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be affected most? Will the proposed tax cuts and 
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With commercial bank lending to developing countries 
up sharply, banks have intensified their analysis of 
borrowing countries. What is "country risk analysis" 
and why does it require a veritable "renaissance man"? 

Sources for Country Risk Analysis 3 7 
An annotated listing of essential information sources 
for country risk analysis. ' 

Statistical Supplement 
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analysis 
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The Effects of Proposed 
Federal Spending Cuts 
on the Southeast 

The Reagan Admin is t ra t ion is mov ing fo rward 
w i th a program designed to s low and eventu-
ally reverse the share and in f luence of the 
federal gove rnmen t in the economy. Spending 
cutbacks on the o rder of $44 b i l l ion (in fiscal 
1982) be low the level p lanned by the previous 
adminis t rat ion have been p roposed. Subse-
quent reduct ions t h rough 1986 w o u l d br ing 
the total cumulat ive reduct ions to $417 b i l l ion 
be low the budget submi t ted earl ier by the 
Carter Admin is t ra t ion . Details on the list of 
proposed cut-backs are f luc tuat ing, of course, 
as Congress proceeds. 

The magni tude of federal dollars f l ow ing 
into the six-state area* is surpr is ingly large. 
The federal gove rnmen t spent $59 b i l l ion (12 
percent) of its fiscal 1979 budget in the South-
east. This amoun t was $9.5 b i l l ion more than 
what Washington extracted f r o m the region in 
terms of federal taxes.1 Moreover , the $9.5 
b i l l ion the region received in net in f lows f r o m 
Washington was more than doub le the $4.5-
b i l l ion net in f low of federal dol lars to the area 
four years earlier. Tennessee had by far the 
largest share, receiv ing close to $3 b i l l ion 
more f rom Washington than it sent there in 
1979. Florida and Mississippi were the next 
highest among the Distr ict states, w i t h $1.9 
and $1.8 b i l l ion, respect ively (see Table 1 for 
net in f lows for o ther states). Georgia's share (a 
$985-mil l ion net in f low) was small relative to 
other Sixth Distr ict states. 

As a f irst approx imat ion of whe re the 
southeastern states stand in terms of federal 
outlays, we have ranked federal outlays and 
federal taxes by state on a per capita basis. 
The state of Tennessee ranked 1st among the 
Sixth Distr ict states and 12th in the coun t ry in 

"Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Florida. 
Geographic Distribution of Federal Funds in Summary, Fiscal Years 
1975-80, compiled for the Executive Office of the President by the Community 
Services Administration. 

federal outlays per capita ($2,378), thanks 
largely to the Tennessee Valley Au thor i t y (see 
Table 2). (Wi thou t TVA, Tennessee w o u l d have 
ranked 43rd w i t h on ly $1,814 in per capita 
expendi tures. This measure, however, oversta-
tes the net economic gain to Tennessee that 
results f rom TVA. It excludes fees col lected by 
the TVA f r o m the sale of electr ical power to 
residents in the general service area.) O n the 
other hand, lower-than-average incomes 
placed Tennessee 37th among the 50 states in * 
federal taxes paid per person ($1,711). More -
over, outlays per capita grew 53 percent there 
f rom fiscal 1976 to fiscal 1979 — wel l above the 
national average increase of 47 percent . Over 
the same per iod , per capita federal taxes 
extracted f r o m Tennesseeans rose 35 percent . 

Georgia ranked 34th in te rms of federal 
spending per person ($1,901) but 38th in 
federal taxes per person ($1,708). Federal taxes 
col lected f r o m Georgia rose sl ightly less than 
per capita federal spend ing, resul t ing in on ly a 
small increase in Georgia's surplus. 

Per Capita Spending-Tax Ratios 

Another measure of the federal govern-
ment 's fiscal impact in the Southeast is the 
ratio of per capita federal spending to per * 
capita federal taxes. Spending-tax ratios 
greater than one mean that a state or region 
receives more in federal outlays f rom Wash-
ington than it sends to Washington in taxes. In 
fiscal 1979, spending-tax ratios exceeded uni ty 
t h roughou t the Distr ict (see Table 1), but 
var ied w ide ly for indiv idual states, f r o m 1.05 in 
Louisiana to 1.58 in Mississippi. But the 
con t r ibu t ion of federal spending to economic 
g rowth shou ld be analyzed by examin ing 
t rends in spending-tax ratios. Spending-tax 
ratios in the region were general ly lower in 
fiscal 1979 than they were in 1976. Spending- * 
tax ratios in Georgia dec l ined f rom 1.16 in 
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The federal government spent $59 billion (12 percent) of its fiscal 1979 budget 
in the Southeast. The region's participation in certain programs targeted for 
reduction (food stamps, school lunches) is higher than the national average. 
Because of lower-than-average incomes, tax cuts may not help the region much, 
but if inflation is reduced, the benefits of the spending cuts to the Southeast 
would outweigh the costs. 

Table 1. Flow of Federal Funds Shifts Away from Sixth District 

Fiscal 1979 Fiscal 1975 

State 
Spending 

per person 
Taxes 

per person 
Spending 
taxes ratio 

Dollar flow 
(in millions) 

Spending 
taxes ratio 

Dollar flow 
(in millions) 

Alabama 1,968 1,595 1.23 1,406 1.34 627 

Florida 2,217 1,999 1.11 1,934 1.00 9 

Georgia 1,901 1,708 1.11 985 1.16 912 

Louisiana 1,866 1,773 1.05 377 1.16 652 

Mississippi 2,073 1,314 1.58 1,845 1.76 1,621 

Tennessee 2,378 1,711 1.39 2,925 1.13 627 

District 
Average 2,067 1,683 1.23 9,472 1.26 4,448 

U.S. 2,101 2,101 1.00 0 1.00 0 

* Source: Joel Havemann and Rochelle L. Stanfield, " 'Neutral' Federal Policies Are Reducing Frostbelt-Sunbelt Spending Imbalances," National Journal, 
February 7,1981, p. 234. 

1976 to 1.11 in 1979. For the Distr ict as a 
who le , the spending-tax ratio fel l f r om 1.26 in 
1976 to 1.23 in 1979. That suggests that , 
overal l , federal spending d id not become 
more impor tan t as a source of Southeastern 
economic g rowth over the per iod . (However, 
since federal i ncome tax col lect ions reduce 

i private consumpt i on as wel l as pr ivate saving, 
increased federal spend ing in the Distr ict that 
is matched by higher taxes means a more 
impor tant in f luence of the federal govern-
ment on economic g rowth . In o ther words , 
the ef fect of equal increases in federal taxes 
and federal spend ing is no t neutral in te rms of 
aggregate demand.) 

Federal Agencies 

A closer look at the uses of federal spending 
in the region can be gained by examin ing 

» spending by federal agencies and depar t -
ments. The impor tance of some federal 

agencies wi l l not come as a surpr ise to those 
fami l iar w i t h the st ructure of the Southeastern 
economy. The Tennessee Valley Author i ty , the 
Kennedy Space Center in central Florida, and 
Lockheed near At lanta are househo ld words in 
the area. Table 3 presents a b reakdown of 
federal outlays by major depar tments . Health 
and Human Services and National Defense are 
by far the biggest federal spenders in the 
region, compr is ing more than three-f i f ths of 
federal outlays in the Sixth Distr ict states — 
about 3 percentage points less than the 
national share accounted for by these t w o 
depar tments . 

Indiv idual states d i f fer w ide ly in the compo-
si t ion of federal outlays. Expenditures by 
Health and Human Services make up close to 
half of the federal outlays in Florida but about 
two- f i f ths in Mississippi . This h igher p ropor -
t ion of federal spending by Heal th and Human 
Services for Florida is due to a d ispropor t iona-
tely large elder ly popu la t ion there. 
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Table 2. Per Capita Federal Outlays and Taxes by State, Fiscal 1976 and 1979 

Per Capita Outlays Per Capita Taxes 
Amount Percent Rank Amount Percent Rank 

State 1976 1979 Increase 1979 1976 1979 Increase 1979 

Alabama 1,480 1,968 33.0 30 1,112 1,595 43.4 47 
Alaska 3,620 4,759 31.5 2 1,920 3,304 72.1 1 
Ar izona 1,696 2,261 33.3 15 1,383 1,869 35.1 34 
Arkansas 1,342 1,815 35.2 42 1,067 1,464 37.2 50 
California 1,891 2,315 22.4 14 1,670 2,366 41.7 9 
Colorado 1,739 2,240 28.8 17 1,503 2,119 41.0 18 
Connecticut 1,638 2,654 62.0 7 1,995 2,598 30.2 3 
Delaware 1,204 1,768 46.8 44 1,912 2,384 24.7 7 
Florida 1,524 2,217 45.5 18 1,554 1,999 28.6 27 
Georgia 1,432 1,901 32.8 34 1,299 1,708 31.5 38 
Hawaii 2,421 2,906 20.0 4 1,672 2,224 33.0 13 
Idaho 1,407 2,031 44.3 28 1,270 1,686 32.8 40 
Illinois 1,288 1,851 43.7 40 1,822 2,537 39.2 5 
Indiana 1,062 1,469 38.3 50 1,451 2,098 44.6 22 
Iowa 1,101 1,602 45.5 47 1,400 2,104 50.3 20 
Kansas 1,373 1,997 45.4 29 1,464 2,089 42.7 23 
Kentucky 1,483 1,872 26.2 37 1,149 1,678 46.0 41 
Louisiana 1,255 1,866 48.7 38 1,161 1,773 52.7 36 
Maine 1,579 2,063 30.7 26 1,227 1,560 27.1 49 
Maryland 2,012 2,808 39.6 6 1,745 2,375 36.1 8 
Massachusetts 1,626 2,377 46.2 14 1,662 2,100 26.4 21 
Michigan 1,071 1,556 45.3 48 1,662 2,346 41.2 11 
Minnesota 1,271 1,801 41.7 43 1,432 2,119 48.0 17 
Mississippi 1,690 2,073 22.7 25 945 1,314 39.0 51 
Missouri 1,847 2,450 32.6 9 1,388 1,958 41.0 30 
Montana 1,588 2,231 40.5 18 1,305 1,883 44.3 32 
Nebraska 1,194 2,103 76.1 21 1,433 1,998 39.4 28 
Nevada 1,729 2,383 37.8 11 1,795 2,570 43.2 4 
New Hampshire 1,466 1,879 28.2 36 1,477 2,034 37.7 26 
New Jersey 1,271 1,722 35.5 45 1,886 2,485 31.8 6 
New Mexico 2,101 3,138 49.4 3 1,101 1,640 49.0 43 
New York 1,510 2,103 39.3 22 1,770 2,201 24.4 14 
North Carol ina 1,249 1,612 29.1 46 1,244 1,658 33.3 42 
North Dakota 1,714 2,405 40.3 10 1,275 1,830 43.5 35 
Ohio 1,132 1,545 36.5 49 1,578 2,172 37.6 16 
Oklahoma 1,569 2,037 29.8 27 1,227 1,871 52.5 33 
Oregon 1,360 1,911 40.5 32 1,486 2,178 46.6 15 
Pennsylvania 1,328 1,905 43.4 33 1,535 2,078 35.4 24 
Rhode Island 1,494 2,074 38.8 24 1,580 1,991 26.0 29 
South Carol ina 1,393 1,834 31.7 41 1,164 1,577 35.5 48 
South Dakota 1,464 2,249 53.6 16 1,145 1,611 40.7 45 
Tennessee 1,551 2,378 53.3 12 1,268 1,711 35.0 37 
Texas 1,396 1,960 40.5 31 1,370 2,116 54.5 19 
Utah 1,560 2,084 33.6 23 1,181 1,624 37.5 44 
Vermont 1,503 1,862 23.9 39 1,308 1,595 21.9 46 
Virginia 2,050 2,901 41.5 5 1,466 2,056 40.3 25 
Washington 2,023 2,527 24.9 8 1,602 2,297 43.4 12 
West Virginia 1,317 1,887 43.3 35 1,154 1,699 47.2 39 
Wisconsin 1,044 1,448 38.7 51 1,454 1,950 34.1 31 
Wyoming 1,530 2,119 38.5 20 1,533 2,364 54.2 10 
District of Columbia 14,713 23,529 59.9 1 1,938 2,750 41.9 2 

Source: 1 Neutral' Federal Policies are Reducing Frostbelt-Sunbelt Spending Imbalances, National Journal, February 7, 1981; U.S. Bureau of the Census, State and 
Metropolitan Area Data Book, 1979 (A Statistical Abstract Supplement). 

Note: States in boldface are the Sixth District states. 
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Table 3. Geographie Distribution of Federal Funds, Fiscal 1979 
(Millions of Dollars) 

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Miss. Tenn. District U.S. 

Department of Agriculture 367 719 600 533 440 569 3,227 25,059 

Department of Commerce 38 64 25 378 32 25 561 3,643 

Department of Defense 1,687 4,315 2,591 1,130 1,340 1,010 12,073 108,758 

Department of Energy 33 71 17 875 8 1,357 2,361 11,790 

Health and Human Services 2,967 9,171 3,491 2,748 1,942 3,306 23,624 181,021 

Housing and Urban Development 112 187 141 106 64 125 736 6,749 

Department of the Interior 21 75 99 25 45 25 290 5,826 

Department of Justice 16 65 42 18 8 17 166 1,704 

Department of Labor 224 511 308 222 142 221 1,628 15,178 

State Department1 
— 4 1 — — — 6 412 

Department of Transportation 217 702 452 221 126 272 1,990 16,632 

Treasury Department 135 301 277 191 113 204 1,220 11,685 

International Department1 2 8 7 — 9 — 28 476 

Community Services Administration 10 15 16 16 11 11 78 712 

Environmental Protection Administration 55 196 90 70 60 83 553 5,332 

General Services Administration 31 25 97 7 9 15 184 3,306 

National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 212 443 7 133 29 4 829 4,725 

Postal Services 172 502 287 195 105 266 1,528 14,852 

Railroad Retirement Board 65 195 90 58 40 88 535 4,464 

Veterans Administration 415 1,094 563 365 279 483 3,197 21,177 

Tennessee Valley Authority 356 8 183 2 44 1,964 2,557 4,339 

Personnel Management 
(Civil Service) 246 928 297 125 106 331 2,033 16,997 

TOTAL 7,381 19,596 9,681 7,418 4,953 10,376 59,405 464,836 

Taxes collected 5,801 16,819 8,454 6,946 3,068 7,226 48,314 464,836 

Net dollar flow 1,580 2,777 1,227 472 1,885 3,150 11,091 0 

1Less than a million dollars. 
Source: Community Services Administration, Geographie Distribution of Federal Funds in Summary, Fiscal Year 1979. 

Location Quotients 

Location quot ients are another way of 
understanding geographic concent ra t ion of 
federal spending. A locat ion quo t ien t mea-
sures outlays per capita in an area relative to 
per capita outlays in the nat ion. Location 
quot ients greater than one indicate that, on a 
per person basis, the depar tment o r agency is 
of greater economic impor tance to the area 
than nationally. In the Sixth Distr ic t , the 
Tennessee Valley Au thor i t y had the highest 
location quot ien ts of the federal agencies (5.6 
in the Sixth Distr ict and 19.0 in Tennessee). 
The Veterans Admin is t ra t ion had a locat ion 
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quot ien t we l l above uni ty (1.164). The Depart-
ments of Agr icu l tu re and Health and Human 
Services were near unity. 

Cuts in Programs 

For an unders tand ing of h o w the budget 
cuts may affect the region, we really need to 
know how much the Southeast depends 
f inancial ly on Washington to suppor t specif ic 
programs. In look ing at these programs, we 
need to remember that a substantial p ropor -
t ion of the cuts w i l l be of fset by b lock grants 
to states. The b lock grant plan is in tended to 
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give state and local governments more f lexibi l -
ity in how federal dol lars are d is t r ibuted 
among various programs. 

A l though spending cuts have been pro-
posed in numerous areas, few have received 
as much at tent ion as the social programs — 
unemp loyment insurance, f o o d stamps, aid to 
famil ies w i th dependen t ch i ld ren , school 
lunch programs, etc. Rather than under tak ing 
a l ine-by- l ine synopsis of the proposed cuts, 
let us examine the impor tance of the pr imary 
spending cuts on the Southeast. 

Food Stamps. Perhaps at the top of the list is 
the Food Stamp Program. The Admin is t ra t ion 
proposal calls fo r a $1.8-bi l l ion cut in 1982 and 
a $6.4-bi l l ion reduct ion over the next four 
years. Bear in mind,"however , that those 
proposed cuts are not necessarily reduct ions 
f rom pr ior spending levels bu t f r o m what was 
proposed by the previous admin is t ra t ion. 

In August 1980,1.4 mi l l ion households (over 
4 mi l l ion persons) were receiv ing f o o d stamps 
in the Southeast. Charts 1 and 2 show the 
level of par t ic ipat ion as we l l as the g rowth of 
the Food Stamp Program in the Southeast. 
There were more f ood stamp part ic ipants in 
the Sixth Distr ict states than the ent i re popula-
t ion of Alabama. O n e ou t of four persons in 
Mississippi received f ood stamps in August 
1980. 

In dol lar te rms, the magn i tude of assistance 
the Southeast receives under the Food Stamp 

Program is just as signi f icant. Du r i ng the f irst 
11 months of fiscal 1980 (October 1,1979-
August 30,1980), $1.5 b i l l ion was paid to 
individuals in the six Southeastern states — 19 
percent of the nat ional total . The average 
value of coupons ranged f r o m $101 per mon th 
in Georgia and Tennessee to $109 per mon th 
in Mississippi. As Table 4 shows, all six Distr ict 
states had a higher p r o p o r t i o n of the i r resi-
dents receiving f ood stamps than the nat ional 
average. In Georgia, fo r instance, 653,384 
persons were in the program — 12 percent of 
its 1980 popu la t ion . The most popu lous state 
— Florida — had the highest numbe r of 
part ic ipants but was the lowest in the Distr ict 
relative to its popu la t ion — 1 0 percent . 

