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Bank Structure-

Market for Bank Services
Changes in Texas

—

Healthy growth of commercial
anks is critical to the nation’s gen-
eral economic wellbeing. Demand
de_posits of banks serve as the
Primayry component of the money
Supply. Bank credit supports eco-
N0mic expansion, while bank
Ieserves are the principal vehicle
Or the implementation of mone-
tary policy. For these reasons, the
Structure of the nation’s banking
SYstem is a matter of vital public
terest and, therefore, subject to
Close scrutiny by state and federal
Authoritjes,
Alarge body of rules and regula-
10ns has developed over the years
% deal with such matters as the
eStablishment of new banks, the
E€ographic expansion of banks
Yough branching, the periodic
bublication of bank statements of
ondition, the examination of
anks by public agencies, and the
Setting of maximum rates banks
¢an charge on certain types of loans
and pay on time and savings
deposits,
Although some regulations limit
€ scope of banking activities,
anks still have a broad range of

——

discretion in the management of
their affairs. They are free, for ex-
ample, to determine the types of
loans they will make. In making
loans, they can assign priorities to
various groups of potential bor-
rowers. And within the limits of
state usury laws, they can set the
rates charged for loans. _

Even in exercising discretionary
authority, however, bankg still face
the restraints of competition. A
high degree of competition gen-
erally forces banks to gxpand their
services and offer services at prices
close to costs. Without significant
competition, banks could restrict
the services they offer or raise their

rices.
g While competition is a vital
influence on the performance of
banks in meeting the needs qf the
public, not all banks are subject
to the same degree of competition.
There are almost 14,000 banks in
the United States, but they _ob\n-
ously do not all compete with one
another. Most banks norma_].ly.
confine their operations to a limited
geographic area and compete
only with other banks and financial

SMSA’s

A standard metropolitan statistical area con-
sists of a county with at least one city of at
least 50,000 population, plus any %d]acent
counties that appear metropolitan In c:har-
acter and economically and socially inte-
grated with the county of the central city.
The area can cross state lines. If the area
includes more than one city of 50,000 popu-
lation, the largest city is considered the nu-
cleus and its name is usually used to identify
the SMSA. The name can include more than

one city, however.
e ——
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institutions in the same geographic
market. In this market setting,

the level of competition a bank
faces is determined largely by the
structure of the particular geo-
graphic market as reflected in the
number and relative size of com-
peting financial institutions in the
area.

This article examines recent;
developments in the structure of
banking markets in the 23 standard
metropolitan statistical areas of
Texas. These areas are among the
state’s most important banking
markets, accounting for almost half
its insured commercial banks and
about 80 percent of its total bank
deposits. They are also among
the fastest growing communities in
the state and since 1950 have at-
tracted eight out of every ten new
entrants into the state’s banking
industry.

The number of banks in these
areas has actually increased pro-
portionately faster than population.
As a result, the availability of
banking services seems to have
improved. At the same time, the
concentration of deposits in the
largest banks has generally de-
clined.

Banking markets

To describe the structure of bank-
ing markets in Texas, the bounda-
ries of the markets must first be
determined. But, unfortunately,
the geographic limits of banking
markets are especially difficult to
determine-harder perhaps than for
any other industry.

Commercial banks are multi-
product firms, and the markets for
their products can differ widely.

A large downtown bank in a major
financial center, such as Houston
or Dallas, typically finds individual

