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Introduction  

Despite the national recession, South Carolina shows clear signs of economic growth, significant capital 

investment and improving labor market conditions in 2010.  Although the economic outlook is 

improving, the national recession that began in December 2007 has nearly doubled the number of 

unemployed persons in the state since that time, discouraged many others from seeking full-time 

employmŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘŜŘ ŀ ǎƘƛŦǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘƘƛǊǘȅ 

years: the transition from labor-intensive, lower wage manufacturing to higher technology, better 

paying employment in capital intensive manufacturing and serviŎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ 

relatively high unemployment ŀǊŜ ƳŀƴƛŦƻƭŘΦ  {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ƧƻōǎΣ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ 

use of employer-filed unemployment insurance claims, ineffective unemployment tax structure and lack 

of targeted effective interventions are all factors that precipitated the creation of the new Department 

of Employment and Workforce and a complete overhaul of the unemployment insurance tax system in 

the state.  These recent tax and policy improvements, coupled wƛǘƘ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ 

and business-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ 

While the recession has taken its toll on the economy of South Carolina, several indications of recovery 

portend a bright future for the state.  First among them is the decreasing unemployment rate thanks to 

an increase in hiring and job postings by private employers and fewer initial claimants for 

unemployment insurance as plant layoff and closure activity slows.  The data and analyses presented in 

ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀōƻǊ 

market, while also examining the larger shifts in ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ economy that will lead to a prosperous 

future and improved employment opportunities for its citizens. 

The goal of the study is to present unbiased data from authoritative sources to paint a picture of South 

/ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀōƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ Ŏƻƴdition.  This report is intended for government 

leaders, the workforce development community, economic development professionals, education 

professionals, job seekers and the public at large.  Specifically, to satisfy the requirements Federal 

Workforce Information Grant that funds this research, this document will inform workforce and 

economic development policy determinations by the governor, the state workforce investment board 

and local workforce investment boards.  

This report is a product of the Research Division of the South Carolina Department of Commerce and 

was authored by Dr. Erica Morgan, Dr. Rebecca Gunnlaugsson, Joe Ward, Amy Kosanovic, Wally Wang 

and myself.  Please contact me should you have any questions or comments pertaining to this 

document. 

       Sincerely, 

       David Clayton 

       Director, Research Division 

       SC Department of Commerce 
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South Carolina Economy  

Quick Facts  

 

 

Table 1: Real per Capita GDP by MSA 2001-2008 

South Carolina 
Metropolitan Area (MSA) 

2001 2008 Growth 

Anderson, SC (MSA) $22,931 $22,112 -3.57% 
Charleston-North Charleston-
Summerville, SC (MSA) $30,740 $33,352 8.50% 

Columbia, SC (MSA) $33,178 $33,942 2.30% 

Florence, SC (MSA) $28,157 $28,118 -0.14% 
Greenville-Mauldin-Easley, SC 
(MSA) $35,535 $33,983 -4.37% 
Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle 
Beach-Conway, SC (MSA) $31,627 $30,397 -3.89% 

Spartanburg, SC (MSA) $30,956 $32,031 3.47% 

Sumter, SC (MSA) $21,790 $22,969 5.41% 

Source: US Bureau of Economic Analysis 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: SC Building Permit Volume 

 January 2000 - April 2010 

Source: US Census Bureau 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: SC Retail Sales (Adjusted Value) 

January 2000-March 2010 

             Source: SC Department of Revenue 

Figure 3: SC Average Weekly Manufacturing Hrs Worked 

January 2000-March 2010 

Source: US Department of Labor 
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South Carolina Labor Market  

Quick Facts  

 

Table 2: Labor Force and Unemployment 1980-2009 

Year Labor 
Force 

Employment Unemployment Unemployment 
Rate 

1980 1,394,241 1,301,576 92,665 6.6% 

1985 1,583,357 1,479,200 104,157 6.6% 

1990 1,722,150 1,638,580 83,570 4.9% 

1995 1,849,866 1,754,633 95,233 5.1% 

2000 1,988,159 1,917,365 70,794 3.6% 

2001 1,935,614 1,834,871 100,743 5.2% 

2002 1,942,147 1,826,240 115,907 6.0% 

2003 1,987,676 1,854,419 133,257 6.7% 

2004 2,026,480 1,888,050 138,430 6.8% 

2005 2,062,350 1,922,367 139,983 6.8% 

2006 2,104,453 1,970,411 134,042 6.4% 

2007 2,117,792 1,998,640 119,152 5.6% 

2008 2,142,643 1,995,357 147,286 6.9% 

2009 2,179,366 1,930,305 224,990 10.4% 

Source: Local Area Unemployment Statistics 

 

 

Table 3: Labor Force and Unemployment 

               South Carolina Metro Areas, 2009 

MSA Labor 
Force 

Emp. Unemp. 
 

