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The First Year
Income Developments in the Southeast in I960

Whether 196 0  technically marked the end of an old, or the beginning 
of a new, decade is a moot point. But, to most of us it marked the 
beginning of a new ten-year span of history to be unfolded, if for no 
other reason than that for the first time we began to write a six mther 
than a five and would continue doing so for ten years.

Thus, 196 0  seemed an appropriate time to take stock of what had 
been accomplished in the last ten years, economically speaking, and 
to speculate about the changes *hat might lie ahead in the next ten. 
For southerners, it was a time u look back with satisfaction at past 
accomplishments, because we had come closer to solving our long- 
range economic problem of raising per capita income nearer to the 
national average. It was also a time to anticipate a bright future, for if 
this trend were to continue, the problem, of course, would be even 
nearer to a solution at the end of the 1 9 6 0 ’s.

So far as this part of the South is concerned, in 1 9 6 0  as a whole, 
the pattern of income growth set in the 1 9 5 0 ’s was continued. In each 
of the six states lying wholly or partly within the Sixth Federal Reserve 
District, total personal income rose from 1959  to 1960 , according to 
preliminary estimates prepared by this Bank. This area, including 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee, 
holds over 55 percent of the Southeast’s population. For the six states 
as a whole, total income rose between 4  and 5 percent, or something 
like 3 percent in terms of dollars of constant purchasing power.

Moreover, since income expanded faster than population, per capita 
income continued to grow. For the six states, per capita income in 1960  
was 2  to 3 percent greater than in 1959 , or about one percent in 
constant dollars.

But, 196 0  was disappointing to those who hoped that the end of the 
year would find the South’s per capita income a little closer to the 
national average. Instead, this part of the South fell back a step, or at 
least paused, on the road toward reaching its ultimate goal of income 
equality. Although per capita income in Alabama, Georgia, and 
Louisiana apparently did draw nearer the national figure in 1960 , ac
cording to preliminary estimates, income for the six states was 72 .7  
percent of the national average, compared to 73.1  percent in 1959 . 
Per capita income increased, but it did not increase enough.

These preliminary estimates will undoubtedly be revised when official 
figures are issued late this year. (The 74-percent ratio of 1959  District 
per capita income to the national average, published in this Review  
for February 1960 , was later reduced to 73.1  percent.) Nevertheless, 
the available evidence seems firm enough to indicate that in 1960 , the 
Sixth District as a whole made little, if any, advance in catching up 
with the rest of the nation.
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In 1960, total personal income continued to grow  in District 
states. But since the ra te  of grow th w as less than the  
nation's, per cap ita  incom e, a s  a percent of the nation's, 
w as low er than in 1959.

Sources of Income, District States 
Percent Change, 1960 from  1959

Personal incom e in each District state  rose in 1960, but in 
most D istrict states the rate  of in crease  fe ll behind the  
n atio nal ra te , according to p re lim in ary  estim ates.

Low er incom e from  ag ricu ltu re , reduced construction, and  
m oderation in m anufacturing exp ansio n  ex p la in  most of the  
District's slo w er income grow th in 1960.

P ercen t Change, I9 6 0  from  1959, Current Dollars 
2  -  0  +  2  4  . 6

District Reflects National Changes
In view of current national developments and past ex
perience, this 1 9 6 0  performance should not have been 
surprising. Because a vigorous and expanding national 
economy provides more economic opportunities for em
ploying the South’s manpower and resources, the South 
expands most when the nation’s economy is growing. 
Some slowing down in the District’s long-run economic 
growth, thus, could be expected to come with a slowing 
down in the nation’s.

During the latter part of 1 9 6 0 , the nation’s overall 
economic growth slowed down and in some sectors 
stopped altogether. The effects of the national slow
down were reflected in reduced demands for some of the 
manufactured products in which the South specializes.

By the end of 1 960 , for example, the District’s textile 
mills were employing 3 .6  percent fewer workers than 
during the May manufacturing peak, apparel employment 
was down 5 .4  percent, and lumber employment fell 4 .7  
percent. Loss of employment in these extremely important 
industries more than offset gains in others. As a result, 
total manufacturing employment at the end of 1 9 6 0  was 
4.3  percent lower than in May.

Although farm cash receipts in Alabama and Georgia 
were greater in 196 0  than in 1 9 5 9 , farm income develop
ments in the other states brought cash receipts for the 
District as a whole in 1 9 6 0  to a figure below the preceding 
year’s.

Total business expenditures for new plants and equip
ment dropped off throughout the United States in the 
third and fourth quarters of 1960 . In the Sixth District, 
this national development in 1 9 6 0  was reflected in a 12- 
percent reduction from 195 9  in the dollar value of con
struction contracts awarded for nonresidential construc
tion. Contract awards for residential construction for the 
District were 13 percent lower. Because a number of 
large projects started in 1959  are still underway, however, 
construction employment has declined only slightly.

