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Distribution of Income—

Price Increases Slow
Gains in Real Income

Personal income in the United
States increased at a compound
annual rate of 7.2 percent from
1960 to 1970. But personal tax
Payments increased an average of
8-6' percent, reducing the annual
gam in after-tax income to 6.9
percent. And advances in prices
averaged 2.4 percent a year, cut-
ting the annual gain in real dis-
Posable income to an average of
4.5 percent.

There were significant differ-
ences between the first and second
alves of the decade, however, in

growth of income, rate of price

increases, and taxes on personal
income. Taken as a whole, the first
half of the decade was a period of
fairly sustained economic growth
and generally stable prices. From
1960 to 1965, annual advances in
personal income averaged 6.1 per-
cent in current dollars and 4.9
percent in constant dollars.
But with the rapid increase in
economic activity after mid-decade,
inflationary pressures became
strong and the gap between money
income and real disposable income
widened. Beginning in 1?65, the
rate of gain in personal income

—

SPending on personal consumption

fose 90 percent in the 1960’s,

but inflation took two-fifths of the gain
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quickened, averaging 8.3 percent
for the five-year period.

The step-up was dissipated,
however, by a faster increase in
prices. In constant dollars, the rate
of gain in personal income changed
little, averaging 4.8 percent in the
second half of the decade compared
with 4.9 percent in the first half.
(The annual increase in consumer
prices averaged 3.5 percent, com-
pared with 1.1 percent in the first
half.) But tax payments were also
on the increase in the second half,
and the advance in disposable
income averaged 4 percent, com-
pared with 5 percent in the first
half.

Disbursement of income

Personal income is derived pri-
marily from wages and salaries but
also includes proprietors’ incomes,
interest, dividends, and rent, and
transfer payments. Individuals
disburse this income into three
channels—personal taxes (including
all nondiscretionary payments to
government), personal consump-
tion, and personal saving.
Personal taxes-Of the three,
the share of personal income going
for tax payments increased the
fastest in the 1960’s, rising from
12.7 percent in 1960 to 14.5 per-
cent in 1970. And payments of
federal income taxes made up the
largest share of these nondiscre-
tionary payments. Since income
taxes vary with earnings, federal
income tax payments increased
rapidly. On the average, they rose
8.2 percent a year over the decade.
Not all this increase was due to
changes in personal income, of
course. Some of the increase was
due to changes in tax rates. Federal
income tax rates were lowered in
1964, but a 10-percent surtax was



added in 1968. Then, at the begin-
ning of 1970, the surtax was
lowered to 5 percent. At the middle
of the year, the surtax was discon-
tinued altogether.

State and local taxes were on
the upswing throughout the 1960’s,
increasing much faster than federal
income taxes. State and local tax
payments rose an average of 10.5
percent a year over the decade.

Personal consumption-Payment
of personal taxes leaves consumers
with disposable income, most of
which goes for purchases of goods
and services and the remainder
being saved. The level of consumer
spending, then, depends in large
measure on the size of personal
income and the amount of personal
taxes consumers must pay.

The physical volume of personal
consumption, however, is also re-
lated to movements in consumer

prices. When prices are rising
sharply (as they were in the second
half of the 1960’s), much of the
increase in consumption expendi-
tures reflects higher prices rather
than a greater volume of consumer
purchases.

In current dollars, increases in
expenditures on personal consump-
tion averaged 7.3 percent a year
in the second half of the 1960’s,
compared with 5.9 percent in the
first half. But in constant dollars,
these expenditures increased at an
average annual rate of only 3.7
percent in the second half of the
decade after increasing at an
annual rate of 4.7 percent in the
first.

The rate of increase in consumer
prices usually varies with major
changes in economic activity—often
widely. From 1960 to 1965, the
implicit deflator for consumer

prices (the ratio of expenditures
at current prices to expenditures at
constant prices) increased at the
very moderate average annual rate
of 1.2 percent, compared with 2.2
percent in the 1950’s. But with the
rapid increase in economic activity
in the second half of the 1960’s,
consumer prices began to rise more
sharply. From 1965 to 1970, the
implicit consumer price deflator
rose at an average annual rate of
3.5 percent—about 60 percent faster
than the average for the 1950’s
and more than three times as fast
as in the first half of the 1960’s.
Personal saving—The personal
saving rate is the percentage of
disposable income saved. Usually
ranging between 5 and 7 percent
of disposable income, the saving
rate tends to decline during
recessions as individuals try to
maintain their consumption

Spending on durable goods grew
faster than total expenditures...
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patterns. Conversely, the percent-
age of income saved often increases
during economic recoveries. During
the recession of 1960-61, for ex-
ample, the saving rate fell to 4.5
percent of disposable income in
the fourth quarter of 1960. But by
the fourth quarter of 1961, when
the economy began to expand
again, the rate had risen to 6.2
percent.

_ Sudden changes in disposable
Income also affect the saving rate
as individuals take time to adjust
their consumption to new income
levels. Retroactive increases in
federal wage and salary levels and
Social Security payments in the
spring of 1970, for example, caused
an unusually sharp increase in
disposable income. Disposable
Income in the second quarter last
year was $18.3 billion more than
In the first quarter, and the saving

rate jumped from 6.7 percent to
7.5 percent.

Components of consumption

Expenditures on personal consump-
tion are channeled into three major
categories—durable goods, non-
durable goods, and services. Spend-
ing on consumer durables increased
an average of 7.0 percent a year in
the 1960’s, which was above the'
6.7-percent average ammal rise in
total personal consumption. As a
result, the proportion of total
personal expenditures allocated to
durable goods increased from 1.:3.9
percent in 1960 to 14.5 percent in
1970.

Spending on consumer non-
durables increased an average of
5.8 percent a year, which was well
below the pace of consumption
expenditures overall. Spending on
this component slipped from 46.5

—

Service spending grew fastest,
but inflation affected it most
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percent of the total in 1960 to 42.9
percent in 1970. This was in sharp
contrast to earlier periods, At the
end of World War IT, purchases of
nondurable goods had accounted
for more than half of all personal
consumption.