Unemp. 
Rate 

Anderson 86,031 75,219 10,812 12.6% 
Charleston, North 
Charleston, 
Summerville 

322,308 290,964 31,344 9.7% 

Columbia 373,534 338,207 35,327 9.5% 
Florence 96,128 84,292 11,836 12.3% 
Greenville, 
Mauldin, Easley 

315,040 281,851 33,189 10.5% 

Myrtle Beach, 
North Myrtle 
Beach, Conway 

130,876 114,922 15,954 12.2% 

Spartanburg 136,736 119,763 16,973 12.4% 
Sumter 45,012 39,164 5,848 13.0% 

            Source: Local Area Unemployment Statistics 

 

 

 

 

Table 4: Firms, Employment and Wages by Industry, 2009 

Major Industries Firms Wages 
(bils)  

Total Emp Avg Pay 

Total, Private             109,138 $51.13 1,430,288 $35,750 
Agriculture 1,034 $0.31 11,354 $27,479 
Mining                                                            116 $0.06 1,339 $41,729 
Construction                                                      12,180 $3.57 89,480 $39,881 
Manufacturing                                                     4,910 $10.05 213,827 $46,979 
Wholesale Trade                                                   8,549 $3.48 65,269 $53,244 
Retail Trade                                                      16,632 $5.37 223,857 $23,968 
Transportation 
and Warehousing                                    

2,669 $1.64 45,089 $36,408 

Utilities                                                         247 $0.91 12,739 $71,724 
Information                                                       1,661 $1.34 27,197 $49,270 
Finance and 
Insurance                                             

6,696 $3.53 68,265 $51,708 

Real Estate and 
Rental and 
Leasing                                

4,377 $0.90 27,429 $32,755 

Professional and 
technical services                               

12,148 $4.13 72,890 $56,594 

Management of 
companies and 
enterprises                           

475 $0.91 14,520 $62,876 

Admin, Support  
Waste Mgnt. & 
Remediation 
Services                 

6,667 $3.50 114,115 $30,640 

Educational 
services                                              

1,035 $0.64 20,021 $31,953 

Health Care and 
Social Assistance                                 

8,511 $6.46 165,362 $39,039 

Arts, 
Entertainment, 
and Recreation                               

1,568 $0.46 26,621 $17,322 

Accommodation 
and Food 
Services                                   

8,752 $2.64 182,114 $14,488 

Other Services  10,743 $1.25 48,528 $25,843 

  Source: QCEW, SC Department of Employment and Workforce 

 

Table 5: Projected Occupational Growth Rates, 2006-2016 

Occupation 2006-2016 

Total 10.9% 
Healthcare Support 27.0% 
Education, Training, and Library 16.3% 
Business and Financial Operations 14.5% 
Food Preparation and Serving Related 12.6% 
Construction and Extraction 12.3% 
Sales and Related 11.1% 
Management 9.4% 
Office and Administrative Support 9.0% 
Transportation and Material Moving 8.0% 
Production -3.1% 

            Source: South Carolina Department of Commerce 
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National , Regional and State Economy:  

Current Condition and Historical Trends  

Federal Government Spending Sustains Gross Domestic Product during Recession 
 

The current economic recession has had a wide reaching impact on the economies of every state including South 

Carolina. Since December 2007, the official start of the current recession as dated by the National Bureau of 

Economic Research, the US unemployment rate nearly doubled to 10.2%1, the highest rate since 1983.  The average 

hours worked per week declined to the lowest level since government data collection began in 1964 and the real 

gross domestic product declined nearly four percent between the second quarter of 2008 and the second quarter 

of 2009.  

While the gross domestic product (GDP) began to recover in the last half of 2009 and the first quarter of 2010 

(Figure 4), the value of our national economy only recently surpassed the seasonally-adjusted level achieved in the 

third quarter of 2008.  

Figure 4: U.S. Real Gross Domestic Product and Components 

 
Source: Seasonally adjusted Gross Domestic Product, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 

 

While GDP has climbed back to pre-recession levels, gross private domestic investment remains below its 2006 

peak (Figure 5). There is some concern that much of the growth in GDP in recent quarters has been driven, in large 

part, by unsustainable government spending rather than business investment or consumer spending, the 

traditional drivers of economic growth. Beginning in the last quarter of 2007 and continuing through the third 

quarter of 2009, the relative contribution of government spending and investment to GDP continued to climb while 

the relative contribution of private investment fell from its 2006 peak until mid 2009, with signs of recovery 

beginning in late 2009 and early 2010.  