School Lunches. A second program receiv ing 
widespread at tent ion is the school lunch 
program. The federal gove rnmen t provides 
cash, commod i t i es , and special cash assis-
tance to school distr icts that agree to prov ide 
free meals to the low- income students (125 
percent of the pover ty income) and reduced-
price meals to students f r o m famil ies w i t h 
incomes 125 to 185 percent of the pover ty 
l ine. (As of Apr i l 1981, the pover ty level fo r a 
family of four was $8,450.) 

Under the Reagan proposal , students f rom 
four-person famil ies w i t h incomes over 
$15,630 per year w i l l no t con t inue to receive 
the subsidy. Consequent ly , an est imated 14 
mi l l ion students nat ional ly w i l l lose this 
federal subsidy. 

Food Stamp Partie 

Percent of Population 

1979 1980 

District 1 1 . 8 13.3 

u.s. 8.6 9.8 

Cipation ... expanding in Southeast 
Percent of Population 

1979 I 1980 

15.7% 

10.2 

9.2 

12.0 

20.8 

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Ms. Tn. 

8 

1 
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Table 4. Participation in Food Stamp Program by State, 1980 

Food Stamp Percent of 
Participants Population Population 

Higher than the National Average, 1980:9.8% 
Puerto Rico 1,859,689 3,186,076 58.4 
Mississippi 524,139 2,520,638 20.8 
Alabama 608,867 3,890,061 15.7 
District of Columbia 99,081 637,651 15.5 
New Mexico 194,536 1,299,968 15.0 
Tennessee 677,057 4,590,750 14.8 
South Carol ina 444,719 3,119,208 14.3 
Louisiana 584,255 4,203,972 13.9 
Kentucky 490,966 3,661,433 13.4 
Arkansas 305,602 2,285,513 13.4 
Maine 140,924 1,124,660 12.5 
Georgia 653,384 5,464,255 12.0 
West Virginia 211,707 1,949,644 10.9 
Hawaii 104,860 965,000 10.9 
New York 1,817,077 17,557,288 10.4 
Florida 997,754 9,739,992 10.2 
North Carol ina 594,484 4,874,429 10.1 

Lower than the National Average 
Michigan 895,890 9,258,344 9.7 
Rhode Island 91,280 947,154 9.6 
Delaware 53,286 595,225 9.0 
New Jersey 641,828 7,364,158 8.7 
Pennsylvania 1,024,261 11,866,728 8.6 
Ohio 910,801 10,797,419 8.4 
Texas 1,188,559 14,228,383 8.4 
Arizona 226,916 2,717,866 ' 8.4 

Source: Population figures, U.S. News and World Report, February 16, 1981; 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. 

Note: States in boldface are the Sixth District states. 

Food Stamp Percent of 
Participants Population Population 

Oregon 216,966 2,632,663 8.2 
Illinois 930,062 11,418,461 8.2 
Maryland 337,660 4,216,446 8.0 
Vermont 40,639 511,456 8.0 
Massachusetts 448,864 5,737,037 7.8 
Alaska 31,078 400,481 7.8 
Virginia 410,893 5,346,279 7.7 
Missouri 360,131 4,917,444 7.3 
Indiana 398,781 5,490,179 7.3 
Idaho 67,592 943,935 7.2 
Ok lahoma 215,837 3,025,266 7.1 
South Dakota 47,038 690,178 6.8 
California 1,588,055 23,668,562 6.7 
Washington 261,967 4,130,163 6.3 
Colorado 174,474 2,888,834 6.0 
Montana 46,187 786,690 5.9 
New Hampshire 52,317 920,610 5.7 
Connecticut 172,841 3,107,576 5.6 
Iowa 156,569 2,913,387 5.4 
Wisconsin 236,821 4,705,335 5.0 
Nebraska 72,349 1,570,006 4.6 
Nevada 36,614 799,184 4.6 
Minnesota 185,874 4,077,148 4.6 
North Dakota 28,554 652,695 4.4 
Kansas 101,981 2,363,208 4.3 
Utah 60,584 1,461,037 4.2 
Wyoming 15,173 470,816 3.2 

food stamp data. Statistical Summary of Operations (August 1980), 

Food Stamp Dollar Value District growth rate exceeds nation's. 
Millions of Dollars 

381 

1979 I 1980 I 
Oct:78- Oct.'79-
Aug. '79 Aug. '80 

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Ms. Tn. 

Millions of Dollars 

Oct. '78- Oct. '79-
Aug. '79 Aug. '80 

District 1 y 1 2 4 1,506 
u.s. 6,573 7,944 
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Participation in Food Stamp Program, 1980 

MASS. (30) 7.8% 

R.I. (19) 9.6% 

CONN. (43) 5.6% 

(21) 8.7% 

(20) 9.0% 

(28) 8.0% 

5.5° 

Numbers in parentheses indicate 
state ranking by Food Stamp 
participation. Percentages indicate 
portion of states' population in Food 
Stamp Program. 

Higher than National Average 
(1980 avg. = 9.8%) 

Source: Population figures, U.S. News and World Report, February 16, 1981; food stamp data, Statistical 
Summary of Operations (August 1980), U.S. Deparlmenf of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. 

Table 5 provides a ranking by percent of 
total free or reduced-pr ice lunches served by 
state. The six southeastern states all have a 
higher p ropor t ion of students receiving 
subsidized lunches than the national average. 
Mississippi ranks second nationally, w i th 
almost three out of four lunches served daily 
either free or at a reduced-price. 

Tax Cu ts 

Tax cuts wi l l help to offset reduced federal 
spending in the Southeast. Average incomes, 
however, are lower in the Southeast (about 13 
percent less than the national average in 
1978). Therefore, on a dollars-per-capita basis, 
the proposed 10-percent reduct ion in federal 
income taxes wi l l tend to benefi t taxpayers 
less in the Southeast than in other regions. 

As a general propos i t ion, moreover, lower 
income households tend to spend, rather than 
save, a larger p ropor t i on of their incomes. 
Across the board tax cuts wi l l probably 
generate fewer dollars of savings, per capita, 
because of both lower incomes and a lower 
tendency to save. Correspondingly, demand 
effects wi l l be greater in the region. 
Southeastern borrowers wi l l probably not be 
affected much, because credit is mobi le , but 
Southeastern deposi tory inst i tut ions wh ich 
rely on lower- income customer bases may get 
less than their share of the savings generated 
nationally by the tax cut. 

Southeast Wi l l Also Benefit from Program 

It should come as no surprise that the 
Southeast depends heavily on the federal 
budget. But the above analysis reviews on ly 

10 JUNE 1 9 8 1 , E C O N O M I C R E V I E W 

Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



Table 5. Participation in School Lunch Program by State, October 1980 

F&R as 

State 
Lunches Served Percent 

of Total State Free (F) Reduced(R) Total 
Percent 
of Total 

Dist. of Columbia 966,083 62,563 1,222,970 84.1 
Mississippi 5,958,734 772,310 9,335,364 72.1 
New Mexico 1,952,000 381,464 3,620,939 64.4 
Rhode Island 735,961 127,581 1,399,074 61.7 
Alabama 6,471,677 1,082,661 12,283,650 61.5 
South Carolina 5,412,621 912,935 10,552,237 59.9 
New York 17,527,608 2,037,277 32,744,536 59.8 
Texas 17,282,223 3,184,117 37,397,656 54.7 
North Carolina 8,518,340 1,681,607 18,858,837 54.1 
Arkansas 3,323,623 537,930 7,171,105 53.8 
Louisiana 7,092,120 1,041,865 15,456,135 52.6 
Maine 1,061,109 446,120 2,871,987 52.5 
California 11,055,854 1,211,713 23,542,129 52.1 
Florida 8,490,222 1,840,798 20,543,916 50.3 
West Virginia 2,158,630 517,704 5,374,514 49.8 
New Jersey 5,999,840 842,606 13,819,305 49.5 
Tennessee 5,243,631 850,196 12,457,256 48.9 
Georgia 7,989,646 1,161,461 19,000,965 48.2 
Illinois 8,720,397 844,293 20,663,086 46.3 
Delaware 501,016 74,372 1,245,555 46.2 
Arizona 2,311,445 439,264 6,016,958 45.7 

Same or Lower than the National Average: 45.6% 
Kentucky 4,300,600 900,400 11,401,300 45.6 
Maryland 2,982,339 711,002 8,520,769 43.3 
Vermont 373,106 132,843 1,178,030 42.9 
Oklahoma 2,534,122 604,426 7,367,593 42.6 
Virginia 5,125,798 955,396 14,437,119 42.1 
Alaska 247,686 45,024 709,666 41.2 
Connecticut 1,954,124 483,913 6,131,119 39.8 
Michigan 5,413,044 932,679 16,033,826 39.6 
Missouri 4,188,992 840,062 13,047,431 38.5 
Massachusetts 4,151,506 673,682 13,400,132 36.0 
Hawaii 901,822 253,065 3,354,801 34.4 
Pennsylvania 6,908,043 1,948,422 25,991,885 34.1 
Colorado 1,565,713 438,682 5,992,749 33.4 
Nevada 400,994 86,057 1,463,605 33.3 
Washington 1,826,496 632,200 7,503,667 32.8 
Idaho 581,802 204,117 2,437,811 32.2 
Ohio 6,373,550 1,274,631 23,880,506 32.0 
Utah 776,411 512,431 4,079,632 31.6 
New Hampshire 492,579 196,789 2,190,860 31.5 
Kansas 1,413,489 490,508 6,294,943 30.2 
Oregon 1,250,000 380,000 5,530,000 29.5 
Wisconsin 2,143,826 771,710 10,060,305 29.0 
Nebraska 772,362 356,283 3,894,308 29.0 
Montana 415,919 110,852 1,845,590 28.5 
South Dakota 502,070 198,447 2,483,032 28.2 
North Dakota 355,436 133,324 1,853,088 26.4 
Minnesota 1,570,629 737,747 10,252,395 22.5 
Indiana 2,367,639 564,675 13,812,581 21.2 
Wyoming 157,939 72,265 1,086,224 21.2 
Iowa 1,325,168 486,979 9,213,455 19.7 

Note: States in boldface are the Sixth District states. 
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the effects associated w i t h the p roposed 
spending and tax reduct ions. The object ive of 
the proposed cuts is to reduce inf lat ion and 
revitalize the economy. People in the South-
east have as much stake in reduc ing inf lat ion 
as other regions of the country. 

Historical ly, one of the Sun Belt's major 
attractions has been its relatively low cost of 
l iving. Over the last t w o years, however, 
in f la t ion in the Southeast has paral leled or 
exceeded the nat ion. M iami consumer prices 
rose 13.2 percent in 1979 and 11.4 percent in 
1980. Atlanta prices rose 14 percent in 1979 
and 15.7 percent in 1980. National ly, consumer 
prices rose 13.9 percent in 1979 and 11.7 
percent in 1980. 

Also, the proposed cutbacks in social 
expendi tures may be somewhat of fset if the 
region cont inues to attract a d isp ropor t iona te 
share of defense spending. If so, the effects 
w i l l not be evenly d is t r ibu ted, since defense 

spending is more concentrated in part icular 
locations w i th in the region than social expen-
di tures. Some locat ions wi l l benef i t more than 
others, as might be expected. 

It is obv ious that federal spend ing has been 
g row ing sharply over the last decade. Federal 
outlays have exceeded tax col lect ions in each 
of the past 11 years. The budget has not been 
in balance since 1969, p r o m p t i n g the federal 
government to b o r r o w heavily in shor t - te rm 
and long- term credi t markets and thereby 
placing upward pressure on interest rates and 
inf lat ion. If the p roposed spending reduct ions 
can help u n w i n d inf lat ion in the Southeast, 
the effects of increased real incomes of 
Southeastern residents cou ld we l l outs t r ip the 
reduced federal spend ing in the area. 

—Charlie Carter 
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• Auto Loans 

• Automatic Teller 
Machines 

• Consumer 
Installment Loans 

• Credit Cards 

• Direct Deposit 

• Home Improvement 
Loans 

• Overdraft Protection 

• Preauthorized 
Payments 

• Safe Deposit Boxes 

• Reti r e m e n t A c -
counts 

Survey: Georgia S&Ls Take Lead In New Services 
In the new regulatory environment, many sav-

ings and loan associations are considering 
whether to expand their product lines and to 
become more like retail commercial banks. 
NOW accounts fi l led an important gap in the S&L 
product line. The prospect of rate-ceiling elimi-
nation by the DIDC, the continuing portfol io 
imbalances and the new competi t ion from 
money market funds (together with discussion 
of possible interstate banking) are putting addi-
tional pressure on S&Ls to diversify from their 
traditional savings deposit/mortgage asset busi-
ness. 

Recognizing this, the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Atlanta called a representative sample of sixty 
thr i f t institutions wi th in its boundaries. We 
asked each association whether or not they were 
offering each o f t en retail financial services, and 
whether they were planning to offer them 
"wi th in the next few months." 

David Rittiner assisted with the preparation of this survey. 
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Already offered 
Almos t all associations were already o f fe r ing four 

of the services: d i rec t deposi t of checks, establish-
ment of t rust accounts (IRA, Keogh, etc.), home 
imp rovemen t loans and preauthor ized payments. 
H o m e imp rovemen t loans are a new service in many 
cases, bu t one where the t radi t ional S&L mortgage 
invo lvement w i t h hous ing collateral provides obvi-
ous exper ience. S&Ls have in many cases been the 
Southeastern leaders in d i rect deposi t , part icular ly 
w i t h regard to social securi ty checks, wh i l e pre-
au thor ized payments and re t i rement accounts are 
al l ied to the savings func t ion . In these fou r services, 
across the Sixth Federal Reserve Distr ict , the great 
major i ty of associations were already o f fe r i ng them 
and there is l i t t le r o o m for a subsequent increase in 
compet i t iveness. 

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Ms. Tn. 

Direct 
Deposit 

100% 
* 

93 

85 

92 
* 

70 
A * 

75 
* 

88 
A * 

Home 
Improvement 

Loans 

67 

56 

84 

69 

92 

• 

100 

* 

75 

* 

100 

88 

Preauthorized 
Payments 

89 

78 

84 

^ 6 1 

92 
A * 

60 
* 

62 
A » 

74 

Retirement 
Accounts 

89 
» 

85 

• A 90 
• 

100 
* 

88 

^ 7 5 

*No change from percent now to percent soon. 

Looking for expansion 
W h e r e the thr i f ts are l ook ing for expansion, apparently, is w i t h their new 

access to consumer insta l lment loans and auto loans. A b o u t one- th i rd of the 
associations sampled have already begun to o f fe r such loans, and that 
p r o p o r t i o n wi l l j u m p to three-f i f ths w i t h i n the near fu ture . Two-thirds of the 
associations in Alabama and Georgia plan to be o f fe r ing auto loans in the 
near fu tu re , and interest ingly enough , three-quarters of the associations we 
cal led in Georg ia already o f fe r consumer instal lment loans of various sorts. 
Many associations see these loans as a shor t -matur i ty asset to balance 
longer - te rm mortgages (as we l l as shor t - te rm S&L l iabil i t ies). 

5 8 v 6 0 0 / 

••.•••••••••••••«•I 

37% 
33% 

Con-
sumer 
Install-

Auto ment 
Loans Loans 
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^69% Moderate movement 

57% 

48% 

Over-
draft 
Pro-
tection 

Safe 
Deposit 
Boxes 

In t w o o ther p roduc t l ines, overdraf t pro tec t ion and safe 
depos i t boxes, S&Ls general ly are mov ing slowly. Three-f i f ths of 
the Distr ic t associations already o f fe r overdraf t p ro tec t ion (pre-
sumably in con junc t i on w i t h N O W accounts) and another ten 
plan to add the service soon. Safe deposi t boxes, a t radi t ional 
cus tomer service, show plans for qu iet expansion except in 
Florida, w h e r e many thr i f ts are add ing them. 

Sixth District 

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Ms. Tn. 

Overdraft 
Protection J V 91 

j 83 

50 

. 4 0 

50 
A * A 

Safe Deposit 
Boxes 

33 

22 

69 

31 A 40 
A * "j 

*No change from percent now to percent soon. 

Moving slowly 
At the end of the spec t rum, very few associations o f fe red automat ic 

te l ler machines, and on ly about a quar ter of the sample associations 
expected to o f fe r t hem soon. These were the overall Distr ict f ind ings, 
despi te the fact that about a quar ter of Florida associations already of fer 
automat ic tel ler machines, and half of the Georgia associations plan to 
o f fe r t hem. Elsewhere, automat ic tel ler machines, because of their high 
cost in an env i r onmen t whe re S&L prof i ts are under pressure, are 
apparent ly no t very popular on the S&L agenda. 

Cred i t cards are also mov ing slowly. On l y one- th i rd of the associa-
t ions sampled p l a n n e d t o o f fe r credi t cards in the near fu ture, and on ly 
a t h i r d of that g roup o f fe r them now. The except ion, once again, was in 
Georg ia, whe re v i r tua l ly sixty percent of the associations plan to o f fe r 
credi t cards soon. In fo rmal comments suggest that some associations 
are ho ld i ng back because they w o n d e r if their markets are already 
saturated and they quest ion whe the r the cards are really prof i table. We 
made no a t tempt to d ist inguish among various types of credi t card 
ar rangements some of wh i ch involve very l i t t le risk (or prof i t ) to 
par t ic ipat ing associations. So it appears that ATMs and credit cards are 
no t the wave of the near fu tu re as far as savings and loan associations in 
the Sixth Federal Reserve Distr ic t are concerned. 

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Ms. Tn. 