Of the three major components
of personal consumption, spending
on services increased fastest.
Starting from a base that
accounted for 39.6 percent of
personal consumption in 1960,
spending on services increased at
an average annual rate of 7.4 per-
cent. By 1970, this type spending
accounted for 42.6 percent of per-
sonal consumption. At that rate of
increase, consumers will soon
spend more on services than on
nondurable goods.

Consumer durables—Much of the
increase in spending on consumer
durables in the 1950’s could be
attributed to the release of con-
sumer demand pent up during the
war. The increase in the 1960’s
was doubtlessly due to the general
uptrend in personal income, and
this was reinforced by other factors
stimulating demand: in the first
half of the decade, by the continu-
ation of the housing boom started
in the 1950’s and, throughout the
decade, by the high rate of family
formations. Purchases of furniture
and household appliances acceler-
ated in the early 1960’s. The post-
war rise in automobile purchases,
which had peaked in the 1950’s,
also showed renewed strength in
the early 1960’s.

The implicit price deflator for
durable goods increased an average
of only 0.8 percent a year in the
1960’s. By contrast, the deflator
rose an average of 2.3 percent a
year for nondurable goods and
2.9 percent a year for services.

With prices of durable goods
rising slowly, the increased expen-
ditures for durable goods mainly
reflected an increase in real con-
sumption. This was particularly
true in the first half of the decade,
when purchases of consumer



durables increased an average of
7.9 percent a year in current dollars
and 8.2 percent in constant dollars.
Although prices of consumer
durables fell during the first half
of the decade, causing real con-
sumption of these goods to increase
faster than current-dollar pur-
chases, the trend was reversed in
the second half. With the general
rise in prices beginning in 1965,
the average annual increase in
durable goods purchases slowed to
6.2 percent in current dollars and
4.3 percent in constant dollars.
But while the long-term trend
in purchases of consumer durables
has been strong, these purchases
have also been highly sensitive to
cyclical variations in economic
activity. This, of course, reflects
the fact that purchases of durable
goods can often be postponed when
reductions in income and employ-

ment threaten. In line with the
current slowdown in economic
activity, sales of consumer durables
have shown almost no growth in
the past two years.

Consumer nondurables—Unlike
outlays for durables and some
services, spending on such necessi-
ties as food, fuel, and some clothing
cannot be postponed. To pay for
nondurables during periods of
declining income, consumers may
have to draw on their savings or
even borrow.

Increases in prices of nondurable
goods (and some durable goods)
were dampened by increases in
productivity resulting from tech-
nological advances and gains in
economies of scale. Taken as a
whole, prices of nondurable goods
increased at the same rate in the
1960’s as the implicit price deflator
for total consumer expenditures.

Net effect was a shift
from spending on nondurables
to durables and services
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Of the nondurable goods, food is
still a category of major impor-
tance, even though the percentage
of household budgets allocated to
food has declined as incomes have
risen. Food prices increased an
average of 2.6 percent a year in
the 1960’s, or about in line with
the average increase in consumer
prices.

Prices of clothing, especially for
men and boys, rose a little faster
than consumer prices overall, with
most of the increase being attrib-
uted to higher prices of footwear.

Although fuel prices drifted
slowly downward throughout most
of the decade, they began to rise
again in 1969-and at accelerating
rates. With the steady substitution
of natural gas for coal and fuel oil,
total increases in fuel and utility
costs averaged less than 1 percent
a year for most of the decade. But
with the rising demand for fuel,
supplies began to dwindle, putting
pressure on fuel and utility prices.

Overall, between 1960 and 1965,
consumer spending on nondurables
increased an average of 4.8 percent
a year in current dollars and 3.6
percent in constant dollars. Spend-
ing increased with the rise in prices
in the second half of the decade,
averaging advances of 6.7 percent
a year. In constant dollars, how-
ever, the average increase in con-
sumption slowed to 3.1 percent.

Consumer services—In sharp con-
trast to the increased personal
consumption of goods, much of the
increased spending on services was
accounted for by rapid advances
in service prices. The difference is
due largely to the nature of ser-
vices. Being highly personalized,
they do not lend themselves to
mass-production techniques such
as those that allow many goods
producers to realize economies of
scale. As a result, increases in the
productivity of service industries
tend to be limited and there are
stronger cost-push pressures on
prices of services than on prices
of goods.



The rise in prices of public trans-
POl'ta_tion services provides a case
1 point. Fare increases resulted
Primarily from the rising costs of
(I)\%)er'ating passenger services.

3 ationwide, local transit fares
1allooned almost 50 percent in the
tflist half of the 1960’s, even though
1e number of commuters declined
almost 10 percent. Taxicab fares
Increased an average of 30 percent.

Intercity carriers did not in-
Crease their fares as sharply.
A‘:’erage bus fares between cities
still rose slightly more than 25
If'-‘ercent, however, and air and rail

ares advanced about 17 percent.

Tbe rise in prices of hospital
Sel‘}'lges provides an even more
isrﬁgkmg example of the cost-push
. luence on service prices. The
acSlrlg cost of equipping hospitals
= (ﬁ)unt‘ed for much of the increase
- ospital costs. And added to the

15e In equipment costs were higher
i{llanes for medical staffs and
tilgher costs of hospital construc-
a:n' Reflecting these higher costs,
verage rates for semiprivate hos-
Pu:tal rooms rose nearly 90 percent
o the second half of the 1960’s and
5 Sts of operating rooms rose more
1an 70 percent.
SerIvr} current dollars, purchases of
1ces increased an average of
o-f‘ltﬁercent a year in the first half
i e decade. But they increased
Nly 4.6 percent in constant dol-
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lars, and the rate of real increase
deteriorated even further in the
second five-year period. Although
current-dollar purchases of services
increased at an average annual
rate of 8.4 percent in 1965-70, the
rate of increase in constant dollars
slipped to an average of 4.2 percent
a year.

