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PREFACE

This is the final report for Research Project TX-ARK-81-902, Rural Public
Transportation for Texarkana and the Surrounding Area. The objective of the
study was to explore the feasibility of a rural public transportation system
for the counties of Miller, Little River, and Sevier in Arkansas and Bowie in
Texas, in and around the Texarkana urban area. The study, conducted over a
ten-month period, involved the analysis of the area demographic, geographic,
and economic characteristics; identification and analysis of existing local
and regional transportation services; modeling the travel-demand characteris-
tics; and evaluating six major classes of transportation options. The rider-
ship, cost, and service parameters of promising "packages" of work and non-
work options are evaluated.
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ABSTRACT

The study area is a bi-state, four-county region located in northeast
Texas and southwest Arkansas. The four contiguous counties in the study area
are Bowie County in Texas, and Miller, Little River, and Sevier Counties in
Arkansas. The largest urban area located within the study region is Texarkana,
which straddles the state line,

Part I of this report analyzes the demographic, geographic, and economic
characteristics of the entire study region and of each of the individual
counties. It describes economic and employment trends in the region and
considers the implications of these patterns for a rural public transit system.

Part II of this report identifies and analyzes existing transportation
services in the region, centering on four types: certificated motor carriers,
noncertificated commuter bus services, taxi services, and social service
agency transportation systems.

Part III of this report describes the travel-demand-forecasting methodolo-
gies used to predict the number and distribution of work and nonwork trips
within the four-county region.

Part IV of this report considers six major classes of transportation
options that would allow the Texarkana Human Development Center to expand
into a rural public transportation system. Each of the options is analyzed
to determine appropriate travel corridors within the study region, noncompe-
tition with existing carriers, and financial feasibility. The ridership,

cost, and service parameters of promising "packages" of work and nonwork

options are evaluated.







EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The study area is a bi-state, four-county region located in northeast
Texas and southwest Arkansas. The study area is composed of four counties:
Bowie in Texas, and Miller, Little River, and Sevier in Arkansas. The total
study area is 2,522 square miles. The 1980 population was 141,079 or 55.9
persons per square mile.

The largest urban area located within the study area is Texarkana, which
straddles the Texas-Arkansas state line. Texarkana is the central axis for

interaction within the four-county region.

PART I. REGIONAL TRENDS AND CHARACTERISTICS

The first section of this part of the report describes the demographic
and geographic characteristics of the four-county rural study region and then
discusses each of the individual counties. The first section analyzes trends
in population growth and presents population projections through the year
2030 for the study area and for the individual counties.

An analysis of the regional characteristics of the study area indicates
that rural areas, particularly Little River and Sevier Counties, are growing
at a faster overall rate than the Texarkana urban area, which is in Bowie and
Miller Counties. Population changes recorded from 1970 to 1980 indicate that
growth rates for both Little River and Sevier are double that of Miller County
and triple that of Bowie County.

The region, as a whole, is predominantly white, although 22.1 percent of
the population are nonwhite. The Texarkana area has slightly more than half
of the 1980 nonwhite population. Approximately 18.4 percent of the regional
population have incomes below the poverty level. More than half of those

people live in the Texarkana urban area.
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The young {under 18) and the o0ld {over 65) represent 46 percent of the
1970 population. The urban area has 42 percent of the under 18 population
and 47 percent of those over 65 years of age.

The Arkansas counties can be clearly distinguished from both the Texark-
ana urban area and Bowie County. Although the Arkansas counties are experi-
encing a faster overall growth rate than either the urban area or their Texas
counterparts, they also lead in the percentage of those over 65 and in the
percentage of households below the poverty level. Little River leads all
four counties in the percentage of households below the poverty level.

The second section of this part describes the economic base of the region.
The economic growth and character of an area or region directly impact travel
in that region. A detailed and comprehensive examination of each of the indi-
vidual counties is presented. First, the basic economy of the region is
analyzed and the strengths of the region identified. Second, industrial or
commercial activities that have shown significant changes, either increasing
or decreasing from 1960 to 1970, are identified. These analyses indicate
whether major employment centers are likely to grow, remain stable, or lose
employment. These insights are coupled with other employment analyses and
data in later sections of this report to suggest growing or stable work-trip
routes which might be served by a rural public transit system. Economy
problems in the region have more effect on Miller and Bowie Counties than the
other two counties. For the region as a whole, the industries showing the
largest employment totals and, generally, the largest percentage increases
over the ten-year period from 1960 to 1970 were not industries which contribu-
ted to the economic growth of the region or in which the region maintained a
competitive advantage.

Those industries or sectors which are considered export or basic indus-
tries are assumed to be the source of economic growth and development in the
region; growth in other industries is assumed to have weak secondary impacts
on regional development. For the region as a whole and for Bowie and Miller
Counties, the only major employment sources that are also basic industries
are "public administration" and "metal industries." But the region as a whole

shows competitive advantage for only one of those two sectors, "public adminis-

tration.” In other words, while there may be increased employment in the basic




"metal industry" sector, additional jobs in that growing industry will be
lost to other areas which enjoy a competitive advantage over the Texarkana
region.

On the other hand, Little River and Sevier Counties are in slightly

better relative positions. BAll of the five largest employment sectors in

Little River are also basic industries contributing to economic growth in |
the county. However, only the "metal industries" sector is also a competitive

one in the bi-state region. This means that increased employment in that

sector will bring larger percentage growth in employment in "metal industries"”
in Little River than it will in the region as a whole or in Miller or Bowie
County.

Three of Sevier County's largest employment sources are also basic
industries contributing to economic development in the county. However, only
two of those industries are also competitive in the bi-state region. Again,
increases in employment may be seen in the largest employment industries but
these will not be as large as found in the same industries in other parts of
the bi-state region outside Texarkana.

Overall, the Texarkana region is forced to depend for further economic
growth on just a few sectors; in only one of those five or six sectors does

the region enjoy a competitive position.
PART II. EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

In order to avoid duplication of services, prevent conflict with certifi-
cated providers, and allow the development of effectively coordinated trans-
portation services, all major existing transportation providers in the region
are analyzed and described in this section. The four principal types of
existing providers are certificated motor coach services, noncertificated
home-to-work services, taxi operations, and social service agency transporta-
tion providers.

Texarkana, because of its strategic position along the interstate system,

has become a logical stop-over and transfer point for interstate and regional
motor coach travel. Twenty-seven routes traverse the region and cross the
State line. Intraregional service is provided by 52 scheduled daily routes

connecting Texarkana with communities throughout the region. With few
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exceptions, the intercity bus system serves the major communities in the

o region. Each of these routes and services is described.

Each route is analyzed in terms of its usefulness as a work-trip carrier.
Few current routes are useful for work-trips. Residents of DeKalb and New
Boston who work in Texarkana have a route available, and both Maud and Redwater
are serviced by carriers with schedules adequate for employment in Texarkana.
None of these would facilitate travel from Texarkana to Lone Star Ammunitions
Plant or Red River Army Depot. Mandeville and Fulton have motor carrier
service that would facilitate employment in Texarkana. Foreman, Arkinda,
Alleene, and Horatio have no intercity service. DeQueen and Ashdown have
limited motor carrier service to and from employment opportunities.

A noncertificated carrier, Industrial Bus Lines, provides commuter service
between Texarkana and both the Red River Army Depot and the Lone Star Ammuni-
tions plant. It is estimated that this service makes 50,000 one-way passenger
trips daily at a fare of $2.00.

There are two affiliated taxi companies in Texarkana: Yellow Cab and
Black and White. Both provide service primarily in Bowie and Miller Counties,
making between 20,000 and 40,000 passenger trips yearly.

Six nonprofit human service agencies provide some limited transportation
service in the region. Each service provider is described and the potential
for involvement in a coordinated rural transit service is analyzed. On a

county basis, social service transportation is most extensive in Sevier County.
PART III. RURAL TRAVEL DEMAND

The estimation of travel demand for the study area, presented in Part II
of the report, represented an opportunity to blend existing data files from
various sources in order to check the utility of several transportation model-
ing routines.

These modeling routines ranged from the variety of rural public transpor-
tation models (e.g., Burkhardt), innovative approaches to capture the informa-
tion contained in the National Passenger Transport Survey, to the conventional
and sequential transportation planning models. The selected process consists
of numerous modifications to the traditional process. It is deemed the most

appropriate overall process, given the resources available, which include
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data, time, and funds. The assumptions which were used are clearly presented
in order to provide the user with insight into the modeling process. The
results are trip tables for the trip interchange between the 29 districts
comprising the study area. Total work-trip interchanges and work—trips'by
public transportation are included to provide input in the evaluation of
alternatives in the concluding part of the study. 1In addition, more than 15

tables and figures are summarized and included in this part of the report.
PART IV. ALTERNATIVE RURAL PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS

This part of the report aﬁalyzes the various options available to the
Texarkana Human Development Center to allow its evolution to a public system.
The emphasis of the analysis is the identification of complementary "packages"
of transportation services that could be added to the existing THDC infra-
structure.

The report identifies six classes of services that could be added, in
stages if necessary and prudent, to existing THDC service to allow the evolu-
tion of a genuine rural public transit service. These services fall into

two major categories of travel, work and nonwork trips:

Work-trip travel

Feeder service to intercity motor coach service

Subscription home-to-work service from outlying rural areas to
concentrated employment sites

Route~deviation fixed-route service, peak periods, into Texarkana

Nonwork travel

Subscription nonwork or midday travel from outlying areas into Texarkana

Route~deviation fixed-route service, off-peak periods, within rural
counties

Demand-responsive service, off-peak, in Texarkana and in rural centers

Many of these services will have to be combined with each other or with exist-
ing THDC services to be practical; it is unlikely that any service by itself

will be immediately feasible.
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The two major types of trips to be served are analyzed and "packaged"
separately in this section. First, work-trips and work-trip routes are
analyzed using both the findings of the travel demand modeling described in
Part IIT and the results of a regional employment survey undertaken in 1982.
Based on these analyses, various work-trip routes and services are suggested
which could be added to THDC's current or expanded operations.

Next, nonwork and midday trips are analyzed based on an identification
of such flows derived from the demand modeling undertaken in Part III. These
data are augmented by an analysis of the major commercial, business, medical,
and service trip attractors in various areas in the four-county region.
Various nonwork services that could complement either existing THDC service
or the potential work-trip services identified above are described.

This two-part process allows THDC to pick combinations of work and non-
work-trip services that will effectively utilize existing resources. New
public services can be added in stages, as primary new services become
operational.

The financial implication of each option is also investigated. The fares
that could be charged for each service as well as the costs that will be
incurred by each service option are discussed.

There are a number of attractive and potentially feasible home-to-~work
routes which could be efficiently served by a rural public transit system,
but the cost parameters of the suggested routes are very sensitive to the use
to which the vehicles and drivers can be put during the remainder of the day.
Home-to-work trips must be matched to potential corridors of nonwork and mid-

day travel to effectively use vehicles throughout the service area.
CONCLUSIONS

THDC is a special system serving social service agencies and disadvantaged
individuals. The evolution to a rural system open to the general public is not
only possible but extremely feasible. The evolution to a public system serving
members of the general riding public unaffiliated with social service agencies

can be accomplished. (1) in a limited way with existing resources using excess

capacity and (2) in a more acceptable manner with an expansion of capacity.
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This report identifies complementary work and nonwork demand patterns
that will allow THDC to continue in its traditional role in the social
service community and also expand into a public service eligible for Section
18 operating funds.

It is recognized that THDC must grow and expand without providing
effective competition to existing public or common carriers in Texas or
Arkansas. All of the analyses in this report were conducted with the non-
competitive objective firmly in mind. No public services are offered or
considered that would compete with existing carriers.

It is clear that THDC could offer service to the general public with
existing resources in a limited way. Services offered to the public would
have to be structured to fill excess capacity in a way that does not inter-
fere with THDC's contractual obligations to the many service agencies with
which it contracts. However, as THDC begins expanding its vehicle fleet,
it will gain the ability to serve the complementary packages of work and
nonwork services suggested in this report.

With an expanded vehicle fleet and additional staff resources, THDC
could begin to provide a number of additional services to the public. Among
the possibilities which the data analysis in this report shows as possible
are

(1) subscription home to work trips for concentrated employment

generators in Little River, Sevier, and Miller Counties as
well as Texarkana;

(2) subscription group services from senior centers, nursing homes,
and other facilities in outlying Miller and Bowie Counties into
Texarkana; and

(3) flexible routes from outlying areas into Texarkana at times and
along routes not in conflict with existing motor carriers.
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INTRODUCTION

The residents of rural areas are particularly disadvanteged in terms of
transportation resources. The populatiohs of rural areas like many of those
surrounding Texarkana are often characterized by a high percentage of han-
dicapped people and an even higher percentage of those at or below the
poverty level. These characteristics often overlap so that rural areas
tain a large number of people too old, too poor, or too handicapped to drive
themselves. At the same time 'most rural areas offer few transportation alter-~
natives to those without access to cars.

In some rural areas a few human service and social service agency provi-
ders are all that stand between disadvantaged people and total immobility. In
other areas, there are simply-no available transportation providers.