1



NUMBER OF COMMERCIAL BANKS IN TEXAS METROPOLITAN AREAS

Population size! Number of banks, Change,
and standard metropolitan end of year 1970 from 1950
statistical area 1950 1960 1970 Absolute Percent
50,000 to 99,999
KEYTa o) o i 808 A A B A A TEATA B AR AR A SRR 2 2 3 1 9
Midland ... . oLl 2 3 3 1 20
OABE SR o et b i e e el ol te e Eabits 2 4 4 2 100
SaANANGBI0! c s oottt e ratalabaiet s fote heliein 3 3 5 2 67
Sherman-Denison .................... 10 10 12 2 20
Texarkana (Bowie Countyonly) ........ 4 6 6 2 50
TRIEIP Siaion g ahz st pidie ol his S By alo e o _ _ 8 _ 8 1 14
ot B R e A e 30 36 41 i a7
100,000 to 499,999
ININE) ivr e n a s RA G aa ana AN AT 10 11 12 2 20
CXNGII) ) 5t i mi o annod dbhag onaan 4 6 9 5 125
AL e e 6 8 13 7 117
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange ...... .. 9 18 19 10 111
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito ... .. 7Y 8 9 2 29
(BN ahannn snaaansasnaman: 15 17 25 10 67
SHEETLR) o oo s o s o s 6 8 12 6 100
Galveston-TexasCity ................. 9 9 14 5 56
LOTa]aTalo 0 Siia o nb Ao n b DGIab D6 A0 0 5 8 10 5 100
McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg . ............. 14 15 16 2 14
TVEEGETO). e 0 0 0 0 O 3 0 0 0 300 11 15 15 4 36
WU Sanisanoa 03 soonamen sonaon 7 7 10 3 43
] L oamtmonnosasesandon Sradaaas 103 130 164 61 59
500,000 and over
DAl R e E s atetatakers frlale Sk b Tk b 70 75 113 43 61
ol W eI 1 e e D O O B0 22 28 42 20 91
[ Lo T (o B e e A B s S S ey A YD O 1 D Rk 57 90 142 85 149
San AN on o e e 22 P 37 15 68
I L A T T s D O SO TR 171 220 334 163 95
TOTAL, 23 SMSA’'S ............ 304 386 539 235 77%

1. Census estimates for 1970

checking accounts, consumer in-
stalment loans, and passbook
savings accounts coming largely
from nearby areas, usually from
within the county or from an ad-
jacent county. But at the same
time, such a bank may also partic-
ipate actively in the national
market for loans to large corpora-
tions, competing with banks in all
parts of the country.

For most banking services,
however, the relevant geographic
market is confined to a metropoli-
tan area or smaller population
center. This is particularly true in
the case of services ordinarily
sought by individuals and small to
medium-size businesses. For these
customers, viable banking alter-
natives are usually available only
in the local area. The inconvenience
of shopping around for bank
services and the lack of information
regarding distant alternatives give
local banks a decided advantage
in the competition for compara-

2

tively small deposits and small
loans.

In Texas, as elsewhere in the
United States, metropolitan areas
represent fairly close approxima-
tions of market areas for most
banking services. This is especially
true in Texas, where there are
usually large distances between
major cities and great differences
in local areas. For many banking
services, the state’s 23 SMSA’s are
fairly well-defined market areas.

Market structure

Critical elements in the structure
of a banking market include—
e Number of banks
e Average population per bank
e Concentration ratio-the per-
centage of assets or deposits
held by one or more of the
largest banks in the market
All three of these elements have
limitations as indexes of market
structure. The number of banks in
a market, for example, gives no



POPULATION PER BANK IN TEXAS

METROPOLITAN AREAS

and afgﬁ:;?éiﬁ?efriggclnan Population per bank 1973; ',",%',‘1?%50
— statistical area 1950 1960 1970 Absolute Percent

50,000 to 99,999
e oy ot o s YR T R 28,071 32,396 24,286 —3,785 —13.5%
Midland e e e 12,893 22,572 21,811 8,918 69.2
O Ty A e A A G G O B O GO0 21,051 22,749 22,951 1,900 9.0
SaANTANGRIO i o T e et e 19,643 21,543 14,209 —5,434 —27.7
Sherman-Denison . ............coo.0e-- 7,047 7,304 6,935 —112 —1.6
?t;fcarkana (Bowie County only) ........ 15.392 18.333 1;.?32 —4,190 —27.1

T a0k rs 10,672 ' 12,187 )