Automatic 
Teller Machines 

33 

Jo 
23 

* 

50 

8 

30 

Jo 
25 

J 0 
0 

0 

Credit 
Cards 

33 

Jo 
30 

J5 
59 

J l 
40 

A 30 

12 

Jo 
24 

J2 

Note: Sixth District port ion only for Louisiana, Mississippi and Tennessee. 
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Georgia associations, in general , show the highest 
degree of invo lvement w i t h the services w e asked 
about . N ine ty - two percent of the Georgia thr i f ts 
o f fe r pre-author ized payments, home improvement 
loans and direct deposi t services, fo r example. In 
v i r t u a l l y eve ry case, the Georg ia percentages 
exceeded the percentages for the Sixth Distr ict as a 
who le . 

The Georg ia associations are more aggressive than 
even thei r Florida counterpar ts in o f fe r i ng new ser-
vices. This is somewhat of a surprise since Florida 
S&Ls are general ly much larger than S&Ls in Georgia. 
Georgia associations were more than twice as l ikely 
t o o f fe r auto loans and consumer instal lment loans in 
late February than were thei r Florida counterparts. 
Florida thr i f ts t u r n e d ou t to be fairly typical of the 
Southeast. They are already heavi ly into di rect 
depos i t and trust account services, and high on 
home improvemen t loans and preauthor ized pay-
ments and are expand ing them somewhat fur ther , 
but are not expand ing thei r p roduc t lines w i t h qui te 
the same enthusiasm as their cousins in Georgia. 

The associations in Alabama also appear to be 
much more interested in new services than those in 
Florida. Al l of the thr i f ts sampled in Alabama already 
o f fe red d i rect depos i t services, fo r example, and 
seventy-eight percent of them o f fe r overdraf t protec-
t ion in con junc t i on w i t h N O W accounts. This was the 
highest p r o p o r t i o n in any state except Georgia. Ala-
bama associations have more aggressive plans for 
auto loans and consumer loans than their counter-
parts e lsewhere w i t h i n the Sixth Federal Reserve 
Distr ict . 

In the o ther three states — Louisiana, Mississippi 
and Tennessee — where the number of associations 
and the compe t i t i on between thr i f ts and banks are 
much more l imi ted, the interest in the four pr imary 
services (d i rec t depos i t , t rus t accounts , h o m e 
i m p r o v e m e n t and p r e a u t h o r i z e d payments ) is 
st rong. Al l o f the associations sampled in Mississippi 
o f fe r t rust accounts, fo r example, and all of the 
associations in Louisiana are already o f fe r ing home 
improvemen t loans. But the thr i f ts in these three 
states are general ly not as interested in the other 
services: auto loans, consumer instal lment loans, 
overdraf t p ro tec t ion (except for Tennessee), safe 
depos i t boxes and par t icu lar ly automat ic te l ler 
machines. Louisiana thr i f ts do , however, show some 
interest in the credi t card p roduc t , relative to their 
counterpar ts in the rest of the Distr ict. 

Sixth District S&Ls 

• Georgia thrifts more 
aggressive 

• Alabama S & Ls ex-
panding plans for 
auto and consumer 
loans 

Florida pattern typi-
cal of S.E. 

Credit cards attract-
ing activity in Louisi-
ana 

Thrift-bank competi-
t ion limited in Ten-
nessee and Mississ-
ippi 

William N. Cox 
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The Impact of 
Florida's Freeze 

on Vegetable Prices 
Florida, which provides about 40 percent of the U.S. winter vegetable crop, 
suffered a damaging freeze in January. With supplies of imports and processed 
vegetables also down, higher food prices appear likely, but changes in prices for 
specific foods are difficult to predict. 

A freeze in Florida's w in te r vegetable-growing 
region in January damaged or destroyed a 
substantial p ropo r t i on of the g row ing crops. 
Items such as sweet co rn and peppers were 
af fected more severely than were the more 
hardy celery, let tuce, and carrot crops. In 
tota l , however, vegetable tonnage shipped 
f r o m the area dec l ined by an est imated 
one- th i rd du r i ng the weeks f o l l ow ing the 
freeze. 

W i t h suppl ies reduced, prices were 
expected to rise as market forces competed 
for the smaller quant i t ies available for sale. 
W h e n a similar f reeze occur red in early 1977, 
prices to growers increased about 40 percent 
w i t h i n two months f o l l ow ing the freeze (see 
Figure 1). Fresh vegetable prices at retail 
con t inued to advance unt i l three months had 
passed, reaching about 33 percent above the 
pre-freeze level (see Figure 2). 

Fol lowing January's freeze this year, 
growers ' pr ices had risen about 30 percent by 
March . If 1981's consumer pr ice increases 
f o l l o w the 1977 pat tern, the supply reduct ion 
f rom January's freeze w o u l d be expected to 
cause an eventual pr ice rise of one- th i rd or 

more . Price increases are probably being 
tempered somewhat , however, by the rapid 
pr ice escalation that had already occur red in 
1980 as a consequence of d rough t . 

Predicting Food Price Changes 

W h y is it d i f f i cu l t to predict more accurately 
pr ice changes for specif ic foods? Food prices 
are nearly always highly sensit ive to changes 
in supply. A supply reduct ion typical ly results 
in an increase in f ood prices. For most food 
commod i t i es , the pr ice increase wi l l be 
relat ively greater than the d rop in supply. This 
re lat ionship is basically at t r ibutable to the 
nature of human food requi rements . Since 
human physiological requ i rements are rela-
t ively f ixed, the total vo lume of f ood 
consumed by a given popu la t ion w i th in short 
per iods of t ime (e.g., a few years) does not 
change much. 

This relative stabil i ty in demand means that 
if the quant i ty of available f ood changes, the 
pr ice wi l l also change, bu t by an even greater 
p r o p o r t i o n and in the oppos i te d i rect ion. If 
the total f o o d supply were to d rop 30 percent , 
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Chart 1 
Price of Commercial Vegetables 
(Monthly Index of Prices Received by Farmers) 

1967 = 100 

fo r example, and the demand remained about 
the same, prices w o u l d rise, probably by more 
than 100 percent . In economic terms, the total 
demand for f o o d is relatively price inelastic 
(changes in pr ice are accompanied by rela-
t ively small changes in the total quant i ty of 
f ood purchased).1 An elasticity coef f ic ient of 
- 0 . 5 means that a one-percent increase in 
pr ice results in a 0.5-percent decl ine in food 
purchased. A coef f ic ient of 1.5 signif ies that 
for each one-percent change in pr ice, quant i ty 
changes by 1.5 percent . 

1A number of demand studies have confirmed the relative inelasticity of overall 
food demand. The most recent comprehensive study determined price elasticities 
for 49 separate food groups and/or commodities. See P. S. George and G. A. 
King, Consumer Demand for Food Commodities in the United States with 
Projections for 1980, California Agricultural Experiment Station, Giannini 
Foundation Monograph No. 26, March 1971. Although coefficients for some 
individual vegetables appear to differ from the combined group, individual 
coefficients have not proven stable over varying time periods, geographic 
locations, and market levels. See Carole F. Nuckton, Demand Relationships for 
Vegetables: A Review of Past Studies, Giannini Foundation Special Report 
80-1, California Agricultural Experiment Station, Davis, California. 

Chart 2 
Consumer Price Index for Fresh Vegetables 

1967 = 100 

Forecasting ind iv idual pr ice changes, 
however , is more compl ica ted than that. The 
demand for ind iv idual f o o d groups or commo-
dit ies typical ly has greater price elasticity than 
total f ood demand because consumers can 
subst i tu te one f o o d for another. Thus, if the 
pr ice of one c o m m o d i t y rises, the quant i ty 
purchased can dec l ine, since consumers can 
swi tch to o ther foods. Even so, habits and 
cus tom make most consumers reluctant to 
change the i r usual diets, so quant i ty pur-
chased typical ly changes less than the price 
for most ind iv idual foods as we l l (when all 
o the r variables remain unchanged). 

The Case of Florida 

Elasticity statistics for a g roup of w in te r 
vegetables are probably more meaningfu l 
indicators than are statistics for ind iv idual 
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crops. In Florida, at least, most indiv idual 
w in ter vegetables account for a rather small 
p ropor t i on of the total crop (see Table 1). The 
tomato crop is the major except ion, account-
ing for about one- th i rd of the total farm value 
of Florida's w in ter vegetables in 1980. Many of 
the crops can be and are subst i tuted one for 
another by consumers. For example, if a large 
p ropor t i on of the green pepper c rop is 
destroyed by a freeze, let tuce, wh ich is less 
susceptible to freeze damage, can be used in 
greater quant i t ies to replace peppers in green 
salads. The price increase for peppers, then , 
w o u l d not be as large as it w o u l d have been 
had lettuce not been available. 

A demand curve can be constructed for a 
given product that is a graphic portrayal of the 
quant i ty of the good that w o u l d be purchased 
at each price level. If these relat ionships 
between price and quant i ty (the demand 
curve) hold stable over a per iod of t ime , one 
could de te rmine the approximate increase in 
price that w o u l d result f rom a given reduct ion 
in quant i ty or how much more of a p roduc t 
wi l l be purchased w h e n price decl ines. 

Changes in demand can occur, however, 
that result in consumers taking the same 
quant i ty at ei ther a higher or a lower pr ice. 
Or, w i th the price remain ing constant, con-
sumers may purchase ei ther more or less of a 
given commodi ty . In such instances, the 
who le demand curve is said to have shi f ted to 
the left (a decrease) or to the r ight (an 
increase), result ing in a new schedule of pr ice 
and quant i ty relat ionships. In the previous 
case, when price changed, the quant i ty also 
changed, but it merely ref lected a movement 
along the same demand schedule, no t a shift 
to a d i f ferent schedule. 

When the relat ionship between price and 
quant i ty (the demand curve) is stable, data on 
quant i ty sold and total revenue f rom a given 
crop can give us an indicat ion of the actual 
price elasticity of demand for that p roduc t . 

If total revenue increases w h e n a larger 
quant i ty is marketed (as w i th sweet co rn in 
1980), demand is demonstrated to be relatively 
elastic. If a smaller quant i ty marketed gener-
ates an increase in revenue (as w i t h snap 

Table 1. Winter Vegetable Crops 
for Fresh Market 

1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 

Snap Beans 
Florida (also U.S.) 302 444 419 10,570 12,698 13,534 Florida (also U.S.) 

Cabbage 
Florida 1,523 2,448 2 ,280 14,194 35,251 11,172 
U.S. 4,701 4,126 4,931 41,621 55,828 26,012 

Celery 
Flor ida 1,848 2,244 2,325 20,698 25,133 21,297 

U.S. 4 ,149 4,890 4,890 40,995 50,376 40,715 
Sweet Corn 

Flor ida (also U.S.) 767 833 867 10,048 11,162 12,225 
Eggplant 

Flor ida (also U.S.) 99 128 126 1,020 1,702 1,676 
Escarole/Endive 

Flor ida (also U.S.) 325 429 360 6,858 8,451 4,608 
Lettuce 

Flor ida 779 1,290 1,360 13,087 27,090 16,048 
U.S. 14,342 14,231 15,117 135,820 216 ,512121 ,877 

Green Peppers 
Florida (also U.S.) 633 702 572 13,103 16,918 14,643 

Tomatoes 
Flor ida (also U.S.) 2 ,240 2,583 3,725 40,320 60,184 65,933 

Strawberr ies 
Flor ida (also U.S.) 290 384 475 16,646 22,157 27,930 

Spinach 
U.S. 305 309 416 5,611 7,829 10,794 

Broccol i 
U.S. 1,180 1,422 1,394 21,176 29,419 32,777 

Carrots 
U.S. 4,059 3 ,552 3 ,825 28,761 34,991 27,707 

Caul i f lower 
U.S. 409 677 640 10,983 17,973 20,925 

Art ichokes 
U.S. 525 873 792 14,201 24,220 27,473 

All Winter Vegetables 
Flor ida Total 8 ,806 11,485 12,509 146,544 220,746 189,066 
U.S. Total 34 ,326 35,583 38,549 397,733 570,420 448,829 
Florida as 

Percent of 
U.S. Total 2 6 % 3 3 % 3 2 % 3 7 % 39% 4 2 % 

Source: USDA, Vegetables, 1980 Annual Summary: Acreage, Yield, 
Production, and Value, December 1980. 

beans in 1980), a relatively inelastic demand is 
indicated. When p roduc t ion and revenue 
change in approximately equal p ropor t ions (as 
w i th eggplant in 1980), a price elasticity of 
unity is indicated. 

Table 1 shows p roduc t ion and crop values 
for indiv idual w in ter vegetable crops pro-
duced in Florida and in the Uni ted States in 
1979 and 1980. A compar ison of percentage 
changes in p roduc t ion and revenue, shown in 
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FINANCE 
g m i i m n i g m 

A N N . A N N . 
MAY A P R DEC R A T E MAY ' A P R D E C R A T E 
1 9 8 1 1 9 8 1 1980 O F 1981 1981 1980 O F 

$ millions C H G . C H G . 
UNITED STATES 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 1 ,015 ,840 1 ,010 ,492 1 ,023 ,890 - 2 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 3 0 1 , 2 0 3 2 9 2 , 1 0 3 3 3 1 , 5 5 5 - 2 6 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 5 1 1 , 3 7 1 5 1 3 , 3 5 2 504 ,630 + 4 
NOW 41 ,384 38 ,185 0 NOW 5 ,656 4 , 7 2 5 0 Sav ings 164 ,080 165 ,403 1 7 3 , 1 7 3 - 1 5 S a v i n g s 103 ,075 105 ,007 107 ,765 - 1 2 
T i m e 542 ,010 540 ,736 5 2 5 , 8 0 5 + 9 T i m e 4 0 2 , 4 0 9 4 0 2 , 5 8 4 394 ,296 + 6 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 38 ,276 37 ,716 35 ,882 + 19 MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s 2 ,107 1 ,834 1 ,631 +83 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 498 ,320 4 9 6 , 6 1 0 4 9 4 , 1 7 9 + 3 S a v i n g s & T i m e 34 ,153 33 ,705 32 ,102 + 18 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 17 ,196 16 ,197 1 6 , 0 2 1 +29 

SOUTHEAST 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 110 ,028 108 ,791 104 ,546 + 15 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 35 ,624 34 ,614 38 ,707 - 2 3 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 8 0 , 8 3 8 80 ,957 7 8 , 6 8 4 + 8 
NOW 5 , 2 9 8 4 , 8 5 3 0 NOW 890 747 0 
S a v i n g s 15,700 15 ,805 16 ,357 - 1 2 S a v i n g s 13,047 12 ,834 12 ,852 + 4 
T i m e 5 6 , 9 2 3 56 ,300 51 ,539 +30 T i m e 6 0 , 5 7 8 6 0 , 9 5 8 5 9 , 2 0 5 + 7 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 3 , 3 1 1 3 ,312 3 ,209 + 9 MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s 261 210 174 +43 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 7 2 , 3 1 4 71 ,906 7 1 , 0 6 5 + 7 S a v i n g s & T i m e 2 ,870 2 ,868 2 ,345 +64 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 3 ,825 3 ,530 3 ,656 +19 

ALABAMA 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 12 ,678 12 ,325 12 ,260 +10 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 3 ,599 3 ,394 3 ,955 - 2 6 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 4 ,382 4 ,395 4 ,262 + 8 
NOW 477 442 0 NOW 47 39 0 S a v i n g s 1 ,662 1,664 1 ,745 - 1 4 S a v i n g s 6 5 3 664 691 - 1 6 T i m e 7 ,346 7 ,120 6 , 7 5 1 +25 T i m e 3 ,697 3 ,697 3 ,572 +10 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 544 537 5 2 1 + 13 MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s 51 46 41 +70 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 3 , 9 7 1 3 ,967 3 ,947 + 2 
S a v i n g s óc T i m e 4 9 1 486 479 + 7 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 143 155 140 + 9 

FLORIDA 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 36 ,831 36 ,466 35 ,079 + 14 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 13,217 12 ,983 14 ,219 - 2 0 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 4 5 , 3 9 1 4 5 , 4 1 4 43 ,967 + 9 NOW 2 , 3 6 1 2 ,142 0 N O W 640 547 0 S a v i n g s 6 ,786 6 ,873 7 ,100 - 1 3 S a v i n g s 8 ,780 8 ,500 8 , 4 1 5 +12 
T i m e 15 ,532 15 ,230 14 ,000 * 3 1 T i m e 35 ,736 36 ,087 35 ,026 + 6 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 1 ,550 1 ,530 1 ,491 + 11 MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s 135 116 106 +78 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 43 ,791 43 ,426 4 2 , 7 4 2 +10 
S a v i n g s à T i m e 1 ,192 1 , 1 9 1 1 ,177 + 4 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 3 ,116 2 ,828 2 ,984 +18 

GEORGIA 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 14 ,614 14 ,442 14 ,217 + 8 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 6 ,046 5 ,953 6 ,663 - 2 7 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 9 , 5 0 5 
86 

9 ,540 9 ,259 + 8 NOW 754 686 0 N O W 
9 , 5 0 5 

86 66 0 
S a v i n g s 1 ,629 1,620 1,650 - 4 S a v i n g s 1 ,368 1 ,397 1 ,434 - 1 3 
T i m e 7 ,194 7 ,130 6 ,854 +14 T i m e 8 , 0 6 3 8 ,074 7 ,817 + 9 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 565 565 543 + 12 MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s 18 14 12 +43 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 9 , 3 9 2 9 , 3 5 8 9 ,332 + 3 
S a v i n g s & T i m e 536 537 517 + 11 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 174 158 183 - 2 0 

LOUISIANA 
C o m m e r c i a l Bank D e p o s i t s 19 ,467 19 ,349 18 ,689 + 12 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 6 ,086 5 ,907 6 , 5 4 1 - 2 0 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 7 , 0 6 3 7 , 0 8 1 6 , 8 8 3 + 7 
NOW 687 651 0 NOW 47 39 0 
S a v i n g s 2 ,506 2 ,494 2 ,539 - 4 S a v i n g s 1,276 1 ,289 1 ,287 - 2 
T i m e 10,756 10 ,754 10 ,086 + 19 T i m e 5 ,747 5 ,757 5 , 5 9 5 + 8 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 83 79 57 +130 MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s 5 4 4 +71 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 6 ,862 6 , 8 3 5 6 ,777 + 5 
S a v i n g s & T i m e 78 74 51 + 151 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 257 238 2 2 1 +65 