The U.S. Congress has recognized this problem by establishing Section 18

of the 1974 Surface Transportation Act, a rural public transit assistance
program to provide increased mobility for rural residents. Most rural areas,
however, must carefully plan for the development of rural public transpor-
" tation services. Resources are limited and transportation expertise is often
unavailable. The intensity of rural need is understood but the actual dimen-
sions of that need, the types and number of trips and the frequencies, times,
and locations of trips required by rural citizens, are largely unknown.

In recognition of this fact, the Section 18 program provides planning
assistance funds to allow rural areas to evaluate the needs of their specific
communities, to identify the resources available, and to carefully plan for
the development of a rural public transportation system. 1In areas where
social and human service agencies are already providing limited transportation
services, the plan must'shoﬁ how these resources and the transportation exper-
tise of current providers can be best incorporated into or developed into a
genuine public transportation. system. The existence of such providers offers
both a challenge and the promise of better transportation services to all
residents of the area.

There are some transportation resources available to residents of the

Texarkana area unable to drive or without access to a private car. There is

XXV
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intercity bus transportation available and there are some local taxi services.
But the real transportation provider to the disadvantaged citizens of these
rural counties is the Texarkana Human Development Center (THDC), which has
been providing specialized transportation services to the elderly and handi-
capped clients of social service agencies in the area since 1971.

While THDC services are cufrently limited to participant social and
human service agencies, it is clear that the THDC system has the potential
to develop into a full and comprehensive public transportation system for
rural residents. This study addresses the ways in which THDC can best become
a genuine rural public transportation system.

In order to promote the development and implementation of a comprehensive
rural public transportation system, THDC needed a variety of planning informa-

tion and analyses including

e the needs of the residents of the study area;

e the resources currently available in the area, i.e., vehicles, funds,
and expertise, considering both private and nonprofit providers;

e the ways in which current services and systems and the THDC system
can become a rural public system;

e additional resources required to develop and implement the most

feasible alternative.

The study area is a bi-state, four-county region located in northeast
Texas and southwest Arkansas. The four contiguous counties in the study area
are Bowie County in Texas, and Miller, Little River, and Sevier Counties in
Arkansas. The largest urban area located within the study region is Texarkana,
which straddles the state 1line.

Part I of this report analyzes the demographic, geographic, and economic
characteristics of the entire study region and of each of the individual
counties. The section describes economic and employment trends in the region
and considers the implications of these patterns for a rural public transit
system.

Part II of this report identifies and analyzes existing transportation
services in the region, centering on four types: certificated motor carriers,

noncertificated commuter bus services, taxi services, and social service

agency transportation systems.
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Part III of this report describes the travel demand forecasting method-
ologies used to predict the number and distribution of work and nonwork-trips
within the four-county region.

Part IV of this report considers six major classes of transportation
options that would allow THDC to expand into a rural public transit system.
Each of fhe options is analyzed to determine appropriate travel corridors
within the study region, noncompetition with existing carriers, and financial

feasibility. The ridership, cost, and service parameters of promising

"packages" of work and nonwork options are evaluated.







PART I. REGIONAL TRENDS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
TEXARKANA RURAL TRANSPORTATION STUDY AREA

INTRODUCTION

The study area is a bi-state, four-county region located in northeast
Texas and southwest Arkansas, as shown in Figure I-1. The study area, illus-
trated in Figure I-2, is composed of four counties: Bowie in Texas, and
Miller, Little River, and Sevier Counties in Arkansas. The total study area
is 2522 square miles. The total 1980 Census population was 141,079 or 55.9
persons per square mile.

The largest urban area located within the study area is Texarkana, which
straddles the Arkansas-Texas state line. Texarkana is the central axis for
interaction within the four-county region. The 1980 Texarkana standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) (designated by ﬁhe Bureau of the Census)
was composed of three of the four counties in our study: Bowie, Miller, and
Little River. The Texarkana SMSA is 2000 square miles and has a majority of
the study area population, with 127,019 inhabitants.

Important metropolitan areas located within a radius of 300 miles of
Texarkana, and in part illustrated by Figure I-3, are: Dallas, Texas, which
is 160 miles from Texarkana; Beaumont, Texas, 265 miles; Shreveport, Louisi-
ana, 71 miles; Little Rock, Arkansas, 132 miles; and Oklahoma City, Oklahoma,

300 miles from Texarkana. (1)%*
DEMOGRAPHIC, CLIMATALOGICAL, AND LAND USE PATTERNS

The first section of this part of the study report describes the demo-
graphic and geographic characteristics of the four-county rural study region
and then discusses each bf the individual counties. The first section ana-
lees trends in population growth and present population projections through
the year 2030 for the study érea and for the individual counties.

The second section of this part of the study report describes the econo-

*number referé to reference list, which is located at the end of this part
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mic base of the region and of the individual counties. It describes
employment trends in the region and analyze changes in employment patterns by
industry. Finally this section will use regional economic tools to analyze
the underlying causes of changes in the economies of the entire region and
the individual counties and to sﬁggest the implications of these findings.

An analysis of the demographic and economic trends and projections for
the region is crucial to the developing of sound transportation plans.

The area is characterized by mild winters and moderate summers. The mean
average temperature is 64.8°F, the noontime average humidity is 57%. Annual
average rainfall is 48.93 inches and the annual average snowfall is 2.08
inches. A growing season of 254 days creates conditions favorable to a
variety of crops: cotton, corn, feed grains, rice, peaches, apples, pears,
blackberries, strawberries, sweet potatoes, and peanuts. (2)

In the following sections, the Study Team analyzes regional charac~
teristics which often reveal important trends. These significant charac-
teristics include changes in population, ethnicity, urban versus rural
composition, those under 18 or 65 and over, employment, income, the poverty
level, and land uses. These characteristics help identify the potentially
transportation dependent and where they are located.

A significant limitation on this study was the inability to use detailed
1980 census data because they have not as yet been released. Hence, many
parameters identified by the 1970 census cannot be compared with 1980 data.
Table I-1 gives basic 1970 demographic data on the Texarkana region as a
whole, the cities, and the four individual counties. Table I-2 displays
changes from 1970 to 1980 where 1980 census data are available.

In the following sections, the history and characteristics of the urba-

nized area and each of the individual counties are discussed.

THE CITIES OF TEXARKANA

Texarkana, as shown in Figure I-4, is actually two separate but con-
tiguous municipalities: Texarkana, Arkansas, and Texarkana, Texas. Fig. I-4
also shows major employment locations in the two cities; the numbers refer to

individual employers, who are listed in the Appendix. There is close

cooperation in the operation of most municipal services. Many systems, such




TABLE I-1. BASIC 1970 DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ON THE TEXARKANA SMSA AND
BOWIE, MILLER, LITTLE RIVER, AND SEVIER COUNTIES

1970 Urban % Rural % Under 65 and | Total

Pop. Pop. Urban Pop. Rural 138 Percent over Percent Emp.
Texarkana, Tx 30,497 - - - - 10,308 33.8 4,214 13.8 12,039
Texarkana, Ar 21,682 - - - - 7,634 35.2 2,799 12.9 8,253
Total 52,179 - - - - 17,942 34.4 7,013 13.4 20,292
Bowie County 68,909 43,132 62.6 24,681  35.8 22,983 33.4 7,781 11.3 25,775
Miller County 33,385 21,800 65.3 11,703 35.1 11,536 34.6 4,030 12.1 12,537
Little River Co. 11,194 3,493  31.2 7,702 - 68.8 4,161 37.2 1,299 11.6 3,703
Sevier County 11,272 3,821  33.9 7,451  66.1 3,653 32.4 1,705 15.1 4,015
Region Total 124,760 72,246  57.9 51,537 41.3 42,335 33.9 14,815 11.9 46.030
Texarkana—SMSA* 113,488 68,425 60.8 44,086 38.8 38,680 34.1 13,110 11.6 40,762

(continued)




TABLE I-1.

(CONTINUED)

Below Poverty Level

Median Mean Family  Number in  Percent of Total
Income Income Size Household Households Number
Texarkana, Tx $8, 009 $9,039 3.65 1,192 14.5 8,209
Texarkana, Ar 7,028 7,829 3.64 1,015 17.8 5,703
Total 7,518 8,434 3.645 2,207 16.1 13,912
Bowie County 8,942 8,942 3.58 2,627 14.5 9,405
Miller County 6,846 7,554 3.67 1,670 19.0 8,780
Little River Co. 6,586 7,195 3.61 703 23.9 2,538
Sevier County 6,552 7,036 3.61 617 19.9 2,227
Region Total 7,036 7,682 3.62 5,617 19.3 22,950
Texarkana——SMSA* 7,730 8,489 3.61 4,297 16.0 20,723
*1970 SMSA consisted of Bowie and Miller Counties
Source: 1970 Census of Population.
General Social and Economic Characteristics: Texas,

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

April 1971.

1970 Census of Population.
General Social and Economic Characteristics:

Arkansas,

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

April 1971.




TABLE I-2. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS, 1970 and 1980, OF CITIES AND
COUNTIES IN THE TEXARKANA RURAL TRANSPORTATION STUDY AREA

Population % 1980 Race Land  Pop/m2
1980 1970 Change White Black Spanish  Other Area 1980

Texarkana——SMSA* 127,019 113,488 11.9 96,815 29,104 1,359 1,100 2,000 63.5
Texarkana, Ar 21,459 21,682 -1.0 15,398 5,886 179 175
Texarkana, Tx 31,271 30,497 2.5 20,957 10,080 370 234
Total: 52,730 52,179 1.1 36,355 15,966 549 409 19.8 2663.1
Outlying SMSA 74,389 61,309 21.2 60,460 13,138 810 691

Bowie County 75,301 68,909 9.3 58,123 16,498 993 680 891 84.5
De Kalb 2,217 2,197 0.9
Hooks 2,507 2,545 -1.5
Leary 253 352  -40.6
New Boston 4,628 4,034 14.7
Maud 1,059 1,107 -4.3
Nash 2,022 1,961 3.1
Wake Village 3,865 2,408 60.5

Miller County 37,766 33,385 13.1 28,322 9,136 278 308 623 60.6
Fouke 614 506 21.3
Garland 660 321 105.6 '

Little River Co. 13,952 11,194 24.6 10,370 3,470 88 112 486 28.7
Wilton 495 427 15.9 '
Foreman 1,377 1,173 17.4
Ashdown 4,218 3,522 12.5
Ogden 334 286 16.8
Winthrop 238 240 -0.8

Sevier County 14,060 11,272 24.7 13,097 783 137 180 522 26.9
DeQueen 4,594 3,863 25.1
Ben Lomond 155 155
Horatio 989 852 16.1
Gillham 252 200 26.0
Locksburg 616 620 -0.6

Region Total 141,079 124,760 13.1 109,912 29,887 1,496 1,280 2,522 55.9

(continued)




TABLE I-2. (CONTINUED)

1980 Number of Persons...

Housing Units % (H.H. = Households)
In In Grp Total Per
1980 1970 Change H.H. Qtrs  H.H.'s H.H.
Texarkana——SMSA* 50,236 40,329 24.8 125,312 1,707 45,660 2.74
Texarkana, Ar 8,810 8,046 9.5 21,116 343 8,069 2.62
Texarkana, Tx 13,508 11,563 12.9 30,779 492 12,144 2.53
Total: 21,868 19,609 11.5 51,895 835 20,213 2.41
Outlying SMSA 28,368 20,630 37.5 43,417 872 25,447 2.89
Bowie County 29,810 24,347 22.4 74,103 1,198 27,449 2.70
Miller County 14,695 11,875 23.7 37.387 379 13,476 2.77
Little River, Co. 5,731 4,017 42.7 13,822 130 4,735 2.92
Sevier County 14,060 11,272 24.7 13,910 150 5,057 2.75
Region Total 64,296 51,511 24.8 139,222 1,857 50,717 2.78

%1980 SMSA: Bowie, Miller, and Little River Counties
1970 SMSA: Bowie and Miller Counties

Source: 1980 Census of Population
Persons by Race and Spanish Origin and Housing
Unit Counts for Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
May 1981

1970 Census of Population and Housing: Texas/Arkansas
Advance Reports

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
March 1981
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as water and sewage, are jointly owned. The cities remain, however, distinct
municipalities, particularly with respect to local government organization.
Texarkana, Arkansas, is organized under a city manager form of government,
while Texarkana, Texas, operates under the traditional mayor-council

approach.
The city was founded in 1873 at the junction of two railroads, the Texas

and Pacific, and the Cairo and Fulton (now pért of the Missouri Pacific
Railway). Texarkana was named after Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana. A per-
manent settlement was started in the area as early as 1840. But, for

hundreds of years prior to this,

The 'Great Southwest Trail' traversed the region around what is now

Texarkana and served as the main route to travel between Indian villages

of the Mississippi Valley and of the west and southwest. (1)

The early growth of the city was dependent updn a thriving lumber
industry and the increasing importance of the city as a railroad center.
Texarkana currently serves as an agribusiness center for rich farming,
livestock, and timber enterprises and has developed into an important center
of a diversified manufacturing base. (2)