100,000 to 499,999 1482 197
Abiler_m ............................ 8,552 10,943 9,497 945 11.1
AT e R e e e s 21,785 24,916 16,044 —5,741 —26.4
AUSTIn B S e 26,830 26,517 22,732 —4,098 —15.3
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange ......... 26,183 17,001 16,629 —9,554 —36.5
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito  ...... 17,881 18,887 15,596 —2,285 — i
C oIS ChHat I e i o 13,421 15,682 11,377 —2,044 —15.2
o i S e i T ARl B BB A D 32,495 39,259 29,941 —2,654 —7.9
Galveston-TexasCity ................. 12,563 15,596 12,129 —434 —3.5
100 G G e i ' Mg g 20,210 19,634 17,930 —2,280 —11.3
McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg ... ... ........ 11,460 12,060 11,346 —114 — 1)

o) e e s g ey S S R e N p AR D 13,019 10,721 9,837 —3,182 —24.4

5 WIChTtalF RIS e o s bl isr e e 15,044 18,520 12,762 —2,282 —15.2

0,000 and over
Da[as PP o S5 e e e 11,155 14,926 13,769 2,614 23.4
FOrWorth s (e i e L e 17,847 20,472 18,145 298 1L/
I i) s met e e AN A B B D O 16,412 15,759 13,979 —2,433 —14.8
S A ANTON O e o o e At aTe e e ke v 33,364 31,234 22,445 —10,919 —32.7
17,960 19,104 15,991 —1,970 —6.9%

AVERA !
__________GE. 23ESMSAISIEEN

1. Cep
S0 Sus estimates for 1970
URCES: U.S. Bureau of the Consus
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas
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weight to such other financial in-
stitutions as credit unions and
savings and loan associations.
These institutions often compete
aggressively with commercial banks
for savings deposits and real estate
and consumer loans. Moreover,
two markets can have the same
number of banks and still differ
widely in the relative size and
market power of competing
institutions.

Concentration ratios provide
some indication of the comparative
size of banks in a market, but here
again, they do not reflect the im-
portance of competition from
financial institutions other than
banks. Moreover, while banks are
multiproduct firms, concentration
ratios are usually computed in
terms of a single balance sheet
item, such as total deposits or total
assets. The ratios, therefore, often
do not adequately describe con-
centration in all of the great variety
of services performed by banking
institutions.

Similarly, while population per
bank provides some measure of the
relative availability of banking
alternatives to the public, it says
nothing about the geographic dis-
tribution of banks within the
market area. Since for many ser-
vices convenience is a big factor in
choosing a bank, the location of
banks is a critical element in
assessing the adequacy of banking
facilities.

Clearly, then, each of these
elements has serious limitations.
Taken together, however, they
provide a rough summary measure
of the extent to which the public
faces viable alternatives in its
demand for banking services.

Structural trends

The number of commercial banks
in Texas SMSA’s has increased
sharply in recent years. Where there
were 304 banks in the SMSA’s in
1950, there were 539 in 1970. For
the state as a whole, the number of
banks increased from 908 to 1,190



during this period. Thus, where
SMSA’s accounted for about 33
percent of the banks in Texas in
1950, they accounted for about 45
percent in 1970. More than 80
percent of the statewide increase
in banks over these two decades
was in SMSA’s.

There were net gains in each of
the 23 SMSA’s. The largest gains,
however-both in absolute number
and relative to the level in 1950-
were in the largest population
centers—Dallas, Fort Worth, Hous-
ton, and San Antonio. Taken
together, the number of banks in
these four centers almost doubled.
This increase—from 171 in 1950 to
334 in 1970-represented over half
the increase in the number of
banks in the state during that
period. Houston alone gained 85
banks, which brought its total to
more than twice the number in
1950. Dallas had a net increase of
43 banks, which represented a
60-percent gain.

By contrast, the smallest SMSA’s
(those with populations less than
100,000) gained a total of only 11
banks. This represented an increase
for these seven SMSA’s of only 37
percent in 20 years.

Medium-size centers (those with
populations of at least 100,000
but less than 500,000) made aver-
age gains falling between these
extremes. Where these 12 SMSA’s
had a total of 103 banks in 1950,
they had 164 in 1970. The net
addition represented an advance
of 59 percent.