As consumption increased in the
1960’s, consumers shifted the
allocation of their expenditures,
spending proportionately more on
durables and services and propor-
tionately less on nondurables.
Much of the increased spending on
services, however, was accounted
for by rapid advances in service
prices, while the increase in durable
goods mainly reflected a greater
volume of goods purchased. In real
terms, then, consumption of dura-
bles rose much faster than con-
sumption of either nondurables
or services.

With prices of services expected
to continue rising, much of the
future growth in buying power will
depend on what happens to prices
of goods. If monetary and fiscal
policies succeed in slowing the rate
of increase in prices of goods, con-
sumers can expect a greater propor-
tion of their spending to go into
real consumption rather than price
increases.

—Edward L. McClelland



Cost of Living-

Metropolitan Living Cheaper
In Texas Than in Most Other States

It is cheaper to live in Austin than
in any other metropolitan area

in the United States. And it is
cheaper to live in Dallas and
Houston than in most other metro-
politan areas.

But while this should be good
news to Texans—since living costs
in these centers are indicative of
costs in other cities of the state—
there is also some disappointing
news in a budget study recently
released by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. The study shows living
costs in these three cities have been
rising about 6 percent a year, or
at about the rate of other metro-
politan areas.

Nationwide, household budget
costs increased 18.5 percent be-
tween the spring of 1967 and the
spring of 1970. During that period,
budgets rose an average of 18.9
percent in Dallas, 17.4 percent in
Austin, and 16.7 percent in
Houston.

Basis of comparison

In estimating the cost of living in
various areas, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics developed standard
budgets for a family of four living
in each of 40 metropolitan areas.
The budgets, therefore, are only
indicative of living costs in certain
areas. They apply precisely only

to urban families like the one

used in the study-an employed
husband and his wife, their 13-
year-old son and eight-year-old
daughter. The family is assumed to
have typical inventories of cloth-
ing, home furnishings, and major
durables,

Based on annual costs of specific
types and amounts of goods and
services in an area, the budget
illustrates the cost of living at three
broad income levels-high, low,

6

and intermediate. For the low-
income budget, the manner of
living differs from the intermediate
and high levels primarily in the
specification that the family lives
in rented housing without air
conditioning, performs more

services for itself, and uses free
community recreation services. The
high-income budget specifies a
larger proportion of homeowner-
ship than the intermediate budget;
more household appliances and
equipment, and still more pur-

Living costs in Austin were lowest of all metropolitan areas
in the spring of 1970, regardless of budget
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chases of services. For most items
Common to all three budgets, both
he quantity and quality are
E—SSUmed to increase from the low
0 the high budget.

Budget estimates were prepared
only for families in selected metro-
Politan areas with a central
Gty of at least 50,000 population.
fOEEIOHal averages were estimated
Gfrl urban areas with populations
; egs than 50,000 but more than

3

Budget outlays

&Ontlparison of the budgets shows
i ?l of the 40 metropolitan areas
= Udgd in the study, the most
pensive places to live were
chorage, Alaska, and Honolulu,
awail, Within the continental
tonl;tEd' States_, living costs tended
o e hl.ghest in the Northeast and
e est in thf: South. Living costs
> rﬁl‘e also slightly lower in the
% aller_met.ropolitan areas. Thus,
accombmatlon of advantages
cit(;::llled to Austin, a small southern
on?f Rhe large metropolitan areas,
i 1;'5}71 tlanta was cheaper to live
i an Dallas or Houston. It was
en cheaper to live in Dallas or
Ouston than in most small metro-
Politan areas outside the South.
pind although data were not com-
ed for such areas as El Paso,
ofofjt Wor.th, and San Antonio, costs
e g’lng in these cities were also
Obably well below those in most
€r metropolitan areas.
budor the lower level of living,
get costs in Austin were about
= Percent less than the national
€rage for metropolitan areas.
oey were 8.2 percent less in
aﬁston and 5.4 percent less in
: hals. For the intermediate and
cigi evels, budget costs in these
nat?s were even further below the
lonal metropolitan averages.

AVERAGE ANNUAL LIVING COSTS FOR THREE BUDGETS

Budget level

Spring Sprin
1970 %;579 Percent

and area change
Low budget
Metropolitan areas
Austin .. .. $6,197 $5,237 o
Dallas ... ovovviee 6,683 5,607 13‘3 %
Houston ...... BN 6,481 5,542 16.9
United States .. ......:cov..u. 7,061 5,994 17.8
Nonmetropolitan areas i g
Solth o i s 6,150 5,224
United States ... ............. 6,512 5,564 g
Intermediate budget : :
Metropolitan areas
LIS T e e e e et s o fiast 9,212 7,952
BYATER | s B0 205 5 A s Sy i 9,894 8,345 13'3
Hlolision i e e s 9,645 8,301 16.2
United States . ............... 10,933 9,243 18.3
Nonmetropolitan areas :
Solth e e e st 9,041 7.784
UritodiStales) o e s s i st 9,600 8,322 15
High budget ?
Metropolitan areas
AUSHIN L T ekl et et oot 18,337 11,299
DEETY i i Sl B e Gt sing 14,471 12,157 13'3
HOUSEON .o ivvcvinnesnines 13,917 11.897 124
United States .. ......c...... 15,971 13,367 19.5
Nonmetropolitan areas :
F T L s e S A SR T 12,643 10,909 15.9
UnitadlStatos) it e 13,459 11,640 15.6

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

They were roughly 16 percent
lower in Austin, 12 percent lower
in Houston, and 9 percent lower
in Dallas.*

Budgets calculated as average
for nonmetropolitan towns in the
South were about 6 percent less
than the national average for such
towns. These budgets, which are
probably the closest indicators of
the cost of living in most small
towns of the Eleventh Federal
Reserve District, show living costs
in the nonmetropolitan South
were lower than in Austin. Com-
pared with Austin, nonmetropoli-
tan living costs in the South
averaged 1 percent less for the low
budget, 2 percent less for the
intermediate budget, and 5 percent
less for the high budget.