As the "Gateway to the Southwest," Texarkana has strategic geographic
proximity to several major metropolitan markets. Located on the
Arkansas-Texas state line, the city is 28 miles south of the Oklahoma boun-
dary and 25 miles north of the Louisiana boundary. Texarkana has sub-
sequently become a trade center of a four state-area and the whole
southwestern market area. (1)

The city's commercial and industrial foundation is built upon a strategic
transportation location and three natural resources: abundant timber, fertile
agricultural lands, and divers mineral deposits. (3) Industrial development
has occurred primarily along railroad corridors. While commercial uses are
located downtown along Broad Street and State Line Road (U.S. 59/71 -

North/South), as well as other major arterial streets throughout the city,

much of Texarkana is residential,

Most older residential development occurred between the Kansas City
Southern and Missouri Pacific Railroad and Interstate 30, while recent
development has been concentrated north of Interstate 30. (4)
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Texarkana is also a regional center for public and social services.
Public and semi-public land uses, including the Texarkana Municipal Airport
account for 11% of the total developed and area. The city is the site of
East Texas University and Texarkana Community College. Also located in
Texarkana are a Federal correctional unit, various governmental and social
service agencies, and elderly and handicapped educational and workshop faci-

lities. (3)

THE TEXARKANA METROPOLITAN AREA

The Texarkana metropolitan area is larger than the City and basically
consists of Texarkana, Arkansas and Texas, Nash, and Wake Village, Texas, and
all immediately adjoining unincorporated areas. The 1980 census places the
combined Texarkana, Arkansas-Tx, population at 52,730 persons, an increase of
only 1.1% over 1970's population of 52,179. This represents a 1980 popula-
tion density of 2663 persons per square mile. Growth trends for the two
Texarkanas showed dissimiliarities: Texarkana, Arkansas, lost 1% of its resi-
dents, decreasing from 21,682 in 1970 to 21,459 in 1980. Texarkana, Texas,
meanwhile, increased 2.5%, going from 30,497 persons in 1970 to 31,271 in
1980. Table I-1 indicates that Wake Village experienced the greatest popula-
tion growth, with a 60.5% increase from the 1970's population. WNash also
increased, although only moderately, by 3.1%, from 1,961 in 1970 to 2,022 in
1980.

Table I-3 shows the population history for the twin cities, and indicates
continued, albeit, slow growth since the 1900's. Figure I-5 depicts the
actual population growth from 1930 to 1980 and then projected population
totals for the study region from 1980 to 2030. The projections were calcu-
lated utilizing two very basic and well accepted estimation techniques:
linear regression and non-linear, or exponential, analysis. The projections
are based upon known population data from 1930 to 1950 (shown in Table I-3).
Little River and Sevier Counties' projections however, are based only upon
the 1950 to 1980 period because earlier population levels are inconsistent
with current trends; the 1980 populations of both counties were below those
in 1930.

Linear regression is a prediction technique which assumes a constant



Table I-3.

THE POPULATION HISTORY OF THE TEXARKANA REGION, 1900-1980

POPULATION
1980 1970 1960 1950 1940 1930 1920 1910 1900
Texarkana - SMSA |127,019 | 113,488
Texarkana: Ar 21,459 21,682 19,788 15,875 11,821 10,764 8,257 5,655 4,914
Texarkana: Tx 31,271 30,497 30,218 24,753 17,019 16,602 11,480 9,790 5,256
Total 52,730 52,179 50,006 | 40,628 28,840 27,366 19,737 10,355 10,170
Outside Ar/Tx 6,391 3,414 1,066
Nash 2,022 1,961 1,124
Wake Village 3,865 2,408 1,140
Metro Area 58,570 53,420
Outlying SMSA 74,289 61,309
Bowie County 75,301 68,909 59,971 61,966 50,208) 48,563 39,472 34,827 26,676
Texarkana 31,271 30,497 30,218] 24,753 17,019| 16,602 11,480 9,790 5,256
De Kalb 2,217 2,197 2,042 1,928 1,287 1,023
Hooks 2,507 2,545 2,048 2,319
Leary 253 352
New Boston 4,628 4,034 2,773 2,688 1,111 949
Maud 1,059 1,107 951 713
Nash 2,022 1,961 1,124
Wake Village 3,865 2,408 1,140 1,066
Source: 1970 Census of Population. Number of Inhabitants: Texas. U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census. August 1971.
1970 Census of Population. Number of Inhabitants: Arkansas. U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census. August 1971.

(continued)
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Source: U.S. Population of Census:

TABLE I-3. (CONTINUED)
POPULATION

1980 1970 1960 1950 1940 1930
Miller County 37,766 33,385 31,686 | 32,614 31,874 30,586
Texarkana 21,459 21,682 19,788 15,875 11,821 10,764
Fouke 614 506 394 336 368 363
Garland 660 321 377 351 325 425
Little River Co. 13,952 11,194 9,211 | 11,610 15,932 15,515
Ashdown 4,218 3,522 2,725 2,738 2,332 1,705
Wilton 495 427 329 328 319 313
Foreman 1,377 1,173 1,001 907 1,007 1,056
Ogden 334 286 282 296 225 305
Winthrop 238 240 225 284 336 331
Sevier County 14,060 11,272 10,156 12,293 15,248 16,364
DeQueen 4,594 3,863 2,859 3,015 3,055 2,938

Ben Lomond 155 155 157 284 406
Horatio 989 852 722 7176 809 1,028
Gillham 252 200 177 207 238 242
Locksburg 616 620 511 714 764 747
Paraloma 60 94 186 143 384

1960.

Number of Inhabitants:

Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

ibed.

Number of Inhabitants: Arkansas.

U.S. Population of Census:

1950.

1961.

Characteristics of the Population: Arkansas.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

1952

Texas. U.S. Department of

Vol. II.
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incremental increasé in population for each successive year. The projections

represent a linear average extrapolated from available historical data.

Exponential projections differ in that they represent a prediction which
assumes constant percentage increase for each successive year, also based
upon historical population data. That is, the populatidn is projected to
increase by a constant percentage for each successive year. Exponential
values tend to be greater than those derived by linear regression.

Of special note is the 1950-1960 decade, when the urban Texarkana popu-
lation substantially increased while the regional county populations were
experiencing dramatic decreases. This perhaps reflects movement away from
rural areas to urban centers throughout the nation at the time. The com-
bined Texarkana population is expected to increase by at least 29%, to more

than 68,000, by the year 2000.

THE STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA (SMSA)

Texarkana is the central city for the SMSA, as well as the entire four
county study region. The SMSA is the largest segment of the study area with
2000 square miles and a 1980 population of 127,019,

The Texarkana SMSA is 60.8% urban, due primarily to the major influence
of the Texarkana metropolitan area. The 1970 urban population consisted of
68,425 residents, versus 44,086 who were classified as rural dwellers.

The SMSA is predominantly white, with the black population constituting
22.6%, or 25,384 persons. The under eighteen population is 38,680, while
the 65 or over population is 13,110, or 11.6% of the population. Total
employment within the SMSA for 1970 was 43,203; the median income was
$7,730. The number of households listed as having income below the poverty

level was 4,297, or 16% of all households in the SMSA.

BOWIE COUNTY

Bowie County, as shown in Fig I-6, is the northeastern most county in
the state of Texas, with Oklahoma bordering on the north, and Arkansas

(Miller County) on the east. Major employment sites are shown in Fig. I-6;

the numbers refer to individual employers listed in the Appendix. The
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largest urban area is that of Texarkana. The county seat is located in
Boston, approximately 22 miles west of Texarkana. Bowie County has a land
area of 892 square miles. It was formed in 1840 and is named after the
Alamo hero, James Bowie. (5)

Bowie County is the most populous of the four counties study area, with
a 1980 population density of 84.5 persons per square mile. The county
increased a moderate 7.3% in population, from 68,909 persons in 1970 to
75,301 in 1980.

As Table I-3 indicates, population trends for the county show consistent
growth for the preceeding decades, excepting the 1950's. Although the
Texarkana, Texas, area experienced only moderate growth during the last
decade, the overall county growth rate maintained a level near that
experienced during the 1960-1970 decade.

Figure I-7 shows population projections for Bowi=2 County. Both popula-
tion projection techniques show a 13% increase in the county's population,
to more than 85,000 by the year 2000.

Bowie County is predominantly white, with 21.9%, or 16,498, black resi-
dents. The 1970 basic population data indicate that 62.6%, or 43,132 per-
sons, were classified as urban, and 24,681 as rural inhabitants. A total of
11.3%, or 7,781 persons, were 65 or older, while 33.4%, or 2,983, were under
18 years of age. Total 1970 employment was 25,775 persons. Median income
in 1970 was $8,159. The number of families wtih income below the poverty
level was 2,627, or 18,124 individuals, representing 14.5% of all families
living in Bowie County.

Cities located in Bowie County besides Texarkana include Dekalb, Hooks,
Leary, New Boston, Maud, Nash, and Wake Village. For the entire county
area, Wake Village showed the greatest percentage increase in population,
60.5%, or from 2,408 residents in 1970 to 3,865 in 1980. The second largest
gain occurred in New Boston where the population increased by 14.7%, from
4,034 persons in 1970 to 4,628 in 1980. The greatest decrease occurred in
Leary, 40.6%, from 352 persons in 1970 to 253 in 1980. Other municipalities
experiencing population decreases from 1970 to 1980 include Hooks (1.5%) and

Maud (4.3%).

Bowie County is hilly and forested, with clay, sandy, alluvial soils.
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It is drained by both the Red and Sulphur Rivers. Forest land occupies
49.3%, or 280,998 acres, of the total 570,304 acres'(891 square miles). A
thriving paper manufacturing industry in the area is due to the predominance
of such forests. Pasture occupies the next largest land area, 131,511
acres, or 23.1% of the county. Cropland takes up 18.2% (103,953 acres) of
the county and is largely located in the northern portion of the county
south of the Red River. The major crops are soybeans, grain sorghum, and
corn. (6)

Bowie County has 40,516 acres of urbanized land (7.1%). Urban land has
increased in the county at varying rates. 1In 1958 there was approximately
25,321 urban acres. Between 1958 and 1967 an increase of 2.5% occurred.
However, since 1966 a 56% increase in urbanized land has been experienced.

Of the three main catagories of land use, cropland exhibited the
greatest change, with a 95.5% (50,809 acres) increase over 1967. Forest
land added 42,903 acres by 1977. There was a loss of 41,287 acres or 23.9%,
of the pasture land, which was converted to another land use by 1977, pro-
bably to either forest or crop land. (6)

Agriculture represents a $33 million annual business, mostly from beef,
dairy cattle, poultry, and swine. Crops include grain, soybeans, hay, and
timber. Business activity centers around manufacturing, agribusiness,

government employment, and tourism.

MILLER COUNTY

Miller County, as shown in Fig I-8 is located in southwest Arkansas and
has Texas bordering on the west (Bowie County) and Louisiana on the south.
Miller consists of 623 square miles. It was formed April 1, 1820, of terri-
tory taken from Hempstead County (northeast of Miller County) and was named
for James Miller, the first territorial governor of Arkansas.

The county seat, as well as the largest urban area, is Texarkana.
Texarkana, Ar., as previously noted, had 21,459 residents in 1980. Fouke,
15 miles southeast of Texarkana, increased 21.3% over its 1970 population of
506, to 614 persons in 1980. Garland experienced a phenomenal 105.6%

increase in population. ILocated 22 miles due east of Texarkana, Garland's

population grew from 321 in 1970 to 660 in 1980.
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Miller County experienced moderate growth over the past decade,
increasing 13.1%, from 33,385 persons in 1970 to 37,766 in 1980 (60.6 per-
sons per square mile). While the overall county population increased during
the 1970's, the Texarkana urban area did not share in this growth, actually
experiencing a slight decrease in total population. The 1980 county popula-
tion is 5.5% ahead of projections for the county based on 50 years of growth
patterns.

Seventy-five percent of the county's population or 28,322 persons were
classified as white in 1980, and 24.2% or 9,136, as black. Sixty-five point
three percent or 21,800 residents of the county were considered "“urban"; 35%
or 11,703, resided in rural areas. Twelve point one percent of the popula-
tion, or 4,030 individuals, were 65 or older in 1970; 34.6% or 11,536 were
under 18. Total 1970 employment was 12,537. The median county income was
$6,846. Nineteen percent of all families, or 1,670, were below the poverty
level.

Miller County contains approximately 416,865 acres (623 square miles).
About 43% of this acreage is forest land. Another 40% of the land is
devoted to agriculture, found mainly in areas adjacent to and below the Red
River, which forms the southern boundary of the county. Wetlands and water,
respectively, cover 7% and 5%. About 97% of the acreage within the county
is in private ownership. (7)

Urban centers acount for 25,299 acres, or 6.4% of the county. The
county showed a significant change between 1958 and 1965, when urban land
increased by 94.9% to a total of 23,003 acres. The change was less drastic
than that from 1967 to 1977, when urban land increased by 9.7%. Before 1967
no mining took place in Miller county, but since then 2,440 acres have been
mined for sand and gravel, predominantly in the southern part of the county.
The mineral resources found in the area include petroleum, natural gas, sand
and gravel, clay, lignite, gypsum, and bromine.. The southern part of the
county consists of gulf coastal plain.