Despite close ties between the growth of the national 
economy and that of the South, southerners have gen
erally found their area less affected by recessionary de
velopments than have other parts of the country. The 
recession starting in the latter part of 1 9 5 7 , for example, 
reduced the rate of income growth less in the District 
than in the nation. During the course of the recession, 
total nonfarm employment in the District dropped 1.8 
percent from its 195 7  peak to the low point in 1 958 . For 
the nation the comparable drop was 4 .6  percent.

The District may not be comparing so favorably with 
the rest of the nation during the current contraction, 
however. Although declines so far have been mild, com
parisons of data on nonfarm employment, manufacturing 
employment, construction contract awards, spending, and 
other economic measures suggest an economic contraction 
slightly greater in this area than in the nation. From its 
July peak to December 1 960 , total nonfarm employ
ment for the District had declined 2 .0  percent, after 
taking account of seasonal influences, whereas the com
parable decline for the nation was 1.7 percent. It is 
too early to make final judgment, of course, but current
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Nonfarm Employment in Recession and Recovery
District States and United States

Percent Percent

In previous postwar recessions, the District's nonfarm 
employment declined less than the nation's, in the current 
contraction, the decline has fallowed *ho national pattern.

data suggest that past economic growth has not insulated 
this part of the South from the effects of recessionary 
developments.

Economic Opportunities Seized

Two general conclusions can be reached from an analysis 
of southern economic growth in the 1 9 5 0 ’s, some aspects 
of which were discussed in articles appearing in this R e
view during 1960. First, income expanded because both 
national and regional developments created economic 
opportunities for a more productive use of the South’s 
resources and manpower. Second, within the South were 
found both the ability and willingness to seize these 
opportunities and make the needed changes. Some op
portunities were created by economic forces beyond the 
control of southerners; others were of southerners’ own 
creation.

Income grew more rapidly in areas within this part of 
the South where capital investment and financial re
sources expanded most rapidly. From this we could easily 
be led to believe that a shortage of investment funds, 
rather than lack of economic opportunities, limited income 
growth elsewhere. But, when we remember the free flow 
of funds from area to area, the large amounts of funds 
that actually were transferred into the expanding areas, 
and the willingness of financial institutions to make

necessary adjustments, we realize that economic oppor
tunities attract financial resources.

During the 1 9 5 0 ’s, those areas of this part of the South 
where population growth was the greatest were also 
areas where total income expanded the most. We could 
easily presume that in areas where growth in income was 
slow, it was kept down by lack of population growth. But, 
when we remember that people move freely from place to 
place in this country, and when we examine closely the 
nature of population changes, we realize that people are 
attracted to an area with economic opportunities.

Changes in the District’s farming, as noted in an early
196 0  issue of the Review, for example, reduced economic 
opportunities for using labor productively on the farm. 
Off the farm, opportunities for using labor both within 
and outside the District developed. This largely explains 
the one-percent decline in rural population and the 50- 
percent increase in urban population in the District from 
195 0  to 1960.

Economic Opportunities Missed?

Although changes in capital investment and population 
in any area measure, indirectly at least, economic oppor
tunities that have been recognized in the area, there is 
no measure of the opportunities that have been missed. 
Was it an absence of potential economic opportunities, 
or the failure of local businessmen and other leaders to 
recognize them and take appropriate action, that explains 
the loss of population and the failure to attract capital in 
some areas? Were economic opportunities missed because 
potential investors found absence of local leadership or 
unwillingness to change? Were opportunities missed be
cause there were no men in the community who were will
ing to risk their capital? Or were they missed because the 
labor force lacked industrial skills and adaptability?

We cannot find answers to these questions in the 
statistics ordinarily used to measure economic changes. 
Perhaps the missed economic opportunities cannot be 
measured at all. But when southerners recognize that op
portunities may be missed and take corrective action, 
they become, in part at least, masters of their own eco
nomic destiny. We may presume that the Southeast will 
share once more in the economic growth when the nation’s 
economy recovers, but southerners themselves will de
termine how great their share will be.

C h a r l e s  T .  T a y l o r

* * *

Some of the economic implications of the changes in 
population in this part of the South that are revealed 
by recent data from the decennial census will be dis
cussed in future issues of this Review. We will seek 
answers to such questions as: To what extent are popu
lation changes symptomatic of income growth? What 
patterns of economic adjustments accompany population 
changes? What have been the implications of population 
changes to housing, to the pattern of retail distribution, 
and to the burden of municipal services?
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