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• INCOME TRENDS WITHINWITHINWITHINWITHIN THE GREATER GREENVILLE 

KEY OUTCOME OF ECONOMIC KEY OUTCOME OF ECONOMIC KEY OUTCOME OF ECONOMIC KEY OUTCOME OF ECONOMIC 
COMPETITIVNESS IS THE LEVEL OF COMPETITIVNESS IS THE LEVEL OF COMPETITIVNESS IS THE LEVEL OF COMPETITIVNESS IS THE LEVEL OF 

PER CAPITA INCOME (PCY)PER CAPITA INCOME (PCY)PER CAPITA INCOME (PCY)PER CAPITA INCOME (PCY)

IS THE GREENVILLE AREA CATCHING UP OR 
FALLING BEHIND ITS PEER CITIES? 

• INCOME TRENDS WITHINWITHINWITHINWITHIN THE GREATER GREENVILLE 
REGION

• INCOME TRENDS IN PROXIMATE CITIESPROXIMATE CITIESPROXIMATE CITIESPROXIMATE CITIES

• INCOMES TRENDS IN TARGET CITIESTARGET CITIESTARGET CITIESTARGET CITIES
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FIGURE 1.  PER CAPITA INCOME RELATIVE TO THE U.S. IN: 
GREENVILLE COUNTY, the GREENVILLE Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA),  the 
GREENVILLE  Consolidated Statistical Area (CSA), and SOUTH CAROLINA   
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FIGURE 2.  COUNTY COMPONENTS OF THE GREENVILLE MSA  
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FIGURE 3. PER CAPITA INCOMES (PCY) IN CHARLESTON, COLUMBIA, GREENVILLE MSAs 
COMPARED TO CHARLOTTE TARGET, 1986 to 2006
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FIGURE 4.  REAL PER CAPITA INCOMES 1986 AND 2006 
(2006 PRICES)
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FIGURE 5. GREENVILLE MSA PER CAPITA INCOME (PCY) COMPARED TO TARGET MSAs 
OVER THE 1986 TO 2006 PERIOD 
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Target MSAs also have "keeping 
up" issues after 1998  

BUT GREENVILLE LAGS TARGETS 
MORE IN RECENT YEARS



1. DEVELOP KEY ECONOMIC BENCHMARKS FROM LITERATURE

2. IDENTIFY PEER AND TARGET CITIES FOR GREENVILLE

OBJECTIVE: DEVELOP ECONOMIC OBJECTIVE: DEVELOP ECONOMIC OBJECTIVE: DEVELOP ECONOMIC OBJECTIVE: DEVELOP ECONOMIC 
COMPETITIVNESS COMPETITIVNESS COMPETITIVNESS COMPETITIVNESS SCORECARD SCORECARD SCORECARD SCORECARD FOR THE FOR THE FOR THE FOR THE 

GREATER GREENVILLE REGIONGREATER GREENVILLE REGIONGREATER GREENVILLE REGIONGREATER GREENVILLE REGION

2. IDENTIFY PEER AND TARGET CITIES FOR GREENVILLE

3. COMPARE ECONOMIC BENCHMARKS FOR GREENVLLE AND 
PEER/TARGET CITIES

4. IDENTIFY STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE 
GREENVILLE AREA ECONOMY THAT AFFECT ECONOMIC 
PROGRESS
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A. Innovative Activity and Capacity (5)

Metropolitan Area Characteristics (22) Used to Select Metropolitan Area Characteristics (22) Used to Select Metropolitan Area Characteristics (22) Used to Select Metropolitan Area Characteristics (22) Used to Select 
Comparison Cities from 118 Southern Metro AreasComparison Cities from 118 Southern Metro AreasComparison Cities from 118 Southern Metro AreasComparison Cities from 118 Southern Metro Areas

Step 2:  Select Peer Cities

A. Innovative Activity and Capacity (5)
B. Labor Force Quality and Participation Rate (3)
C. Entrepreneurial and Small Business 