Important land uses include: forest, cropland, cattle and dairy

industry. There are various mineral extractions and diversified manufac-

turing, located predominantly in Texarkana.
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LITTLE RIVER COUNTY

Little River County, as illustrated in Fig. I-9, is located in the
southwestern part of Arkansas, sharing borders with Oklahoma on the west and
Texas on the south. It is north of both Miller and Bowie Counties. The
county has 544 square miles. The county seat is Ashdown, also the largest
city in the county. Little River was formed from Sevier County on March 5,
1867.

Little River County has experienced moderate growth during the past
decade. The total population increased 21.5% between 1960 and 1970 and
24.6% between 1970 and 1980, from 11,194 persons to 13,952. Much of the
population gain was due to natural increase. Between 1960 and 1970, the
immigration rate for Little River was 10.9%. Little River is the least
populated county within the study area having 13,952 inhabitants (28.7 per-
sons per square miles).

Fig. I-10 shows population trends and projections for the county. The
figure indicates that, while .the county population has steadily increased
since 1960, the 1980 population still represents only 88% of the 1940 popu-
lation. Based on the past 30 years, the population is projected to increase
4.6%, to over 14,600, by the year 2000.

The county is predominantly white with 74.3%, or 10,370 persons; 24.9%,
or 3,470, are classified as black. Thirty-one point two percent, or 3,493
persons, were classified as "urban" and 7,702 as rural. Eleven point six
percent, or 1,299, were listed as sixty-five or older, and 37.2% were under
18 years of age. Total employment was 3,703. The median income was $6,587.
Twenty-three point nine percent, or 703 of all families in Little River,
were categorized as having incomes below poverty level. This is the largest
poverty percentage in the four-county study area.

The largest city in Little River is Ashdown. Ashdown has increased
12.5% since 1970. The largest increase occurred for Foreman at 17.4%, or
from 1,173 in 1970 to 1,377 in 1980. Foreman is followed by Ogden (16.8%),
Wilton (15.9%), and Ashdown. Winthrop experienced a slight decrease of .8%,
from 1970's population of 240 to 1980's 238.

Little River is comprised of approximately 377,579 acres of land. About

52% of this total acreage is in forest land. Thirty-five percent of the
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land is devoted to agricultural production in two farming areas. The
northern-most area has fruits, berries, livestock, poultry, and feed. The
southern area has cotton, soybeans, corn, alfalfa, rice, hay and livestock

(2). Urban and built-up lands account for only 2% of the acreage. BAbout

' 90% of the county is in private ownership (9).

SEVIER COUNTY

Sevier County, Arkansas, as shown in Fig. I-11, is located in the south-
western part of Arkansas, with Oklahoma bordering on the west. Sevier,
which has 585 sq. miles, is north of both Miller and Little River counties.
The county seat is DeQueen (originally called Calamity), which is the
largest city in thebcounty. The county was formed October 17, 1828, from
parts of Miller and Hempstead counties. (2)

Sevier county has experienced moderate growth during the past decade.
The total population increased 11% between 1960 and 1970, and 24.7% between
1970 and 1980 from 11,272 inhabitants in 1970 to 14,060. The population
gain was due in part to natural increase, but additionally to in-migration.
The in-migration rate was 8.8% between 1970 and 1975. (10)

Fig. I-10 shows that, while Sevier has experienced 20 years of growth
since the 1960's, this growth is recent, following a 30 year decline in
population from 1930 to 1960. The 1980 census count represents only 86% of
the total 1930 population of the county! Population projections for the
county indicate that the 1980 population total is 8.9% larger than would be
expected, based on growth patterns for 30 years.

The county has. the smallest percentage of black residents for the study
area, showing only 5.6%, or 783 persons, 'in 1980. White residents totaled
93.2%, or 13,097 persons, in 1980.

Sevier is predominantly rural with only 33.9%, or 3,821 persons being
considered "urban". Fifteen percent, or 1,105 persons,‘were sixty-five or
older in 1970; 32.4%, or 3,653, were under 18. Total 1970 employment was
4,015, The median income was $6,552. Almost 20% of all families in Sevier
have incomes lower than poverty level. This represents approximately 2,227
individuals, or 617 families.

DeQueen is the largest city, as well as being the county seat. The city
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experienced a 25.1% increase in population, from 3,863 persons in 1970 to
4,594 in 1980. The largest increase occurred in Gillham, with a 26%
increase, from 200 in 1970 to 252 in 1980. Horatio increased 16.1%, while
Ben Lomond remained constant. Lockesburg was the only city in Sevier to
actually have decreased in population, .6% from 620 residents to 1970 to 616
in 1980.

The county is comprised of approximately 362,749 acres of land. About
70% of this total acreage is forest land. Twenty-five percent is devoted to
agricultural production. Water covers 3% of the county. Urban and built-up

lands account for 1% of the acreage. About 86% of the county is in private

ownership. (10)

SUMMARY OF REGIONAL TRENDS

An analysis of the regional characteristics of the study areas indicates
that rural areas, particularly tﬁe county units of Little River and Sevier,
are growing at a faster overall rate than the Texarkana urban area itself.
Population changes recorded from 1970 to 1980 indicate that growth rates for
both Little River and Sevier were double that of Miller County and triple
the growth rate for Bowie.

Due to the overriding influence of the Texarkana urban area, the study
region population generally fits into an urban classification.

The region as a whole is predominantly white, although 22.1% of the 1980
population of 141,079 were non-white. The Texarkana area contributed
slightly more than half of the 1980 non-white regional population.
Approximately 18.4% of the families in the region had incomes below the
poverty level. More than half of these people lived in the Texarkana urban
area. k

The young and the elderly represented 46% of the 1970 regional popula-
tion.v The Texarkana urban area generated 42% of the under 18 population and
47% of thosé 65 and over.

The Arkansas counties can clearly be distinguished from both the
Texarkana urban area and Bowie County. Although the Arkansas counties are
experiencing a faster overall growth rate than either the urban area or

their Texas counterpart, they also led in the percentage of 65 and over
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'population and in the percentage of households below the poverty level.
Little River led all four counties in the percentage of households below the
poverty level, 23.9%. The Arkansas counties share similiar economic and
income characteristics, which are at a level below that found in Bowie

County.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS AND EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

UNDERSTANDING THE REGIONAL ECONOMY

The economic growth and character of an area or region directly impact
travel in that region. The pattern of work trips within an area is the
result of the location and distribution of major industries and employment
centers. The pattern of non-work trips is significantly affected by the
location and distribution of commercial and business activity within the
region, as well as the distribution of hospitals, service facilities, and
recreational areas.

A detailed and comprehensive examination of the economic and employment
patterns of the four-county Texarkana region and of each of the four indivi-
dual counties was undertaken to give guidance to the Study Team. First, an
effort was made to analyze the bhasic economy of the region, identifying the
areas and services in which the region excelled or showed unusual strength.
Second an effort was made to analyze those industrial or commercial activi-
ties that had shown significant changes (either increasing or decreasing)
from 1960 to 1970. These analyses allow one to identify employment centers
that are likely to grow, those that are likely to remain stable, and those
that might be expected to present decreased employment opportunities. These
insights are coupled with other employment analyses and studies in later
sections of this report to suggest growing or stable worktrip routes which
might be well served by a rural public transit system.

The four-county region as a whole and each of the individual counties
were subjected to several types of economic analyses to indicate the areas
of possible industrial growth or decline. The sections that follow first

present an economic profile for the entire region and then describe the eco-

nomic base of each of the four counties.
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REGIONAL TRENDS AND PATTERNS

Texarkana is the center of a vast, regional market area which extends
over both county and state boundaries. It is the principal hub of economic
and cultural activities for nearby areas in Arkansas, Texas, Oklahoma, and
Lousisiana.

The four counties within the study region, Miller, Bowie, Little River
and Sevier, are integrally tied to one another and to the dominant Texarkana
urban area. The counties have similiar climate and geographic charac-
teristics which influence the overall economic base of the region. Various
mineral and other resources prevail throughout the area, and the forested
terrain of the entire region bears significantly on the level of economic
activity.

Along with regional similiarities there are intra-regional differences.
The Arkansas counties of Little River and Sevier differ markedly from the
two Texarkana-urban counties of Miller and Bowie. Both Arkansas counties
are much more rural in nature than either of the Texarkana counties. The
economic base of Sevier, in particular, relies heavily upon the county's
natural resources, predominantly forest and related industries. Sevier is
also the most distant from the Texarkana urban area and was not part of the
1980 SMSA; this represents the Bureau of the Census's judgement that Sevier
is not fully dependent upon the Texarkana economy.

Bowie County has the greatest economic influenc: upon the other coun-
ties. The difference between Bowie and Miller Coun' , OK its Arkansas coun-
terpart, is apparent in terms of total employment ard the number of
industries.

The 1970 census indicated 36,361 workers within the SMSA which in 1970
included only Miller and Bowie Counties. A majority of the workers, 32,321,
or 88%, worked inside the SMSA with only 4.1%, or 1,503 working outside the
SMSA. Fifty seven percent of those employed worked inside the Texarkana
urban area. The majority of these, 39%, or 14,129, worked on the Texas
side. An additional 10,329 workers were employed in the rest of Bowie
County. Twenty-two percent, or 7,840 were employed in Miller County,

including 6,589 in the Texarkana, Arkansas area.

Total employment in the Texarkana region has been increasing slowly but
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steadily. Table I-4 shows 1981 average employment figures compiled by the
Texas Employment Commission and the Arkansas Employment Security Division
for the Texarkana region. The 1981 estimated non-military employment repre-
sents a 14.2% increase since the 1970 Census; the 1970 Census figure was a
19.8% increase over the 1960 Census employment figure.

Table I-5 presents employment data for the Texarkana region, the indivi-
dual counties, and the urbanized area in 1960 Table I-6 presents comparable
employment figures for 1970, the last year for which detailed Census data
are available. Employment data are repesented for each of the 31 major sec-
tors, or types of industry, which the Census Bureau commonly employs to
describe regional economies. All of the industries which fall into each of
these various sectors are listed in the Appendix.

Tables I-5 and I-6 also show employment figures for each of the 31 sec-
tors for Texas and Arkansas, as well as combined employment totals for the
two States (the last column on the two tables.) The bi-state combined
employment figures can be used as a way to compare changes by sector in the
Texarkana region to those occuring in the bi-state region. This kind of
analysis suggests which changes in the Texarkana region are tied to changes
in the larger bi-state region of which it is a part, and thch changes have
occurred because of factors indigenous to the Texarkana area.

An analysis of changes in employment by industry sector allows an eva-
luation of the economic health and direction of the regional economy. The
analysis also provides insight into the types of industries that bear signi-

ficantly on Texarkana's economic development.

Employment Changes by Industry Sector

From 1960 to 1970 eight sectors of employment decreased in overall
number of employees. The largest decrease occurred for the agricultural,
forestry and fisheries industries. Although representing 3.48% of the total
regional employment, the sector has not kept pace with other employment
growth in the region, or in relation to the bi-state'reference area. An
additional decrease can be seen in the sector involving furniture, lumber,
and wood products, which represents another 3.16% of regional employment.

However, although these "linked" industries are decreasing in size, the sec-




TABLE I-4. AVERAGE ANNUAL EMPLOYMENT IN THE TEXARKANA SMSA AND
BOWIE, MILLER, LITTLE RIVER, AND SEVIER COUNTIES

Little
Bowie Miller River Sevier SMSA
Labor force 28,828 15,209 5,654 6,125 49,690
Employment 25,999 13,708 5,064 5,600 44,771
Unemployment 2,829 1,500 590 525 4,919
% Unemployment 9.8 9.9 10.4 8.6 9.9

Region

55,815

50,371

5,444

9.

8

*Covered employment only (employees under Federal Social Security;
does not include armed forces).

Source: ‘Texarkana State Employment Office,
Texas Employment Commission,
Labor Force Estimates: 1981.