Where costs differ

Budget costs for food in Texas
cities were significantly lower than

the ngtional metropolitan average.
Housing costs were also lower, as
were costs of social insurance and
personal income taxes. All three
costs were about equally important
in re_ducing the low-level budget.
For intermediate and high budgets
there were still important savings ’
on fc_nod but most of the difference
was mllower costs of housing and
gomal insurance and personal
income taxes.

The lower overall tax cost
resqlted, obviously, from Texas
having no state or city income
taxes. The lower cost of housing
prob'fxbly resulted from the lower
density of population, which helps
ho_ld down land prices, and the
fairly moderate climate, which
helps hold down building costs.

All major categories of expendi-
tures were lower in Austin than
the national average, regardless of
budget level. Most categories

=
1. 8¢
* Sixteen gt
states were taken together 3 ) ] v e 17
Mo, Bl e gether as the South, only one of four broad regional groups used in the study, Because el tive
2, m € Dbrecise regional groupings were not feasible, : se of the relatively small sample used,
: Thege
s comparisons de i i i L 1 :
liviy do not imply that people live better in these cities than in other metropolitan aveas. They r
gz SR S ¢ 8. ey reveal only t! i e
£ costs less in these cities than in the average metropolitan area. v that a particular level of
Bugj
ness Review / March 1971



ANNUAL COST SAVINGS IN SELECTED BUDGET ITEMS, SPRING 1970,
FOR TEXAS AREAS COMPARED WITH NATIONAL AVERAGES

Social
insurance,
Budgel level personal
and income
metropolitan area Food Housing taxes
Low budget
Austin $207 $244 $274
Dallas 162 95 159
Houston ... . 148 171 205
Intermediate budget
Austin e 276 719 526
Dallas 205 439 394
Houston . 180 553 451
High budget
Austin 315 1,001 1,042
Dallas 239 491 752
Houston 208 788 897

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

were also lower in the state’s two
largest cities. There were nota-
ble exceptions, however. Medical
costs in Dallas, for example, were
among the nation’s highest—
about 16 percent higher than the
national average. Medical costs in
Houston were about 3 percent
higher than average. Except for
the high-level budget, transporta-
tion costs were also slightly higher
in Houston.

So, while living costs in these
three metropolitan areas were
rising rapidly, they were still far
below the national average—

regardless of the level of living.
Furthermore, incomes in these
centers were probably increasing
even faster than living costs.
Information on per capita income
for 1970 is not available yet for
individual cities. For Texas as

a whole, however, per capita per-
sonal income rose about 28 percent
between the spring of 1967 and the
spring of 1970-roughly half again
more than the average increase in
living costs in these three
metropolitan areas.

—Leonard G. Bower

New par bank

The Mont Belvieu State Bank, Mont Belvieu, Texas, an insured nonmember bank
located in the territory served by the Houston Branch of the Federal Reserve
Bank of Dallas, was added to the Par List on its opening date, February 8, 1971.
The officers are: Robert McCorquodale, President; H. H. McCollum, Vice
President (Inactive); and Lloyd H. Brown, Jr., Cashier.
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Statistical Supplement to the Business Review

The seasonally adjusted Texas
lndust_rlal production index was
tf‘-SSentxally unchanged in January
11‘80m the level in December. At
th2-_0 percent of its 1957-59 base,
e1ndex was up only 0.2 percent
A m December and 0.4 percent

Om_January 1970.
= Slight month-to-month gains
bere shown in the manufacture of
: C[tl_l durable and nondurable goods,
lalsmg total manufacturing to a
evel 1 percent higher than in

ecember. The total was still
Eearly 2 percent lower than a year
tefore, however. Production of
iansl_)ortatiOn equipment and
i? ectrical machinery was particu-
arly weak.,

Bolstered by a high rate of out-
Put in petroleum refining, the
g;lanufacture of nondurable goods

Vanced nearly 4 percent over a
ge&r. before, largely offsetting the

ecline in durable goods.

Utilities showed no change from
Uecember and about a 5-percent
Ncrease over a year before.

Eatlital nonagricultural wage and
= ary employment in the five
alillthwe:stern states declined
b ghtly in January but was still
Slgher than a year before. A
vfasonal decline from December
mas expected in all areas of employ-
thent' But most declines were less
an expected, and employment in
§ ance showed a slight gain. Trade
Ccounted for much of the overall
n;EClme. Manufacturing employ-
reent continued its slow downtrend,
aching a level more than 5 percent
OWer than in January 1970.

811 allowables in producing states

i the Southwest were unchanged

B March from the high levels in
ebruary. In Texas, allowables

were held at 82.1 percent of the
maximum efficient rate of produc-
tion, halting the slow decline from
November’s record level of 87.3
percent. Other Eleventh District
states are still producing at their
record levels.

Since production in Texas serves
to even out surpluses and shortages
in the nation’s supply of crude
petroleum, the outlook for Texas
allowables depends to an extent on
the unpredictable international
petroleum situation. World supplies
tightened over the past year as an
important Middle Eastern pipeline
to the Mediterranean was closed,
North African production was cut
back, and tanker space grew scarce.
The pipeline was reopened recently,
however, and the world’s leading
petroleum companies are negotiat-
ing price agreements with major
exporting countries, raising the
possibility that international mar-
kets—and, thereby, the nation’s
supply-will soon return to normal.