MISSISSIPPI 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 9 , 1 6 8 8 , 9 9 3 8 ,662 +17 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 2 ,453 2 ,302 2 ,620 - 1 8 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 1 ,819 1 ,822 1 ,794 + 4 
NOW 398 362 0 NOW 16 13 0 
S a v i n g s 811 821 861 - 1 7 S a v i n g s 195 197 210 - 2 0 
T i m e 5 , 7 6 5 5 ,702 5 ,364 +21 T i m e 1 ,615 1 ,615 1,587 + 5 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s N . A . N . A . N.A. MAR FEB DEC 
S h a r e D r a f t s N . A . N . A . N . A . M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 2 ,188 2 ,188 2 ,182 + 1 
Sav ings & Time N . A . N . A . N . A . M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 57 61 58 - 7 

TENNESSEE 
C o m m e r c i a l B a n k D e p o s i t s 17,270 17 ,216 15 ,639 +30 S a v i n g s & L o a n s 

D e m a n d 4 ,223 4 ,075 4 ,709 - 3 0 T o t a l D e p o s i t s 6 ,560 6 ,569 6 ,431 + 6 NOW 6 2 1 570 0 NOW 54 43 0 Sav ings 2 ,306 2 ,333 2 ,462 - 1 8 S a v i n g s 775 787 815 - 1 4 
T i m e 10 ,330 10 ,364 8 , 4 8 4 +62 T i m e 5 ,720 5 , 7 2 8 5 ,608 + 6 

C r e d i t Union D e p o s i t s 599 601 597 + 1 MAR FEB DEC S h a r e D r a f t s 32 30 29 +30 M o r t g a g e s O u t s t a n d i n g 6 ,110 6 ,132 6 , 0 8 5 + 2 Sav ings & T i m e 573 580 572 + 1 M o r t g a g e C o m m i t m e n t s 78 90 70 +46 
Notes: All d e p o s i t d a t a a r e e x t r a c t e d f r o m t h e F e d e r a l R e s e r v e R e p o r t of T r a n s a c t i o n A c c o u n t s , o t h e r D e p o s i t s and V a u l t C a s h ( F R 2 9 0 0 ) , 

and a r e r e p o r t e d f o r t h e a v e r a g e of t h e w e e k e n d i n g t h e 1s t W e d n e s d a y of t h e m o n t h . T h i s d a t a , r e p o r t e d by i n s t i t u t i o n s w i t h 
o v e r $ 1 5 mi l l ion in d e p o s i t s a s of D e c e m b e r 31, 1979 , r e p r e s e n t s 9 5 % of d e p o s i t s in t h e s ix s t a t e a r e a . T h e a n n u a l r a t e of c h a n g e 
is b a s e d on m o s t r e c e n t d a t a o v e r D e c e m b e r 31, 1980 b a s e , a n n u a l i z e d . S a v i n g s and loan m o r t g a g e d a t a a r e f r o m t h e F e d e r a l 
H o m e L o a n B a n k B o a r d S e l e c t e d B a l a n c e S h e e t D a t a . T h e S o u t h e a s t d a t a r e p r e s e n t t h e t o t a l of t h e s ix s t a t e s . S u b c a t e g o r i e s w e r e 
c h o s e n on a s e l e c t i v e b a s i s and do not add t o t o t a l . 
N . A . = f e w e r t h a n f o u r i n s t i t u t i o n s r e p o r t i n g . 
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EMPLOYMENT 

MAR 
1981 

FEB 
1981 

MAR 
1980 

A N N . 
CHG. 

UNITED S T A T E S 

MAR 
1981 

FEB 
1981 

MAR 
1980 

ANN. 
% 

CHG. 

C i v i l i a n Labor F o r c e - t h o u s . 105,405 104,808 103,351 + 2 
T o t a l E m p l o y e d - t hous . 97 ,318 96 ,383 96,546 + 1 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t hous . 8 ,087 8 ,425 6 ,805 +19 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 7.3 7.3 6.3 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 3 ,471 3 ,704 3,492 - 1 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 4.1 4.3 4.1 
M f g . Avg. Wkly. Hours 40.0 39.5 39.8 + 1 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. E a r n . - $ 312 306 281 +11. 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 90,759 90 ,236 90,316 + 1 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 20,222 20,147 20 ,793 - 3 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 4,137 3,987 4,150 - 0 
T r a d e 20,478 20,397 20,226 + 1 
G o v e r n m e n t 16 ,393 16,368 16 ,445 - 0 
S e r v i c e s 18,107 17,953 17,478 + 4 
F in . , Ins . , <3c Rea l E s t . 5,247 5 ,232 5,085 + 3 
T r a n s . C o m . & P u b . Ut i l . 5,096 5,080 5,143 - 1 

AST 
N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 11 ,421 11,380 11,196 + 2 

M a n u f a c t u r i n g 2 ,281 2 ,280 2 ,311 - 1 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 710 698 689 + 3 
T r a d e 2,627 2 ,619 2,637 - 0 
G o v e r n m e n t 2,226 2,222 2,175 + 2 
S e r v i c e s 2,120 2,107 1,988 + 7 
F in . , Ins . , & Rea l E s t . 624 623 591 + 6 
T r a n s . C o m . & P u b . Ut i l . 685 683 671 + 2 

C i v i l i a n L a b o r F o r c e - t h o u s . 
T o t a l E m p l o y e d - t hous . 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t h o u s . 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t h o u s . 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. Hour s 
M f g . Avg. Wkly. E a r n . - $ M I g . Avg. ' 
A L A B A M A 

12,830 
11,901 

929 
7.4 
310 
2 .9 

40 .1 
265 

1 2 , 8 0 1 
11,848 

954 
7.4 
334 
3 .1 

40.1 
262 

12,590 
11,829 

761 
6.3 

293 
2.8 

40.2 
240 

+ 2 
+ 1 
+ 2 2 

- 0 
+ 1 0 

Civ i l i an L a b o r F o r c e - t hous . 1,637 1,639 1,623 + 1 
T o t a l Employed - t h o u s . 1,486 1,484 1,493 - 0 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t h o u s . 151 155 130 +16 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 8.9 9.1 7.8 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t h o u s . 55 56 51 + 8 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 4.4 4.5 4.0 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. Hour s 39.8 39.7 40.3 - 1 
Mfg . Avg. Wkly. E a r n . - $ 275 274 256 + 7 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t h o u s . 1,350 1,353 1,363 - 1 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 354 356 370 - 4 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 71 70 66 + 8 
T r a d e 268 268 277 - 3 
G o v e r n m e n t 303 304 301 + 1 
S e r v i c e s 208 208 201 + 3 
F in . , Ins. , & R e a l Es t . 59 59 58 + 2 
T r a n s . C o m . <5c P u b . U t i l . 72 71 72 0 

C iv i l i an L a b o r F o r c e - t hous . 4 ,021 4 ,015 3,898 + 3 
T o t a l Employed - t hous . 3,761 3 ,763 3 ,709 + 1 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t h o u s . 259 252 189 +37 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 7.0 6 .7 5.5 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 58 63 58 0 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 1.7 1.8 1.8 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. Hour s 40.6 41.2 40.6 0 
Mfg . Avg . Wkly. E a r n . - $ 256 258 235 + 9 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 3,750 3,735 3,548 + 6 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 472 475 452 + 4 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 282 281 269 + 5 
T r a d e 978 977 953 + 3 
G o v e r n m e n t 640 636 622 + 3 
S e r v i c e s 874 866 783 +12 
F in . , Ins. , & R e a l Es t . 267 266 240 +11 
T r a n s . C o m . & Pub . Ut i l . 227 224 219 + 4 

G GIÀ 
Civ i l i an L a b o r F o r c e - t h o u s . 

T o t a l Employed - t hous . 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t h o u s . 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. Hours 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. E a r n . - $ 

2,397 
2,260 

137 
6.0 
48 

2.4 
40.2 
250 

2,396 
2 ,239 

157 
6.4 
57 

2.8 
40.1 
245 

2,364 
2,224 

139 
6.3 
47 

2.4 
40.3 
225 

+ 1 
+ 2 
- 1 

+ 2 
- 0 

+ 11 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 2 ,163 2 ,151 2 ,138 + 1 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 518 513 525 - 1 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 99 98 97 + 2 
T r a d e 487 485 501 - 3 
G o v e r n m e n t 445 443 424 + 5 
S e r v i c e s 354 352 337 + 5 
F in . , Ins . , & R e a l E s t . 114 113 108 + 6 
T r a n s . C o m . & Pub . U t i l . 139 139 138 + 1 

C iv i l i an L a b o r F o r c e - t hous . 1,766 1 ,761 1,689 + 5 
T o t a l Employed - t hous . 1,639 1,634 1,583 + 4 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t hous . 127 126 106 +20 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 7.2 6 .9 6.4 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t h o u s . 44 48 43 + 2 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 3.0 3.2 3.0 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. Hours 41 .5 40 .8 41.9 - 1 
M f g . Avg . Wkly. Ea rn . - $ 351 341 314 +12 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 1,617 1,610 1 ,521 + 6 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 214 215 208 + 3 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 152 147 128 +19 
T r a d e 360 358 359 + 0 
G o v e r n m e n t 320 321 304 + 5 
S e r v i c e s 278 277 254 + 9 
F in . , Ins. , & R e a l E s t . 75 76 75 0 
T r a n s . C o m . & P u b . U t i l . 126 126 113 +12 

C iv i l i an L a b o r F o r c e - t hous . 
T o t a l Employed - t hous . 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t h o u s . 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 
Mfg . A v g . Wkly. Hour s 
Mfg . Avg . Wkly. E a r n . - $ 

1 , 0 2 2 1 , 0 1 0 
934 

88 
8.4 
34 

4.3 
39 .3 
235 

921 
89 
8.2 
34 

4.4 
39 .1 
230 

1 , 0 1 1 
946 

66 
6.6 
27 

3.5 
39 .3 
211 

+ 1 
- 1 
+33 
+26 

0 
+ 1 1 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t h o u s . 826 826 837 - 1 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 216 218 228 - 5 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 40 39 43 - 7 
T r a d e 165 164 162 + 2 
G o v e r n m e n t 197 198 198 - 1 
S e r v i c e s 123 122 120 + 3 
F in . , Ins . , & R e a l Es t . 33 33 33 0 
T r a n s . C o m . & P u b . U t i l . 41 41 4 2 - 2 

E 
Civ i l i an L a b o r F o r c e - t h o u s . 1,986 1,980 

T o t a l E m p l o y e d - t hous . 1,820 1,806 
T o t a l U n e m p l o y e d - t h o u s . 167 174 

U n e m p l o y m e n t R a t e - % SA 8.1 7 .8 
Insured U n e m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 70 76 
Insured U n e m p l . R a t e - % 4.2 4 .5 
M f g . A v g . Wkly. Hours 39.7 39.4 
Mfg . Avg . Wkly. E a r n . - $ 256 255 

2,004 
1,873 

131 
6 .3 
67 

4.0 
39.4 
235 

- 1 
- 3 
+27 
+ 4 
+ 1 
+ 9 

N o n f a r m E m p l o y m e n t - t hous . 1,715 1,705 1,789 - 4 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g 507 503 528 - 4 
C o n s t r u c t i o n 66 64 85 - 2 2 
T r a d e 370 367 385 - 4 
G o v e r n m e n t 321 321 326 - 2 
S e r v i c e s 234 283 292 - 2 0 
F in . , Ins . , <5c R e a l E s t . 76 77 77 - 1 
T r a n s . C o m . & P u b . U t i l . 81 81 8 6 - 6 

Notes: All labor f o r c e d a t a a r e f r o m B u r e a u of L a b o r S t a t i s t i c s r e p o r t s supp l ied by s t a t e a g e n c i e s . 
Only t h e u n e m p l o y m e n t r a t e d a t a a r e s e a s o n a l l y a d j u s t e d . 
T h e S o u t h e a s t d a t a r e p r e s e n t t h e t o t a l of t h e s ix s t a t e s . 
T h e annua l p e r c e n t c h a n g e c a l c u l a t i o n is b a s e d on t h e m o s t r e c e n t d a t a o v e r p r io r y e a r . 
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CONSTRUCTION 

A N N . 
MAR F E B MAR % 
1981 1 9 8 1 1980 C H G . 

12-Month Cumulative Rate 

A N N . 
MAR F E B M A R % 
1981 1981 1980 C H G . 

UNITED STATES 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 149 ,697 146 ,849 160 ,427 - 7 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 53 ,946 52 ,769 51 ,004 + 6 
Sq. F t . - m i l . 1 ,192 .9 1 ,184 .3 1 ,359 .5 - 1 2 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ mi l . 3 1 , 0 2 1 3 0 , 8 8 8 3 7 , 9 7 3 - 1 8 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ mi l . 64 ,730 6 3 , 1 9 2 7 1 , 4 5 0 - 9 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 1 ,327 .6 1 , 3 0 6 . 5 1 ,640 .0 - 1 9 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 706 .0 693 .9 902 .2 - 2 2 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 475 .5 486 .9 546 .2 - 1 3 

SOUTHEAST 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 2 6 , 8 7 3 2 6 , 1 5 8 26 ,462 + 2 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 7 ,760 7 , 6 6 8 7 , 1 5 5 + 8 
Sq. F t . - m i l . 187 .2 186.0 199.0 - 6 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - "$ mil. ' 5 , 7 3 5 5 ,448 6 ,692 -14 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ m i l . 13 ,376 13.0 12 ,615 + 6 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 311 .2 306 .5 331 .6 - 6 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 155.0 152 .1 1 6 7 . 5 - 7 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 127 .6 127 .2 102 .5 +24 

ALABAMA 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 1 ,936 1 ,880 2 ,352 - 1 8 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 5 2 1 5 1 1 639 - 1 8 
Sq. F t . - mi l . 13.5 13.3 17 .3 - 2 2 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ mi l . 461 447 827 - 4 4 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ m i l . 953 922 886 + 8 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 26 .6 2 5 . 5 26.4 + 1 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 8.9 8 .8 9 .5 - 6 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 8 .1 8.0 6.6 +22 

FLORIDA 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 13 ,130 12 ,785 12 ,329 + 6 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 3 ,115 2 ,963 2 ,578 - + 2 1 
Sq. F t . - mi l . 82 .8 80.0 82.6 + 0 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ mi l . 2 ,471 2 ,449 2 , 7 9 3 - 1 2 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ m i l . 7 , 5 4 3 7 , 3 7 3 6 ,958 + 8 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 173 .3 171 .7 181 .9 - 5 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 89 .6 88 .3 94 .6 - 5 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 8 8 . 8 88 .9 6 9 . 3 +28 

GEORGIA 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 3 ,859 3 ,773 3 ,890 - 1 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 1 ,222 1 ,319 1,268 - 4 
Sq. F t . - mi l . 34 .3 36.4 40.0 - 1 4 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ mi l . 768 657 861 -11 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ mi l . 1 ,869 1 ,796 1 , 7 6 1 + 6 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 44 .7 4 3 . 1 45.9 - 3 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 27 .1 2 6 . 1 29 .8 - 9 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 9.7 9.4 8.6 +14 

LOUISIANA 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 3 ,326 3 ,243 3 ,442 - 3 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 1 ,153 1 ,135 1 ,436 - 2 0 
Sq . F t . - m i l . 20 .6 19.8 23 .8 - 1 3 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ mi l . 980 943 8 2 1 + 9 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ mi l . 1 , 1 9 3 1,165 1 ,185 + 1 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 24 .9 24.6 29 .4 - 1 5 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 11.6 11 .3 13.7 - 1 5 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 8.2 8.0 7 .3 +13 

MISSISSIPPI 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 1 ,672 1 ,603 1 ,600 + 5 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 610 614 312 +96 
Sq. F t . - m i l . 8 .5 9.0 8 .2 + 3 

Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 
Va lue - $ mi l . 436 376 702 - 3 8 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ mi l . 626 613 586 + 7 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 15.3 15 .3 15 .8 - 3 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 5.3 5 .2 5 .0 + 6 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 5 . 1 5 . 1 3.0 +67 

TENNESSEE 
T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ mi l . 2 ,950 2 ,874 2 ,849 + 4 
N o n r e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 

Value - $ m i l . 1 ,139 1 ,126 922 +24 
Sq . F t . - m i l . 27 .7 2 7 . 5 2 7 . 1 + 2 

R e s i d e n t i a l C o n t r a c t s 
V a l u e - $ m i l . 1 ,192 1 ,172 1 ,239 - 4 
N u m b e r of U n i t s - T h o u s . 26 .4 26 .4 32 .3 - 1 8 

R e s i d e n t i a l P e r m i t s - T h o u s . 
Nonbu i ld ing C o n t r a c t s 

Va lue - $ mi l . 619 576 - 1 0 

N u m b e r s i n g l e - f a m i l y 
N u m b e r m u l t i - f a m i l y 

12 .5 
7.6 

12.4 
7 .7 

14 .9 
7.7 

- 1 6 
- 1 

Notes: C o n t r a c t s a r e c a l c u l a t e d f r o m t h e F . W. D o d g e C o n s t r u c t i o n P o t e n t i a l s . P e r m i t s a r e c a l c u l a t e d f r o m t h e B u r e a u of t h e C e n s u s , 
H o u s i n g U n i t s A u t h o r i z e d By Bu i ld ing P e r m i t s and P u b l i c C o n t r a c t s . T h e S o u t h e a s t d a t a r e p r e s e n t t h e t o t a l of t h e s ix s t a t e s . T h e 
a n n u a l p e r c e n t c h a n g e c a l c u l a t i o n is b a s e d on t h e m o s t r e c e n t m o n t h o v e r p r i o r y e a r . 
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GENERAL 

A N N . ANN. 
MAR FEB MAR % APR MAR A P R % 
1981 1981 1980 C H G . 1981 1981 1980 C H G . 