Arkansas Employment Security Division,
Research and Analysis Section,

Covered Employment and Earnings,

April 1982.
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TABLE I-5. 1960 EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY

SECTOR IN THE TEXARKANA

REGION AND IN ARKANSAS AND TEXAS

# SECTOR NAME L.RIV. SEVIER MILLER BONIE REGION ARK. TEXAS ARK-TEX
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 555 462 719 1271 3007 100200 291899 392099
2 MINING 53 8 8l 71 213 4848 193162 135010
3 CONSTRUCTION 129 208 779 1263 23768 36464 251938 288492
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 334 6h1 359 479 1833 36246 32985 69231
5 METAL~INDUSTRIES 73 19 423 2732 3238 5777 58229 64006
6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL @ 8 29 8 36 2852 46861 49711
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 4 5 13 33 55 4453 22049 26502
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 5 2 53 174 242 2196 55849 58045
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 131 8 138 271 548 8285 34241 42526

19 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 37 205 345 425 1912 17637 79798 97435

11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS @ 12 19 12 43 19455 41055 51511

12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 8 13 123 146 29¢ 5340 40308 45648

13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIEC-PRODUCTS g 14 116 29 159 5244 45979 52214

14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 0 4 17 17 38 15030 81815 96845

15 TRANSPORTATION 135 198 622 1198 2063 21597 146451 168048

16 COMMUNICATIONS 20 21 95 191 327 4929 39467 44387

17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 27 57 220 195 429 8363 60031 68394

18 WHOLESALE~TRADE 72 51 474 531 1128 15918 141509 157427

19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 59 9¢ 373 562 1¢e4 15101 98295 113396

20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 318 364 1471 3348 5501 72801 464165 536966

21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 35 73 381 677 1166 15266 138230 153496

22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 33 32 264 467 796 11309 88614 99923

23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 180 98 708 1112 2098 27929 139729 167658

24 OTHER-PERSONAL~SERVICES 86 74 426 789 1375 20877 124199 144276

25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 15 8 69 104 196 3338 23971 27389

26 HOSPITALS 11 88 235 362 696 126045 73438 86044

27 EDUCATIOMAL-SERVICES 118 159 394 1086 1748 29409 182456 211865

28 WELFARE~RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 27 22 153 295 497 7187 44139 51326

29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 17 43 222 353 635 19082 72744 82824

30 PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 154 114 627 1720 2615 19622 162918 182540

31 ARMED-FORCES 4 2 140 74 218 5215 162355 167570

32 NOT-REPORTED 51 68 287 687 1143 14943 133987 148890

TOTALS 2791 3169 10367 20592 36829 570666 3488858 4051524

1333




TABLE I-6. 1970 EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY SECTOR IN THE TEXARKANA
REGION AND IN ARKANSAS AND TEXAS

1 SECTOR NAME L.RIV. SEVIER MILLER BOWNIE REGION ARK. TEXAS ARK-TEX
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 281 245 394 615 1535 54588 194635 249223
2 MINING 50 9 60 47 166 5164 183875 198239
3 CONSTRUCTION 218 283 831 1408 2732 44129 317758 361887
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD~PRODUCTS 241 536 241 377 1395 3¢114 35682 65796
5 METAL~INDUSTRIES 346 132 1040 3430 4948 15291 94591 129882
6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 11 @ 15 27 53 6504 68962 75466
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES @ 14 6 4 24 15593 61852 77445
8 TRANSPORTATION~-EQUIPMENT 19 ) 152 255 426 5327 98959 104266
9 OTHER~DURABLE-GOQDS 198 138 203 519 10949 16423 68762 85185

1¢ FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 86 3n3 270 374 10933 2141¢ 66258 87668

11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 177 31 5 35 248 18587 59118 77705

12 PRINTING~-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 19 31 88 165 294 7197 48456 55563

13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS @ 3 59 117 179 5514 60364 65878

14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 488 311 669 745 2213 27841 182115 129956

15 TRANSPORTATION 112 139 383 824 1458 22579 154742 177321

16 COMMUNICATIONS 17 34 191 254 496 6700 51955 58655

17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 12 97 269 315 693 12165 79498 91663

18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 62 185 453 848 1468 22911 198467 221378

19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 89 122 473 668 1352 16335 121174 137509

20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 382 381 1156 3349 5268 86727 599052 685779

21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL~-ESTATE 43 87 400 871 1441 22418 213261 235679

22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 39 43 305 782 1089 151@8 143381 158489

23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 112 32 339 685 1168 16635 - 88877 194882

24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 6l 135 442 811 1449 22243 156320 178563

25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 5 13 192 88 208 3993 30977 34970

26 HOSPITALS 121 118 356 515 1110 21301 126878 148179

27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 219 187 718 1553 2677 48729 329799 378528

28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 35 66 160 352 613 9349 58242 67591

29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 44 148 504 918 1614 24722 182519 207241

30 PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 179 119 995 4318 5611 24849 225809 250649

31 ARMED-FORCES 2 15 16 118 149 9387 166831 176218

TOTALS 35649 3877 11295 25298 44119 659084 4308350 4967444
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tor remains an important income generating industry.

Additional decreases can be noted for mining, electrical machinery
equipment and supplies, transportation, other retail trade, private house-
holds and the armed forces. Together they comprise 16.4% of regional
employment, with "other retail trade" equalling 11.94% of that figure.

The largest source of employment for the region in 1970 was in public
administration, which held 12.72% of all employment. This represented a
114.6% increase since 1960. "Other retail trade" was second, but decreasing
in total employment. Metal industries represented 11.22% of the regional
employment, and was the largest~single income producer or exporter for the
overall region. The metal industry increased 52.8% over 1960 employment,
and is increasing more than other sectors within the region.

Additionally, important industries include other durable goods; food and
kindred products; and other non-durable goods; eating and drinking places;
private households; and welfare, religious, and non-profit organizations.
Hospital and educational employment increased 59.5% and 53.2% respectively.
Educational services represent 6.07% of the total regional employment.

Much of the employment increase occurred because of diversification of
the economic base. The creation of new and additional industries since 1960
reflects much of this increase. Textiles and fabricated textile products
increased by 476.7% over 1960, while other non-durable goods showed phenome-
nal growth at an increase of over 5000%. Growth in public administration is
due in part to the significant geographic location of Texarkana, which ser-
ves as a center for numerous government agency operations at federal, state,

county, and local levels.

Understanding the Basic Employment Sectors in the Region

Detailed employment data by sector are also used by planners and econo-
mists to divide a region's economy into 1) basic, or income producing,
industries and 2) service industries, which support but do not directly aid
in regional growth. Most economists view an area's strength as derived from
those industries which sellvgoodé and services 3) outside the region, since
this brings income into the region from external sources. Thus the basic

sectors of the economy are the ones that promote regional growth.
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The remainder of the region's economy consists of those firms and busi-
nesses that supply goods and service to local area customers. These service
sectors, while important, do not bring additional income into the region;
they merely redistribute income already in the region. j

A "multiplier effect" is created by the level of basic activity within |
an area. That is, for a given change in the level of basic activity a pre-
dictable and usually larger change in the level of service activity often
will result. The amount of interdependence or "liﬁkage" between the basic
and service sectors creates the multiplier effect. As a basic sector
expands it often requires more than proportional inputs from the local area
in the form of labor and supplies. Thus, demand for basic products often
determines an area's overall level of economic activity.

By comparing various sectors in the Texarkana region, and in the indivi-
dual counties, either to national figures or to the bi-state regional
figures, we can determine which of the region's industries are basic ones
and which are service ones. Because the economy of Texarkana is more
directly linked to that of the bi-state region that to national trends, the
following analyses use the bi-state sectoral data first shown in Tables I-5
and I-6 as the basis of comparison. ]

A major way to categorize the industries within a region is by the use ‘
of "location quotients". This approach takes the regional percentage of
industry activity, which can be measured by sales or production figures or
more commonly by employment within the industry, and compares that industry
percentage in the region to the comparable industry percentage in a larger
region. If a Texarkana industry accounts for a larger percentage of total
Texarkana employment than that industry accounts for in total bi-state
employment, that sector is assumed to be a basic or export sector, contri-
buting to regional gfowth. If the Texarkana industry accounts for a smaller
percentage of total employment than that industry accounts for in the bi-
state region, it is assumed to be a service or non-basic industry.

Location quotients are derived by dividing regional employment percen-
tages by bi-state employment percentages by sector. The resulting number is

a guide to whether the sector or industry is a service or basic one; most

authorities feel that if the number is above unity, that industry is a basic




one. For the number to be above one, the percentage employment in that sec-
tor in Texarkana has to be higher than the comparable figure in the bi-state
region. This classification is based on the assumption that if an industry
is producing only as much (or employing only as many) as the same industry
in the larger region, it is producing only enough for its own use and cannot
be exporting.

The export base theory of economic growth is not without critics; the
location quotient approach to differentiating sectors within a region
ignores important issues. However, the approach is a relatively simple way
to understand the economic patterns within a region and to predict how
various sectors will respond to internal and external economic forces.

Location quotients can also be used to calculate the percentage of
employment within each sector that is devoted to export and the proportion
of employment devoted to service. It is assumed that even an export or
basic industry will have to supply internal regional needs. Therefore, it
is assumed that the percentage of the sectoral labor force equal to the
larger region's percentage is employed in local production; only that per-
centage of the sectoral employment which is above the larger region's
employment percentage is assumed to be involved in export activities.

Table I-7 shows a location quotient for each of the 31 sectors in the
four-county Texarkana region and calculates the number involved in service
activities. Only six of the 31 sectors in Texarkana are export industries:
furniture, lumber and wood products, metal industries, food and kindred pro-
ducts, other durable goods, private households, and public administration.
Of these the three most important to the region are furniture, metal
industries and public administration. It is largely on these three

industries that Texarkana depends for economic growth.

Changes in the Economic Base of the Region

Having identified those sectors or industries which are the most impor-
tant in Texarkana's overall economic development, it is necessary to look at
changes in those and other sectors over time. A useful economic tool for

analyzing the development of individual sectors over time, and thus for pre-

dicting future patterns, is shift-share analysis. Shift-share is an analy-
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TABLE I-7. LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR THE TEXARKANA STUDY REGION,

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

1970

DIVISION OF EMPLOYMENT

% EMP.

# SECTOR NAME REGION  ARK-TEX REGION  QUOTIENT BASIC SERVICE
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 1535 249223 3.48 #.69 ] 1535
2 MINING 166 198239 7.38 #.17 g 166
3 CONSTRUCTION 2732 361887 6.19 #.85 0 2732
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 1395 65796 3.16 2.39 811 584
5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 4948 199882 11.22 5.07 3972 976
S5 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 53 75466 .12 f.08 0 53
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 24 77445 8.05 - #.23 ? 24
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 426 104266 0.97 9.46 ¢ 426
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 1049 85185 2.38 1.39 292 757

13 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 1933 87668 2.34 1.33 254 779

11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 248 77795 8.56 7.36 g 248

12 PRINTING-PUBL~-&-ALLIED-INDS. 294 55563 .67 7.60 0 294

13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 179 65878 #.41 2.31 (% 179

14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 2213 129956 5.02 1.92 1959 1154

15 TRANSPORTATION 1458 177321 3.30 #.93 2 1458

16 COMMUNICATIONS 496 58655 1.12 2.95 2 496

17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 693 91663 1.57 #.85 2 693

18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 1468 221378 3.33 3.75 0 1468

19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 1352 137599 3.06 1.11 131 1221

20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 5268 685779 11.94 2.86 2 5268

21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 14p1 235679 3.18 @.67 0 1481

22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 1989 158489 2.47 2.77 2 1489

23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 1168 144882 2.55 1.25 236 932

24 OTHER-PERSONAL~SERVICES 1449 178563 3.28 .91 %) 1449

25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 208 34979 #.47 B.67 2 208

26 HOSPITALS 1118 148179 2.52 7.84 ¢ 1119

27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 2677 378528 6.97 2.82 ¢ 2677

28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 613 67591 1.39 1.02 13 600

29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 1614 207241 3.66 2.88 4 1614

3¢ PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 5611 250649 12.72 2.52 3385 222¢

31 ARMED-FORCES 149 176218 g.34 8.10 2 149

TOTALS 44119 4967444 106.08 10153 339646



tical tool which allows the planner to understand the underlying causes of
the growth or decline in various sectors of the economy. Understanding the
underlying causes of change in the crucial basic sectors is critical to pre-
dicting future economic development of the region.

Shift-share analysis assumes that the growth of an industry over time is
the result of three major factors: 1) total overall growth in the major
region of which the study area is a part 2) growth in the particular
industry itself in the major region of which the study area is a part,
(i.e.: proportional shift), and 3) something unique or competitive about the
study region itself (i.e.: differential shift).

First, for example, the U.S. economy overall has been growing; the eco-
nomy of the bi-state region has been growing at an even faster rate. We
could expect that in Texarkana every industry would show some growth because
of the somewhat favorable economic climate of the bi-state area (and should
the bi-state region be doing badly we would expect come of the decline in
growth to be felt by all industries.

Second, some industries, such as the heavy metal industry (for defense)
are growing fairly rapidly right now; we could expect that employment in
that sector in Texarkana would reflect some of the increase in overall acti-
vity in the industry.

The third element creating changes in an industry's employment patterns
is the differential impact of special local factors, such as access to
important markets or raw materials. This factor is often called "the com-
petitive advantage."” Texarkana may well have special features, perhaps
because of its location or natural resources, which allow it to caputure a
greater share of the market for some sectors. It is important to isolate
and understand this competitive advantage because it is the feature which
allows the Texarkana region to grow at a different rate than either the
overall bi-state region or the particular industry in question.

Unfortunately a shift-share analysis of Texarkana's 31 sectors,
including the five most important, shows that most of the growth in those
sectors was due to bi-state regional growth and individual industry strength
and not to any competitive advantage that the Texarkana region displayed.

Although Texarkana was displaying growth in key sectors, this growth was not
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even as fast as bi-state regional or industrial sector growth. 1In short,
key sectors in Texarkana, while growing, are not growing as fast as would be
expected given industrial and regional trends. Texarkana has been losing
employment to other regions relative to the growth in the economy and in the
key sectors.

