2. Adult Educational Attainment in Forsyth County by Race/Ethnicity 
(US Census Bureau 2019)



overall population has at least a bachelor’s degree, 
when broken down by race, the diff erences are 
signifi cant.3 

What is especially troubling is that while a little 
less than half  of  all whites who have at least a 
high school diploma also have at least a bachelor’s 
degree, fewer than a quarter of  all blacks and 
Hispanics who have completed high school have 
earned at least a bachelor’s degree and fewer than 
half  of  all Hispanics have even completed high 
school.

This is an issue because most of  the industries 
identifi ed for industrial targeting require a college 
degree. Indeed, occupations in biomedical research, 
production, and regenerative medicine, corporate 
and regional headquarters, design, fi nancial 
services, insurance and investment companies, 
and medical services all require highly specialized 
training in excess of  high school diplomas and 
often require at least a bachelor’s degree, if  not 
more advanced degrees.

Additionally, with the exception of  medical 
services, the percentage of  total employment in 
these industries in the region is below that of  the 
country as a whole. In other words, Winston-Salem 
suff ers a competitive disadvantage in being able to 
provide labor for each of  these industries. There 
is only one logical conclusion possible: Winston-
Salem will have to attract labor from elsewhere. 
Such a migration will transform the community, 
will lead to gentrifi cation, and will not address the 
critical social problem the city actually faces: how 
to ensure that people born at the lowest levels of  
the economy in Forsyth County are able to achieve 
economic success. 

As shown in table 1, Winston-Salem enjoys a 
fairly signifi cant labor-cost advantage in the vast 
majority of  major occupational groups relative 
to the rest of  the country. However, the area 
does not have a large trained workforce relative 
to the rest of  the nation except in the areas of  

transportation and material moving, production, 
and healthcare practitioners. We defi ne an area 
as having a competitive advantage when the 
location has more labor than the national average, 
given its population. When the location quotient 
is above 1, there are more workers in the area 
than the national average. Thus, if  an occupation 
has a location quotient of  2, there are twice as 
many workers as the national average, given the 
area’s population size. As can be seen from table 
1, Forsyth County has a competitive advantage 
in only two areas identifi ed in the Legacy 2030 
Plan, logistics (using the occupational group 
of  transportation and material moving) and 
healthcare.

Simply put, Forsyth County does not currently 
have the labor force in place to allow the targeted 
industries to create a substantial number of  jobs 
for the current populace. This takes us to the next 
question: if  the county does not have the labor 
force in place, can it train the existing labor force 
to do these jobs quickly enough so as to not have 
to bring in much labor from other areas? After all, 
why recruit companies when you do not already 
have a trained workforce for them to use? Training 
costs money, and since other areas have comparable 
labor costs but also have a workforce that is already 
trained and available, we do not see the county’s 
low costs helping it much in comparison to its 
competitors. Yet the Legacy 2030 plan is supposed 
to be fully implemented in just eleven years. 

As noted, things do not improve when we 
drill down to individual occupations. Given 
the large number of  individuals who lack a 
college education, we showcase in table 2 those 
occupations for which a community college or 
university education is not needed and for which we 
have evidence that the location quotient is at least 
1. The fi gure for total employment is the number 
of  individuals employed in that occupation, 
excluding self-employed individuals.



Table 1. Occupational Wages and Employment by Major Group (Bureau of  Labor Statistics 2017) 

MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL 

GROUP

% OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT MEAN HOURLY WAGE

USA WINSTON-SALEM USA WINSTON-SALEM % DIFFERENCE (1)

Total, all occupations 100 100 $24.34 $21.59* -11

Management 5.1 4.0* 57.65 61.60* 7

Business & fi nancial 
operations 5.2 4.4* 36.7 35.78 -3

Computer & mathematical 3 1.7* 43.18 37.40* -13

Architecture & engineering 1.8 1.1* 41.44 35.60* -14

Life, physical, & social 
science 0.8 0.5* 35.76 28.86* -19

Community & social 
service 1.5 1.0* 23.1 22.48 -3

Legal 0.8 0.6* 51.62 36.79* -29

Education, training, & 
library 6.1 6.8 26.67 27.7 4

Arts, design, 
entertainment, sports, & 
media

1.4 0.8* 28.34 26.57* -6

Healthcare practitioners & 
technical 6 8.3* 38.83 33.32* -14

Healthcare support 2.9 4.2* 15.05 13.81* -8

Protective service 2.4 1.8* 22.69 17.63* -22

Food preparation & 
serving 9.3 9.1 11.88 10.08* -15

Building & grounds 
cleaning/maintenance 3.1 3 13.91 11.46* -18

Personal care & service 3.6 2.4* 13.11 11.91* -9

Sales & related 10.2 9.6* 19.56 18.20* -7

Offi  ce & administrative 
support 15.4 15 18.24 16.97* -7

Farming, fi shing, & forestry 0.3 0.1* 13.87 14.89 7

Construction & extraction 4 3.1* 24.01 18.61* -22

Installation, maintenance, 
& repair 3.9 3.8 23.02 20.65* -10

Production 6.3 10.4* 18.3 16.83* -8

Transportation & material 
moving 7 8.2* 17.82 14.67* -18

(1) A positive percent diff erence measures how much the mean wage in Winston-Salem is 
above the national mean wage, while a negative diff erence refl ects a lower wage.
*The percent share of  employment or mean hourly wage for this area is signifi cantly 
diff erent from the national average of  all areas at the 90 percent confi dence level.



