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Expenditures By States 
Led Only by Virginia 
And Alabama in Section

Charleston Leads With Richland 
Second and Spartanburg Third; 
Amount Is $83.50 Per Capita

South Carolina's prominent role in the nation's defense ef 
fort is graphically revealed in figures covering national de 
fense contracts and expenditures during the fiscal year which 
ended June 30. These figures, made public yesterday by Law 
rence M. Pinckney, state director of the office of government 
reports, show that South Carolina ranks 22nd among the 481 
states in total amount of money involved in national defense 
contracts and expenditures. ,

During the period beginning July 1, 1940, and ending June 
30, 1941, contracts and expenditures in connection with the na- 
tioual defense effort in South Carolina aggregated $158,837,- 
541.05, the report made public by Mr. Pinckney shows.

This figure, of course, does not cover all defense contracts 
and expenditures to date, as a number of projects have received 
tentative approval and have been made public by the press 
but could not be included in this report because they have not 
received formal official approval, Mr. Pinckney pointed out. 
At Fort Jackson, for example, contracts for several million! 
dollars additional work have been given tentative approval but 
have not been given formal signature and, therefore, could not 
be included in this report.

With the latest census figures giving this state a population 
of 1,899,804, Mr. Pinckney's report shows that the national de 
fense program in South Carolina thus far represents an expen 
diture of approximately $83.50 for every man, woman and child 
in the state,
., Defense contract awards and expenditures (fiscal year, July, 
I940-June,1941) :

25 Colorado .........
26 Florida ..........
27 New Hampshire .
38 Tennessee ........
29 Kentucky ........
30 Louisiana ..,....,
31 West Virgin!*:;..
32 Mississippi .......
33 Georgia ...........
34 Rhode Island ....
35 Iowa .............
36 Minnesota .......
37 Dist of Columbia
38 Arkansas ........
39 Delaware ........
40 New Mexico .....
41 Utah .............
42 Arizona ..........
43 Nevada ..........
44 Vermont .........
45 Wyoming ........
46 Idaho ............
47 Montana .........
48 North Dakota ....
49 South Dakota ...

	Total
Rank State Amount

1 California .............12,061,525,00
2 New York ............ 1,754,629,000
3 New Jersey ........... 1,469,899,000
4 Pennsylvania ......... 1,342,343,000
5 Michigan ............. 1,094,917,000
6 Massachusetts ........ 895,617,000
7 Virginia ............... 874.188,000
  Washington ........... 690,108,000
9 Connecticut ........... 625.606,000

10 Maryland ............. 622,162.000
11 Ohio .................. 606,485,000
12 Texas ................. 589,085,000
13 Indiana ............... 453,092.000
14 Missouri .............. 412.705,000
15 nimoJB ............... 405,013,000
18 Kansas ............... 285,504,000
17 Maine "..,............. 220,612,000
18 Alabama .............. 209,197,000
19 Oklahoma ............ 192,503,000
JO Nebraska ............. 188.812,000
XL Oregon ............... 162.346.000
22 South Caroline ....... 158337.000
23 North Carolina ....... 145,000,000
24 Wisconsin ............. 138,484.000

 Per Capita 
Rank State Amount

1 Washington ............$397.48
2 Connecticut ............ 366.01
3 New Jersey ............ 353.33
4 Maryland .............. 341,61
5 Virginia ............... 326.46
6 California .............. 298.45
7 Maine ................. 260.39
8 New Hampshire ....... 215.35
9 Michigan .............. 208.31

10 Massachusetts ......... 207.48
11 Kansaj ................. 158.32
12 Oregon ................ 148.98
13 Nebraska .............. 143.49
14 Pennsylvania .......... 135.59
15 Indiana ................ 132.18
16 New YorK ............. 130.17
17 Colorado .............. 118.66
18 Missouri ............... 109.05
19 Delaware .............. 108.55
20 Rhode bland .......... 95.76
21 Texas .................. 91.83
22 Ohio ................... 87.80
23 South Carolina ........ 83.61
24 Oklahoma .............. 82.39

. 133,288,000

. 125,249,000

. 105,849,000

. 104 063.000

. 94,916,000

. 87,238,000

. 85.771,000

. 75.418,000
68,797,000

. 68,310,000

. 60,349.000

. 58,992.000

. 43.173,000
. 30,201,000

28.930,000
13,026,000
12,419,000
10,446.000
4,335,000
3.251,000
3,169,000
2329.000
2,443,000
1,815,000
1,123,000

Defense contracts and expenditures 
in North Carolina, which total $145,-j 
000,000, represent an outlay of only* 
about $41 per capita, as that state's! 
population was shown by the last cen 
sus to be 3,571,623. Expenditures for 
the same purpose in Florida, where 
$125,249,000 has been invested in the 
national defense effort, total approxi 
mately $66 per capita. And in Geor 
gia, where expenditures during the 
past fiscal year totaled $68,797,000, the 
nation's per capita investment was 
only slightly more than $22.