Table I-8 displays the shift-share analysis undertaken for the entire
Texarkana region. The column labelled "Due to Bi-Sate growth" shows the
change in employment that was expected between 1960 and 1970 given overall
growth in the region. In nine sectors, the Texarkana region lost employment
where it should have gained employment. The column labelled "Total Shift"
shows the difference between predicted employment and actual employment; if
the sector lost employment where it should have gained, the loss of expected
employment is added to the actual losses. Then this number is analyzed in
the subsequent two columns; each of those columns examines the reasons for
gains or losses in employment.

The column labelled "proportional shift" indicates what happened when
changes between 1960 and 1970 in the percentage of total bi-state employment
in each sector were compared to changes in the percentage of total Texarkana
regional employment in each sector. This analysis identifies those
industries for which the growth is different from the bi-state regional
average for all industries. For example the bi-state region may be growing
but a particular sector or industry might be losing employment. If this
were so, it would explain losses in employment in that same sector in
Texarkana.

A‘negative number in the "“proportional shift" column indicates that the
Texarkana industry was not growing in employment as fast as that industry
grew as a percentage of total bi-state regional employment. In short that
sector was losing employment to the other 30 sectors. A positive number
indicates that the Texarkana sector grew faster than that sector grew as a
percentage of total bi-state regional employment, thus gaining employment at
the expense of other regional sectors.

The column labelled "differential shift" indicates what happened when
changes between 1960 and 1970 in the growth of one sector in the bi-state

region were compared to changes in the growth of the same sector in the




TABLE I-8. SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS FOR THE TEXARKANA REGION,

1960-1970

REGION DUE TO PROPOR-  DIFFER-

EMPLOYMENT BI-STATE TOTAL TIONAL ENTIAL

# SECTOR NAME 1960 197¢  CHANGE GROWTH SHIFT SHIFT SHIFT
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 3007 1535 -1472 680 -2152 -1775 -376

2 MINING 213 166 -47 48 -95 -42 -54

-3 CONSTRUCTION 2370 2732 362 536 -174 658 -242
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 1833 1395 -438 414 -852 -5@5 -347

5 METAL-INDUSTRIES . 3238 4948 171¢ 732 978 1589 -611

6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 36 53 17 8 9 11 -2

7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 55 24 =31 12 -43 93 -137

8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 242 426 184 55 129 138 -9

9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 548 1049 501 124 377 426 -49

18 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 1212 1033 21 229 -208 -338 122
11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 43 248 205 10 195 12 183
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&~ALLIED-INDS. 290 294 4 66 -62 -3 -59
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 159 179 20 36 -16 6 =22
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 38 2213 2175 9 2166 4 2162
15 TRANSPORTATION 2063 1458 -695 466 -1071 -353 =719
15 COMMUNICATIONS 327 496 169 74 95 31 64
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 499 693 194 113 81 57 24
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 1128 1468 340 255 85 203 -118
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 1084 1352 268 245 23 -15 37
20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 5501 5268 -233 1244 -1477 281 -1758
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 1166 1441 235 264 =29 361 -389
22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 796 1089 293 180 113 287 -174
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 2998 1168 -93¢ 474 -1494 -1260 -144
24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 1375 1449 74 311 =237 16 -253
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&~-RECREATION-SERVS 196 208 12 44 -32 11 -43
26 HOSPITALS 696 1119 414 157 257 345 -89
27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 1748 2677 929 395 534 98¢ -446
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 497 613 116 112 4 45 -41
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 635 1614 979 144 835 810 25
30 PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 2615 5611 2996 591 24095 384 2020
31 ARMED-FORCES 218 149 -569 49 -118 -38 -80
32 NOT-REPORTED 1103 a -1143 249 -1352 -1352 0
TOTALS 36829 44119 7290 8326 -1836 485 -1521

187%
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Texarkana region. This analysis focuses on changes only within each
industry itself. If the number in "differential shift" column is positive,
it indicétes that Texarkana's industry is growing faster than the industry
in the bi-state region, drawing resources away from other regions. Negative
numbers indicate that Texarkana's industry is growing more slowly than the
industry in the bi-state region, thus losing resources to other regions.
Both changes reflect the Texarkana's relative competitive strength in each
industry.

The two columns can be used together to give a fairly good idea of the
economic strength of each sector in Texarkana. If there are a (+) propor-
tional shift and a (-) differential shift, they indicate that the sector is
doing well in relation to other sectors in Texarkana but not within that
industry in the bi-state region. Sixteen sectors in Texarkana fall into
this category, including sector 20, "other retail," and sector 27, "educatio
nal services," two small but significant components of the regional economy.

A (-) proportional shift and a (+) differential shift indicate that the
sector is doing well compared to the growth of the sector in the bi-state
region but it is not doing well in comparison to other sectors in Texarkana.
Only two sectors in the Texarkana region fall into this category: food and
kindred products, a fairly important sector in the region, and eating and
drinking places, sector 19.

If there are a (+) proportional shift and a (+) differential shift, they
indicate that the sector is doing well in comparison to other sectors in the
Texarkana region, as well as doing well in reference to that sector in the
bi-state region. Five industries in the Texarkana region fall into this
highly favorable category, including two very important ones, sector 30,
public administration and sector 29, other professional and religious ser-
vices. ’

A (-) proportional shift and a (-) differential shift, indicate that the
sector is not keeping pace with other sectors in the Texarkana region and
that it is doing badly in relation to that industry in the bi-state region.
Unfortunately, seven sectors in the Texarkana region are in this worst of
all categories including four fairly significant industries: sector 1,

agriculture-forestry & fisheries, sector 4, furniture-lumber & wood
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prbducts, sector 15, transportation, and sector 23 private households.

In summary, of Texarkana's 10 most important sectors in terms of total
employment, only two (sectors 29 and 30) are in a competitive or advantaged
position in Texarkana and in the bi-state region. Moreover two of the top
ten sectors are in the worst competitive position in relationship to the bi-
state region and the industries involved as a whole. One of the two single
most important sectors, heavy metal industries has shown growth only because
of growth in the industry in the total bi-state region; that sector in
Texarkana has affectively "lost” some potential incrzases in jobs in this
sector to other regions.

Shift-share analysis is not without its critics. While shift-share pro-
vides insights into regional economic structure, it indicates nothing about
the capacity of a region to retain or attract growing industries. Unlike
location quotients, this analysis assumes that industries are independent of
one another, ignoring secondary multiplier effecfs on "linkages" with sup-
porting industries.

However the single worst criticism one can make of this analysis is that
it had to be based on changes betwéen 1960 and 1970 because 1980 Census data
were unavailable. Recent growth in the heavy metal sector may bring addi-
tional growth to Texarkana, perhaps in the same way as previous increases
did. That is, Texarkana may have gained employment but not as much as the
full indusﬁry in the bi-state region did.

Texarkana too may have lost some employment in one of its most important
sectors, public administration, because of recent State and Federal cutbacks.
In spite of these problems, the shift-share analysis gives a clearer

idea of growth patterns in the Texarkana area than could be obtained from
looking at changes in employment numbers alone. It is possible to view the
raw changes in employment from 1960 to 1970 in a more favorable light than
that in which they should be seen. Growth in Texarkana's major industrial
sectors was not as much as expected given regional and industrial trends.
In short Texarkana captured less of the economic growth in the bi-state
region than it could and it has a competitive advantage in only two
industries.

This suggests to the transportation planner that there will be no
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drastic changes in the employment patterns in the four-county region
overall. Major employment centers will hold their current employment,
although some may decrease slightly. There is no reason to expect major new
industrial centers to develop in the region.

Of course, each of the counties in the Texarkana region is very dif-

ferent in terms of employment by sector and industrial mix. In several

counties, total employment in one industrial sector can be attributed to one
plant or firm. Since more can be known about such individual employers than
can be gleaned from an examination of the aggregate four-county data, the
same economic analyses discussed above were performed for each of the four
counties. The following sections present a location quotient analysis and a

shift share analysis for Miller, Bowie, Little River, and Sevier Counties.

BOWIE COUNTY ECONOMIC PROFILE

Bowie County is both the most populous of the four counties studied,
with a 1980 population of 75,301, and the largest county in land area with
891 square miles. Bowie also has the largest employment base, which
increased by 22.9%, from 20,592 in 1960 to 25,298 in 1970. However, estima-
tes for 1981 employment indicate a dramatic decrease in employment growth;
employment will increase only 2.3%, the lowest increase of the four-county
region. The total 1981 available labor force is estimated at 28,828, with
9.8%, or 2,829, being unemployed.

Bowie has the largest portion of the Texarkana urban area. Bowie has
many of the federal, state, county, and local social service and governmen-
tal agencies available within the region. Table I-9 presents location
quotients for Bowie County; the analyses there show that public
administration, sector 30, has the highest employment for any sector in
Bowie, representing 17.1% of the total employment within the county. Public
administration employment increased by 151.1% over 1960.

Table I-10 which displays the shift-share analysis for Bowie County,

shows that public administration is well ahead of the bi-state region.

Bowie County led the Texarkana region in all but five employment sectors

in 1970: mining; furniture, lumber and wood products; electrical machinery

. equipment and supplies; textiles and fabricated textile products; and




TABLE I-9. LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR BOWIE COUNTY, 1970

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT DIVISION OF EMPLOYMENT
% EMP. LOCATION
# SECTOR NAME BOWIE ARK-TEX BOWNIE QUOTIENT BASIC SERVICE
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 615 249223 2.43 0.48 2 615
2 MINING 47 108239 ¢.19 2.09 2 47
3 CONSTRUCTION 1408 361887 5.57 .76 2 1408
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 377 65796 1.49 1.13 42 335
5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 3430 109882 13.56 6.13 287@ 560
6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 27 75466 2.11 2.07 @ 27
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 4 77445 0.02 #.01 (] 4
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 255 114266 l1.21 0.48 2 255
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 510 85185 2.02 1.18 76 434
18 FOOD—-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 374 8768 1.48 ?.84 ? 374
11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 35 77705 2.14 #.089 2 35
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 165 55563 ?.65 2.58 2 165
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 117 65878 2.46 8.35 2 117
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 745 129956 2.94 1.13 83 662
15 TRANSPORTATION 824 177321 3.26 .91 2 824
16 COMMUNICATIONS 254 58655 1.00 2.85 ¢ 254
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 315 91563 1.25 g3.67 ) 315
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 848 221378 3.35 .75 @ 848
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 658 137509 2.64 8.95 ] 668
20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 3349 685779 13.24 .96 @ 3349
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 871 235679 3.44 @a.73 @ 871
22 BUSINESS—-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 702 158489 2.77 #.87 2] 702
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 685 104882 2.71 1.28 151 534
24 OTHER-PERSONAL~SERVICES 811 178563 3.21 7.89 2 811
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 88 3497¢ 7.35 .49 5 88
26 HOSPITALS 515 148179 2.04 .68 2 515
27 EDUCATICNAL-SERVICES 1553 378528 5.14 2.81 g 1553
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PRQOF-ORGS 352 67591 1.39 1.02 8 344
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 918 207241 3.63 2.87 Y 918
3% PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 4318 2506449 17.67 3.38 3p42 1276
31 ARMED-FORCES 118 176218 @.47 .13 ¢ 118
TOTALS 25298 4967444 106.00 6272 19926

Sy




TABLE I-10. SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS FOR BOWIE COUNTY, 1960-1970
BOWNIE DUE TO PROPOR-  DIFFER-
EMPLOYMENT BI-STATE TOTAL TIONAL ENTIAL
# SECTOR NAME 1960 1976 CHANGE GROWTH SHIFT SHIFT SHIFT
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 1271 615 =554 287 -943 =752 -193
2 MINING 71 47 -24 16 -40 -14 =26
3 CONSTRUCTION 1253 1428 145 286 -141 36 =177
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 479 377 -102 108 -210 -132 -78
5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 2732 3430 698 618 80 1341 -1260
6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 8 27 19 2 17 2 15
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&~SUPPLIES 33 4 -29 7 -36 56 =92
8 TRANSPORTATION~EQUIPMENT 174 255 81 39 42 99 -58
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 271 519 239 61 178 211 =33
1% FOOD-&-KINDRED~PRODUCTS 425 374 -51 26 -147 -139 -8
11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 12 35 23 3 20 3 17
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&~ALLIED-INDS. 146 165 19 33 -14 -1 -13
13 CHEMICALS--&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 29 117 88 7 81 1 80
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOQDS 17 745 728 4 724 2 722
15 TRANSPORTATION 1108 824 ~284 250 -534 -189 -345
16 COMMUNICATIONS 191 254 53 42 20 18 2
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 195 315 12¢ 44 76 22 54
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 531 848 317 123 197 96 11
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 562 6h8 186 127 =21 -8 -14
20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 3348 3349 1 757 -756 171 -927
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 677 871 194 153 41 209 -168
22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 467 702 235 196 129 168 -39
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 1112 685 -427 251 -678 -668 -11
24 OTHER-PERSONAL~SERVICES 789 811 22 178 -156 9 -166
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 104 88 -16 24 -4¢ 6 -45
26 HOSPITALS 362 515 153 82 71 18¢2 -108
27 EDUCATIOMNAL-SERVICES 1235 1553 457 246 221 509 -387
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 295 352 57 67 -14 27 -36
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 353 918 565 80 485 450 35
3¢90 PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 1729 4318 2598 3R89 2269 253 1956
31 ARMED-FCRCES 74 118 44 17 27 -13 40
32 NOT-REPORTED 597 8 -687 155 -842 -842 ]
TOTALS 20592 25298 4706 4555 51 1213 -1162

1%




entertainment and recreational services. Surprisingly, one sector that has
higher employment in Bowie than in the three Arkansas counties is
"agriculture and forestry." However, the total employment for that sector
represents only 2.43% of the total employment within Bowie and is in itself
a dramatic 51.5% decrease over 1960 employment for that sector.