                                                           
1
 As of October 2009 

$0

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$2,000

$2,500

$3,000

$3,500

$4,000

$6,000

$8,000

$10,000

$12,000

$14,000

$16,000

2
0
0
5-

I 

2
0
0
5-

II
 

2
0
0
5-

II
I 

2
0
0
5-

IV
 

2
0
0
6-

I 

2
0
0
6-

II
 

2
0
0
6-

II
I 

2
0
0
6-

IV
 

2
0
0
7-

I 

2
0
0
7-

II
 

2
0
0
7-

II
I 

2
0
0
7-

IV
 

2
0
0
8-

I 

2
0
0
8-

II
 

2
0
0
8-

II
I 

2
0
0
8-

IV
 

2
0
0
9-

I 

2
0
0
9-

II
 

2
0
0
9-

II
I 

2
0
0
9-

IV
 

2
0
1
0-

I 

GDP Consumption Private Investment Government Spending



 
 

      P a g e | 7 

SC Commerce   |   Research Division  

Figure 5: Contribution of Components to U.S. GDP, 2000-2010 

 
Source: Seasonally adjusted Gross Domestic Product, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 

 

South Carolina Per Capita GDP Peaked Prior to Start of Current Recession 
 

While South Carolina has not experienced the hardships associated with the collapse of the housing bubble to the 

ǎŀƳŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ŀǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ CƭƻǊƛŘŀ ƻǊ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

recent economic downturn. In нллу ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ D5t ǿŀǎ ммΦр҈ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ 

GDP (Figure 6) and had fallen 1.1% compared to 2007.  

 

Figure 6: Change in Real per Capita GDP, 2007-2008 

 
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 
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In 2008 Alabama, Mississippi, and South Carolina had per capita GDPs below the southeastern average.2 As seen in 

Figure 6, the national per capita GDP is well above both South Carolina and the southeastern average, and national 

productivity has not declined to the same extent during the current recession as either the state or the region.  

 

When analyzing the trends in per capita GDP growth between 2000 and 2008 (Figure 7), South Carolina performs 

slightly better. The state saw positive per capita growth over the period but continued to lag both the national and 

regional averages.  Georgia was the only state to experience a fall in per capita GDP between 2000 and 2008 which 

may be explained, in part, by their substantial (18%) population growth over the time period. 

 

Figure 7: Change in Real per Capita GDP, 2000-2008 

 
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 

 

 

This is consistent with historical trends. The southeastern region and the state typically experience a lower per 

capita GDP than the United States as a whole (Figure 8). While the national per capita GDP continued to increase 

slightly between 2006, 2007, and 2008, it peaked in both the southeast region and in South Carolina in 2006.  

 

                                                           
2
 All southeastern averages are population-weighted and exclude South Carolina data to create an aggregate peer for 

comparison. States included in the southeast average are: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
and Tennessee. 

-30.0%

-25.0%

-20.0%

-15.0%

-10.0%

-5.0%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

-6.0% -4.0% -2.0% 0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0%

P
e

rc
e

n
t 
A

b
o

ve
 o

r 
B

e
lo

w
 S

o
u

th
e

a
st

e
rn

 A
ve

ra
g
e

 p
e

r 
c
a

p
ita

 
G

D
P

 (
2

0
0

8
)

Percent Change in Real GDP per Capita, 2000-2008

United States

North Carolina

Georgia

Florida

Alabama

South Carolina

Tennessee

Louisiana

Mississippi

Southeast



 
 

      P a g e | 9 

SC Commerce   |   Research Division  

Figure 8: Real State Gross Domestic Product per Capita, 2000-2008 

 
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce 

South Carolina Population Growth Outpaces the US and Southeast 

As the official start of the recession was not until December 2007, one factor that may have contributed to the 

decline in per capita GDP between 2006 and 2007 was the strong population growth experienced by both the 

southeastern region as a whole and South Carolina, in particular (Figure 9). Since 2006 the growth of the population 

in South Carolina has outpaced growth in both the southeast region and the national average. Between 2000 and 

2009 the population in South Carolina increased 13.4%, 13.1% for the southeast, and 8.8% for the US. 