Environment (7)
D. Industry Clusters and Composition (7)



Peer Cities Selected for the Greenville MSA and CSA Regions
Metro Area Population (2000)

Greenville MSA 599,940

Jackson, MS CSA 525,246

Lexington, KY CSA 602,733

Charleston, SC MSA 603,178

Little Rock, AR MSA 610,518

Columbia, SC MSA 647,158

Greenville CSA 1,128,104

Knoxville, TN CSA 935,659

Richmond, VA MSA 1,096,956

Jacksonville, FL  MSA 1,122,750

Birmingham, AL CSA 1,129,721

Louisville, KY MSA 1,161,975

Greensboro/Winston-Salem CSA 1,414,656

Target Cities

Austin, TX MSA 1,249,763

Nashville, TN MSA 1,311,789

Raleigh/Durham CSA 1,314,589 

Charlotte, NC MSA 1,330,448



Step 3:  Compare Greenville MSA and CSA 

with Peer Cities,  

and with Target Cities

Competitiveness Inputs

• Labor Force Education

• Knowledge Workforce

• Innovative Activity and Capacity

• Entrepreneurial Environment



2006 Census Region

Percent of Labor 
Force with a High 
School Diploma

Percent of Labor 
Force with a 

Bachelor's Degree
Small Peer Cities

Lexington, KY CSA 84.42% 30.19%
Columbia, SC MSA 85.48% 29.16%
Charleston, SC MSA 86.55% 28.34%
Little Rock, AR MSA 87.32% 26.52%
Jackson, MS CSA 83.23% 26.83%
Greenville, SC MSA 80.57% 24.66%

Large Peer Cities

Richmond, VA MSA 84.53% 30.29%
Jacksonville, FL MSA 88.13% 25.21%
Birmingham, AL CSA 83.75% 24.82%
Knoxville, TN CSA 82.56% 24.76%

Labor Force Education

Knoxville, TN CSA 82.56% 24.76%
Louisville, KY MSA 84.57% 23.24%
Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 81.03% 22.76%
Greenville, SC CSA 79.38% 21.13%

Target Cities

Austin, TX MSA 86.35% 38.83%
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 86.17% 37.85%
Charlotte, NC MSA 85.25% 30.51%
Nashville, TN MSA 85.16% 28.27%
Greenville, SC MSA 80.57% 24.66%

State and United States

United States 84.05% 26.99%
South Carolina 81.27% 22.74%

Percent of labor force with high a school diploma, 2006
Percent of labor force with a bachelor's degree, 2006



Small Peer Cities Large Peer Cities

Lexington, KY CSA 106.14 Richmond, VA MSA 106.39
Columbia, SC MSA 104.86 Jacksonville, FL MSA 99.11
Charleston, SC MSA 103.98 Birmingham, AL CSA 95.80
Little Rock, AR MSA 101.07 Knoxville, TN CSA 94.97
Jackson, MS CSA 99.21 Louisville, KY MSA 93.36
Greenville, SC MSA 93.61 Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 90.35

Greenville, SC CSA 86.36

Labor Force Education

Target Cities State and United States

Austin, TX MSA 123.29 United States 100.00
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 121.37 South Carolina 90.47
Charlotte, NC MSA 107.22
Nashville, TN MSA 103.02
Greenville, SC MSA 93.61

Percent of labor force with high a school diploma

Percent of labor force with a bachelor's degree



Small Peer Cities Large Peer Cities

Lexington, KY CSA 105.16 Richmond, VA MSA 109.11
Little Rock, AR MSA 103.23 Birmingham, AL CSA 103.01
Columbia, SC MSA 102.24 Knoxville, TN CSA 99.25
Charleston, SC MSA 101.59 Jacksonville, FL MSA 98.05
Jackson, MS CSA 96.63 Louisville, KY MSA 94.92
Greenville, SC MSA 95.53 Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 90.17