Mr. Pinckney's report reveals that 
construction work for the navy led all 
type* of defense work in South • 
Carolina during the lest fiscal year, j 
Similar work fo rthe army was second 
in total cost, while textile contracts 
were third in financial importance,
CHARLESTON GETS MOST

Mr, Pinckney's report shows that 
Charleston ranked first among the 
counties of South Carolina in defense 
contracts and expenditures, with a 
total of $124,565,365 almost 80 per cent 
of the total for the Palmetto state. 
Charleston*! pre-eminence among the 
state's 46 counties in the defense pro 
gram is accounted for, naturally, by 
the fact that the Navy Yard in Char 
leston has been assigned the task of 
helping in the expansion of the na 
tion's navy. During the past fiscal 
year the Charleston Navy Yard was 
entrusted with the job of building 
a total of 12 destroyers which, when 
constructed, will be added to the 
navy upon which the nation must 
depend, in great measure, for its fu 
ture security.

These 12 destroyers, It is estimated, 
will represent a national investment 
of $109,118,244 an average of more 
than $9.000,000 per destroyer.

Charleston's defense work, during 
the fiscal year just ended, was not 
confined to shipbuilding, however- 
Large contracts for other important 
defense tasks in that seaport were 
awarded. One cf the large contracts 
awarded was for general hospital 
construction, to cost $1,344,316. An 
other was for construction of 600 
dwelling units for civilian workers 
at the Navy Yard at a cost of $1,400,- 
000. Four hundred thousand dollars 
was represented by a contract to im-

2? Alabama ...'............ 73.84
26 Florida ................. 66.01
27 Dist of Columbia 65.11

Outstanding among the Fort Jackson 
contracts during the fiscal year were 
those awarded the J. A. Jones Con-

28 Illinois ................. 51.29, struction company of Charlotte, N. C.
29 West Virginia ......... 45.10jOne of these, for construction of tem-
30 Wisconsin .............. 44.14Jporary buildings and facilities was
31 North Carolina ........ 40.60!for $4,081,546; another, for additional
32 Nevada ................ 39.32 troop housing facilities, was for $3,-
33 Louisiana .............. 36.90 924.607; a third, for construction of
34 Tennessee ............. 35.69 temporary buildings and facilities,
35 Mississippi. ............. 34.54 represented an outlay of $3.443632; and
36 Kentucky ,....., ..... 33.36 a fourth, for $939,091, was for con-
37 New Mexico .;..... .. 24.49 struction of buildings in the reception
38 Iowa ................... 23.78 center and for utilities al the fort
39 Arizona ............... 23.25 J. C. Heslep, Columbia, also was
40 Utah .....;,i........... 22.57 awarded a large contract for Fort
41 Georgia .....,,..'....... 22.02 Jackson construction. His firm was
42 Minnesota ............. 21.13 given the job of constructing 35D army
43 Arkansas ......*,...,.. 15.49 housing units at a cost of $1,059,000.
44 Wyoming .............. 12.64 The Works Project Administration
45 Vermont ................ 9.05 aljO was given the task of construct-
46 Idaho .................. 5.39 ing and rehabilitating buildings and
47 Montana .............. 4.37 facilities at Fort Jackson at a cost of
48 North Dakota .......... 2.83 $121,977, and in addition was given a
49 South Dakota .......... 1.75i s jmilar job repreeentin, an outlay of

prove the Navy Yard's plant and $356.908.
rehabilitation of the quartermaster 'SPARTANBURG THIRD ! 
depot a* Charleston represented an By reason of its selection as the lo-
investment of $481,265. Another large cation for the infantry replacement
contact for Charleston was for con-.center at Camp Croft, Spartanburg
struction of a ship-leading dock and 
railroad approach, a project costing

county was able to take third place 
jnong South Carolina counties for the

$995,470. ' fiscal year. Defense contracts and 
NEW DWELLING UNITS expenditures totaling $7,276.937 went 