Besides the decrease in sector 1, agriculture and forestry, employment
decreased in seven additional sectors as well: mining; furniture, lumber
and wood products; electrical machinery equipment; food and kindred
products; transportation and entertainment and recreation. Altogether,
these sectors represent only 11.74% of the total county employment.

The metal industries sector has the second largest employment, repre-
sentiné 13.56% of the total county employment. More significant is its
position as the county's largest export or "basic" sector as Table I-9
shows. Bowie is the site of the largest single employer within :he entire
study region, the Red River Army Depot, employing some 6,000 individuals.
Red River is a large military manufacturing complex which employs mostly
civilians. Additionally, adjacent to Red River is the Lone Star/Day and
Zimmerman Ammunition Plant, the fourth largest employer in the region,
employing an additional 1,200. The third leading employment sector in Bowie
is sector 20 other retail trade, representing 13.24% of the total
employment.

Other metal manufacturing industries located in Bowie include: Texana
Tank Car, Nash; Tri-State Sheet Metal; Fabsteel, G.S.L. Industries, and
Commercial Box Co, all of Texarkana. (All of these employment sites are
shown on the county maps in Section I; all major emploYment sites are also
listed in the Appendix)

As Table I-9 shows, sectors that are significant to the export base
include: furniture, lumber and wood products; other durable goods; other
non-durable goods; private households; welfare, religious and non-profit
organizations. Hospital and educational employment increased by 42.3% and
43.0% respectively since 1960.

Bowie has the largest number of individuals in the armed forces, 118,

representing only .46% of total employment within the county.

Table I-10 shows that only 3 sectors in Bowie had strong competitive
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advantage in the region, and only one, sector 30 public administration
showed significant gains.

Bowie leads the other counties studied in total number of employers.
Other major employers located in Bowie include: Buchanan Bottling Co.; The
Texarkana Newspaper; Dickey Clay Tile; Brown and Miller Pickle Co.; Mayo
Manufacturing; and Life Style Homes. One major regional employer located
just outside of the study area and Bowie County is International Paper Co.,

located just over the county line in Cass County.

MILLER COUNTY ECONOMIC PROFILE

Miller County is the eastern portion of the Texarkana urban area, the
Arkansas counterpart to Bowie County. Texarkana had a population of 21,459
in 1980, out of a county population of 37,766. Miller is also second of the
four counties in estimated employment for 1981 with 13,708 employed out of a
total labor force of 15,208. Nine point nine percent (9.9%) or 1,500 indi-
viduals were estimated to be unemployed. The 1981 employment is an increase
of 21.4% over 1970. This contrasts sharply to the 1960-1970 decade, where
employment increased by only 8.95%.

Table I-11 presents location quotients for Miller County. As Table II-8
shows, Miller decreased in 14 out of 31 sectors of employment between 1960
and 1970. Noted significant decreases include: agriculture, forestry and
fisheries, which decreased by 45.2% but still represents 3.49% of the total
employment; furniture, lumber and wood produts, decreasing 32.9%; other
retail trade; and private households. Other retail trade, although
decreasing in employment from 1960 to 1970, was still the largest sector of
employment, representing 10.23% of all employment. Furniture, lumber and
wood products industry, while decreasing in employment and representing only
2.13% of the total employment, is an important economic base exporting
industry for the county.

The second largest sector of employment is that of the metal industries,
as was noted for Bowie County. This sector represents 9.21% of the county's
employment and significantly influences Miller's economic development since,

as Table I-11 shows, it is the largest exporter-income producer in the

county. This sector increased by 145.9% over 1960 employment.




TABLE I-11. LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR MILLER COUNTY, 1970

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT DIVISION OF EMPLOYMENT
% EMP.  LOCATION
# SECTOR NAME MILLER ARK-TEX  MILLER QUOTIENT  BASIC SERVICE
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 394 249223 3.49 .70 0 394
2 MINING 64 108239 .53 0.24 ) 60
3 CONSTRUCTION 831 361887 7.36 1.01 8 823
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 241  A5796 2.13 1.61 91 159
5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 1048 109882 9.21 4.16 790 250
6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 15 75465 2.13 .29 4 15
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 6 77445 8.05 .03 8 6
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 152 104265 1.35 0.64 0 152
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 203 85185 1.80 1.85 9 194
1@ FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 278 87668 2.39 1.35 7 199
11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 5 77785 0.04 0.93 0 5
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 88 55563 .78 8.70 8 88
13 CHEMICALS—&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 59 55878 .52 .39 0 59
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 669 129956 5.92 2.26 374 295
15 TRANSPORTATION 383 177321 3.39 .95 " 383
16 COMMUNICATIONS 191 58655 1.69 1.43 58 133
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 269 91643 2.38 1.29 61 208
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 453 221378 4.01 8.99 a 453
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 473 137509 4.19 1.51 160 313
20 OTHER-RETAIL-~TRADE 1156 685779 10.23 8.74 9 1156
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 400 235579 3.54 .75 ¢ 400
22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 385 158489 2.70 0.85 0 385
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 339 194882 3.00 1.42 101 238
24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 442 178563 3.91 1.9 36 406
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 182 34974 0.90 1.28 22 80
26 HOSPITALS 356 148179 3.15 1.26 19 337
27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 718 378528 6.35 2.83 0 718
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 168 67591 1.42 1.94 6 154
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 564 207241 4.45 1.07 33 471
3¢ PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 995 250640 8.81 1.75 425 570
31 ARMED-FORCES 16 176218 0.14 0.04 2 15
TOTALS 11295 4967444  170.00 2254 9931
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Table I-12 presents the shift-share analysis for Miller County. It
shows that six sectors in Miller enjoy strong competitive advantage in
Texarkana and in the bi-state region. They include metal industries;
educational services; and public administration; the three sectors of

highest employment in the county.

Miller led the other three counties in total number of export-base sec-

tors, which also include: construction; other durable goods; food and

kindred products; other non-durable goods; communications; utilities and

sanitary services; eating and drinking places; private households; other

personal service; entertainment and recreational service; hospitals;

welfare and religious organizations; other professional services; and )
public administration. Of the employment sectors which grew, notable

increases were seen in other non~durable goods increasing over 3,000%;

hospitals, increasing by 51.5%; and educational services, increasing by

82.2%.

Texarkana is essentially the only major employment location within
Miller County. The only exception is the Mar-Bax shirt manufacturer located
in Garland. The addition of the Robert Maxwell Air Industrial Park in !
Texarkana, Arkansas, has greatly enhanced and diversified employment within
the county. Texarkana is also the central location for social and govern-
mental agencies; public administration represents the third largest sector
of employment in the county with 8.81% of the total.

Miller led in only one sector of employment among the four counties,
entertainment and recreational services, which represents less then 1% of
the total county employment. This perhaps reflects differences between
Bowie and Miller; Texarkana in Bowie County is "dry" (i.e.: the sale of
alcoholic beverages is restricted), whereas Texarkana, Ar., is not.

Other significant manufacturers located in Miller, include Globe
Battery; Sta-Fresh Buns, and the largest employer within the entire
Texarkana urban area, and the second largest within the entire region,

Cooper Tire and Rubber Co., with approximately 1400 employees.

LITTLE RIVER COUNTY ECONOMIC PROFILE

Little River County is part of the 1980 Texarka‘:a SMSA. It is directly




TABLE I-12. SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS FOR MILLER COUNTY,

1960-1970

MILLER DUE TO PROPOR-  DIFFER-

EMPLOYMENT BI-STATE TOTAL TIONAL ENTIAL

# SECTOR NAME 1960 197¢  CHANGE GROWNTH SHIFT SHIFT SHIFT
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 719 394 -325 163 -48%8 -425 -63

2 MINING 81 50 -21 18 -39 -16 =23

3 CONSTRUCTION 770 831 61 174 =113 22 -135

4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 359 241 -118 81 -199 -99 -100

5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 423 1049 617 96 521 208 314

6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 20 15 -5 5 -10 6 -15

7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 13 6 -7 3 -10 22 =32

8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 53 152 89 14 75 36 39

9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 138 203 65 31 34 197 =73

10 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 345 272 =75 78 -153 -113 -40
11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 19 5 -14 4 -18 5 -24
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 123 88 -35 2% -63 -1 -62
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 116 59 =57 26 -83 4 -87
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOQDS 17 569 652 4 648 2 646
15 TRANSPORTATION 622 383 -239 141 -380 -106 -273
16 COMMUNICATIONS 95 191 96 21 75 9 65
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 220 269 49 50 - -1 25 -26
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 474 453 -21 107 -128 85 =214
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 373 473 120 84 15 -5 21
20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 1471 1156 =315 333 -648 75 ~723
21 PINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 381 420 19 86 -67 118 -185
22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 264 3e5 41 60 -19 95 -114
23 PRIVATE~-HOUSEHOLDS 708 339 -369 160 =529 -425 -104
24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 426 442 16 96 -8¢ 5 -85
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS A9 192 33 16 17 4 14
26 HOSPITALS 235 356 121 53 68 117 -49
27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 394 718 324 89 235 221 14
28 WELFARE~-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 153 158 7 35 -28 14 -41
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 222 504 282 5¢ 232 283 -51
30 PUBLIC-APMINISTRATION 727 995 3R8 142 226 92 134
31 ARMED-FORCES 140 16 ~-124 32 ~156 -24 -131
32 NOT-REPORTED 287 3 -287 65 =352 -352 g
TOTALS 18357 11295 928 2344 -1416 -19 -1405
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north of Bowie County and is integrally tied both economically and
culturally to Texarkana and the rest of the SMSA. Little River is the

smallest county in the study area in square miles and in population. The

largest city and the county seat is Ashdown, which had a 1980 population of

| 4,218.
|
h Total employment in the county increased by 35% from 1960 to 1970. The

% 1981 employment was estimated at 5,064, an increase of 38.8% over 1970. The

F total labor force was estimated at 5,654. Little River experienced a

, ' slightly higher unemployment rate than the rest of the study area, 10.4%.

l

Table I-13 shows the location quotient analysis of Little River. Little
[

fabricated textile production, a sector which had no employment in 1960.

This sector represented 4.85% of total employment in Little River and is an

.

{ River led all study area counties in 1970 in employment in textile and

!

‘ important "basic" or export industry for the county. Representative of this

r’ industry is the Spotlight Company located in Ashdown, a manufacturer of

M ladies sleepwear.

’ The largest sector of employment occurred in the other non-durable goods
sector, which employed 488 in 1970. This sector represented 13.37% of total

employment within the county. The sector showed no employment i:. 1960. The

second largest sector of employment in the county was other retail trade,

representing 10.47% of the total employment.

’ Two economically significant employment sectors are agriculture,

' forestry and fisheries, and furniture, lumber, and wood products. These

sectors represent 7.7% and 6.6%, respectively, of total employment within

the county. Both sectors lost employment from 1960, decreasing by 49% and

28% in total employment. The location quotients, in Table I-13, show these
ﬂ sectors represent important exporting industries for the county.
ﬁr‘“ Located within Little River is the third largest employer within the
j Texarkana study area, Nekoosa Papers, Inc., just south of Ashdown. Nekoosa
f“ is a manufacturer of paper and paper products and is an industry in sector
1. Additional industries having employment within this sector are numerous
1 lumber and sawmill operations, including Porter Enterprises of Wilton, the

Little River Mill company in Ashdown, maker of wooden moldings, and the

Quality Pallet Co. in Foreman, maker of wooden pallets.




TABLE I-13. LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR LITTLE RIVER COUNTY, 1970

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT DIVISION OF EMPLOYMENT
% EMP. LOCATION

# SECTOR NAME L.RIV.  ARK-TEX L.RIV. QUOTIENT BASIC SERVICE
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 281 249223 7.7¢ 1.53 98 183
2 MINING 58 118239 1.37 0.63 0 50
3 CONSTRUCTION 210 361887 5.76 a.79 2 219
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER~-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 241 65795 6.60 4.99 193 48
S5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 346 199882 9.48 4.29 265 81
6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 11 754656 .30 .20 @ 11
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 2 77445 2.40 2.00 @ 2
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 19 184266 8.52 . 2.25 7 19
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 198 85185 5.43 3.16 135 , 63
19 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 86 87668 2.35 1.34 22 64
11 TEXTILES-&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 177 77785 4.85 3.10 120 57
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 18 . 55563 .27 .25 ' ) 1@
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 4 65878 2.00 n.00 2 4
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 488 129956 13.37 5.11 393 95
15 TRANSPORTATION 112 177321 3.097 .86 1] 112
16 COMMUNICATIONS 17 58555 0.47 7.39 2 17
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 12 91663 2.33 .18 2 12
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 62 221378 1.7¢ ¢.38 @ 62
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 89 137509 2.44 7.88 @ 89
2¢ OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 382 685779 10.47 g.76 4 382
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 43 235679 1.18 2.25 |4 43
22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 39 158489 1.97 .33 2 39
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 112 194882 3.97 1.45 35 77
24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 61 178563 1.67 ag.47 @ 61
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 5 34970 g.14 2.19 4 5
26 HOSPITALS 121 148179 3.32 1.1 12 199
27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 219 378528 6.0¢ 3.79 ¢ 219
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 35 67591 ?.96 .79 a 35
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 44 207241 1.21 .29 ¢ 44
3¢ PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 179 250543 4,91  0.97 7 179

31 ARMED-FORCES g 176218 .00 n.00 Ui [}
TOTALS 3642 4947444 10009 1272 2377
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The metal industries sector, as in both Bowie and Miller Counties, again
appears significant, with 9.48% of the total employment. This sector also
represents an important export industry, one on a par with wood products.
Industries such as the Ashdown Manufacturing Co., which manufactures flat-
bed and semi-truck trailers, contribute employment to this sector.