UNITED STATES 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bil . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 2 ,228 .3 2 ,155.8 2 ,010.0 + 11 P r i c e s R e c ' d by F a r m e r s 
R e t a i l S a l e s - $ b i l . - SA 86.9 86.9 77.6 +12 Index (1967=100) 261 262 225 +16 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) N.A. N.A. N.A. Broi ler P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 85 ,368 85,608 82,281 +4 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis.) 8 ,619 8 ,572 8,694 - 1 Ca l f P r i c e s ($ p e r cwt . ) 71 .40 69.80 76.80 -7 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index APR MAR APR Broi le r P r i c e s (<t p e r lb.) 26 .8 29.7 22.5 +19 

1967=100 267 265 242 + 10 Soybean P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7 .33 7 .59 5.94 +23 
Bro i l e r F e e d C o s t ($ p e r ton) 234 229 193 +21 

SOUTHEAST 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bil . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 258.6 249.2 229.5 +13 P r i c e s R e c ' d by F a r m e r s 
T a x a b l e Sa les - $ bil . N .A . N.A. N.A. Index (1967=100) 262 264 226 +16 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 4 ,691 .3 4 ,093.9 5 ,245 .1 - 1 1 Bro i l e r P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 33,692 31,062 32,394 + 4 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis.) 1442 1439 1551 - 7 Ca l f P r i c e s ($ p e r cwt . ) 67 .08 66.59 73.76 - 9 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index Bro i l e r P r i c e s (<t p e r lb.) 25.6 28.6 21.4 +20 

1967=100 N .A . N.A. N.A. Soybean P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7.50 7 .24 5 .72 +31 
Bro i le r F e e d C o s t ($ pe r t on ) 228 222 187 +22 

A L A B A M A 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bil . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 30.3 29.1 27.6 + 10 F a r m Cash R e c e i p t s - $ mi l . 
T a x a b l e Sa les - $ bi l . N.A. N.A. N.A. ( D a t e s : FEB, FEB) 283 315 - 1 0 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 102.6 97.0 113.3 - 9 Bro i le r P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 11,077 11,141 10,821 + 2 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis .) 63 63 58 + 9 Calf P r i c e s ($ pe r c w t . ) 65.80 66.80 71.80 - 8 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index Broi ler P r i c e s ($ p e r lb . ) 24 .5 27.5 20.5 +20 

1967=100 N.A. N.A. N .A . Soybean P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7 .43 7 .10 5 .85 +27 
Bro i le r F e e d C o s t ($ pe r ton) 245 220 184 +33 

FLORIDA 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - ? bil . S A A R A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 92.2 88 .8 79.7 +16 F a r m Cash R e c e i p t s - $ mi l . 
T a x a b l e Sa les - $ bil . 59,750 59,334 53,278 + 12 ( D a t e s : FEB, FEB) 872 847 + 3 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 2 ,511 .3 2 ,240.7 2 ,812 .3 - 1 1 Bro i le r P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 1,897 1,772 1,943 - 2 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis .) 117 118 125 - 6 Ca l f P r i c e s ($ pe r c w t . ) 70 .10 69.50 78.00 - 1 0 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index - Miami MAR JAN MAR Broi le r P r i c e s (« p e r lb.) 25 .5 29.0 20.5 +24 

Nov . 1977 = 100 140 137 128 + 9 Soybean P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7 .43 7 .10 5.85 +27 
Bro i l e r F e e d C o s t ($ pe r ton) 240 255 215 + 12 

GEORGIA 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bil . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 45.4 43.7 40.8 + 11 F a r m Cash R e c e i p t s - $ mi l . 
T a x a b l e Sa les - $ bil . N .A . N.A. N.A. ( D a t e s : FEB, FEB) 395 375 + 5 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 1 ,618.8 1 ,341.0 1 ,812.2 - 1 1 Bro i le r P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 12,808 10,695 12,119 + 6 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis.) N.A. N.A. N.A. Ca l f P r i c e s ($ pe r c w t . ) 62.40 64.00 74.50 - 1 6 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index - A t l a n t a APR FEB APR Bro i l e r P r i c e s (<t pe r lb.) 25.5 28.5 21.5 +19 
1967 = 100 266 263 235 + 13 Soybean P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7 .39 7 .06 5.76 +28 

Bro i l e r F e e d C o s t ($ p e r ton) 220 220 185 +19 
LOUISIANA 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bi l . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 36.7 35.3 32.3 +14 F a r m Cash R e c e i p t s - $ mi l . 
T a x a b l e S a l e s - $ bi l . N.A. N.A. N.A. ( D a t e s : FEB, FEB) 258 227 +14 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 283.1 253.1 300.3 - 6 Broi ler P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) N.A. N.A. N.A. 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis .) 1167 1164 1266 - 8 Ca l f P r i c e s ($ pe r cwt . ) 69 .90 68.00 72 .00 - 3 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index Bro i le r P r i c e s (<fc p e r lb.) 26.0 29.5 23.0 +13 

1967 = 100 N.A. N .A . N .A . S o y b e a n P r i c e s ($ p e r bu.) 7 .65 7.28 5 .75 +33 
Bro i le r F e e d C o s t ($ p e r ton) 245 250 185 +32 

MISSISSIPPI 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bil . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 17.0 16.5 15.9 + 7 F a r m C a s h R e c e i p t s - $ mi l . 
T a x a b l e Sa les - $ bi l . N .A . N.A. N .A . ( D a t e s : F E B , FEB) 315 319 - 1 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 33.3 29 .1 43.0 - 2 3 Bro i le r P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 6 ,292 6 ,118 6,137 + 3 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis.) 95 94 102 - 7 Ca l f P r i c e s ($ pe r c w t . ) 66.80 67.00 73.30 - 9 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index Bro i le r P r i c e s (<fc pe r lb.) 27 .5 30.5 23.0 +20 

1967 = 100 N.A. N.A. N .A . S o y b e a n P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7 .45 7 .28 5.68 +31 
Bro i le r F e e d C o s t ($ pe r ton) 215 215 189 +14 

TENNESSEE 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e - $ bil . SAAR A g r i c u l t u r e 

( D a t e s : 4Q, 3Q, 4Q) 37.0 35 .8 33.2 +11 F a r m C a s h R e c e i p t s - $ mi l . 
T a x a b l e S a l e s - $ bi l . N .A . N.A. N.A. ( D a t e s : FEB, FEB) 278 295 - 6 
P l a n e P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s ( thous . ) 142.3 133.0 164.1 - 1 3 Bro i le r P l a c e m e n t s ( thous . ) 1,351 1,336 1,374 - 2 
P e t r o l e u m P r o d , ( thous . bis.) N.A. N .A . N.A. Ca l f P r i c e s ($ pe r c w t . ) 65.00 61.90 75.10 - 1 3 
C o n s u m e r P r i c e Index Bro i le r P r i c e s ($ pe r lb.) 25.0 27.5 19.5 +28 

1967 = 100 N.A. N.A. N .A . Soybean P r i c e s ($ pe r bu.) 7 .50 7 .28 5 .68 +32 
Bro i le r F e e d C o s t ($ pe r ton) 215 225 185 + 16 

Notes: 
P e r s o n a l I n c o m e d a t a suppl ied by U. S. D e p a r t m e n t of C o m m e r c e . T a x a b l e S a l e s a r e r e p o r t e d as a 1 2 - m o n t h c u m u l a t i v e t o t a l . P l a n e 
P a s s e n g e r A r r i v a l s a r e c o l l e c t e d f r o m 26 a i r p o r t s . P e t r o l e u m P r o d u c t i o n d a t a supp l i ed by U. S. B u r e a u of Mines . C o n s u m e r P r i c e 
Index d a t a suppl ied by Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s . A g r i c u l t u r e d a t a supp l ied by U. S. D e p a r t m e n t of A g r i c u l t u r e . F a r m C a s h 
R e c e i p t s d a t a a r e r e p o r t e d as c u m u l a t i v e f o r t h e c a l e n d a r y e a r t h r o u g h t h e m o n t h shown . Bro i l e r p l a c e m e n t s a r e an a v e r a g e w e e k l y 
r a t e . The S o u t h e a s t d a t a r e p r e s e n t t h e t o t a l of t h e s ix s t a t e s . N.A. = not a v a i l a b l e . T h e annua l p e r c e n t c h a n g e c a l c u l a t i o n is b a s e d 
on m o s t r e c e n t d a t a o v e r p r io r y e a r . 

June 1981, ECONOMIC REVIEW 
Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



Table 2. Changes in Production and Value of 
Winter Vegetable Crops 

from Year to Year 
Percentage Change from Year Earlier 

Production Total Value 
1 9 7 9 1 9 8 0 1 9 7 9 1 9 8 0 

Snap Beans 
- 6 17 7 

Cabbage 
- 7 148 - 6 8 

20 34 - 5 3 
Celery 

4 21 - 1 5 
0 23 - 1 9 

Sweet Corn 
4 11 10 
Eggplant 

- 2 67 - 2 
Escarole/Endive 
- 1 6 23 - 4 5 

Lettuce 
5 107 - 4 1 
6 59 - 44 

Green Peppers 
- 1 9 29 - 1 3 

Tomatoes 
44 49 10 
Strawberries 
24 33 26 

Spinach 
35 40 38 

Broccoli 
- 2 39 11 

Carrots 
8 22 - 2 1 

Cauliflower 
- 5 63 16 

Artichokes 
- 9 71 13 

All Winter Vegetables 
Florida Total 30 9 51 - 1 4 
U.S. Total 4 8 43 - 2 1 

Source: USDA, Vegetables, 1980 Annual Summary: Acreage, Yield, Produc-
tion, and Value, December 1980. 

Table 2, reveals that there is no consistent 
pattern in those changes for e i ther Florida or 
the Uni ted States. Total c rop values increased 
sometimes w h e n p roduc t i on increased and 
sometimes w h e n p roduc t i on dec l ined. For the 
combined total of all w in te r vegetables, bo th 
quant i ty and revenue increased in 1979, bu t 
revenue fel l w h e n quant i ty increased fu r the r 
in 1980. 

It w o u l d appear that the demand for w in te r 

vegetables changed (the curve shi f ted to the 
right) especially in 1979, causing consumers to 
take larger quanti t ies at higher prices. Several 
major factors cou ld have caused the shift in 
the total demand curve. Stock of processed 
vegetables can change, af fect ing the availabil-
ity of products that are impor tant subst i tutes 
for most fresh vegetables. Impor ts of vegeta-
bles can and do change radically f rom one 
year to another, af fect ing the total suppl ies 
available for consumpt ion . Incomes and 
preferences of consumers can change and 
cause signif icant shifts in demand for fresh 
vegetable items. Unusual weather does not 
have a un i fo rm impact on all vegetable crops, 
so that w h e n one crop is severely damaged, a 
close subst i tute may have been relatively 
unscathed. The result w o u l d be that a reduc-
t ion in the quant i ty of a vegetable w o u l d not 
p roduce a consistent price response f r o m one 
per iod to another. 

The exact effect of the reduct ion in Florida's 
w in ter vegetable crops in 1980 remains d i f f i -
cult to predict . Florida's p roduc t ion typical ly 
accounts for about 40 percent of the total U.S. 
supply. If 30 percent of Florida's crops were 
destroyed, the total U.S. supply w o u l d be 
reduced by 12 to 15 percent. If there were 
l i t t le or no impor ted vegetables and if stocks 
of processed vegetables were low, eventual 
pr ice increases cou ld range between 35 and 45 
percent. Prel iminary reports indicate that 
impor ts are, in fact, d o w n f r o m a year ago and 
that supplies of processed vegetables are low 
because of the weather prob lems in 1980. 
A l though dramatic price increases for vegeta-
bles in retail markets had not yet occur red in 
February, it is highly l ikely that subsequent 
reports w i l l reveal addi t ional pr ice increases. 

BE 

—Gene D. Sullivan 
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Atlanta Study Finds 
Check Growth Has Slowed 
The Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank, with co-sponsorship of the American Bankers 
Association, the Bank Administration Institute and the Federal Reserve System, is 
now completing a major study of the check collection system. The findings are 
based on a month long survey in June 1979 of 343 commercial banks (both 
members and nonmembers of the Federal Reserve System) and all 48 Federal 
Reserve System check processing facilities. As one of its major findings, the study 
estimates the number of checks written in 1979. This article summarizes some of 
the study's preliminary findings on checks written, checks processed, volume flow 
and some major trends in the check collection system during the 70s. Current 
schedules call for the detailed findings from this research to be available this 
summer through the American Bankers Association and the Bank Administration 
Institute. A future Economic Review article will apply the study's findings to 
payments systems trends in the 1980s. 

The A t l an ta s tudy 's est i -
mates of checks wr i t t en and 
annual g row th rates d i f fe red 
signi f icant ly f rom some of the 
earl ier forecasts. 

The most w ide ly used pro-
ject ions for check g rowth dur-
ing the 1970s were based on a 
1970 study by A. D. Lit t le, Inc. 
The f ind ings est imated that 
2 1 . 5 b i l l i o n c o m m e r c i a l 
checks were wr i t t en in 1970 
and pro jec ted that 39.5 b i l l ion 
checks w o u l d be wr i t ten in 
1979, a 7 p e r c e n t average 
annual g row th rate (Chart 1). 

Chart 1. A. D. Little 
Check Volume 
Forecast 1970-1979 39.5 

21.5 billion checks in 1970 
I I I I I I I I I I I 

1970 1979 
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Fol low-on surveys in 1971-
74 by the Federal Depos i t 
Insurance Corpora t ion (FDIC) 
c o n f i r m e d t h e 7 p e r c e n t 
annual g row th rate. But the 
FDIC surveys found that A. D. 
Little had overest imated the 
number of checks wr i t ten in 
1970 and thus overpro jec ted 
the numbers for each year in 
the decade. The At lanta staff 
revised the A. D. Litt le vo lume 
estimate of 21.5 b i l l ion checks 
for 1970 to 18.5 b i l l ion (based 
on an est imate of 24.3 b i l l ion 
for 1974). Assuming a cont inu-
ing 7 percent g row th rate, the 
At lanta staff p ro jec ted a vol-
ume of 34 b i l l ion checks for 
1979 (Chart 2) f r o m the 1974 
FDIC est imate. 

Chart 2. FDIC Check Volume 
Forecast 1970-1979 
b i l l i o n s o f c h e c k s 
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The At lanta Fed study, based 
on a na t i onw ide survey in 
June 1979 of 343 commerc ia l 
banks, est imated that 32 bil-
l ion checks were wr i t t en in 
1979 (7.5 b i l l ion be low A. D. 
Little's p ro jec t ion and 2 b i l l ion 
be low the FDIC pro jec t ion) . 
Using the mod i f i ed 1970 esti-
mate, the FDIC est imate for 
1974, and the At lanta est imate 
for 1979, the A t lan ta staf f 
de te rmined that the annual 
g rowth rate fell f r om about 7 
to 5 percent in the last half of 
the decade (Chart 3). 

Chart 3. Atlanta Fed Check 
Volume Estimate, 1970-1979 
b i l l i o n s o f c h e c k s 
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The At lanta Fed study esti-
mated that 48.1 b i l l ion checks 
were processed in 1970 versus 
18.5 b i l l ion wr i t t en (a check is 
o f ten processed by more than 
one bank as it moves f rom the 
check receiver back to the 
check wr i te r fo r co l lect ion) . In 
1979, an est imated 76.7 b i l l ion 
checks were processed, a 59.5 
percent increase in 10 years, 
or abou t 6 percen t a year 
(Chart 4). 

Chart 4. Billions of Checks 
Processed, 1970 and 1979 

1 9 7 0 

1 9 7 9 

4 8 . 1 

I 7 6 . 7 

59.5% 
increase 

D i v i d i n g the n u m b e r o f 
checks processed by the num-
ber of checks wr i t ten provides 
an est imate of the average 
number of banks processing a 
check. In 1970, each check 
wr i t ten was processed by an 
average of 2.6 banks; by 1979, 
that statistic had d ropped to 
2.4 banks. The slight decl ine 
of 0.2 banks per check repre-
sents improved ef f ic iency for 
the check col lect ion system. It 
also means that had ef f ic iency 
not improved , an addi t ional 
6.5 b i l l ion processings w o u l d 
have occurred in 1979 (Chart 
5). 

Chart 5. Average Number of 
Banks Processing a Check, 
1970 and 1979 

Number Number 
of Checks -r- of Checks 
Processed Written 

Number 
of Banks 
Processing 
a Check 

io-m 4 8 " 1 1 9 7 0 billion 
18.5 
billion 

2.6 
banks 

1979 ^6.7 billion 
32 .0 
billion 

2.4 
banks 
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Another significant f inding 
was that the Federal Reserve 
System picked up a greater 
share of the check processing 
work load dur ing the decade. 
Commercial banks processed 
40.9 bi l l ion checks in 1970 and 
61.6 bi l l ion in 1979, a 50.6 per-
cent increase. Federal Reserve 
Banks processed 7.2 bi l l ion 
checks in 1970 and 15.1 bi l l ion 
in 1979, a 109.7 p e r c e n t 
increase. In 1970, the Fed 
handled 15 percent of the 
work load; by 1979, the Fed 
handled 20 percent (Chart 6). 

Chart 6. Check Processing 
Work Load, in Billions of 
Checks, 1970 and 1979 

Commercial Banks + 5 0 - 6 % 
"]40.9 bil. checks ' 7 0 

' 7 9 61.6 

Federal Reserve + 109.7% 
' 7 0 

' 7 9 

I 7 . 2 bil. checks 

15.1 billion 

By 1979, commercial banks 
were re ly ing less on local 
clearings and less on corre-
spondents and other banks. 
The Fed increased its role as a 
source and disposit ion point 
(Chart 7). 