The number of banks in Texas
SMSA’s increased faster than
population during this period, ap-
parently increasing the availability
of banking services. Average pop-
ulation per bank dropped from
about 18,000 in 1950 to about
16,000 in 1970. All this drop came
in the 1960’s, as the number of
metropolitan banks increased a
third while metropolitan popula-

tion increased little more than a
fifth,

Changes in population per bank
varied widely, however, with no
discernible pattern that related to
the populations of the SMSA’s or
their locations in the state. Pop-
ulation per bank declined in 17 of
the 23 SMSA’s. The exceptions
were Abilene, Dallas, Fort Worth,
Midland, Odessa, and Tyler, each
representative of a different size
SMSA.

Deposits became less concen-
trated during this 20-year period,
especially in the 1960’s. The
proportion of deposits held by the
largest bank in the area declined
in 19 of the 23 SMSA’s, dropping,
on average, about six percentage
points after 1950 and nearly five
percentage points after 1960,
Similarly, concentration of depos-
its in the hands of the two largest
banks declined in 20 of the 23
SMSA'’s, falling an average of
about nine percentage points after
1950 and more than seven percent-
age points after 1960.1

Concentration varied consider-
ably among the SMSA’s, with the
largest declines, particularly in
the 1950’s, generally occurring in
sgnall to moderate-size communi-
ties. Concentration in the Dallas
and Houston areas increased
enough in the 1950’s to blunt much
of the effect of significant declines
in concentration in these two
centers in the 1960’s,

Determinants of trends

The rapid increase in the number
of banks in the metropolitan areas
of Texas stands in sharp contrast
to developments nationwide. Where
there was a net increase of 77
percent in the number of metropol-
itan banks in Texas between 1950
and 1970 (and a 31-percent in-
crease statewide), there was a net
decline of about 3 percent in the
nation as a whole.

Some of this difference was due
to the rapid growth of SMSA’s in
Texas. Total population of these
23 SMSA’s increased 70 percent
over this period, while population
in the nation increased only 34
percent.

But most of the difference re-
flected the fact that Texas is a unit-
banking state. Since branching is
prohibited in Texas, the increase in
banking offices needed to accom-
modate the additional demand
came necessarily through the crea-
tion of new banks rather than the
proliferation of branch offices. By
contrast, while the number of
separately incorporated banks in
the nation declined, on balance,
after 1950, the number of branch
offices quadrupled.

The state’s banking laws tended
not only to encourage the creation
of new banks but also to slow the
pace of mergers among existing
banks-mergers that otherwise
might have offset some of the in-
crease in new banks. Even though
one out of every 12 commercial
banks in the nation is located in
Texas, the state has accounted for
less than 2 percent of the nation’s
postwar bank mergers. Since the
merger of two banks operating
under unit-hanking laws ordinarily
means one of the offices must be
closed, the infrequency of bank
mergers in Texas was in line with
developments in other states pro-
hibiting branching. Taken as a
whole, unit-banking states have
accounted for less than 10 percent
of the nation’s postwar bank
mergers.

These laws also profoundly in-
fluenced the concentration of bank
deposits in SMSA’s. The prohibi-
tion against branches allowed
banks in the rapidly expanding
suburbs to capture large shares of
the growing pool of SMSA deposits:
Without this prohibition, large
downtown banks would doubtlessly

1. These findings concerning market concentration must be interpreted with caution, however, since they do not reflect the effects of group and chain
banking. Chain banking usually refers to the control of two or more banks by a single individual or informal group of individuals. Group banking
implies the ownership or control of at least two banks by a formal holding company.