Other durable goods, representing only 5.43% of total employment, is an
important source of revenue within the county. The Arkansas Cement Co.,
located in Foreman, is an area-wide supplier of cement and other durable
products.

Hospital employment increased by 91% over 1960, and educational ser-
vices increased 46%.

Table I-14 displays the shift-share analysis for Little River County.
Overall employment in Little River decreased in 12 sectors and increased or
did not change in 19. Six sectors are not keeping pace with growth within
those industries in the bi-state region or with other sectors in the county.
Another six sectors are enjoying growth in relation to other sectors in both
the county and in bi-state region. However, the majority of the industries
in Little River are not keeping pace with their counterparts in bi-state

region.

SEVIER COUNTY ECONOMIC PROFILE

Sevier County is located directly north of Little River County and is
not part of the Texarkana SMSA. It is the most distant from Texarkana, and
hence its economy is only partially influenced by Texarkana.

~ DeQueen is the largest city and the county seat. DeQueen has 4,594
residents out of a 1980 county population of 14,060. An estimated 5,600
were employed in 1981 out of a work force of 6,125, representing an
unemployment rate of 8.6%, or 525, the lowest rate among the four counties.

The 1981 employment figure is a dramatic increase of 44.4% over 1970's
employment total for the county. This represents the largest employment
increase within the four-county region during the last decade. From 1960 to
1970 employment increased by 22.3% in Sevier, indicating overall excellent
employment growth during the last 20 years.

Table I-15 displays the location quotients analysis for Sevier. Sevier




TABLE I-14. SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS FOR

LITTLE

RIVER COUNTY,

1960-1970

LITTLE RIVER DUE TO PROPOR-  DIFFER~
EMPLOYMENT BI-STATE TOTAL TIONAL ENTIAL
# SECTOR NAME 1960 1970  CHANGE GRONTH SHIFT SHIFT SHIFT
1 AGRICULTURE~FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 555 281 =274 125 -399 -328 =72
2 MINING 53 50 -3 12 -15 =10 -5
3 CONSTRUCTION 129 21¢ 81 29 52 4 48
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 334 241 -93 76 -169 -92 =76
S5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 73 346 273 17 255 36 221
6 MACHINERY~EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 1 11 11 f 11
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&~SUPPLIES 4 @ -1 1 -5 7 -12
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT 5 19 14 1 13 .3 18
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 131 198 67 30 37 1m2 -64
19 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 37 85 49 8 41 =12 53
11 TEXTILES--&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS ] 177 177 2 177
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 8 10 2 2 2 -0 ']
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 7 2 1 ] 4]
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS @ 488 488 2 488 .
15 TRANSPORTATION 135 112 =23 31 -54 -23 -30
16 COMMUNICATIONS 20 17 -3 5 -8 2 =9
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 27 12 =15 6 =21 3 -24
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 72 62 -14 16 -26 13 -39
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 59 89 30 13 17 -1 17
2} OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 318 382 64 72 -8 16 ~24
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 35 43 8 8 a 11 -11
22 BUSINESS-&-REPAIR-SERVICES 33 39 6 7 -1 12 -13
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 180 112 -58 41 -169 -108 -1
24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 86 61 =25 19 -44 1 -45
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 15 5 -10 3 -13 1 -14
26 HOSPITALS 11 121 110 2 198 5 162
27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 118 219 141 27 74 56 8
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 27 35 8 6 2 2 -1
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 17 44 27 4 23 22 1
3¢ PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 154 179 25 35 -10 23 =32
31 ARMED-FORCES 4 4 -4 1 -5 -1 -4
32 NOT-REPORTED 61 3 -61 14 =75 =75 e
TOTALS 2791 3549 948 611 -339 -322 =17

SS
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TABLE I-15. LOCATION QUOTIENTS FOR SEVIER COUNTY, 1970

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT DIVISION OF EMPLOYMENT
$ EMP. LOCATION
# SECTOR NAME SEVIER  ARK-TEX SEVIER QUOTIENT BASIC SERVICE
1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 245 249223 6.32 1.26 50 195
2 MINING 9 108239 #.23 f.11 a 9
3 CONSTRUCTION 283 361887 7.30 1.00 1 282
4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 536 65796 13.83 12.44 485 51
5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 132 109882 3.42 1.54 44 86
6 MACHINERY—-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 2 75466 2.99 0.09 0 %
7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-£-SUPPLIES 14 77445 V.36 @#.23 a 14
8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT g 104265 3.00 .00 n a
9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 138 85185 3.56 2.08 72 AR
13 FOOD-&-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 303 87668 7.82 4.43 235 68
11 TEXTILES~&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 31 77705 g.8¢ 8.51 0 31
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 31 55563 2.80¢ 72.71 ] 31
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 3 65878 ?.08 .05 0 3
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS . 311 12995k 8.02 3.7 219 181
15 TRANSPORTATION 139 177321 3.59 l1.00 1 138
16 COMMUNICATIONS 34 58655 0.88 2.74 0 34
17 UTILITIES-&-SANITARY-SERVICES 97 91663 2.50 1.36 25 72
18 WHOLESALE-TRADE 195 221378 2.71 .61 2 105
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 122 137509 3.15 1.14 15 197
2% OTHER-RETAIL~TRADE 381 685779 9.83 8.71 0] 381
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 87 235679 2.24 72.47 @ g7
22 BUSINESS-&—-REPAIR-SERVICES 43 158489 1.11 £.35 a 43
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 32 104882 9.83 #.39 0 32
24 OTHER-PERSONAL-SERVICES 135 178563 3.48 a.97 0 135
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 13 34970 9.34 B.48 ] 13
26 HOSPITALS 118 148179 3.04 1.082 2 116
27 EDUCATIONAL~SERVICES 187 378528 4.82 2.63 2 187
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 66 657591 1.7¢ 1.25 13 53
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 148 207241 3.82 8.92 4 148
3% PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 119 2506490 3.97 .61 @ 119
31 ARMED-FORCES 15 176218 .39 2.11 B 15

TOTALS 3877 4967444 170.00 1154 2723
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leads all other study region counties in the furniture, lﬁmber, and wood
products employment sector, which represents 13.83% of total employment in
Sevier. It is also the most important export or revenue industry within the
county, having a location quotient of 10.44, the largest computed for any
sector in any of the four counties. However, in relation to the bi-state
region, the sector is not keeping pace.

The related agriculture, forestry, and fisheries sector represents an
additional 6.32% of total employment and an additional source of export
income. Both sectors, however, decreased frqm 1960 employment levels.

Throughout Sevier are numerous induétries with employment related to
sectors 1 and 4 since most df’the county is heavily forested. One of the
largest employers in Sevier is the Weyerhaeser Co., of DeQueen, manufacturer
of lumber, railroad ties and power poles. Additional related industries
include the Horatio Lumber Co. of Horatio; Frames, Inc., of DeQueen; and the
James T. Wax Sawmill of Gillham.

Sevier is second among the other counties in food and kindred products,
the sector representing 7.82% of the total employment. This sector was an
important export industry, increasing 32% over 1960. The largest single
employer in the county is the Bo-Pilgrim Co. of DeQueen (formerly
Mountainaire Poultry, Inc.), producer of processed poultry products.

Other important employment sectors include metal industries, increasing
92% over 1960; other durable goods, increasing 94%; other non-durable
goods, increasing by 99%; utilities and sanitary services, 41%; eating and
drinking places, 26%; and transportation, decreasing by 42%. DeQueen is the
main site of a‘variety of industries ranging from the Baldwin Piano Co., to
Tred II of Arkansas, manufacturer of tennis shoes.

Personal service sectors are important for Sevier. These sectors
include other personal services, increasing 45% over 1960; hospitals,
increasing by 25%; educational services, by 20%; welfare, religious, and
non-profit organizations by 67%, and other professional and related services
increasing by 71%.

Table I-16 shows the shift-share analysis for the county. Overall only

six employment sectors actually lost in total employment in the decade from

1960 to 1970. Only eight sectors are performing worse in relation to other
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TABLE I~16. SHIFT-SHARE ANALYSIS FOR SEVIER COUNTY, 1960-1970

SEVIER DUE TO PROPOR-  DIFFER-
EMPLOYMENT BI-STATE TOTAL TIONAL ENTIAL

# SECTOR NAME 1960 197¢  CHANGE GROWTH SHIFT SHIFT SHIFT

1 AGRICULTURE-FORESTRY-&-FISHERIES 462 245 =217 104 -321 =273 -49

2 MINING . 8 9 1 2 -1 -2 1

3 CONSTRUCTION 208 283 75 47 28 6 22

4 FURNITURE-LUMBER-&-WOOD-PRODUCTS 661 536 =125 149 -274 -182 T =92

5 METAL-INDUSTRIES 19 132 122 2 129 5 115

6 MACHINERY-EXCEPT-ELECTRICAL 8 2 -8 2 -1¢ 2 -12

7 ELECTRICAL-MACH-EQUIP-&-SUPPLIES 5 14 9 1 8 8 -1

8 TRANSPORTATION-EQUIPMENT (%] [} 4} (%] (4]

9 OTHER-DURABLE-GOODS 8 138 130 2 128 6 122
10 FOOD-&—-KINDRED-PRODUCTS 205 303 98 46 52 -67 119
11 TEXTILES~&-FABRICATED-TEX-PRODS 12 31 19 3 16 3 13
12 PRINTING-PUBL-&-ALLIED-INDS. 13 31 18 3 15 -0 15
13 CHEMICALS-&-ALLIED-PRODUCTS 14 3 -11 3 -14 [/] -15
14 OTHER-NON-DURABLE-GOODS 4 311 397 1 306 [4] 306
15 TRANSPORTATION 198 139 -5 45 ~104 -34 =70
16 COMMUNICATIONS 21 34 13 5 8 2 [
17 UTILITIES—-&—SANITARY-SERVICES 57 97 49 13 27 7 21
18 WHOLESALE~TRADE 51 105 54 12 42 9 33
19 EATING-&-DRINKING-PLACES 90 122 32 20 12 -1 13
20 OTHER-RETAIL-TRADE 364 381 17 82 -65 19 -84
21 FINANCE-INSURANCE-REAL-ESTATE 73 87 14 17 -3 23 =25
22 BUSINESS~&-REPAIR-SERVICES 32 43 11 7 4 12 -8
23 PRIVATE-HOUSEHOLDS 98 32 -55 22 -88 -5¢ -29
24 OTHER-PERSONAL~SERVICES 74 135 61 17 44 1 43
25 ENTERTAINMENT-&-RECREATION-SERVS 2 13 5 2 3 3
26 HOSPITALS 88 118 39 20 10 44 -34
27 EDUCATIONAL-SERVICES 157 187 37 34 3 84 =81
28 WELFARE-RELIGIOUS-NON-PROF-ORGS 22 66 44 5 39 2 37
29 OTHER-PROFESSIONAL-&-REL.-SERVS 43 14¢ 185 12 95 55 40
3¢ PUBLIC-ADMINISTRATION 114 119 5 26 =21 17 -38
31 ARMED-FORCES 0 15 15 [4] 15
32 NOT-REPORTED 58 5 =52 15 -83 -83 6}

TOTALS 3169 3877 708 716 -23 -396 372




sectors within Sevier. 'However, in relation to the bi-state region, 13
employment sectors are doing worse than their own industries in the region,
and four sectors are being out-performed in both the county by other sec-
tors, and within their own industry in relation to combined Arkansas and

Texas economic patterns.

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC PATTERNS IN THE REGION

Table I-17 summarizes the detailed regional and county-specific analyses
discussed in this section. The table makes it clear that Bowie and Miller
County are most like the region as a whole, Little River and Sevier Counties
are least like the region.

Table I-17 illustrates also that the problems in the regional economy
are shared more by Miller and Bowie Counties than by the other two. For the
region as a whole, the industries showing the largest employment totals, and
generally the largest percentage increases over the ten year period from
1960 to 1970, were not industries which contributed to the economic growth
of the region or in which the region maintained a competitive advantage.

As previously described, those industries or sectors which are con-
sidered export or basic industries are assumed to be the source of economic
growth and develo