OCCUPATION
EMPLOYMENT MEAN WAGES

TOTAL LOCATION QUOTIENT HOURLY ANNUAL

Production occupations 27,360 1.6 $16.83 $35,000

First-line supervisors of  production & operating 
workers 1,540 1.4 29.50 61,350

Coil winders, tapers, & fi nishers 70 2.7 14.27 29,670

Electrical/electronic/electromechanical 
assemblers, except coil winders/tapers/fi nishers 550 1.1 16.84 35,030

Assemblers/fabricators, all other, including team 
assemblers 4,400 1.8 13.87 28,850

Bakers 400 1.2 11.19 23,280

Butchers & meat cutters 240 1.0 14.27 29,670

Food & tobacco roasting, baking, & drying 
machine operators/tenders 330 8.5 24.90 51,800

Computer controlled machine tool 
programmers, metal/plastic 50 1.2 25.43 52,890

Extruding & drawing machine setters/operators/
tenders, metal/plastic 290 2.1 14.51 30,180

Cutting, punching, & press machine setters/
operators/tenders, metal/plastic 720 2.1 14.66 30,500

Machinists 890 1.3 20.15 41,920

Molding/coremaking/casting machine setters/
operators/tenders, metal/plastic 920 3.2 14.98 31,160

Multipler machine tool setters/operators/
tenders, metal/plastic 450 2.0 18.40 38,280

Tool & die makers 150 1.1 22.24 46,260

Welders, cutters, solderers, & brazers 990 1.4 17.50 36,410

Welding, soldering, & brazing machine setters/
operators/tenders 290 4.0 22.68 47,170

Heat-treating equipment setters/operators/
tenders, metal/plastic 60 1.7 12.56 26,130

Prepress technicians & workers 70 1.3 19.46 40,490

Printing press operators 610 1.9 16.95 35,250

Print binding & fi nishing workers 110 1.2 13.70 28,490

Pressers, textile, garment, & related materials 130 1.6 11.70 24,340

Sewing machine operators 670 2.6 11.31 23,510

Textile bleaching & dyeing machine operators & 
tenders 50 2.9 13.96 29,040

Table 2. Occupational Wages and Employment by Detailed Occupation (Bureau of  Labor Statistics 2017) 



OCCUPATION
EMPLOYMENT MEAN WAGES

TOTAL LOCATION QUOTIENT HOURLY ANNUAL

Textile cutting machine setters, operators & 
tenders 80 3.2 13.01 27,050

Textile knitting/weaving machine setters, 
operators & tenders 170 4.5 no data no data

Textile winding, twisting & drawing out machine 
setters/operators/tenders 930 16.3 14.23 29,590

Upholsterers 150 2.5 17.24 35,870

Textile, apparel, & furnishings workers, all other 70 2.6 13.39 27,860

Cabinetmakers & bench carpenters 240 1.3 15.22 31,660

Furniture fi nishers 70 2.0 15.00 31,190

Sawing machine setters, operators, & tenders, 
wood 280 2.9 15.66 32,570

Woodworking machine setters, operators/
tenders, except sawing 800 5.4 14.17 29,470

Power plant operators 140 2.3 39.01 81,130

Separating/fi ltering/clarifying/precipitating/still 
machine setters/operators/tenders 650 7.3 29.52 61,400

Mixing and blending machine setters, operators, 
& tenders 260 1.1 17.06 35,480

Cutting & slicing machine setters, operators, & 
tenders 230 2.1 16.67 34,670

Extruding, forming, pressing, & compacting 
machine setters/operators/tenders 150 1.1 17.64 36,690

Furnace, kiln, oven, drier, & kettle operators & 
tenders 80 2.3 13.99 29,100

Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, & weighers 1,330 1.3 16.95 35,260

Medical appliance technicians 40 1.6 18.96 39,440

Packaging & fi lling machine operators & tenders 1,090 1.5 20.01 41,620

Coating, painting, & spraying machine setters, 
operators/tenders 370 2.3 16.26 33,820

Painters, transportation equipment 120 1.2 20.63 42,910

Photographic process workers & processing 
machine operators 50 1.2 15.07 31,340

Adhesive bonding machine operators & tenders 160 5.4 14.38 29,920

Paper goods machine setters, operators & tenders 310 1.8 17.25 35,890

Helpers ― production workers 2,230 3.0 14.25 29,640



Competitive advantages are in food and tobacco 
roasting, baking and drying machine operators 
and tenders, textile workers, and woodworking. 
These have been the traditional fi elds in the local 
economy for generations. For all the talk of  going 
from tobacco to technology (Elliott 2016), the 
county hasn’t moved suffi  ciently in that direction 
compared to the rest of  the country.