A contract for construction of 350 to Spartanburg county, and of this 
dwelling units for army enlisted per- amount ,^39 527 was for construction 
somiel at Charleston at a cost of f

? 7" *Warded thC 
ConrtrucUon company, a u,Charleston
firm. The MacDougald Construction 
company >lso was awarded a large 
Charleston contract, totaling $2,465,000,
for construction of a shipbuilding dry|^an jjurg 
dock and the L. D. Long Construction 
company also was given another con 
tract to build 400 housing units at

Crof ject . which

^ur firms participated-J. A. Jones 
Construction*^ compariy, Charlotte, 
N. C.; Ilske-Carter, Spartanburg; 
Boyle Construction company, Sumter, 

j and Hardwood Beebe company, Spar-

the Navy Yard at a cost of $1,181.273. 
A $1.000,000 contract for construction 
of a naval ammunition depot at Char 
leston was awarded to C. M. Guest 
and Sons of Anderson.

Another Anderson concern to which 
a large contract for work at Char 
leston was awarded was the Daniel 
Construction company, entrusted 
with the task of building shipbuilding 
and barracks facilities at a cost of 
$463,500. The Southeastern Construc 
tion Company of Charlotte. N. C., was 
given a $525.000 contract for housing 
facilities at the Charleston Navy 
Yard.

The Work Projects administration 
was given the important project of 
constructing a naval hospital at Char- 

I lesion at a cost of $809,000.
'RICHLAND COUNTY SECOND

Ranking second among South 
'Carolina counties in defense contract* 
and expenditures during the fiscal 
year was Richland, which achieved 
this distinction by reason of the fact 
that Fort Jackson, one of the import 
ant military posts of the country, had 
been established at Columbia. Defense 
work totaling $14.345,984 was repre 
sented in the contracts already of 
ficially awarded for projects at Fort 
Jackson. Several million dollars addi 
tional in construction project* has 
been tentatively approved, and of 
ficial announcements wlQ b* made 
soon.

The Works Project administration 
was given the assignment of improv 
ing the target range at Camp Croft, 
this project representing^ an outlay 
of $88,073.

All other defense contracts going to 
Spartanburg county were awarded to 
textile plants which agreed to produce 
various kinds of cloth, etc., for the 
United States army. The largest con- 1 
tract of this kind awarded to Spartan 
burg county mill was that given the 
Dixie Shirt company. Inc., of Spartan 
burg, to manufacture 250,000 khaki 
cotton shirts. The amount involved 
in this contract was $123,750.

Other textile contracts awarded by 
the army to Spartanburg county mills 
during the fiscal year were: Reeves 
Bros, Inc., Clevedale, 34-inch cotton 
o. d. duck, $102,165; Pacific Mills, Ly- 
man, two separate contracts for 
bleached cotton bed sheets, one for 
$78,167, the other for $49,625; and three 
other contracts awarded Pacific Mills 
 two for herringbone twill cloth, 
$44,940 and $29,940, and another for 
100,000 yards of khaki cloth, $20,950. 
BEAUFORT COUNTY FOURTH.

Beaufort county ranked fourth 
among the state's counties in defense 
projects because of the expansion of 
facilities at the Marine base at Parr is 

i Island. Many improvements wert 
.launched at this important post dur 
ing the past fiscal year, Mr. Pinck 
ney's report shows.



! The largest contract awarded for 
work at Parris Island during the year 
went to Charles W. Angle, Inc., and 

I Potter and Shack elf ord. This was for 
.construction of new facilities at a cost

An unusual contract 
awarded the Grier Manufacturing 
company, Greenville, to manufacture 
baseballs and softballs for the army 
at a cost of $38.700.

o; $3.069,000, Charles W. Angle, Inc., Other contracts, which went 
was awardad another contract to con- Greenville county mills, included: 
struct new barracks and storage and Piedmont Shirt company, Greenville, 
aviation facilities at Parria Island "" ' '     
a moat of $2,394,750.

wag that

to

at
58,000 khaki cotton shirts. $30,160., . ,. 

Another important Parrw Island Southem Handkerchief Manufactur-
, contract was awarded United Engin- . company, Greenville, 500,000 cotton 
eera and Constructors, Inc., for im 
provement of the power plant at the 
Marine base at a cost of $375,000. The
same firm was awarded another con 
tract for enlarging the power plant at 
a cost of $220,000.