Preliminary planting intentions for
1971 in states of the Eleventh Dis-
trict indicate a 14-percent increase
in sorghum acreage over 1970 and
about 10-percent increases in corn,
oats, and soybean acreages. The
prospective upland cotton acreage
is about the same as last year, but
extra-long staple cotton acreage
is expected to be 35 percent larger.
The sharp rise in expected plantings
of extra-long staple cotton is in line
with an increase in the Govern-
ment-allotted acreage resulting
from short supplies in 1970.
Grazing conditions are about
normal in Louisiana, but the forage
available for grazing in other areas
of the District has been below
average. The prolon ged dry weather
has limited dryland wheat grazing,

and growth of irrigated wheat was
slowed by the cold weather in early
January.

Because of poor grazing, live-
stock conditions have slipped below
average over much of the five-state
area. As a result, considerable
supplemental feeding is required. In
Texas, there has been some culling
of older cows.

Texas retained its position last
year as the nation’s third largest
cattle feeding state, surpassed only
by Towa and Nebraska. Feedlots in
Texas marketed 3.1 million head of
cattle-432,000 head more than in
19§9. At 16 percent, however, this
gain represented considerably less
_growth than the 37-percent increase
in marketings in 1969.

Registrations of new passenger
automobiles in Dallas, Fort Worth
Houston, and San Antonio were ’
5 percent lower in January than in
Degember. There were wide
variations in the four centers, how-
ever. Registrations increased 19
percent in San Antonio and 12 per-
cent in Dallas. But they declined
16 percent in Houston and 24 per-
cent in Fort Worth. Total registra-
tions were 3 percent lower than in
January 1970.

Department store sales in the
E.leventh District were 8 percent
higher in the four weeks ended
Februgry 27 than in the corre-
sponding period a year earlier.
Cumulative sales through that date
were 9 percent higher than a

year before.

Credit at weekly reportin

( g banks
in the Eleventh District declined
Iess_ than usual in the four-week
period ended February 24, in line

(Continued on back page)



CONDITION STATISTICS OF WEEKLY REPORTING COMMERCIAL BANKS

Eleventh Federal Reserve District
(Thousand dollars)