Greenville, SC CSA 89.78

Knowledge Workers

Target Cities State and United States

Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 122.54 United States 100.00
Austin, TX MSA 118.65 South Carolina 90.04
Charlotte, NC MSA 108.30
Nashville, TN MSA 103.33
Greenville, SC MSA 95.53

Percent of employment in management, business/operations, finance, computers, math, 

architecture, engineering, sciences, law, education, healthcare, arts, design, entertainment, 

media, and high-end sales occupations



Small Peer Cities Large Peer Cities

Lexington, KY CSA 125.41 Knoxville, TN CSA 96.57
Greenville, SC MSA 98.20 Richmond, VA MSA 80.14

Charleston, SC MSA 70.17 Greenville, SC CSA 74.53
Columbia, SC MSA 68.46 Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 62.43
Little Rock, AR MSA 62.61 Louisville, KY MSA 59.59
Jackson, MS CSA 47.80 Birmingham, AL CSA 56.19

Jacksonville, FL MSA 39.82

Innovative Activity and Capacity

Target Cities State and United States

Austin, TX MSA 261.46 United States 100.00
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 248.48 South Carolina 53.59

Greenville, SC MSA 98.20
Nashville, TN MSA 69.34
Charlotte, NC MSA 56.59

Percent of employment in computer, science, and engineering occupations
Graduate students in science and engineering per 10,000 residents

Patents per 10,000 workers



Small Peer Cities Large Peer Cities

Greenville, SC MSA 81.95 Birmingham, AL CSA 81.88

Jackson, MS CSA 77.48 Jacksonville, FL MSA 81.60
Charleston, SC MSA 76.02 Greenville, SC CSA 78.14
Little Rock, AR MSA 74.74 Knoxville, TN CSA 77.94
Lexington, KY CSA 69.24 Richmond, VA MSA 76.98
Columbia, SC MSA 69.15 Louisville, KY MSA 74.34

Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 66.23

Target Cities State and United States

Entrepreneurial Environment

Austin, TX MSA 186.13 United States 100.00
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 141.92 South Carolina 69.40

Nashville, TN MSA 99.98
Charlotte, NC MSA 92.37
Greenville, SC MSA 81.95

Proprietors' income as a share of total income
Venture capital investments per capita, 2000-2006
Percent of employment in professional, scientific, and technical services industries

Business churning (births + deaths)
Establishments per employee
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ECONOMIC SCORECARD, PART 2:
Benchmarking Greenville CSA Versus
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ECONOMIC SCORECARD, PART 3: Benchmarking 
Greenville MSA Versus Four Target Cities

(Austin, Charlotte, Nashville, Raleigh-Durham)

Industrial Legacy Competitiveness Environment

100

99
94 95

104

60

70

80

90

100

110

Industrial 
Composition and 

Structure

Industrial 
Diversity and 

Breadth

Labor Force 
Education

Knowledge 
Workers

Innovative 
Activity and 

Capacity

Entrepreneurial 
Environment

92

73
82 84

62 60

Target
Cities’ 
Average



100

140

104

120

140

ECONOMIC SCORECARD, PART 4: Benchmarking 
Greenville CSA Versus Four Target Cities

(Austin, Charlotte, Nashville, Raleigh-Durham)

Target

Industrial Legacy Competitiveness Environment

100

99 94 95

104

40

60

80

100

Industrial 
Composition and 

Structure

Industrial 
Diversity and 

Breadth

Labor Force 
Education

Knowledge 
Workers

Innovative 
Activity and 

Capacity

Entrepreneurial 
Environment

91

58

76 79

47
60

Target
Cities’ 
Average



Step 4:  How Competitiveness Inputs

affect Greenville MSA’s Economic Scorecard

Competitiveness Inputs

Labor Force Education• Labor Force Education

• Knowledge Workforce

• Innovative Activity and Capacity

• Entrepreneurial Environment



Labor Force
Education

Knowledge
Workers

Innovative Activity Entrepreneurial Environment

COMPETITIVENESS INPUTS FOR THE GREENVILLE MSA

WEAKNESSES:       RANK

% LF HS GRAD         16

% LF COL GRAD      14

WEAKNESSES:   RANK

% KNOWLEDGE       

WORKERS             14

WEAKNESSES: WEAKNESSES:         RANK

BUSINESS CHURN       10

SMALL BUSINESS        15

%INCOME SELF EMP   16

Education Workers

STRENGTHS:

RANK is Greenville MSA against All Peer Cities and Target cities (16 cities in total).

RANK 1 IS BEST; RANK 16 IS WORST IN GROUP

STRENGTHS:    RANK

PATENTS                3

% ENGINEER          4

GRAD STUDENTS

In SCIENCE/ENG    4

STRENGTHS: STRENGTHS: RANK

% EMP in PROF

& TECH INDUSTRY      3



2006 Census Region

Percent of 
Knowledge 

Workers
Small Peer Cities
Lexington, KY CSA 41.10%
Little Rock, AR MSA 40.35%
Columbia, SC MSA 39.96%
Charleston, SC MSA 39.71%
Jackson, MS CSA 37.77%
Greenville, SC MSA 37.34%

Large Peer Cities
Richmond, VA MSA 42.65%
Birmingham, AL CSA 40.26%
Knoxville, TN CSA 38.79%
Jacksonville, FL MSA 38.32%
Louisville, KY MSA 37.10%

Knowledge Workers

Louisville, KY MSA 37.10%
Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 35.25%
Greenville, SC CSA 35.09%

Target Cities
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 47.90%
Austin, TX MSA 46.38%
Charlotte, NC MSA 42.33%
Nashville, TN MSA 40.39%
Greenville, SC MSA 37.34%

State and United States
United States 39.09%
South Carolina 35.19%
Percent of employment in occupations classified as 

management, business/operations, finance, computers, 

math, architecture, engineering, sciences, law, 

education, healthcare, arts, design, entertainment, 

media, and high-end sales, 2006



2006 Census Region

Patents per 
10,000 

Workers
Computer, Science, & 
Engineering Workers

Science & Engineering 
Graduate Students per 

10,000 Residents
Small Peer Cities

Lexington, KY CSA 3.93 4.49% 27.87
Greenville, SC MSA 4.59 4.63% 16.21
Charleston, SC MSA 3.37 4.32% 8.69
Columbia, SC MSA 2.29 4.05% 10.64
Little Rock, AR MSA 1.40 3.92% 10.32
Jackson, MS CSA 1.24 3.01% 7.54

Large Peer Cities

Knoxville, TN CSA 3.80 3.66% 15.90
Richmond, VA MSA 3.58 5.14% 9.82
Greenville, SC CSA 5.60 3.77% 8.03
Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 4.05 3.37% 7.23
Louisville, KY MSA 2.99 3.28% 8.24

Innovative Activity and Capacity

Louisville, KY MSA 2.99 3.28% 8.24
Birmingham, AL CSA 1.84 3.49% 8.33
Jacksonville, FL MSA 2.26 4.05% 0.00

Target Cities

Austin, TX MSA 31.41 8.39% 21.15
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 14.94 8.35% 44.52
Greenville, SC MSA 4.59 4.63% 16.21
Nashville, TN MSA 2.23 3.54% 12.45
Charlotte, NC MSA 2.57 4.20% 5.33