Could education help citizens adapt and achieve 
success within the next eleven years? It appears 
highly unlikely. More students are coming from 
poor and minority groups who do not attend 
postsecondary schools to the same extent. The 
percentage of  white students has fallen dramatically 
over the past twenty-fi ve years, while the percentage 
of  blacks has remained level and the Hispanic 
student population has grown rapidly. Black and 
Hispanic youth are not attending university at the 
same rates as white students. Currently, 29 percent 
of  all elementary and secondary school students 
in Forsyth County are black and 25 percent are 
Hispanic (WSFCS 2019a) but blacks only account 
for 25 percent and Hispanics only 4 percent of  all 
postsecondary degree holders (DataUSA 2018).

Of  college students attending schools in 
Winston-Salem, fewer than half  are getting degrees 

leading to jobs in targeted industries. Of  those that 
are getting related degrees, more than half  are in 
the medical-services industry (DataUSA 2018), with 
over 20 percent of  students in the area majoring 
in nursing. An expanding economy cannot be 
supported solely by an industry serving local health 
needs.

The three targeted industries that don’t require 
a college degree are advanced manufacturing, 
logistics, and travel/tourism. Can these contribute 
to place prosperity? The poor do not live in areas 
where tourist destinations can be developed. 
Logistics could be expanded, especially since 
the area has a competitive advantage, which will 
only grow with the addition of  the I-74 freeway 
connector, but we should expect this to happen 
naturally without need for targeted government 
incentives. Growing advanced manufacturing will 
not help much because locations where facilities 
can be located are not near the main areas of  
poverty. Unless poverty-stricken areas, which are 
primarily concentrated around I-40 to the south of  
the city and east of  US Route 52 (the darker the 
region in fi gure 3, the greater the percentage of  the 
population in poverty), can be connected with the 
potential industrial opportunity areas, which are 

Figure 3. Percent of  Population in Poverty by Forsyth County Census Track (US Census Bureau 2018)



principally on the outskirts of  the county (the green 
areas shown on fi gure 4 have the greatest potential 
for industrial activity), those at the bottom of  the 
economic ladder will not benefi t. Unfortunately, 
the current public transportation system does not 
adequately do this. City bus routes use a hub-
and-spokes system that does not deliver effi  cient 
transportation to work sites as buses only come 
once an hour and multiple buses are required to 
reach most destinations in the city, if  they can 
be reached at all by bus. Requiring workers to 
spend over an hour each way on the bus is simply 
not tenable. In fact, lack of  access to adequate 
transportation is the reason that many bus riders 
turn down higher-paying opportunities (Richardson 
2018).

The Winston-Salem MSA has a huge 
competitive advantage in textiles, furniture, and 
tobacco. In fact, as can be seen in table 3, of  the 
top ten occupations for which the Winston-Salem 
MSA holds a competitive advantage based on 
location quotient (a location quotient of  greater 
than 1), half  are in those three industries and only 

one occupation, nurse anesthetist (in tenth place), is 
in one of  the targeted industries.

Among the top twenty-fi ve occupations, more 
than a third are related to those three industries 
and only four are found in targeted industries. 
Those occupations are in medical services (nurse 
anesthetists, healthcare support workers, and 
phlebotomists) or logistics (hand packers and 
packagers) and are not the type of  export-oriented 
jobs necessary for a dramatic alteration of  the 
economy. After all, medical services see demand 
driven almost exclusively by local needs and hand 
packing of  materials is likely to be automated in the 
near future.

Leaving aside the medical-services industry, 
of  the top 165 occupational groups for which 
the Winston-Salem MSA holds a competitive 
advantage based on location quotient over the rest 
of  the country, only the occupations in table 4 are 
found in targeted industries and, in many cases, the 
area has only a slight competitive advantage.

Examining the top thirty occupations on this 
list reveals that Winston-Salem holds a competitive 

Figure 4. Forsyth County’s Potential Industrial Areas (Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Planning 
Board 2018: 94)



DETAIL OCCUPATIONAL LISTING LOCATION QUOTIENT

Textile winding, twisting, and drawing out machine setters, operators, & 
tenders 16.31

Food & tobacco roasting, baking, & drying machine operators & tenders 8.46

Separating, fi ltering, clarifying, precipitating, & still machine setters, operators, & tenders 7.26

Criminal justice & law enforcement teachers, postsecondary 7.21

Adhesive bonding machine operators & tenders 5.41

Woodworking machine setters, operators, & tenders, except sawing 5.39

Textile knitting & weaving machine setters, operators, & tenders 4.47

Welding, soldering, & brazing machine setters, operators, & tenders 4.03

Career/technical education teachers, middle school 3.51

Nurse anesthetists 3.37

Helpers ― electricians 3.32

Textile cutting machine setters, operators, and tenders 3.24

Molding/coremaking/casting machine setters/operators/tenders, metal/plastic 3.20

Helpers ― production workers 2.99

Textile bleaching & dyeing machine operators & tenders 2.91

Sawing machine setters, operators, & tenders, wood 2.86

Healthcare support workers, all other 2.85

Real estate brokers 2.79

Coil winders, tapers, & fi nishers 2.67

Sewing machine operators 2.64

Phlebotomists 2.61

Textile, apparel, & furnishings workers, all other 2.60

Upholsterers 2.52

Career/technical education teachers, secondary school 2.46

Packers & packagers, hand 2.45

Table 3. Detailed Occupational Location Quotients (Bureau of  Labor Statistics 2017)