Chart 7. Check Volume at Com-
mercial Banks, 1967 and 1979 
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M o r e deta i led data for large 
banks show t w o i n t e rm ing led 
pat te rns : 

1. Dol lar value percentage 
was larger than v o l u m e 
fo r i tems sent to large 
co r responden ts in o the r 
ci t ies. 

2. Dol lar value percentage 
was smal ler than v o l u m e 
fo r i tems sent to small 
banks downs t ream. 

Data fo r the large banks also 
show a dual so r t i ng tendency 
— h igh v o l u m e , l ow dol lar 
va lue to the Fed, and l ow vol -
ume , h igh do l la r value to large 
co r responden ts . The signi f i -
cance of this t rend is that the 
Fed apparent ly has absorbed 
m u c h o f t h e w o r k o n c e 
h a n d l e d via loca l c l e a r i n g 
a r r a n g e m e n t s or by c o r r e -
sponden t banks. 

Summary 

• The annual growth rate of 
checks written declined 
during the 70s. The rapid 
g r o w t h stage of the check 
as a p r o d u c t is apparent ly 
beg inn ing to s low d o w n . 

• Check processing did not 
break down. A. D. Litt le 
cor rec t ly forecasted that 
the check co l lec t ion sys-
tem w o u l d survive the 70s 

w i t h o u t d r o w n i n g i n 
paper w o r k . 

• The Fed's Regional Check 
Processing Centers 
(RCPCs) were a mixed 
economic blessing. The 
dec l i ne f r o m 2.6 to 2.4 
b a n k s p r o c e s s i n g each 
c h e c k r e p r e s e n t s i m -
proved e f f i c iency fo r the 
check co l lec t ion system. 
But it came at the expense 
of d issolved local c lear ing 
a r r a n g e m e n t s a n d re-
d u c e d c o r r e s p o n d e n t 
process ing. Many checks 
once cleared local ly are 
n o w sh ipped to and f r o m 
a Fed RCPC for ove rn igh t 
processing. The Fed also 
i ncu r red s igni f icant new 
expenses fo r process ing 
larger v o l u m e s in t i gh t 
t ime frames and for ship-
p ing checks to and f r o m 
RCPCs. T h u s , a m i x e d 
blessing occu r red . O n l y a 
d e t a i l e d s t u d y w o u l d 
d e t e r m i n e w h e t h e r or no t 
a net benef i t accrued. 

• Volume and dollar value 
flows changed signifi-
cantly. Ris ing costs led 
many banks to send m o r e 
checks to the Fed, w h i c h 
d i d not charge fo r check 
p rocess ing . C o m m e r c i a l 
b a n k s d e v e l o p e d m o r e 
soph is t i ca ted f loat man-
agement systems to take 

advantage of h igh interest 
ra tes . Bank c u s t o m e r s 
adoped cash managemen t 
t e c h n i q u e s ( e . g . l o c k 
boxes) w h i c h t e n d e d to 
keep check payments in 
geograph ic areas served 
by a bank and its cus-
tomers and ou t of nat iona l 
c o r r e s p o n d e n t ne two rks . 
C o m m e r c i a l banks also 
became m o r e restr ic t ive 
in t h e i r c h e c k c a s h i n g 
po l ic ies, w h i c h led to a 
g r e a t e r p r o p o r t i o n o f 
on-us i tems in v o l u m e s 
a c c e p t e d o v e r t h e 
coun te r . 

• The checkless or paperless 
society did not materialize 
in the 70s. A v iable check 
c o l l e c t i o n s y s t e m s t i l l 
exists. The g r o w t h rate in 
t h e n u m b e r o f c h e c k s 
w r i t t en appears to have 
s lowed d o w n in the last 
half of the 1970s. If so, 
the ini t ial i nd i ca t i on of a 
m a t u r i n g p r o d u c t m a y 
h a v e b e e n g i v e n . 
A l t h o u g h t he s tudy does 
not i nc lude a forecast fo r 
the 1980s, a f u tu re ar t ic le 
in the Economic Review 
w i l l app ly t he f i n d i n g s , 
a long w i t h o the r d e m o -
g r a p h i c a n d e c o n o m i c 
t rends , to a payments sys-
t em forecast . 
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Water Allocation 
in the East 

by Clyde F. Kiker 

According to Clyde Kiker, Associate Professor of Food and Resource Economics 
at the University of Florida, water allocation in the East is not working 
effectively. After reviewing the evolution of water doctrine in the East, Dr. Kiker 
proposes an alternative plan which would maintain a water authority's power to 
manage the overall supply but would also make possible private transactions 
among water users. 

The popu la r press has recently discovered the 
impor tance of water to our economy. Rapid 
increases are no ted in the quant i t ies of water 
used by commun i t i es , industry, agr icul ture 
and househo lds . O f t e n , the press paints a 
p ic ture of impend ing t roub le . In the words of 
Newsweek, for example, " D r o u g h t , waste and 
po l lu t ion threaten a water shortage whose 
impact may rival the energy crisis."1 

The press is a ler t ing us to a real p rob lem. A 
resource w e have general ly taken for granted 
is in fact very impor tan t to our economic ac-
t ivit ies and is also l im i ted . People are becom-
ing aware of the impor tance of water used in 
their homes and of the amoun t of water re-
qu i red for p roduc t i on of f ood and manufac-
tu red goods. We recognize the impact 

'Examples of recent art icles are: "The Browning of America," Newsweek, 
February 23,1981, p. 26-37; "Water, O u r Most Precious Resource," National 
Geographies, August 1980, p. 144-179; and "There's Trouble in Paradise," 
Sports Illustrated, February 9,1981, p. 82-96. 

reduced water qual i ty has on downst ream 
users, on recreat ional use and on natural habi-
tats. A l ong w i t h unders tand ing the uses of 
water, w e are becoming aware of the sources 
and h igh ly var iable nature of our water supply. 
Severe d roughts af fect ing the availabil i ty of 
water seem to be occur r ing w i t h increased 
f requency. 

What is not discussed in the press and what 
most peop le have v i r tual ly no understanding 
of is h o w our society decides w h o is ent i t led 
to remove water f r o m the natural system. 
Given that a supply of water is to be prov ided 
to pr ivate users for economic purposes, how 
can that supply be d iv ided among the people 
w h o desire water? If demand for water is 
steadily increasing and the supply is relatively 
f ixed, h o w d o we decide w h o wi l l receive per-
mits to the l im i ted supply and to what quant i ty 
of water w i l l the ho lder be ent i t led? If a user 
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wishes to expand his business activity and 
requires addi t iona l water, h o w wi l l he be able 
to obta in the necessary ent i t lements? 

For most resources our society assigns pri-
vate p roper t y r ights wh i ch a l low market trad-
ing of these resources. For example, mineral 
r ights to coal are recognized and private f i rms 
are ent i t led to remove coal f rom its natural 
locat ion and sell it in an open market . Water, 
on the o ther hand, has been v iewed dif-
fe rent ly ; pr ivate ent i t lements to its use are far 
f r o m clear. In many cases people w h o are now 
using water s imply assume they wi l l be able to 
use it in the fu tu re . This may or may not be 
t rue. In reality, pr ivate ent i t lements to water 
are uncer ta in at this t ime. Individuals mak ing 
capital investment decis ions involv ing water 
shou ld do so cautiously. Their access to water 
may change in the near fu ture . 

Wha t is occur ing is that Eastern water alloca-
t ion inst i tu t ions are no t w o r k i n g effectively.2 

These inst i tu t ions evolved under condi t ions of 
large water suppl ies, l imi ted wi thdrawals and 
min ima l conf l ic ts ; they cannot resolve the 
present level of conf l ic t . A new era of changes 
is upon us. Some states, such as Florida, have 
encoun te red prob lems earl ier than other 
states and have begun deve lop ing new ways 
of resolv ing al locat ion conf l ic ts. How success-
fu l have these new al locative approaches been 
in Florida and what are the impl icat ions for 
o ther states? 

Eastern Water Law — 
C o m m o n Law Doctr ines 

Eastern water doctr ines developed f r o m 
English c o m m o n law. Water in areas w i t h 
abundant supplies was considered c o m m o n 
property, the proper ty of no one to be shared 
by everyone. Individual states evolved sl ightly 
d i f fe rent doctr ines th rough case law, bu t all 
were based on c o m m o n law precepts.3 

The legal developments have focused on 
the source of the water supply. For surface 

water, the " r i pa r ian " doct r ine ent i t led owners 
of land ad jo in ing a lake or stream (riparian 
land) to the fu l l natural f low w i t hou t change in 
qual i ty or quantity. The publ ic was ent i t led to 
use the water for f ishing, navigation and other 
c o m m o n uses. Taken literally, the doct r ine 
prec luded remov ing water or depos i t ing any 
fore ign substance into the water. The doc t r ine 
has been modi f ied th rough the process of 
case law in state courts unt i l current ly the user 
may make "reasonable use" of the water. 
Quant i ty and qual i ty changes are usually " rea-
sonab le" for any purpose unless they inter fere 
w i th the " reasonable" use of o ther r iparian 
landowners or publ ic uses. As in all c o m m o n 
law, confl icts are sett led by civil l i t igat ion. 
Non-r ipar ian landowners have no r ight to 
w i thdraw water. 

Rights to the use of g roundwater were 
based on the English c o m m o n law doct r ine 
wh ich considered the water be low an indiv id-
ual's land to be absolutely owned by the land-
owner. He could extract it or o therwise 
inter fere w i th its natural movement w i t hou t 
accountabi l i ty to others w h o might be af-
fected. The right to water was based on a rule 
of capture, and al locat ion was based simply 
on the amount one could pump. This doct r ine 
wo rked wel l w h e n there was l i t t le demand for 
g roundwater suppl ies. 

Two other doctr ines relat ing to g roundwater 
evolved as greater use (and the resul t ing com-
pet i t ion) deve loped: the reasonable use doc-
tr ine and the correlat ive rights doct r ine. The 
reasonable use doct r ine specif ied that the 
landowner cou ld make any reasonable use of 
the groundwater on the land f rom wh ich it 
was removed. Water cou ld not be taken and 
used on lands other than those f r o m wh ich it 
was pumped . However, v ir tual ly all on-site 
uses were considered reasonable. Again, the 
landowner was given a r ight to develop 
groundwater and land w i thou t regard to the 
effects imposed on other users. Al locat ion 
was accompl ished th rough capture s imply by 

Al though both the Eastern and Western states are exper iencing problems 
and change, this art icle w i l l concentrate on water ent i t lements in the 
Eastern states — those east of and inc lud ing Minnesota, Iowa, Missour i , 
Arkansas and Louisiana. The foundat ions of Western water law and 
inst i tut ions d i f fe r greatly f rom those of the Eastern states. For more 
in format ion on the Western s i tuat ion, see Marvan Duncan and A n n Laing, 
"Western Water Resources: Coming Problems and the Policy Alternatives," 
Economic Review, Federal Reserve Bank o f Kansas City, February 1980, pp. 

Two excellent references for details on Eastern water law and administrative 
water law are F. E. Maloney, et al., Water Law and Administration, University 
o f Florida Press, 1968 and F. E. Maloney et al., A Model Water Code, 
Universi ty of Florida Press, 1972. 
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pumping. The correlat ive rights doct r ine , on 
the other hand, requi red landowners to ap-
por t ion the c o m m o n groundwater supply. The 
water rights of an indiv idual were measured in 
relat ionship to the rights of o ther landowners. 
"Reasonableness," in this case, was the ba-
lancing of rights of af fected landowners. 

Conf l ic t accompany ing increased use of 
both surface and g roundwate r has exposed 
the inadequacy of c o m m o n law doctr ines for 
al locat ing water. Private water users are in a 
quandary about the quant i ty and security of 
their en t i t l ement . The need for greater cer-
tainty has p r o m p t e d many Eastern states to 
consider s tatutory law as a basis for al locat ing 
ent i t lements.4 In essence, the statutory ap-
proach establishes administrat ive regulat ion of 
water w i thdrawals by a state agency. Florida's 
administrat ive water law is a premier example. 
It establishes an administ rat ive system that 
many o ther Eastern states are observ ing w i th 
keen interest. 

Administrat ive Water Law 

The expected result f r o m the statutory ap-
proach is that all water users wi l l benef i t by 
having greater assurance of the water suppl ies 
they need. The administ rat ive system retains 
the concept that water is c o m m o n proper ty to 
be shared by all, but n o w interprets this to 
mean that the state's waters are to be held in 
trust by the state for the benef i t of its cit izens. 
In the words of the Florida Water Resources 
Act of 1972, " . . . all waters in the state are 
subject t o regulat ion . . . " 5 

Under most administ rat ive water law systems, 
regulat ion is hand led by an administrat ive 
agency w i t h i n state gove rnmen t , generally a 
depar tment of natural resources or envi ron-
mental regulat ion. The heart of regulat ion is a 
pe rmi t t i ng system admin is tered by the agency 
or geographical ly def ined water author i t ies. 
Private water users are requi red to have per-

mits to mod i f y any aspect of the natural water 
system and to remove water f rom a natural 
source. The author i ty is responsible for ba-
lancing pub l ic and private interests in water 
and for resolv ing, if no t prevent ing, confl icts 
among water users. 

To date, the general pr incip les under wh ich 
the water author i t ies operate the admini -
strative system have been uphe ld in the courts 
and it is l ikely that the system wi l l cont inue to 
be used. Increasing prob lems w i th the system, 
however, have he ightened interest in alterna-
t ive a l locat ion approaches. 

Alternat ive Al locat ion Approaches 

Under the administ rat ive systems, private 
users are granted permi ts to w i thd raw water 
for a specif ic t ime per iod. In Florida, this is up 
to 20 years bu t cou ld be less. The quant i ty of 
water a user can w i thd raw under his permi t is 
establ ished by the water author i ty. The inter-
est ing quest ion here is h o w does the author i ty 
dec ide w h o receives permi ts and h o w much 
water can be w i thdrawn? 

Technical Approach 

The cr i ter ion most o f ten used is based on 
technical in fo rmat ion and is referred to here 
as " t he technical approach." For example, the 
quant i ty of crop irr igat ion water a l lowed to be 
w i thd rawn is based on the d i f fe rence between 
the quant i ty of water a c rop specialist says is 
needed and the water available f r o m precipi-
ta t ion; the quant i ty of domest ic water supply 
is based on some per capita use est imate; and 
the quant i ty of industr ial water is based on 
some estimates of p roduc t ion needs. This 
leads to situations in wh ich lower valued uses 
may be al located more water than higher val-
ued uses. For example, in Florida, pasture 
i r r igat ion may be al located twice as much wa-
ter per acre as citrus even though the returns 
to citrus far exceed those of pasture.6 

••Presently most Eastern states use c o m m o n law doctr ines as the basis for 
private water ent i t lements. 

F lo r i da Water Resources Act o f 1972, Florida Statutes 373.013 et. seq. 

6For more specific examples of the rules and regulations used under a 
technical approach, see, Permit Information Manual — District Rules, 
Regulations, and Legislation, Vo lume II, South Florida Water Management 
Distr ic t , West Palm Beach, Florida. 
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As in the c o m m o n law approaches, these 
inconsistencies create few prob lems w h e n 
water is not scarce. But what happens where 
there is not suf f ic ient water to meet all needs? 
A water shortage plan is put into ef fect . But 
h o w does the water author i ty dec ide h o w 
much water each permi t holder w i l l be al-
lowed to wi thdraw? This is no t clear. Wha t is 
clear is that problems are created for private 
users because they are not sure just h o w they 
wi l l fare in this al locat ion. Again, uncer ta inty 
pervades their decision making. 

Limited Economic In format ion Approach 

I have suggested a modi f icat ion to the tech-
nical approach.7 Termed the " l im i ted eco-
nomic in fo rmat ion approach," this me thod 
maintains the water agency's author i ty to grant 
permi ts wh i le basing the decis ion on the wa-
ter's economic value. This approach recog-
nizes that water has greater value in some 
uses than others and that the supply is l im-
i ted. To apply the approach, the water author-
ity must estimate economic values for var ious 
water uses. Water is al located to the various 
uses so that the economic value of the last 
uni t of water used in an activity is equal t o that 
used in every other activity. In economic jar-
gon, the "marg ina l va lue" of water is equal in 
all uses. As in the technical approach, the 
permi ts are granted for a mu l t ip le year per iod . 

A p rob lem can occur under bo th the techni -
cal and l imi ted in fo rmat ion approaches. W h e n 
rapid economic g rowth is occur r ing in an 
area, new, possibly higher valued uses may be 
prec luded f rom obta in ing water. Since permi ts 
to the expected supply are granted for mul t i -
ple year per iods, there may not be suf f ic ient 
water to meet the previously granted ent i t le-
ments and new ones too. If the ent i re ex-
pected supply were al located to users, and 
permits con t inued to be granted to new uses, 
water shortages w o u l d become cont inuous 
and all al locations w o u l d be made under a 

shortage plan. Water users w o u l d again be 
uncertain as to what quanti t ies of water they 
w o u l d receive in the fu tu re , and investment 
decisions w o u l d be increasingly d i f f icu l t . 
There are areas in Florida where wi thdrawals 
f rom the aquifer exceed the recharge. Every 
day, new economic activit ies begin and uncer-
tainty among users increases.8 The quest ions 
the water author i ty faces are: Should it con-
t inue to give permits? What if a request is 
made for a permi t in wh ich the new use has a 
substantial ly higher economic value than 
some present uses in the basin? Wh ich uses 
should receive permi ts and for what quanti ty? 
If w e cannot f i nd a so lu t ion to the dynamic 
aspects of ent i t lement al locat ion, we may face 
substantial economic inef f ic iency in water 
use. 