R—
Feb.24,  Jan.27,  Feb.25, Feb.24,  Jan.27,  Feb.25
ASSETS 1971 1971 ! 1970 LIABILITIES 1971 1971 1970
Federal funds sold and securities purchased Tolal depOsitsesss s srsssesssnssssssrssasssss 10735048 10,777,099 M
under agreements to resell, ... 681,027 716,130 348,150 — e 353 5 475,240
Other loans and discounts, gross. . 6,601,660 6,586,896 5,970,685 Total demand depositssessseeessnsssnsas 6,067,081 6,228, '332’53"
Individuals, parinerships, and corpora 4,111,296 4,171,008 3'302'3“
Commercial and industrial loans. ... .. saenene 3,177,783 3,171,189 3,011,646 States and political subdivisions. « e e osvesaes 330,823 290;19% ]55I695
Agricultural loans, excluding CCC U S G OVArNMONts s i s s slsiaaklates/sisaa namnior . 166,128 204,3 153810
certificates of interest.veevsssesssrssienaes 119,010 115,689 106,535 Banks in the United States...ssssssensnesss 1,328,883 1,419,977 077y
Loans to brokers and dealers for Foreign:
purchasing or carrying: Governments, official institutions, central | 2450
U.5. Government securities.......ovuenannas 500 509 500 banks, and international institutions.... .. 2,819 3,87 26274
ﬁ)lht;r saa;ri!ies...h....................... 43,928 52,313 42,111 Commercial I};nks..;'. .I;............... gg.?ig lfg'g?g 7?:‘”
Other loans for purchasing or carrying: Certified and officers’ checks, efc..vvsoccaass ' ¥
U.5. Government SecuUrities. .o sssessssnnnsss I,gdg 1,606 944 Total f.'lm, and ,gang;hdepa;il:l. vessassnssases 4067967 4,548,552 3,286,723
Other securities..... S alatalaals alutets 429,62 433,811 382,994 Individuals, partnerships, and corporations: 8
Loans to nonbank financial institutions: sl.zlyjn:, deposits... . T R T 948,906 ; g} g'g{s
Sales finance, personal finance, factors, Other time deposits . «vusesveesrasennsss 2,496,561 ?'509'?33 724,005
and ofher business credit companies....... 189,818 182,578 131,585 States and political subdivisions. + o s v vueees 1,057,337 %g' 81 2,086
OFhErssasansnsasasnsasanansnsnssnnsass 430467 4470980 3107390 U.S. Government (including postal savings)... 30,581 s 15,486
Real estate Joans. <« sssseensssissnsssssnssas 653,373 652,044 612,862 Banks in the United States....vceseaannnnns 95,015 4 [
Loans to domestic commercial banks..uvesussss 13,832 16,448 16,099 Foreign:
Loans to foreign banks..ssessiissirsnenssnasns 10,386 9,572 10,021 Go ts, official i , central 785 12,600
Consumer instalment 10GNS. « +vvrunsnsonsnens 7331026 736322 727,163 banks, and international institutions... ... 12,685 eaa 1250
Loans fo foreign govurnm:nrs, ?‘fﬁcial : Commercial banks. Pl e e S 1,100 il [
institutions, central banks, and internationa Federal fund. chased and securities sol o7
IS s s s e 0 0 750 e ::r;e?nu;nlfto repurchase.oosssssesasss 999,089 1,012,322 ;;g’gs?
Otheri|0anIaas s sls e s hs s assnsa s 700,263 766,835 617,085 Other liabilities for borrowed moNeY .usvsssssvss 68,222 ??'006 344,944
Total INVestMeNtSs s uussessnaeasennenaneennass 2,893,075 2,929,039 2,500,217 OIhr 1aBITIHSSs s ans sisislansisio/albsisisiosainsiasialssios fg;.;gg ?29'403 19529
R @3 ON l0aNS.veesarasassasassnsarassssan ¥ ; 1504
Total U.S. Government securities. ccuessessans 978,602 989,159 910,690 R:::::es on securities.ssssesnarsnrannnsnanaes L 1 Ogg,g;g 9;’%’?01
Troasury bills, v vossssssnansaenenenanases 123,093 125963 3 el GecaUnt s s ienie e st 103215488 102B; .
;remury :srliﬂwi;suog ingabtadnnu. 1ol xlat e 0 0 0 e ERVES W AND e y
reasury noles an .2, Govern t 'OTAL LIABILITIE!
bonds maturings i T AP ITAL ACCOUNTS . ve o seesssnenees 13,393,976 13448913 11,385934
NI ] Y O CIr s s /s ia aisinislninin'sin s sia'a/n 2ln /s 0n 174,252 220,311 153,830
1 ¥ear 10 5 yearsiesssessesssensnensass 512,003 531,757 627,561
AT QTS BT s ss aa 4 s /81s s/e /s ala 0 /s 0 0T0s sl 0'n s 169,254 111,128 85,384
Obligations of states and political subdivisions:
Lclllx \\::rranls and short-term notes and bills,. . g 32,882 2;,;;2 : ‘6%%;3
OTRUBE s e laa ta b6 8n % % n s n e u o /a's moain it n s 0 l0 646,574 1,647, A
Other bonds, corporate stocks, and securities: ! CONDITION STATISTICS OF ALL MEMBER BANKS
Cn;ligw?e: represn{nllnq participations in s Y5 i District
al ogency 1oans. s s sasssssssnnnnns i 4 c
e hAII :!h‘:rr [includin‘; corporate stocks). . 1 . };?:25; : ;gg,ﬁg; 9;?2;5 Eleventh Federal Reserve Distr
ash items in process of collection........ o 4238, )
Reserves with Federal Reserve Bank. . '17:362 ‘876386 612,406  (Million dollars) o
Currency and €0inw s suasesessesansassnsassses 86,482 92,712 86,000 30 Jan. 26,
Balances with banks in the United States......... 572,826 532,240 428,708 Jan. 27, Dec. 30, ‘:9'?0
Balances with banks in foreign countries. .. ... . 7,998 9,6 7.91 Item 1971 197
Other assets (including investments in subsidiaries
not consolidated). s veevennsansnasssssnnsnss  #860,119 467,803 495,002 ASSETS S 11.498
12,878 ¥
TOTALTASSETS s 2o n se s e s oo oo ey 13,393,976 13,448,913 11,385,934 Leansianc.dlicol, Broteseraspapnatass 2280 g;;:z g'g;
e s S e e e )
Roe':l:rrv;: \:E!h Federal Reserve Bank.suss.ss 1,461 1,400 l'gg;
Cash in vault. s eseevesesnsrssnsnanasnes 282 29; 1,203
Balances with banks in the United States.... 1,407 l,dfo 12
Balances with banks in foreign countries®.. .. 12 1,235
Cash items in process of collection. ........ 1,418 1,402 5ol
Other ass015®a e saassssssssssssannensns 882 95 —
TOTAL ASSETSB s iatsessawinse manihy 2AM54; 24,745 21,743
BILITIES AND CAPITAL ACCOUNTS
RESERVE POSITIONS OF MEMBER BANKS LABILITIES dopotiy of ok -0 ocvi L34 1861 s
. Sesssnnnn . " "
Eleventh Federal Reserve District Olbar/demend Eaposlioir e Rt st o) 90 8,895 7,079
(Averages of dally figures, Thousand dollars) Total depositss s eusssssssssssssseness 20,432 2?,%;3 ”l”:%;
Bool;:‘owlll[nghs]ii;_.. aiselssainainnsisbaainnn s 1:‘1:‘;? 'I:l?é lqg;
or llobilities®. sooeeececassassnnnsass
o Aypolsenisd Sweskssadad dvedemded  Ohwlebecoioionn fgh deE o
TOTAL LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL 745
RESERVE CITY BANKS el a e meae s s N 24,454 24,745 21,743
Total reserves helds e seneeeerss 820,983 806,799 759,270 ACCOUNTS®. , == == ———
With Federal Reserve Bank.... 764,630 TA7 67 704,669
Currency and €olnesessssasss 56,353 59,632 54,601 e — Estimated
Required reserves. covsssssanns 817,634 825,028 735117
Excess reserves. ... 3,349 —18,229 24,153
BOFTOWITIDN A s 6 s s a7e 6104 % 4 lo s e 2 nln 0 28,555
Free reseryes..oeeeevssosssans 3,349 —18,229 —4,402
COUNTRY BAMKS
Total reserves held. . ....vva..s 858,082 825,823 801,841 CONDITION OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF DALLAS
EN"ith Fﬂd.mcll Reserve Bank., ?gg,gg?’ 633,558 610,848
urrency and coin....ss.. 575 192,265 190,993 lars
:aqulrad reserves. 828,250 3]5%3; 771:212 (Thousandidol ) _";’
XCOSS reserves. . o 29,832 10, 30,629 .
Borrowings. . . » 214 ) 14,255 Lo 2t 8022 Fabro
Free reserves SThTh (a'alaTa s o ntalaln 29,618 10,592 16,374 Item 1971
ALL MEMBER BANKS 82
Total reserves held. . .......... 1,679,045 1,632,622 1,561,111 Total gold certificate reserves....vassssasse 580,081 380,‘;%3 2;2';80
With Federal Reserve Bank.... 1,423,137 1,380,725 1,315,517 Discounts for member banks. . vovvviiiiies 0 0 2'2‘0
Currency and €oiny.vuuauana. 255,928 251,897 245,594 Other discounts and advonces.....eeverrvnas 0 2,840 4 36?'?“"
Required resarves. .. oeensss 1,645,884 1,640,259 1,506,329 U.S. Government securities. vessssssunenseesn 2,807,527 2,802, 51406,267
Excess reserves. . ... SR 33,181 -7, 54,782 Total eaming O55e15.sssesesssssssssnnesans 2,807,527 2,803,160 1’|3¢'9?8
Borrowingssseessess ARAa 214 42,810 Member bank reserve deposits.....ovesnssas 1,358,081 1,460,824 ,682'53
Free reserves....oeeissnonssss 32,967 —7,637 11,972 Federal Reserve notes in actual circulation..... 1,892,589 1,902,027 1,682/




BANK DEBITS, END-OF-MONTH DEPOSITS, AND DEPOSIT TURNOVER

Four Southwestern States

(Dollar amounts in thousands, seasonally adjusted)

—

DEBITS TO DEMAND DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS!