RANKING OCCUPATIONAL DESCRIPTION INDUSTRY LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

25 Packers & packagers, hand Logistics/distribution 2.45

34 Credit analysts Financial services 2.18

44 Claims adjusters, examiners, & investigators Insurance/investment 2.02

47 Industrial engineering technicians Advanced manufacturing 1.99

53 Loan offi  cers Financial services 1.95

59 Biomedical engineers Biomedical 1.91

65 Compensation & benefi ts managers Corporate/regional HQs 1.82

70 Financial examiners Insurance/investment 1.76

80 Industrial truck & tractor operators Logistics/distribution 1.61

84 Ushers, lobby attendants, & ticket takers Travel/tourism 1.57

85 Pharmacists Biomedical 1.55

86 Chemists Biomedical 1.53

87 Cooks, fast food Travel/tourism 1.52

88 Packaging & fi lling machine operators/tenders Logistics/distribution 1.50

98 Industrial production managers Advanced manufacturing 1.38

99 Industrial engineers Advanced manufacturing 1.38

105 Medical records & health information technicians Insurance/investment 1.33

106 Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, & weighers Logistics/distribution 1.33

110 Order clerks Logistics/distribution 1.30

111 Data entry keyers Corporate/regional HQs 1.30

113 Receptionists and information clerks Corporate/regional HQs 1.28

116 Food preparation/serving workers, including fast food Travel/tourism 1.27

117 New account clerks Corporate/regional HQs 1.27

118 Human resources assistants, except payroll/
timekeeping Corporate/regional HQs 1.27

120 Amusement and recreation attendants Travel/tourism 1.26

Table 4. Location Quotients of  Top 165 Occupations in Targeted Industries (Bureau of  Labor Statistics 2017)



advantage in the nine found in tables 5a and 5b 
compared to its primary North Carolina rivals in 
that it has a location quotient greater than all other 
MSAs in the state.

With the exception of  claims adjusters/
examiners/investigators and pharmacists, an 
available workforce in these occupations is unlikely 
to drive corporate investment and relocation. 

Industries require multiple occupations that 
tend to be within the same broad categories. 
The only major occupational category in which 

Winston-Salem holds a competitive advantage 
against all major competitors is healthcare support 
occupations. Looking at the individual major 
occupational groups necessary for each of  the 
targeted industries reveals how diffi  cult it will be to 
attract major companies to the area without large-
scale tax incentives.

Major occupations in advanced manufacturing 
are production and maintenance workers and 
logistics. Greensboro is the best-equipped MSA for 
these particular areas as it has the highest location 

RANKING OCCUPATIONAL DESCRIPTION INDUSTRY LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

122 Offi  ce & administrative support workers, all other Corporate/regional HQs 1.26

123 Personal fi nancial advisors Insurance/investment 1.25

124 Nuclear medicine technologists Biomedical 1.25

126 First-line supervisors of  food preparers/servers Travel/tourism 1.24

130 Loan interviewers and clerks Financial services 1.22

131 Medical secretaries Biomedical 1.22

132 Computer numerically controlled machine tool 
programmers, metal & plastic Advanced manufacturing 1.22

140 Hosts, restaurant, lounge, & coff ee shop Travel/tourism 1.19

143 Pharmacy technicians Biomedical 1.18

145 Computer/automated teller/offi  ce machine repairers Advanced manufacturing 1.18

146 Automotive service technicians & mechanics Logistics/distribution 1.18

147 Mobile heavy equipment mechanics, except engines Logistics/distribution 1.18

153 Maids & housekeeping cleaners Travel/tourism 1.14

157 Bus & truck mechanics & diesel engine specialists Logistics/distribution 1.13

158 Electrical, electronic, & electromechanical assemblers, 
except coil winders, tapers, & fi nishers Advanced manufacturing 1.13

160 Weighers/measurers/checkers/samplers, 
recordkeeping Logistics/distribution 1.12

162 Title examiners, abstractors, & searchers Insurance/investment 1.11

164 Cargo & freight agents Logistics/distribution 1.11

165 Tool & die makers Advanced manufacturing 1.11



MSA DETAILED OCCUPATION LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Winston-Salem, NC Packers and packagers, hand 2.45

Greensboro-High Point, NC Packers and packagers, hand 1.61

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Packers and packagers, hand 1.41

Raleigh, NC Packers and packagers, hand 0.76

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Packers and packagers, hand 0.64

Wilmington, NC Packers and packagers, hand 0.49

Winston-Salem, NC Claims adjusters/examiners/investigators 2.02

Raleigh, NC Claims adjusters/examiners/investigators 1.32

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Claims adjusters/examiners/investigators 1.19

Greensboro-High Point, NC Claims adjusters/examiners/investigators 1.15

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Claims adjusters/examiners/investigators 0.65