State and United States

United States 7.29 4.58% 12.42
South Carolina 3.30 3.32% 5.35

Percent of employment in computer, science, and engineering occupations, 2006

Graduate students in science and engineering per 10,000 residents, 2005

Patents per 10,000 workers, 2004



2006 Census Region
Business 
Churning

Establishments 
per 1,000 

Employees

Proprietors' 
Income as a 

Percent of Total 
Income

Average 
Venture 

Capital per 
Capita

Percent of  Employment in 
Professional, Scientific, & 

Technical Services
Small Peer Cities
Jackson, MS CSA 20.45% 56.96 13.09% 18.39 3.73%
Charleston, SC MSA 22.26% 68.62 8.73% 3.73 4.73%
Little Rock, AR MSA 20.84% 60.54 11.27% 6.19 4.19%
Lexington, KY CSA 19.91% 59.02 8.27% 14.07 4.09%
Columbia, SC MSA 20.64% 62.14 7.92% 4.64 4.19%
Greenville, SC MSA 20.48% 55.95 7.30% NA 5.18%

Large Peer Cities
Birmingham, AL CSA 20.40% 58.02 14.12% 30.80 4.07%
Jacksonville, FL MSA 28.70% 66.25 7.49% 29.53 4.31%
Greenville, SC CSA 19.96% 58.86 8.20% 78.10 3.75%
Knoxville, TN CSA 18.95% 59.19 12.20% 17.33 4.68%
Richmond, VA MSA 21.33% 69.61 7.89% 31.24 4.34%

Entrepreneurial Environment

Richmond, VA MSA 21.33% 69.61 7.89% 31.24 4.34%
Louisville, KY MSA 20.20% 56.66 11.34% 27.61 3.64%
Greensboro/Winston-Salem, NC CSA 19.10% 57.19 8.70% 27.25 2.95%

Target Cities
Austin, TX MSA 25.41% 61.67 12.20% 588.85 6.79%
Raleigh/Durham, NC CSA 23.17% 62.17 8.16% 330.92 8.41%
Nashville, TN MSA 21.83% 54.77 19.71% 72.74 4.45%
Charlotte, NC MSA 23.83% 57.71 11.49% 89.00 4.67%
Greenville, SC MSA 20.48% 55.95 7.30% NA 5.18%

State and United States
United States 21.80% 64.48 11.86% 122.87 4.99%
South Carolina 20.93% 65.25 8.72% 8.15 3.47%

Average venture capital investments per capita, 2000-2006
Percent of employment in professional, scientific, and technical services industries, 2005

Business churning (births + deaths), 2004
Establishments per 1,000 employees, 2004
Proprietors' income as a share of total income, 2005



HOW DO COMPETIVENESS INPUTS CORRELATE WITH 

PER CAPITA INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH?

Competitiveness Inputs

Labor Force Education• Labor Force Education

• Knowledge Workforce

• Innovative Activity and Capacity

• Entrepreneurial Environment



Role of Competitiveness Inputs 

in Economic Development
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SUMMARY: IMPROVING THE ECONOMIC BENCHMARK SCORES
IN THE GREATER GREENVILLE AREA

1. CATCHING UP WITH TARGETS (CHARLOTTE, RALEIGH, AUSTIN, AND 
NASHVILLE) IS HARD TO DO, BUT.. GROWING SCIENCE AND 
ENGINEERING BASED CLUSTERS MAY HELP CLOSE THE 
COMPETITIVENESS GAP WITH THESE REGIONAL LEADERS.

2. LABOR FORCE EDUCATION LEVEL IS TOO LOW, SO .. RETURNS TO 
INVESTMENTS IN EDUCATION CAN BE SUBSTANTIAL.  INVESTMENTS IN EDUCATION CAN BE SUBSTANTIAL.  

3. TO IMPROVE PER CAPITA INCOME:  FOCUS ON IMPROVING  SECONDARY 
EDUCATION OUTCOMES, THE GENERAL POOL OF KNOWLEDGE 
WORKERS (IN ADDITION TO ENGINEERING), PROMOTE ENVIRONMENT 
FOR SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT.

4. TO IMPROVE JOB GROWTH:  FOCUS ON COLLEGE GRADS IN LABOR 
FORCE AND GENERAL POOL OF KNOWLEDGE WORKERS.