Q u a s i - M a r k e t Approach 

I have o f fe red an al ternat ive approach that 
has potent ia l for deal ing w i t h the quest ions 
relat ing to economic value in use and increas-
ing demand t h rough t ime. The approach, 
cal led the "quas i -market approach," deviates 
substant ial ly f r o m t radi t ional a l locat ion 
methods used in the East bu t is stil l consistent 
w i t h Eastern water law.9 The pub l ic water au-
tho r i t y cont inues to play the dominan t ro le, 
bu t private transact ions among water users 
become possib le. The in tent is t o maintain the 
water author i ty 's d iscret ion to manage the 
overal l water supply, especial ly the decis ion 
be tween pub l ic and pr ivate uses, but t o re-
move its au thor i t y to dec ide what quant i ty of 
water every pr ivate use receives. 

Under the approach, the administrat ive 
author i ty a l lows sale of t ransferable "wate r 
cert i f icates." Each cert i f icate represents an 
en t i t l ement t o a specif ic f l o w of water that can 
be w i t hd rawn f r o m a part icular water basin. 
The cert i f icates apply on ly to a specif ic t ime 
per iod . Du r i ng this t ime the cert i f icates cou ld 
be t ransferred be tween water users w i t h i n 

7For more details see, C. F. Kiker and G. D. Lynne, "Water Allocations Under 
Administrative Regulations: Some Economic Considerations," Southern 
tournai of Agricultural Economics 8(2), December 1976, pp. 57-73. 

8An example is an area in the Southwest Florida Water Management District 
which includes Polk, Hardy, and Manatee counties. There are periods when 
withdrawals from the Floridan aquifer exceed recharge and salt water 
intrusion may result. 

9For more details see reference cited in footnote 7. 
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bounds speci f ied by the administrat ive author-
ity. The bounds w o u l d be based on hydro logic 
and physical features of the water basin. At 
the end of the per iod , the cert i f icates w o u l d 
revert back to the author i ty. If the author i ty 
deems that the total supply of water be ing 
used by indiv iduals does not inter fere w i th the 
publ ic uses, the cert i f icates w o u l d be released 
back in to the market . If t o o great a quant i ty of 
water was be ing w i t hd rawn , the author i ty 
cou ld reduce the numbe r of water cert i f icates 
released back in to the market . Similarly, a 
larger numbe r cou ld be released if the ex-
pected supply w o u l d be suf f ic ient to meet 
expected demand . 

Initially, the water author i ty cou ld ei ther sell 
the cert i f icates for a f ixed amoun t or sell t hem 
at auct ion. Fo l lowing the init ial sale, indiv id-
uals w o u l d be free to buy and/or lease cert i f i -
cates f r o m other indiv iduals at any price they 
cou ld negot iate. Water users w o u l d deal w i t h 
water in much the same way they deal w i th 
other factors of p roduc t i on . The go ing market 
price w o u l d ref lect the init ial pr ice, the in-
creased o p p o r t u n i t y costs for the water over 
t ime and the remain ing life of the cert i f icates. 
The water author i ty, t h rough observat ion of 
market t ransact ion, w o u l d obta in in fo rmat ion 
on the o p p o r t u n i t y value of water. This infor-
mat ion w o u l d be useful in the authori ty 's 
overall p lann ing process. 

There are, of course, problems w i th this 
quasi-market approach. Selecting the t ime 
durat ion for cert i f icates is especially d i f f icu l t . 
The op t imum life for certif icates wi l l depend 
on the types of use and the capital investment 
problems associated w i t h these uses. Def in ing 
the available supply in a part icular area is also 
a p rob lem, but one w i t h wh ich all al locative 
systems must deal. There is also the p rob lem 
of individuals a t tempt ing to cont ro l large 
quantit ies of certif icates and manipulate the 
market to their advantage. This cou ld be 
min imized by requi r ing the water author i ty to 
moni tor cert i f icate transfer. 

Recent research in Florida provides insights 
into potent ia l outcomes w h e n d i f fe rent water 
al locat ion approaches are used.10 We studied a 
central Florida river basin where water is used 
by households, businesses and agr icul ture. By 
hypo the t i ca l ^ impos ing the technical and 
quasi-market approaches on the area, we 
were able to calculate the quant i t ies of water 
and net benefi ts that w o u l d have occur red 
had the two approaches been used. Dur ing 
bo th relatively high and low rainfall years the 
quasi-market p rov ided higher net benef i ts : 
four percent higher in wet years and n ine per-
cent higher in dry years. Commerc ia l bu-
sinesses and households fared better under 
the " technical approach" now used in the 
basin, wh i l e agr icul ture, in this case ci t rus, 
fared better under the quasi-market. G row th 
is occur r ing in the basin, and as g rowth con-
t inues there wi l l be increased water shortage. 
Under the present technical rules, commerc ia l 
businesses and households wi l l fare better 
than agr icul ture. Under a market or iented 
approach, citrus growers cou ld b id for sup-
plies and compete successfully. 

Conclusions 

The fai lure of c o m m o n law doctr ines to 
resolve confl icts among water users has 
caused many Eastern states to explore o ther 
opt ions. Typically, states have considered ad-
ministrat ive systems wh ich use some f o r m of 
regulat ion to manage water resources. Private 
water users are skeptical and doub t that in-
creased regulat ion wi l l help them. But the 
user w h o is being hur t by compet i t i on for the 
l imi ted supply or is uncertain about his fu tu re 
supply w i l l we lcome some degree of govern-
ment invo lvement . Water users are l ikely to 
accept administrat ive regulat ion if they bel ieve 
there is a way for them to part ic ipate in the 
al locat ion process. It is incumbent upon those 
desi r ing change to make the l ikely outcomes 
clear. For as w i th most changes in resource^ 
ent i t lements, not everyone wi l l benef i t . E i 

10See Keri H. Taylor and Clyde F. Kiker, "Economic Benefits of Alternative 
Water Al locat ion Approaches," Paper No. 80-2514, 1980, American Society of 
Agricul tural Engineers, St. Joseph, Michigan. 
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Assessing Economic 
Country Risk 
In June 1980, outstanding U.S. bank loans to non-oil exporting developing 
countries totaled about $70 billion. As a result, banks have heightened their 
efforts to evaluate the special risk (country risk) involved in international lend-
ing. Good country risk analysis requires, in effect, a projection of a country's 
future economy, including non-economic factors. 

Internat ional lend ing by western industr ia l-
ized countr ies ' commerc ia l banks has 
expanded dramatical ly in recent years. Net 
loans outs tand ing rose almost f ivefo ld f rom 
$172 b i l l ion in 1973 to $810 b i l l ion in 1980. A 
signif icant po r t i on of this lend ing ($195 b i l l ion 
at year-end 1980) is to the non-OPEC develop-
ing economies. ' 

U.S. banks are very active lenders to deve-
lop ing economies. Over the per iod December 
1977 to June 1980, U.S. bank claims on the 
non-o i l expor t ing deve lop ing countr ies 
increased by $18 b i l l ion , to total about $70 
b i l l ion ; this increase represents a healthy 13.6 
percent annual average growth.2 

'These data are from the Bank of International Settlements (BIS) quarterly reports 
titled International Banking Developments and refer to the dollar value of the 
gross external assets of banks in the BIS reporting area (the Group of Ten 
countries and Switzerland, Austria, Denmark, Ireland) and the branches of U.S. 
banks in the principal offshore centers in the Caribbean and Far East. 

2These data refer to U.S. bank claims on foreigners by country of guarantor for 
130 U.S. banking organizations with sizable foreign banking operations. Since 
1977, the Federal Reserve Board, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
and the Comptroller of the Currency have been conducting a semiannual activity 
survey of such banks' foreign lending. Survey results are made available to the 
public by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System as a Federal 
Reserve press release. Country Exposure Lending Survey. 

The availabil i ty of these funds is of increas-
ing impor tance to the non-o i l expor t ing 
develop ing economies. In fact, external publ ic 
and publ ic ly guaranteed debt of these devel-
op ing economies (as repor ted to the Wor ld 
Bank) made available f rom private f inancial 
inst i tut ions increased more than sevenfold 
f rom 1973 to 1979, r is ing to $124 b i l l ion in 
1979. As a share of total pub l ic external debt , 
bo r row ing f rom private f inancial inst i tut ions 
increased f r o m 16 percent in 1973 to 36 
percent in 1979 (Table 1). 

Defining "Country Risk" 

The expanded in ternat ional lend ing by 
commerc ia l banks has been accompanied by 
an increase in the share of interest payments 
and payment of pr inc ipal go ing to private 
f inancial inst i tut ions (Tables 2 and 3). In t u rn , 
banks have increased thei r analysis of bo r row-
ing countr ies. (The largest U.S. banks may 
have large staffs engaged in this e f for t . ) The 
reason why banks analyze countr ies is that 
internat ional lend ing, in contrast to domest ic 

1 
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Table 1 
EXTERNAL PUBLIC AND PUBLICLY 

GUARANTEED DEBT OUTSTANDING 
($ billions) 

1973 1979 
Percent Percent 

Total PFI* PFI Total PFI PFI 

97 developing 
countries 86.7 16.4 18.9 297.6 123.6 41.5 

80 non-oil export ing 
countries 62.9 9.9 15.7 194.0 70.3 36.2 

Latin America 
and Caribbean 27.4 10.1 36.9 111.3 70.8 63.6 

'Private Financial Institutions 

Source: World Bank, World Debt Tables, Volume I. 

Table 2 
DEBT SERVICE ON EXTERNAL 

PUBLIC AND PUBLICLY GUARANTEED 
($ billions) 

1973 1979 
Percent Percent 

Total PFI* PFI Total PFI PFI 

97 developing 
countries 10.8 3.1 28.7 48.6 28.8 59.3 

80 non-oil exporting 
countries 7.3 1.8 24.7 26.4 13.2 50.0 

Latin America 
and Caribbean 4.3 1.9 44.2 25.8 18.9 73.3 

"Private Financial Institutions 

Source: World Bank, World Debt Tables, Volume I. 

Table 3 
INTEREST PAYMENTS ON EXTERNAL PUBLIC 

AND PUBLICLY GUARANTEED DEBT 
($ billions) 

1973 1979 
Percent Percent 

Total PFI* PFI Total PFI PFI 

3.4 .9 26.5 18.3 10.6 57.9 
97 developing 

countries 

80 non-oil exporting 
countries 2.5 .6 24.0 11.1 5.8 52.2 

Latin America 
and Caribbean 1.4 .6 42.9 9.2 6.5 70.6 

bank lend ing, entails assuming risk apart f r o m 
the qual i ty of the commer ica l or credi t risk of 
the bor rower . This add i t iona l , un ique risk of 
lend ing internat ional ly is called " c o u n t r y risk." 

Coun t ry risk includes economic , pol i t ica l , 
or social factors wh i ch might make bor rowers 
ei ther unw i l l i ng or unable to repay thei r debts 
to fore ign lenders in a t ime ly manner. Nat ion-
al ization of fo re ign companies, repud ia t ion of 
debt by a gove rnmen t , wars, and revolut ions 
are examples of coun t r y risk. O the r examples 
w o u l d be inabi l i ty to obta in the needed 
amount of a fo re ign currency to service debt 
or government contro ls on fo re ign exchange 
transactions and capital movements . 

Insuf f ic ient or con t ro l led access to fo re ign 
exchange, o f ten prec ip i ta ted by a balance of 
payments goods and services def ic i t , or by 
capital f l ight , is o f ten associated w i t h "eco -
n o m i c " rather than "po l i t i ca l " or " soc ia l " r isk; 
in fact, these d i f fe ren t risks are o f ten inter-
related.3 

The economic e lement of coun t ry risk is of 
obv ious concern to lenders. It is, however, 
also a concern to the b o r r o w i n g deve lop ing 
economies wh i ch need to maintain a f l ow of 
resources f r o m abroad in o rder to achieve 
economic deve lopment object ives. Increased 
economic risk spells a s l owdown in the net 
f l ow of external capital to sustain or increase 
that g rowth . 

Count r ies may, of course, b o r r o w for 
reasons other than to f i l l a domest ic savings-
investment gap. They may, for example, 
b o r r o w in order to f inance cur ren t consump-
t ion . Or , they may bo r row to correct a 
temporary weakness in the balance of t rade 
due to bad weather, an unexpected increase 
in impo r t prices, or a w o r l d recession. 

As a general p r inc ip le , the re turn on the 
bo r rowed funds must exceed the cost. In 
o ther words , bo r row ing shou ld cause nat ional 
income to g row. In add i t ion , the stream of 
returns must also generate expor t revenues 
(or reduced impo r t spending) wh ich wi l l 
p rov ide the fo re ign currency needed to pay 
back the loan du r i ng the l i fe of the loan 
agreement.4 

"Private Financial Institutions 

Source: World Bank, World Debt Tables, Volume I. 

3 lt is not clear which ot these risk categories is most important. On the one hand, 
the recent growth of literature on political risk suggests increasing concern with 
the international environment. On the other hand, experience suggests that 
countries are unlikely to repudiate debt and thus cut themselves off from 
international credit markets. 

"There are exceptions to these guidelines. For example, countries may want to 
smooth out their consumption stream over time (borrow more now in anticipation 
of future revenues) or they may want to and may be able to roll over debt 
principal. 

FEDERAL RESERVE B A N K O F ATLANTA 
33 

Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



Assessing Economic Risk 

Assessing economic coun t ry risk is not easy. 
Examining a variety of cost and matur i ty 
prof i les and the associated returns over t ime 
f rom investment projects requires, in ef fect , a 
pro jec t ion of the fu ture economy. The prob-
lem is fu r ther c o m p o u n d e d because the 
degree of debt-serv ic ing d i f f i cu l ty is related to 
the availabil i ty of fu tu re capital in f lows f r o m 
abroad, wh ich is not solely de te rm ined by 
economic variables.5 

Count ry risk assessors typical ly examine the 
current and past economic s t ructure, just as a 
physician compi les a medical h istory and takes 
measurements w h e n examin ing a pat ient. 
Count ry risk analysts look at the background 
of the count ry — its quant i ty and qual i ty of 
physical and human resources. They look also 
at its technological base to see how and why 
the coun t ry has come to its cur rent level of 
deve lopment — at h o w it has been "nu r -
tured." Economic coun t ry risk analysis also 
entails the assessment of internal factors as 
wel l as external deve lopments wh i ch affect 
the domest ic economy. 

Internal Factors 

General indicators of cur rent deve lopment 
inc lude: 

• level and rate of economic g rowth — GDP, 
real GDP/capita6 

• social characterist ics — educat ion level, 
infant morta l i ty rate, fert i l i ty, literacy, 
income d is t r ibu t ion 

• government 's economic pol ic ies — spend-
ing, taxes, def ic i ts; money g rowth , credi t 
pol ic ies, in f la t ion ; env i ronmenta l con-
trols, tar i f fs, quotas 

The basic rat ionale for examin ing these 
internal indicators is that h igh and g row ing 

5The availability of capital will also depend on the political and social risk factors 
(and upon profitability conditions in other countries) which combine with 
economic risk to encompass "country risk." The requirements for assessing 
country risk are naturally even more complex than the assessment of economic 
risk. As Ingo Walter has written in an unpublished 1980 paper: "Given the nature 
of the problem, effective country risk assessment requires a true "renaissance 
man" (or woman), exceedingly intelligent, holder of multiple doctorates from 
respectable institutions in economics, political science, sociology, psychology and 
perhaps a few other fields as well, totally objective, with a great deal of common 
sense. In addition to being exceedingly well-traveled, he or she should be 
up-to-the-minute on developments in all countries of interest to the bank (and in 
other countries that might affect them), and be personally acquainted with key 
policymakers in each of them. Such individuals are not too easy to find." Paper 
presented at a conference on "Internationalization of Financial Markets and 
National economic Policy," Graduate School of Business Administration, New 
York University, April 10-11, 1980. 

6GDP, or gross domestic product, refers to the sum of the values of goods and 
services produced within a nation's borders. 

levels of economic and social achievement 
t o d a y — in terms of real GDP per capita and 
educat ion, for example — are corre lated w i t h 
past success in managing resources: the 
count ry has the ski l led people necessary for 
fu ture economic g rowth . 

If the economy also is we l l - endowed w i th 
natural resources, a sol id technological base, 
and developed f inancial markets, the potent ia l 
for con t inued expansion is ev ident . However, 
in order for this potent ia l to be real ized, the 
government 's management pol ic ies must be 
appropr iate. The quest ion is whe ther the 
government is encourag ing eff ic iency, invest-
ment g rowth , and o ther desirable goals or 
whether it is imped ing t h e m ; its answer has 
crit ically impor tan t impl icat ions for the 
country 's g rowth prospects. 

External Factors 

Having examined the internal s t ructure of 
the economy, the economic risk assessor 
turns to the external features. Ult imately, he 
wi l l begin to fo rmu la te judgments about the 
abil i ty of an economy to carry addi t ional debt . 

Because of the f requen t concern w i t h an 
economy's abi l i ty to generate fore ign 
exchange to repay deb t , economic risk ana-
lysts have tended to evaluate very careful ly a 
country 's external pos i t ion. They first analyze 
the balance of payments si tuat ion — the trade 
balance, the cur rent account balance, and 
capital f lows.7 They also careful ly analyze the 
country 's fore ign debt and its relat ionship to 
the balance of payments. Finally, coun t ry risk 
analysts examine the level of in ternat ional 
reserves and the availabil i ty of external 
credits. Their analysis emphasizes the 
fo l l ow ing : 

• exports and impor ts — absolute level and 
rate of g rowth ; diversity of expor ts ; abi l i ty 
to reduce imports 

• tour ism and t ranspor ta t ion service 
receipts, investment income, and transfer 
credits and debits 

• d i rect fore ign investment and shor t - te rm 
capital f lows 

• external debt — pub l ic and private, long 
and shor t - te rm, size, compos i t i on and 

7The trade balance comprises merchandise import and export transactions while 
current account comprises transactions in goods, services, and unrequited 
transfers; the current account thus excludes transactions in financial assets and 
liabilities. The capital account covers the net acquisition of financial assets, some 
of which may be used to finance current or other capital account transactions. 
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growth ; debt-service, size, g rowth , and 
repayment schedule 

• in ternat ional reserves 
The trade balance is examined to see if 

exports are g row ing in a healthy fashion and 
whether the coun t ry is dependen t upon , say, 
a pr incipal commod i t y expor t or has diversi-
f ied exports. An impor tan t aspect of impor ts 
wil l be the compos i t i on and g rowth of inelas-
tic components l ike energy and food . O the r 
components of the cur rent account — tour ist 
service receipts, investment d iv idends and 
interest, and private and publ ic transfers are 
examined for the i r g rowth , stability, and 
impact on the cur rent transact ions balance. 