DEMAND DEPOSITS!

Janvary Percent change from Annual rate of tumover
1971 —
- Ji y Janvary 31 Januvary December Januvary
e et el e LN 7 1570 {2
ARIZONA; Tucson e e s 72988 —2%, 16% $ 234,457 29.5% 30.5% 25.9%
Lo 2 17 91,623 33.8 34,5 30,6
UISIANA: Monroe.......... g,ggls .?gg E =y 267,200 373 3770 0.8
Shreveport. . (i) 5 ey 39,425 22.1 23.5 247
NEWY MEXICO: RoswellZe s s ss e sss s snnsnansnssnsse 882,240 = VT s = 2
TEXAS, Ablene sl e A aTa alalelalalats s ntuln 2,123,808 =] ; 158,136 287 353 378
AMArillo, . vueerernansss 6,183,792 ? 10 330,827 2800 288 314
RIS S s saanaaaRnaRanAAA A 9,364,008 ) A 249,401 247 269 s
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange.....esesssssssss 6,147,288 _3 10 78,734 25.6 26.4 255
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito..ssssssss atelele 1,999,416 —'ln 16 284,130 21.2 23.3 248
Corpus Christissasessssnsesases 5,960,268 = 8 31'458 13.9 TP 141
onicana. AL 437928 = 19 2,183,068 620 555 529
EIuF::é.'::::::::::"""':::::f':...:::::: 7,485,504 0 lg 533-51 g;‘;; gg:g 32:2
Fort Worth. .. ..... 23,188,524 =i 8 118,945 276 251 557
Galveston-Texas City... ceees 3,204,000 L2 18 2,514,420 448 a7 385
OUION .. s siennnnes ”0;310-196 6 8 L “'3‘ 21.8 25.0 217
Laredo. 2061120 = 7 158/227 226 25.4 230
Lubbock. . . . 3,698,988 =h 5 101,210 16.6 17.3 16,5
MeAllen-Pharr 1675440 = 5 132,451 149 167 143
idland , ig;ig 48 5 = 96,771 17.2 17.4 23.5
g8 i) 14 69,914 19.3 19.9 17.5
e S e R s
herman-Denison, v vuu. s 1,082,628 —lg _g 70,581 18.3 19.3 192
Texarkana (Texas-Arkansa 1,311,312 = 4 95,371 23.2 228 23.9
Viars g-gg?g;g =) 3 116773 2416 23,4 24.8
Wickna Fais. 1121012000 2408484 4 ! i 9 il i
Total—2g A B e e e ata mie e ix e s ajetniata s N 370,093,272 5% 15% 39234807 402% 38.1% 367%
:ganoslla of individuals, partnerships, and corporations and of states and political subdivisions
Ounty basis
VALUE OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS
(Million dollars)
Janvary December November Janvary
Area and type 1971 1970 1970 1970r
FIVE SOUTHWESTERN STATES!. 546 553 553 622
Bul Residential bulllglnﬂ‘. e Al Tty gg; f;g fgg ;;g
idential building .+ ...
______LDING EERMIIS .Hw:es"”?", :oml;lrucllign...... 94 90 128 208
: 4,383 4,974 5,145 4,82
VALUATION (Dellar amounts in thousands) UNPI“IE!I)I STATES RS O ‘]:;-']3: ?:ggg %:gg 1'422
N idential building...... ¥ y » 2,188
A Jorarendly Croain s Nenbullding constructionssssse. 11041 1235 11497 11211
Janvary Janvary December Janvary 1 Arizona, Loulslana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas
Area 1971 1971 1970 1970 r — Revised
NOTE, — Detalls may not add to totals because of rounding.
ARIZON A SOURCE: F. W. Dodge, McGraw-Hill, Inc.
LOSHONES0 L e smmemens, | 357 $ 4,299 —54% —8%
1'°U|SIAN5 e a8
nroe-W. 125 1,903 — =
T St ot dlontassse ey 445 2,461 —30 —55
ABllonas e e s 36 300 —38 —é8
*-:‘T]rn?o..'i.l.i........... 91 1124 7 =9
380 4 -
Boaumony, 11011010 TS 749 3 0 GROSS DEMAND AND TIME DEPOSITS OF MEMBER BANKS
YOWNRYlm. 5 easanissanians 84 380 - o
Boipus Chrsi. L1 1iiies 638 29940 1% 76 Eleventh Federal Reserve District
: i 184
.;L‘?:"“' Lenta e 333 7 ;:; _323 —37 (Averages of dally figures. Million dollars)
nWorhs il hs0 s e
L R 72 Sie) 248 3 GROSS DEMAND DEPOSITS TIME DEPOSITS
lon et e S TS | —
Lcred"n- terenas ‘78 1,467 586 ig; Reserve Country Reserve Country
lu[%?“‘k- . 1 |T 5:;%: ;g 45 Date Total city banks banks Total city banks  banks
and ] =
2 e —58
Port Arthr - 3 257 122 10 1969: Janvary. .. 10752 4,935 5817 7,627 3,135 4,492
San Angela. . 54 350 —70 —Al 1970: Janvary... 10793 4910 5883 7008 2,568 4540
9N Anton| 1,303 5732 —39 9 August. ... 10,530 4,816 5714 7,783 2,926 4,857
he s ‘892 22 156 September. 10,658 4885 5773 8,088 3162 4926
41 804 393 279 October... 10,684 4,860 5,824 8,317 3,305 5012
169 1,293 112 76 November.. 10,843 4,899 5944 8,622 3,476 5146
61 1,120 40 304 December.. 11,271 5,161 110 8,825 3,554 5271
6 ,038 5.4
Total—g Clet.srnessnsonnne 10481 123,188 —1% 3% 19713 Janvary. .. 11,532 5,236 6,29 9,0 3,635 03
H“-"‘-\—\__