Two other important contracts at 
Parris Island during the year went 
to Charles W. Angle, Inc.. Greensboro, 

;N. C-; one. for repairs to roads and 
buildings, representing an outlay of 
5571,500; the other; the other, a $137,- 
700 contract, was for construction of 
50 housing units.

Four important projects were

launched by the work projects admin* 
iftration on Parria Island during thi 
fiscal year just ended, it is shown b> 
Mr. Pinckney's report on defense con 
tracts and expenditures. These were: 
Improvement of road on Hilton Head 
Island at a cost of $96.971; construction 

i and improvement of Parris Island 
roads, $27,739; additional improvements 
to road on Hilton Head Island. $25,- 
136; development of rifle range and 
expansion of airport on Parris Island, 
$24,610.
GREENWOOD COUNTY FIFTH

Textile mills of Greenwood county

handkerchiefs, $22,288. 
Reeves Bros., Inc., Greenville, 29,-

320 yards cotton cloth, $13,346.
Southern Worsted corporation, 

Greenville, 100,000 yards o. d. serge, 
$264,800. ;

Southern Weaving company, Green-   
ville, webbing, $2,871. j

Eddington Fabric corporation. Trav- ' 
ellers Rest, 1,000,000 yards khaki cloth,; 
$209,450. i

Superior Duck Cloth company. 
Travellers Rest, 100,000 yards khaki 
cloth. $21,459.

Southern Weaving company, Green 
ville, linen webbing, $18,720.

Southern Handkerchief Manufactur 
ing company, white cotton hadker- 
chiefs. $36,880.

Southern Weaving company, Green- 
vUle, linen webbing, $42,003; khaki 
cotton caps, $2.325.

Southern Weaving company, linen, 
webbing. $50,762. !
AIKEN MILLS BENEFIT

Aiken county was another bene- 
fitting from the ability of its textile 
mills to win contract awards from the 
war department during the past fiscal

enabled that county to take fifth place year.
i among South Carolina counties shnr-, Aiken's mills won contracts totaling, 
ing in the defense contract and ex- more than a million dollars, eight con- 
peuditure program. Contracts award- tracts aggregating $1,140,630. I 
ed Greenwood manufacturers totaled. These included: j

; $1,170,639, » i Graniteville company, Graniteville.
i The distinction of being awarded the 1875,000 yards cotton cloth, $240,692.
i largest single contract for a Green- Graniteville company, cotton cloth,
wood county farm was won by J. P. 
Stevens and company, Ware Shoals. 
This called for the production of 
khaki jean cotton cloth, $287,375.

Other contracts awarded firms in 
this county included:

Riegel Textile corporation, Ware 
Shoals, whiU cotton handkerchiefs,

I Nantex Manufacturing company, 
[Greenwood, cotton drawers, $211.345.

S. B. Marks Co.. Inc., Ware Shoals, 
cleaning patches, $7,188.

Nantex Manufacturing company, 
Greenwood, 900,000 cotton shorts, $256,- 

,981.
) Riegel Textile corporation, Ware 
Shoals, 200,000 yards cotton cloth, J57,- 
500.

Nantex Manufacturing company, 
20,000 yards mosquito bars, $14,763.

Nantex Manufacturing company, 8,-. 
,000 mosquito bars, $5,786. ' 

Nantex Manufacturing company,! 
1 600,000 cotton shorts, $172,009. 
j Riegel Textile corporation, 500,000 
1 cotton handkerchiefs, $21,645. 
I Nantex Manufacturing company, 
195.000 cotton drawers, $55,679.

Nantex Manufacturing company, 50,- > 
000 mosquito bars, $30.623.

Nantex Manufacturing company, 20,- 
f)00 mosquito bars, $13,765. 
GREENVILLE TEXTILE CON- j 
TRACTS

Greenville county afforded another 
striking example of how South Caro 
lina textile mills are deriving benefits 
from the defense effort A total of 
5842,426 went to Greenville county en 
terprises.

$142,299.
Graniteville 

$20,500.
GranitevUIe

company, khaki cloth,

company,
cotton cloth, $246,488.

875,000 yards 

100,000 yardsGraniteville company, 
cotton cloth. $27.700.

Reeves Bros. Inc., Graniteville, 965,- i 
000 yards khaki cloth, $195.583. '

Graniteville company, 1,100,000 yards 1 
khaki cloth, $225.500.

G and C Teyjile company. Granite- '