Wilmington, NC Claims adjusters/examiners/investigators 0.59

Winston-Salem, NC Industrial engineering technicians 1.99

Raleigh, NC Industrial engineering technicians 1.93

Asheville, NC Industrial engineering technicians 1.84

Greensboro-High Point, NC Industrial engineering technicians 1.33

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Industrial engineering technicians 0.91

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Industrial engineering technicians (data 
suppressed)

Winston-Salem, NC Industrial truck & tractor operators 1.61

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Industrial truck & tractor operators 1.52

Greensboro-High Point, NC Industrial truck & tractor operators 1.33

Wilmington, NC Industrial truck & tractor operators 0.77

Raleigh, NC Industrial truck & tractor operators 0.74

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Industrial truck & tractor operators 0.28

Winston-Salem, NC Pharmacists 1.55

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Pharmacists 1.23

Wilmington, NC Pharmacists 1.00

Raleigh, NC Pharmacists 0.95

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Pharmacists 0.85

Table 5a. Detailed Occupational Location Quotients by MSA (Bureau of  Labor Statistics 2017) 



MSA DETAILED OCCUPATION LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Winston-Salem, NC Medical records/health information techicians 1.33

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Medical records/health information techicians 0.96

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Medical records/health information techicians 0.88

Greensboro-High Point, NC Medical records/health information techicians 0.72

Wilmington, NC Medical records/health information techicians 0.68

Raleigh, NC Medical records/health information techicians 0.62

Winston-Salem, NC Data entry keyers 1.30

Raleigh, NC Data entry keyers 1.25

Wilmington, NC Data entry keyers 1.18

Greensboro-High Point, NC Data entry keyers 0.95

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Data entry keyers 0.75

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Data entry keyers 0.63

Winston-Salem, NC Nuclear medicine technologists 1.25

Raleigh, NC Nuclear medicine technologists 0.79

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Nuclear medicine technologists 0.56

MSA DETAILED OCCUPATION LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Greensboro-High Point, NC Pharmacists 0.79

Winston-Salem, NC Cooks, fast food 1.52

Wilmington, NC Cooks, fast food 1.41

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Cooks, fast food 0.57

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Cooks, fast food 0.47

Raleigh, NC Cooks, fast food 0.42

Greensboro-High Point, NC Cooks, fast food 0.24

Table 5b: Detailed Occupational Location Quotients by MSA (Bureau of  Labor Statistics 2017) 



quotient of  any MSA for these occupations (table 
6):

In biomedical research, workers are needed in 
the Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 
group, the Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 
Occupations group, and the Biomedical Engineer 
group. Durham-Chapel Hill clearly leads in all of  
these (table 7):

Corporate and regional headquarters, fi nancial 
services, and insurance and investment companies 
need workers in management, business and 

fi nancial operations, computer and mathematical, 
legal, sales, and administrative support (table 8). 
Out of  the six major MSAs in the state Winston-
Salem ranks last or fi fth in all but administrative 
support (fourth) and legal occupations (third) in 
terms of  location quotient.

Nothing is less competitive than tourism/travel 
and design when it comes to the location quotient 
of  the Winston-Salem MSA in comparison to that 
of  the other MSAs (table 9). This is troubling since 
Winston-Salem calls itself  the City of  the Arts and 

MSA MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Greensboro-High Point, NC Installation, Maintenance, & Repair Occupations 1.16

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Installation, Maintenance, & Repair Occupations 1.11

Wilmington, NC Installation, Maintenance, & Repair Occupations 1.08

Raleigh, NC Installation, Maintenance, & Repair Occupations 1.02

Winston-Salem, NC Installation, Maintenance, & Repair Occupations 0.99

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Installation, Maintenance, & Repair Occupations 0.74

Greensboro-High Point, NC Production Occupations 1.86

Winston-Salem, NC Production Occupations 1.64

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Production Occupations 1.05

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Production Occupations 0.71

Wilmington, NC Production Occupations 0.55

Raleigh, NC Production Occupations 0.53

Greensboro-High Point, NC Transportation & Material Moving Occupations 1.40

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Transportation & Material Moving Occupations 1.20

Winston-Salem, NC Transportation & Material Moving Occupations 1.17

Wilmington, NC Transportation & Material Moving Occupations 0.87

Raleigh, NC Transportation & Material Moving Occupations 0.84

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Transportation & Material Moving Occupations 0.83

Table 6. Major Occupation Location Quotients by MSA—Advanced Manufacturing (Bureau of  
Labor Statistics 2017)



is home to the University of  North Carolina School 
of  the Arts. With few local opportunities for these 
graduates, the area rarely holds onto the individuals 
who come from all over the world to study.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS
Industrial targeting will not successfully provide 

economic mobility for current county residents. 
Although technological brain hubs can provide 
meaningful employment for local service workers 
(Moretti 2012), realizing a strategy of  altering 
comparative advantage, given current low location 
quotients, would require large-scale in-migration 
of  laborers, which would dramatically alter the 
culture of  the region. Other regions in the state are 

better positioned to attract these industries. Shifting 
from industrial targeting toward making the region 
more competitive and providing incentives for 
entrepreneurial eff orts can achieve exceptional 
dividends.