 

Figure 9: Average Annual Population Growth, 2001-2009 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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South Carolina Attracts Educated Interstate Migrants  

 

According to a US Census report on migration patterns, net out-migration from the Northeast and Midwest 

accounts for the net in-migration to the South.  Multiple studies have documented the trend of increased migration 

in the United States away from very large metropolitan centers towards smaller metropolitan and micropolitan 

areas3. In addition to a moderate climate and lower cost of living, the southeastern states also enjoy appealing job 

market opportunities.  In 2008, South Carolina welcomed over 26,000 college graduate workers including 

approximately 800 doctorate degree holders, as shown in the table below.  While approximately 18,400 college 

graduaǘŜ ƭŀōƻǊ ŦƻǊŎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƻǾŜǊ тΣслл ƴŜǿ 

ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΦ  .ȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ƳŀǘǊƛŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ нлΣнрн .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ сло tƘ5 

degrees in the 2007-2008 school year4. 

Table 6 provides some insight into the educational attainment of interstate migrant labor force participants to and 

from South Carolina.  Net migration is positive for all levels of educational attainment; however, the net effect of 

migration is more pronounced as a percent of total state labor force for the more educated. 

Table 6:  South Carolina Interstate Migration of Labor Force Participants by Educational Attainment, 2008 

  In-Migrants in 

Labor Force 

Out-Migrants 

in Labor Force 

Net Migration 

in Labor Force 

Total SC Labor Force 

Population 

Less than HS Diploma 5,400 3,000 2,300 240,234 

HS Diploma or Equiv. 25,200 19,000 6,200 661,791 

Some College 21,000 17,000 4,000 519,870 

Associate's Degree 6,800 4,000 2,800 208,814 

Bachelor's Degree 17,200 13,200 4,000 368,807 

Master's or  Prof. Degree 8,000 4,800 3,200 167,408 

Doctorate Degree 800 400 400 21,236 

Source: 2008 American Community Survey, SC Department of Commerce Analysis 

 

¢ƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-worker labor force are even more pronounced when 

looking over a longer time horizon.  Between 2005 and 2008, South Carolina attracted approximately 108,000 

college educated labor force participants from other US states.  While approximately 74,000 have left the state, the 

net migration of 34,000 college educated workers makes South Carolina one of the most attractive destinations in 

                                                           
3
 Withers, S.; Clark, W.; Ruiz, T., (2008), Demographic variation in housing cost adjustments with family migration, Population, 

Space and Place, 14: 4, 305-325. 
4
 SC Commission on Higher Ed, 2009 Statistical Abstract, http://www.che.sc.gov/Finance/Abstract/Abstract2009-web.pdf   
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the country for knowledge workers.  This net migration ranks 7th nationwide, and as a percentage of total state 

labor force, the net influx of college graduates ranks 4th in the United States. 

¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǘŀǘŜ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΩǎ ƭŀōƻǊ ŦƻǊŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ-economy 

jobs.  Figure 10 provides the educational mix of the net interstate labor force migration on South Carolina 

ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƛȄ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀ ƭŀōƻǊ ŦƻǊŎŜΦ  ²ƘƛƭŜ ор҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭŀōƻǊ ŦƻǊŎŜ Ƙŀǎ 

ŀƴ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƛȄ ƻŦ net migrants to South Carolina is over 45%  with an 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊΦ  [ƛƪŜǿƛǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǘ migration with a PhD is 80% higher than South 
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Figure 10:  Educational Attainment of Interstate Migration to SC and Total Labor Force, 2005-2008 

 

Source: 2005-2008 American Community Survey, SC Department of Commerce Analysis 

 

Ashby ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ƳƛƎǊŀǘŜΣ άǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 

consumption expenditures, relatively lower tax burdens, and states with more freedom with respect to labor 

decisions in the form of less restrictive minimum wages, less concentration of unions, and less dependence on 

ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΦέ5 

 

All six states with union membership rates below five percent in 2009 are located in the southeast region: North 

Carolina, Arkansas, South Carolina, Georgia, Virginia, and Mississippi (Table 7).6  

 

                                                           
5
 !ǎƘōȅΣ bΦWΦ όнллтύΥ έ9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ CǊŜŜŘƻƳ ŀƴŘ aƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ Cƭƻǿǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ¦{ {ǘŀǘŜǎέΣ {ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ WƻǳǊƴŀƭ ±ƻƭΦ то bƻΦ оΣ 

pp. 677-697 
6
 CƻǳǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƛȄ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǇŜǊΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΥ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ Deorgia, and Mississippi. 