DAILY AVERAGE

(Thousand barrels)

PRODUCTION OF CRUDE OIL

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION

(Seasonally adjusted indexes, 1957-59 = 100)

R—
Percent change from Janvary December MNovember Janvary
Area and type of index 1971p 1970 1970 1970
Janvary December Janvary December January
Area 1971 1970 1970r 1970 1970 TEXAS
OUR SOUTHWESTERN M To?t':l industrial production...... 182.0 181.6 179.4r lgls .gr
F anufacturing. s s s vvsreannnnnss 201.2 199.3 194.2¢ 203,
STATES Ll tielaie s e laeir 72655  6,724.8 0.4% 8.5% Dirahle ot s 204.5 202.1 198.7 22671
Loulsiang s « + s+ 2,758.0 2,366.4 . 16.7 Nondurables .o vuusssessnesnss 199.1 197.4 191.2r 191.6
New Mexico 339.0 358.4 1.2 —4.3 MIningss R L e 137.5 139.6 142.8r 130.9¢
Oklahoma. . 610.5 595.9 5.1 7.7 WHTE Y raadaannesammamann oo 274.6 274.6 266.2r 262.0
Texas...... 3,558.0 3,404.1 —.2 4.3 UNITED STATES
Gulf Coast. . et 0 T il Total industrial production. . ... .. 165.1 164.0 161.5¢ 170.41
West Texas. 1O ol i X Manufacturing . 162.7 161.6 158.7r 170.2¢
East Texas (proper) o LA 8 28:2 Durabla, . . 157.5 155.6 151.5¢ 169.7¢
Panhiandieirssssensns 8243 8273 3 = Nondurable 169.2 169.0 167.7 1710
Rest of state.. . o . " Mining. ... 14001 139.6 140.8r 131.7¢
UNITED STATES..eusvusesns 10,0083  9,467.0 1% 5.8% Utiliifes st e s s s 244.0 242.0 238.7r 230.1
r — Revised p — Preliminary
SOURCES: Gn&arg:an Pelr?tﬂum Institute r— Revised
.S. Bureau of Mines SOURCES: Board of Gove f th |
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas Federal Rese\l:v;ng:a?ﬂ?o[ Samcstem Reserve System
NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT LIVESTOCK ON FARMS AND RANCHES, JANUARY 1
Five Southwestern States' (In thousands)
—]

Percent change

Five southwestern

Number of persons Jan. 1971 from Texas states! United States
Janvary December Janvary Dec.  Jan. Species 1971 1970 1971 1970 1971 1970
Type of employment 1971p 1970 1970r 1970 1970
All cclmle and o8
Total nonagricultural calves.... .. 12,212 22,029 21,590 114,568 112,3
wage and salary workers.. 6,259,000 6,356,700 6,229,200 —1.5% 0.5% a'iillti COWS v as 354 757 765 12,445 1 g:ia‘i
—5 =5 eel Cows. 5,556 ,891 611 37,557 3
Manufacturings v s ssssrnas 1,121,900 1,131,600 1,187,000 9 5.5 ShiSan it 3789 3;?03 gz;q 221 ! UK 20:?95
Nonmanufacturing . e« s+ v s 5,137,100 5,225,100 5,042,200 —1.7 1.9 Stock sheep 3's10 37408 T s L 17411
MIniNGaassnsensassnss . 230,400 232,100 231,600 —7 —.35 e | tes jooe D 4701 gi97 Tre77
Comfruction. .o 375300 384600 366700 —24 23 HoTaoes i3 SO0 AL VOIE g
fanspafationian Chickens®. . ... 17,267 17,006 28,320 28,450 442,783 433,640
it ORNE5 5 : ' ) ) ’ /
SRt e e M a3 arn W sooto T ot/ T e LA O sz s Yy s
Finance. . 322,400 322,000 312,700 ql 3
Sorvice. » 1,001,100 1,006,600 985500 —.6 1.6 ! Arizona, Loulsiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas
Governme 112917200  1.295,100 1,266,500 —3% 20% . Dataare for December of preceding year.

1 Arizona, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas

p — Preliminary
r — Revised
SOURCE: State employment agencies

with a less than seasonal outflow
of deposits. The reduction in bank
credit took the form of declines in
both bank loans and bank holdings
of securities.

The fall in bank loans, however,
was slightly less than in compara-
ble periods of recent years, pri-
marily reflecting strength in the
demand for business and real
estate loans and loans to financial
institutions other than banks. The
demand for business loans was
probably associated with the
recovery of economic activity and
the further cut in the prime rate.

% Excludes commercial broilers
4 Excludes Arizona and New Mexico, which were combined with Florida, 1d81%"
Montana, and Wyoming to avoid disclosure of individual state operations

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Agriculture

The rise in real estate loans prob-
ably reflected recent reductions in
mortgage rates and increased
construction activity.

The decline in security holdings
was also less than usual in
February, apparently because
banks took into portfolio long-
term U.S. Government securities
acquired in the late-January
Treasury refunding. Bank holdings
of other securities fell substantially
more than usual, however, reflect-
ing a sizable decline in short-term
municipals. This was the first
such reduction in bank holdings

of municipal securities since mid-
1970.

The fall in bank deposits was
due entirely to a larger than usu
decline in demand deposits. Time
and savings deposits other than
large CD’s rose sharply in
February. In light of these ample
inflows, banks added only nomi-
nally to their CD’s outstanding.
On balance, however, they
increased their borrowings from
nondeposit sources. This increasé
was reflected largely in a rise
in borrowings in the Eurodollar
market,