We are at the beginning of  the fourth 
industrial revolution. The fi rst three were 
production mechanization, mass production, 
and production automation. Of  those now in 
fi rst grade (class of  2030), 65 percent may end 
up working in occupations that currently do not 
exist (Davidson 2011: 18). Therefore, we make the 
recommendations below and urge a refocusing on 
creative entrepreneurial opportunities so Forsyth 
County can be at the forefront of  emerging 
technology. Rather than catching the last wave, 

Table 7. Major Occupation Location Quotients by MSA—Biomedical Research (Bureau of  Labor 
Statistics 2017)

MSA MAJOR OR DETAILED OCCUPATIONAL GROUP LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Major or detailed occupational group 3.89

Raleigh, NC Major or detailed occupational group 1.60

Wilmington, NC Major or detailed occupational group 1.44

Winston-Salem, NC Major or detailed occupational group 0.67

Greensboro-High Point, NC Major or detailed occupational group 0.62

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Major or detailed occupational group 0.61

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Healthcare practitioners & technical occupations 1.50

Winston-Salem, NC Healthcare practitioners & technical occupations 1.40

Wilmington, NC-SC Healthcare practitioners & technical occupations 1.19

Raleigh, NC Healthcare practitioners & technical occupations 0.87

Greensboro-High Point, NC Healthcare practitioners & technical occupations 0.83

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Healthcare practitioners & technical occupations 0.82

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Biomedical engineers 7.15

Winston-Salem, NC Biomedical engineers 1.91



MSA MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Management 1.15

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Management 1.03

Raleigh, NC Management 0.96

Greensboro-High Point, NC Management 0.81

Winston-Salem, NC Management 0.78

Wilmington, NC Management 0.77

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Business & fi nancial operations 1.36

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Business & fi nancial operations 1.29

Raleigh, NC Business & fi nancial operations 1.23

Greensboro-High Point, NC Business & fi nancial operations 0.87

Winston-Salem, NC Business & fi nancial operations 0.84

Wilmington, NC Business & fi nancial operations 0.73

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Computer & mathematical 2.07

Raleigh, NC Computer & mathematical 1.81

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Computer & mathematical 1.34

Wilmington, NC Computer & mathematical 0.63

Greensboro-High Point, NC Computer & mathematical 0.62

Winston-Salem, NC Computer & mathematical 0.57

Raleigh, NC Legal 0.99

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Legal 0.83

Winston-Salem, NC Legal 0.80

Wilmington, NC Legal 0.73

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Legal 0.64

Greensboro-High Point, NC Legal 0.44

Raleigh, NC Sales & related 1.18

Wilmington, NC Sales & related 1.18

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Sales & related 1.11

Greensboro-High Point, NC Sales & related 0.97

Table 8. Major Occupation Location Quotients by MSA—Headquarters/Finance (Bureau of  Labor 
Statistics 2017)



MSA MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Winston-Salem, NC Sales & related 0.94

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Sales & related 0.78

Greensboro-High Point, NC Offi  ce & administrative support 1.04

Wilmington, NC Offi  ce & administrative support 1.02

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Offi  ce & administrative support 1.00

Winston-Salem, NC Offi  ce & administrative support 0.97

Raleigh, NC Offi  ce & administrative support 0.95

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Offi  ce & administrative support 0.87

MSA MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP LOCATION 
QUOTIENT

Durham-Chapel Hill, NC Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 1.08

Raleigh, NC Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 0.94

Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 0.86

Wilmington, NC Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 0.75

Greensboro-High Point, NC Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 0.64

Winston-Salem, NC Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 0.59

Table 9. Major Occupation Location Quotients by MSA—Tourism and Design (Bureau of  Labor 
Statistics 2017)

Winston-Salem would be better off  positioning 
itself  for the next.

A. CREATION OF AN EARLY COLLEGE AT 
WINSTON-SALEM STATE UNIVERSITY

We recommend creation of  an “Early College” 
at Winston-Salem State University for bright 
high school students located in low-income areas. 
This would allow students to obtain a high school 
diploma and two years of  college credit by the 
age of  eighteen, with no tuition or textbook 
cost. Forsyth County has only one Early College 
program, located at Forsyth Technical Community 

College, and it serves about 220 students 
(Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Schools 2019b). 
Neighboring Guilford County has three times that 
number enrolled in Early Colleges at Greensboro 
College, Guilford Technical Community College, 
North Carolina A&T State University, and 
University of  North Carolina at Greensboro, 
despite having a student population only 50 percent 
larger.