The analyst examines the capital account as 
it covers the net acquis i t ion of f inancial assets. 
The capital account can serve as an indicator 
of investor conf idence (if fore ign di rect 
investment g rowth is healthy) or concern w i t h 
government pol icies (if capital is be ing pu l led 
out). 

Debt and debt-service g rowth w i l l typical ly 
be examined in connec t ion w i t h balance of 
payments deve lopments a long w i t h changes 
in reserves; the basic rat ionale of this proce-
dure reflects the fact that one pays for past or 
current resource use wh i ch is in excess of 
current income out of savings, by bo r row ing , 
or f rom outs ider investment . 

Ratios and Country Risk Assessment 

Count ry risk analysts have deve loped a set 
of summary indicators to predict shor t run 
debt-servic ing d i f f icu l t ies in advance. Analysts 
have tended to focus on ratios of variables 
associated w i t h the external side of the 
economy — exports , impor ts , deb t , debt 
service and its amor t iza t ion and interest 
components , in ternat ional reserves, Interna-
t ional Mone ta ry Fund credi t available, the 
current account balance (current ly or cumu-
latively), and so on . A list of some of these 
external indicators and what they at tempt to 
summarize is given in Table 4. The heavy 
reliance on ratios reflects a carry-over of 
f inancial analysis techniques used to assess 
the cred i twor th iness of commerc ia l bor-
rowers. Ratios also are usually more 
informat ive than variables discussed in 
absolute size. 

When measur ing long t e r m debt repayment 
capacity, on the o ther hand, analysts tend to 
look more at o ther economic variables; in 

part icular, they focus on the g row th of inter-
nal variables such as gross domest ic f ixed 
investment , the marginal capi ta l -output ratio 
as a product iv i ty measure, and such o ther 
ratios as capital impor ts to domest ic invest-
ment , domest ic saving to GDP, investment to 
GDP, government expendi tures to GDP, and 
so on (Table 4). 

Ratios, used singly or in comb ina t ion in a 
checklist system, have met w i t h l imi ted 
success. Extreme caut ion must be used in 
in terpretat ion, because a given ratio value 
may be high or l ow , depend ing upon such 
factors as the size, economic s t ructure, and 
level of deve lopment of a country. 

The debt-service rat io, for example, is 
def ined as amor t iza t ion plus interest (gener-
ally on publ ic and publ ic ly guaranteed debt 
for s impl i f icat ion purposes) as a ratio of 
exports of goods and services. It serves as a 
measure of a country 's bu rden of debt in 
terms of fo re ign exchange earnings and thus 
reduced impor t capacity. 

I l lustrative of d i f f icu l t ies w i t h ratios, how-
ever, there are a variety of p rob lems 
associated w i t h the debt-service ratio wh ich 
make it unadvisable to rely on it solely as a 
risk indicator. A country 's repor ted debt-
service ratio cou ld rise w h e n 
debt -management is improv ing or fall w h e n 
there is no improvemen t due to changes in 
available in fo rmat ion . It ignores o ther fo rms 
of fore ign l iabi l i t ies such as prof i ts on fo re ign 
investment. In in f la t ionary t imes, r ising 
nomina l expor t prices and f loat ing, volat i le 
interest rates make in terpre ta t ion of the ratio 
d i f f icu l t . Because of bunch ing of repayments, 
f luctuat ing exports and o ther factors, the ratio 
also is o f ten volat i le , r is ing and fa l l ing sharply 
even f r o m year to year. O t h e r ratios have 
similar idiosyncracies and requi re similar 
cautious in terpreta t ion. 

Conclusion 

Internat ional bank lend ing has g rown 
dramatical ly since the o i l -pr ice increases of 
1973-1974. The g row th of such lending, 
part icularly to the deve lop ing economies, has 
caused count ry risk to be an issue wh ich 
lenders, bor rowers , and regulators in the U.S. 
and other western economies take seriously. 
Analysts of the economic d imens ion of 
count ry risk (in s impl i f ied te rms, the abi l i ty to 
repay fore ign debt ) , take a hol ist ic approach 
in evaluat ing a country 's economic st rength. 
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Table 4 
Indicators and Ratios Frequently Used in Economic Risk Assessment 

INTERNAL 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) — measure of the size of 
the economy 
GDP Composition — indicator of the overall structure of the 
economy 
Population — measure of the potential size of the market 
GDP/Population — measure of the level of economic 
development 
Savings/GDP — indicator of growth prospects attributable to 
domestic savings 
Investment/GDP — indicator of current commitment to 
future economic growth and productivity 
Capital/Output — marginal capital-output ratio measures 
productivity of new investment 
Government Spending/GDP — indicator of government 
involvement in the economy 
Public Sector Deficit/GDP — indicator of the financial 
management capabilities of the public sector 
External Public Debt/GDP — indicator of over all exposure 
to the international economy and long-term debt burden 
Money Supply Growth — measure of economic activity and 
stability of the currency 
Consumer Price index and/or Wholesale Price Index — 
measures of domestic inflation rate 
Unemployment Rate — measure of labor slack in the 
economy 

EXTERNAL 
Imports and/or Exports/GDP — measure of the openness 
of an economy 
Export Volume — indicator of growth of the external sector 
of the economy 
Exports/Imports — called the "coverage ratio"; indicator of 
economy's rate of growth 
Export Composition — indicator of vulnerability of foreign 
exchange earnings to price fluctuations 
Manufacturing Exports/Total Exports — indicator of 
diversity and stability of exports 
Oil Imports/Main Export — crude measure of the terms of 
trade of an economy 
Current Account Deficit/Exports — short term measure of 
possible balance of payments difficulties 
Total External Debt/Exports — long term indicator of 
country's liquidty 
Interest Payments/Exports — indicator of debt burden; 
reflects carrying costs of the external debt 
Total Service Payments/Exports — measure of external 
debt burden 
Amortization Payments/External Debt — measure of 
liquidity and (reciprocal) indicator of average maturity of debt 
Interest Payments/International Reserves — short-term 
measure of ability to meet debt servicing requirements 
International Reserves/Imports — measure of short-term 
liquidity 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) Credit Usage/IMF 
Fund Quota — measure of short-term liquidity 

Their me thodo logy is no t unl ike the physi-
cian's w h o assesses the healthiness of his 
patients by peer ing into the patient's back-
ground and env i ronment in add i t ion to taking 
various measurements of health. The objec-
t ive in count ry economic risk evaluat ion is to 
assess the col lect ive impact of a country 's 

evolv ing domest ic and in ternat ional economic 
relat ionships on the economy's abi l i ty to carry 
a heavier debt bu rden . Ident i f icat ion of 
potent ia l debt-serv ic ing p rob lem situations 
and assessment of economic risk requires a 
tho rough unders tand ing of the internal and 
external work ings of an economy. 

—William j. Kahley 
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Sources of Information 
for Country Risk Analysis 

Bankers evaluat ing coun t r y risk require 
up-to-date i n fo rma t ion sources on countr ies 
in wh ich they have or are cons ider ing having 
exposure. For such purposes, consistent data 
series w i t h very cur rent data are requ i red ; 
bankers w i l l not be satisfied w i th secondary, 
dated sources. Typically, banks update thei r 
country risk analysis annual ly, a l though 
countr ies undergo ing signi f icant change 
require reappraisals more f requent ly . In forma-
t ion needs inc lude data on popu la t ion , 
national income, in f la t ion, u n e m p l o y m e n t , 
domestic monetary and fiscal cond i t ions , 
exports and impor ts and o ther balance of 
payments accounts as we l l as extensive 
in format ion on the country 's external debt . 
On top of this, i n fo rma t ion on pol i t ical and 
social factors is requ i red. Such pol i t ical and 
social in fo rmat ion is o f ten supp lemented 
through recurrent travel to the coun t ry in 
quest ion by lend ing of f icers as we l l as th rough 
in format ion obta ined f r o m representat ive 
offices or branches and subsidiaries wh ich the 
bank may maintain abroad. 

In order to f i l l the requ i rements of bank ing 
and f inancial ent i t ies in coun t ry risk analysis, a 
l imited select g roup of cur rent i n fo rmat ion 
sources is requi red. The sources of such data 
are pr imar i ly the Internat ional Mone ta ry Fund, 
the Uni ted Nat ions, the Wor ld Bank, the Bank 
for Internat ional Sett lements, the U.S. Trea-
sury and the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. For wr i t t en assess-
ments on indiv idual economies , the U.S. 
Departments of Commerce and State, the 
Inter-American Deve lopment Bank, ind iv idual 
newsletters pub l i shed by banks or pub l ish ing 
houses and coun t ry risk rankings pub l ished by 
Euromoney and the Institutional Investor are 
also used. That's about it for the essential 
core. For banks, however, wan t ing to supple-
ment such sources w i t h data f r o m the 
individual countr ies themselves, the monthly, 
quarterly and annual recurrent publ icat ions of 
the indiv idual country 's central bank, mone-
tary author i ty and the super in tendent of banks 
are recommended. The f o l l ow ing is an anno-

tated l ist ing of basic in fo rmat ion sources for 
count ry risk analysis. 

Data Sources on International Lending 
and Developing Economies' 
External Debt 
1. The World Bank, World Debt Tables, External 

Public Debt of Developing Countries, Wash-
i n g t o n , D . C . , a n n u a l , w i t h r e c u r r e n t 
supplements. This is the primary source of 
external public debt and debt servicing. 

2. Bank for International Settlements, Maturity 
Distribution of International Bank Lending, 
semiannual, and The External Position of 
Banks in Group of Ten Countries and Swit-
zerland, quarterly, Basle, Switzerland. This is 
the primary source for data on industrial 
economies' commercial bank international 
claims and liabilities by country. 

3. Comptroller of the Currency, Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporat ion, Federal Reserve 
Board, Joint News Release, Country Expo-
sure Lending Survey, Washington, D.C., 
semiannual. This is the primary source of data 
on consolidated U.S. bank lending internation-
ally. The report consolidates parent, branch 
and Edge Act corporations of U.S. banks in 
regard to cross border and non-local currency 
claims. In a separate table, claims are reallo-
cated to reflect claims guaranteed by residents 
of another country. 

4. U.S. Treasury Department, Treasury Bulletin, 
Washington, D.C., monthly. This publication 
presents in great detail the foreign activity of 
banks and Edge Act corporations operating in 
the U.S. Branch and foreign subsidiary activ-
ity, however, is excluded. 

5. Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
S y s t e m , F e d e r a l R e s e r v e S t a t i s t i c a l 
Release, "Geographical Distribution of Assets 
and Liabilities of Major Foreign Branches of 
U.S. Banks," (E11), Washington, D.C. quar-
terly. This statistical release details asset and 
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liability positions by country of customer of the 
major foreign branches of U.S. banks. 

6. World Bank, Borrowing in International Cap-
ital Markets, Foreign and International Bond 
Issues, Publicized Eurocurrency Credits, 
Washington, D.C., semiannually. This publica-
tion provides comprehensive information on 
publicized Eurocurrency credits and foreign 
and international bonds. Data are presented 
by country and individual credit or bond issue 
and include the interest rate, the term, the 
various fees and the lead and co-manager 
banks. 

7. Euromoney, London, monthly. Each month, 
Euromoney publishes a section on currently 
publicized syndicated loans, by borrowing 
entity. The amount of the credit, the interest 
rate, the term and the lead management group 
are included. 

Data Sources on Exchange Rates, 
International Reserves, Monetary 
and Fiscal Conditions, International 
Trade, Balance of Payments, 
National Income Accounts, 
Population and Unemployment 

1. International Monetary Fund (IMF), Interna-
tional Financial Statistics, Washington, D C., 
monthly. This source is indispensable for coun-
try r isk analys is . Updated monthly, the 
Internat ional Financial Stat ist ics (IFS) 
presents current and historical data in printed 
and tape form on individual IMF member coun-
tries. Data include series on exchange rates, 
international reserves, monetary aggregates, 
government finance, major and total exports, 
imports, balance of payments aggregates and 
national income accounts. 

2. International Monetary Fund, Direction of 
Trade Yearbook, Washington, D.C., annual, 
updated monthly. This source, produced in 
written and tape form, provides current and 
historical data on the origin and destination of 
exports and imports of IMF member countries. 

3. International Monetary Fund, Balance of Pay-
ments Yearbook, Washington, D.C., annual, 
with updates. The Balance of Payments 
Yearbook presents in printed and tape form 
the most detailed, consistent series available 

of balance of payments data on IMF member 
countries. Details on the service account 
(which includes tourism inflows and outflows) 
as well as short-term and long-term capital 
movements are presented in historical series. 

4. International Monetary Fund, Government 
Finance Statistics Yearbook, Washington, 
D.C., annual. The IMF also publishes this 
highly specialized yearbook which presents 
details on government tax and other revenues 
as well as government expenditures. 

5. World Bank Atlas and World Development 
Report, Washington, D.C., annual. The World 
Bank Atlas, in pamphlet form, contains esti- 1 

mates of population, Gross National Product 
(GNP) and per capita GNP in current U.S. 
dollars for most countries of the world. Growth ) 
rates for population and per capita GNP (in real 
terms) are shown. Data are shown graphically 
in map format with companion tables. A total of 
185 countries and territories is listed, including 
many countries not listed in the IMF publica-
tions. The World Development Report is a 
more thorough source but covers fewer coun-
tries. 

6. United Nations (U.N.), Monthly Bulletin of 
Statistics, New York, monthly. The U.N. 
publishes annually the Statistical Yearbook, 
which contains detailed tables with country 
economic data. Many of these tables are upda-
ted in the Monthly Bulletin of Statistics, such 
that this monthly source becomes more valu-
able for country risk analysis purposes. The 
tables on national income accounts present 
more detail on GNP composit ion than those 
available from the IMF. 

7. International Labour Off ice, Yearbook of 
Labour Statistics, Geneva, Switzer land, 
annual. Data on employment and unemploy-
ment of developing economies are difficult to 
obtain. Even data found should not be used 
readily for intercountry comparisons. The 
Yearbook of Labour Statistics does present 
unemployment data that may prove useful. 

Some Descriptive Sources Useful 
in Country Risk Analysis 

1. U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Public 
Affairs, Background Notes on Countries of 
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the World, updated periodically. This is a 
series of short, authoritative pamphlets on the 
countries and territories of the world written by 
officers of the U.S. Department of State's geo-
graphic bureaus. Each Background Note 
includes information on the country's land, 
people, history, government, political condi-
tions, economy and foreign relations. Also 
included are maps, brief travel notes, lists of 
government officials and a bibliography. These 
pamphlets provide a brief, general introduction 
to conditions in a particular country. 

2. U.S. Department of Commerce, Industry & 
Trade Administrat ion, Foreign Economic 
Trends and Their Implicat ions for the 
United States, updated annually. This is a 
continuing series of brief reports on 130 coun-
t r ies c o v e r i n g t he i r c u r r e n t e c o n o m i c 
conditions and future trends as well as poten-
tial effects of these on U.S. business. Each 
report is prepared on the scene by U.S. foreign 
service officers, who pinpoint the economic 
and financial condition of the country and the 
marke t ing p rospec ts for U.S. p roduc ts . 
Included in each report is a table of key eco-
nomic indicators. 

3. U.S. Department of Commerce, Industry & 
Trade Administration, Overseas Business 
Reports (about 50 reports published per 
year). This is a useful series of reports cov-
ering about 100 countries. Titles vary, such as 
"Marketing in (name of country)," "Doing Busi-
ness in . . . , " "World Trade Outlook f o r . . . , " etc. 
Country information often includes industry 
trends, trade regulations, information on the 
tariff system, taxes, direct foreign investment, 
etc. 

4. Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), 
Economic and Social Progress in Latin 
America, Washington, D.C., annual. The IDB 
each year does country assessments of mem-
ber countries. The analysis is well done but 
becomes quickly dated; the latest (1979) 
report details 1979 developments; it came out 
in fall 1980. 

5. Business International Corporation, Business 
Latin America, New York, weekly. This publi-
ca t ion car r ies up - to -da te bus iness and 
economic information useful to businessmen 
involved in Latin America. Periodically, "Busi-
ness Outlooks" are prepared which assess a 
particular economy's performance the past 
year and project descriptively performance in 
the current year. 

6. Barclays Bank Group, ABECOR Country 
Report, London, irregular. In two pages, this 
series provides an assessment of an analyzed 
country's economic and social condition; while 
not in depth, the country reports do provide a 
brief perspective. 

7. International Currency Review, London, 
bimonthly. This publication assesses the sta-
bility of exchange rates and evaluates the 
strengths of currencies throughout the world. 
Within its assessments, the journal evaluates 
government policies and current and anticipa-
ted economic and financial conditions. 

Country Risk Listings 

1. Euromoney, London, monthly. Twice each 
year, Euromoney publ ishes country risk 
tables that are based on ranking the interest 
rate spreads and maturities of syndicated 
Euromarket loans to public sector borrowers. 
The tables include the number and value of 
Euromarket syndicated loans during the period 
analyzed and the Euromoney ranking. This 
country risk ranking depends on market per-
cep t ions of the count ry in ques t ion as 
evidenced by the terms of syndicated credits 
extended. 

2. Institutional Investor, New York, monthly. 
Institutional Investor also publishes twice 
each year country risk tables. The rankings are 
based on input obtained from about 75 banks 
active in international lending, with greater 
weights placed on those banks with the largest 
worldwide lending and the more sophisticated 
country risk analysis. Each banker is asked to 
rate the creditworthiness of each country on a 
0 to 100 scale. 

—Donald E. Baer 
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