Poverty is like being locked in a room with no 
way to open the door. Early College can open the 
door for kids trapped in poverty and allow them 
to enter the workforce two full years sooner. Early 



PUBLIC UNIVERSITY % OF GRADUATES 
EMPLOYED IN NC

Winston-Salem State University 80%

UNC Pembroke 75%

North Carolina Central University 74%

UNC Greensboro 73%

UNC Charlotte 72%

Western Carolina University 72%

East Carolina University 70%

Appalachian State University 69%

Fayetteville State University 66%

North Carolina State University 66%

North Carolina A&T 64%

Elizabeth City State University 61%

UNC Wilmington 61%

UNC Asheville 56%

UNC Chapel Hill 46%

UNC School of  the Arts 17%

Table 10. 2013-14 Bachelor’s Degree Recepients (After 4 Years of  Employment)

Source: North Carolina Department of  Commerce Labor and Economic Analysis Divsion (2019)

College should be given a top priority in the county 
if  we wish to see equitable growth. While one 
could theoretically simply increase the size of  an 
Early College at Forsyth Technical Community 
College, having a pathway to a four-year institution 
provides additional options for students that are 
not aff orded them if  their option for an Early 
College is at a community college. It is for this 
reason that Guilford County has Early Colleges at 
multiple universities, not just at Guilford Technical 
Community College. Winston-Salem State 
University is ranked as the seventh-best university 
in the entire country and the best university in the 
Southern United States in terms of  taking low-
income students and graduating them in fi elds that 
allow them to do well fi nancially (CollegeNet 2019). 
It also has the highest employment rate and highest 

average annual salary of  any university in the 
University of  North Carolina system (see tables 10 
and 11) according to data from the North Carolina 
Department of  Commerce’s Labor and Economic 
Analysis Division (2019), which reinforces the fact 
that the university has already proven itself  more 
than capable of  fundamentally lifting its graduates 
out of  poverty and into well-paying employment in 
the state.

This does not mean that the other three major 
universities in the area could not engage in a 
similar project. Indeed, we would welcome such 
an outcome. However, we do not think that the 
other three would be as suitable as Winston-Salem 
State University. One of  them (Salem College) is a 
private women’s-only college, which would mean 
that a signifi cant demographic group (young men) 



PUBLIC UNIVERSITY MEAN ANNUAL 
WAGES

Winston-Salem State University $48,664

North Carolina State University $48,466

UNC Charlotte $45,280

East Carolina University $43,186

UNC Chapel Hill $41,480

Western Carolina University $40,183

UNC Wilmington $38,701

Appalachian State University $38,242

UNC Greensboro $36,549

North Carolina A&T $34,791

Fayetteville State University $34,580

UNC Pembroke $34,248

North Carolina Central University $32,671

UNC Asheville $30,364

Elizabeth City State University $28,247

UNC School of  the Arts $24,466

Table 11. 2013-14 Bachelor’s Degree Recepients (After 4 Years of  Employment)

Source: North Carolina Department of  Commerce Labor and Economic Analysis Divsion (2019)

would be left out. There is also the North Carolina 
School of  the Arts, which, by its eff ective nature as 
a “public Julliard,” has degree programs that are 
not well positioned for creating a well-remunerated 
North Carolina–based workforce without a 
corresponding large-scale government subsidy for 
the arts. Indeed, it has the lowest employment rate 
and lowest average annual salary of  any university 
in the University of  North Carolina system (North 
Carolina Department of  Commerce Labor 
and Economic Analysis Division 2019). Finally, 
there is Wake Forest University, but it is located 
a considerable distance from the poorer areas of  
the city and would therefore require more busing. 
In addition, Wake Forest University is a national 
highly selective liberal arts university. Its graduates 
tend to leave the area, and its requirements for 

admission would mean that it could accommodate 
far fewer students than a regional public university 
could.

B. CREATION OF A PATENT-LAW PRO-
GRAM

Patents are the primary mechanism by which 
new inventions and innovations are protected from 
copying. Patent-law attorneys must be qualifi ed 
with a bachelor’s degree in a STEM fi eld and 
must pass the patent bar administered by the US 
Patent and Trademark Offi  ce. Instituting a one-
year patent-law curriculum at either Wake Forest 
University or Winston-Salem State University 
would position it to be among a handful of  schools 
around the country to have such a program. The 
program would also allow those with STEM 



degrees but without law degrees to qualify as 
patent agents. The median salary of  a patent 
agent in the United States is $124,000 (American 
Intellectual Property Law Association 2015). The 
institution of  such a program would make the area 
more attractive to innovative companies and give 
opportunities for patent-law attorneys and agents 
to provide meaningful and valuable services to area 
innovators.

C. REDISTRIBUTION OF FUNDING TO 
SCHOOLS IN LOW-INCOME AREAS

To provide similar educational opportunities 
for poorer children, we propose increasing funds 
available to schools on a per-pupil basis when 
the school serves a high-poverty area. This might 
be accomplished by reallocating existing funds.  
However, it should be noted that in 2014–15, 
Guilford County spent 22.8 percent more per 
student than Forsyth County (Public School Forum 
of  North Carolina 2018). Given that each county 
is the other’s closest competitor, reallocating 
funds rather than increasing funds could create 
a competitive disadvantage that signifi cantly 
harms schools in poorer areas since supplemental 
instruction programs are often cut when budgets 
are tight as such after school instruction not 
considered a “core” academic element (Mehta 
and Fine 2019). Having the extra cushion of  
funding could help mitigate this consequence.  
At the same time, numerous studies fi nd that 
simply increasing funding across the board is not 
the answer to improving educational outcomes 
since such funding can simply lead to decreased 
effi  ciency (Lips, Watkins, and Fleming 2008; Eom 
and Lee 2014; Stoneberg 2015; Ciro and Garcia 
2018). However, participation in supplementary 
after-school education programs is highly 
correlated with superior outcomes (Zhou and Kim 
2006; National Center for Education Evaluation 
and Regional Assistance 2009; Ramalingam 

and Griffi  th 2015; McCombs, Whitaker, Yoo 
2017). Thus, funds would be used exclusively for 
supplementary after-school education and would 
have the added benefi t of  ensuring students are 
not left to return home as latchkey kids. These 
funds also do not have to be spent directly by the 
schools themselves but could instead be distributed 
to either for-profi t or nonprofi t enterprises. These 
private providers could come in to the various 
schools to provide the enrichment.  Alternatively, 
funds could be distributed directly to families in 
the form of  a scholarship enrichment account that 
would be portable and could be used for a variety 
of  enrichment opportunities in the manner of  
Florida’s innovative Reading Scholarship Accounts, 
which allow the funds to be used for private 
tutoring and summer reading classes (Florida 
Department of  Education 2019).

Horizontal equity suggests equally situated 
individuals ought to be treated equally, while 
vertical equity means treating unequally 
situated individuals unequally. Schools in poorer 
neighborhoods face unique challenges and 
are often underfunded relative to needs when 
compared to more affl  uent areas. Numerous 
enrichment opportunities for children of  wealthier 
parents are unavailable to children of  poorer 
parents. Wealthier parents can supplement their 
children’s lessons with private tutoring and, 
because they have college degrees themselves, they 
are better equipped to assist their children with 
homework. Often, poorer parents are unable to 
eff ectively get involved in their child’s educational 
attainment (Chavkin and Williams 1989). One 
way to alleviate this is school-provided after-school 
tutoring, which impoverished families can rarely 
aff ord on their own.

D. CREATION OF ENTERPRISE ZONES
 We propose creating enterprise zones in 

all census tracts where average family income is 



below the poverty line, which will limit the degree 
to which the benefi ts of  the zones are captured by 
upper-income households (Reynolds and Rohlin 
2015). We utilize this objective defi nition in order 
to get around the substantive issue that has plagued 
the creation of  many enterprise zones, whereby 
they are located on the basis of  political rather than 
economic rationales (Butler 1982). Although such 
a defi nition is not without its faults, its objective 
nature will reduce the likelihood of  political 
interference. While evidence of  job creation 
ranges from nonexistent (Neumark and Kolko 
2010) to substantial (Ham et al. 2011), we believe 
such a zone would incentivize entrepreneurial 
development through tax abatements, subsidized 
infrastructure improvements, and regulatory relief  
not found in other areas, thereby channeling 
development dollars into the area. Eff ectively, the 
county could use enterprise zones to encourage 
voluntary transactions with corporate developers, 
off ering them attractive business conditions in 
exchange for meaningful work opportunities for 
citizens in poorer areas. This is a way to open yet 
another door for people trapped economically.

E. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE
Whenever redevelopment in enterprise zones 

forces residents to move (Freedman 2012), the 
county can provide a fi ve-year supplemental 
payment program to assist such individuals with the 
costs of  relocation either within their community or 
to areas with better schools. This is in keeping with 
the advice of  Moretti (2012, 158–65) to provide 
“relocation vouchers” to deal with the spatial-
mismatch problem fi rst identifi ed in the literature 
by Kain (1968). 

F. TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE
Reliable transportation decreases distance 

between places of  poverty and prosperity, thereby 
reducing the signifi cance of  place for economic 

mobility. Because of  issues with routes, existing 
public transit may limit the ability of  individuals to 
adequately navigate the city. Ride-transportation 
solutions can be made available as part of  a 
public-private partnership system. Hanesbrands, 
for example, often provides transportation for 
its workforce in other countries, while several 
Florida cities subsidize Uber rides within their 
municipalities (Dovey 2017). Dispelling fears that 
this might mean that government would end up 
cannibalizing existing regulated taxi services, Uber 
is also partnering with Mears Taxi to provide 
services in Central Florida (Herrera 2018). In the 
United States it assumed that transportation is the 
responsibility of  the employee or the government. 
However, this is an unusual country in that while it 
has an advanced industrial living standard for much 
of  its population, there exists a massive economic 
disparity more akin to a composite developed/
developing nation (Rieff  1992).

V. CONCLUSION
Forsyth County is third from the bottom in the 

entire nation when it comes to economic mobility, 
which clearly demonstrates that the current 
system is not working. Given that the targeted 
industries do not have a signifi cant labor-market 
presence, targeting them is highly unlikely to 
improve mobility anytime soon. In addition, given 
that governments are notoriously bad at picking 
winners and losers, rather than targeting particular 
industries, governments could create the framework 
to allow markets to do the heavy lifting themselves. 
It is also necessary to position the county’s poorer 
residents so that they can take advantage of  such 
opportunities and to ensure that the government 
splits the benefi ts from growth in a more equitable 
manner by eff ectively compensating not just owners 
but also renters who may be required to relocate in 
order to create better opportunities for everyone. 



This will help to ensure the political buy-in 
necessary to advance pro-market reforms. 
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