PERCENTAGE OF SMSA DEPOSITS HELD BY THE LARGEST BANK IN TEXAS METROPOLITAN AREAS

Change
Population size! Concentration ratio, 1960 1969
and standard metropolitan end ofiyear from from
ol statistical area 1950 1960 1969: 1950 1960
50,000 to 99,999
Y e L) e i o A O T O O e BT 0 67.7% 63.7% 59.5% —4.0 —4.2
WG i s A a S R A A S A B 000 65.9 57.4 62.3 ) 4.9
OHERT. e o S B A s D O OO0 63.1 42.9 39.2 —20.2 —3.7
S AN ARG Dl e I SR e 42.8 44.6 37.4 1.8 —7.2
Sherman-Denison . ..........c«veeesans 35.7 34.7 31.6 —1.0 —3.1
Texarkana (Bowie Countyonly) ........ 83.5 75.3 60.6 —8.2 —14.6
T s R S e YO B S O DD GO0 43.2 38.0 30.5 —5.2 —7.5
100,000 to 499,999
LD A i s Ao S oA A Al 35.0 35.8 27.7 .8 —8.1
CNTENRISY G e S am e S aa hn b S E G O 48.7 38.1 36.4 —10.6 —1.7
L e A s o T A riym = 39.0 33.4 29.6 —5.6 —3.8
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange .. . ...... 27.8 22.1 26.0 —5.7 3.9
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito ... ... 27.1 28.7 24.4 1.6 —4.3
TS Chrl st N e e et e 32.5 44.4 34.5 11.9 —9.9
Bl P as o M e H e b e s 46.4 441 38.5 —2.3 —5.6
Galveston-Texas City ................. 22.4 27.5 21.0 5.1 —6.5
DO R e eatebe S e el ey A s 36.1 34.6 30.7 —1.5 —3.9
McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg . ............. 18.0 18.4 18.4 4 0
W O T e e s 41.3 37.9 34.2 —3.4 —3.7
WIChItalRallSh ir el 39.4 53.6 46.8 14.2 —6.8
500,000 and over
D A s a7t e e r s o Farua s S oy obats 29.9 35.1 28.7 5.2 —6.4
B O W O D L o bavere o o to bl s oo Fe s ToYaeltons 4141 35.6 27.5 —5.5 —8.1
Ol ON i s e el e e e 17.4 26.9 19.3 9.5 =70
S AN AN ONIOH i i e e 31.5 27.8 24.4 —3.7 —3.4

.‘-‘-""--__
1h
2 Cg;’nsus ostimates for 1970
SOUHg&E'ISy_uar for which comparable figures are available
: Rand McNally International Bankers Directory
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas

PERCENTAGE OF SMSA DEPOSITS HELD BY THE TWO LARGEST BANKS IN TEXAS METROPOLITAN AREAS
———

I Change
P Concentration ratio, 1960 1969
and slgr?:xla‘r!:il or:c?:g%!ollmn end of year ~ 11f905r3 [‘rom
— statistical area 1950 1960 196! 960
50,000 o 99,999
A e A oS e s 100.0%  100.0% 88.5% 0.0 —11.5
TG o e L I i e S ot 100.0 88.9 90.6 —11.1 1.7
O T s D O A i o T D QD O30 100.0 69.1 70.6 0.9 1.5
AT T R O NS S 72.6 72.4 67.6 =5 T
?herman-Denlsun T e A 57.6 gg.g ;g.g ;.g —;{.g
exarka i s 83.5 : . —3. =l
Ml e U 696 686 592 10 5.4
,000 to 499,999 ' '
T e o o o e e Y R A P 65.7 68.8 54.9 3.1 —13.9
A AT 1O G el e o g e s 83.1 75.9 66.9 —7.2 —9.0
XTSI e ieHa P TN B SO BB AT 69.6 62.3 55.5 —7.3 —6.8
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange ......... 930 43.6 43.6 =L 0
Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito .. . .. 53.3 54.9 45.6 ; —9.3
COIPUS CHFSHE ... vvevsvreenennnees 50.4 62.1 54.1 1.7 —-8.0
lél T S A e e o e 89.1 343 ggg _‘ég _ﬁ-s
alveston- (TG N S S 43.0 9, : 2 —11.0
Lubbocgn Tgxas Oty e e e et s e e €7 58.2 gég _11-2 _g.s
RADROGEIG er Sl e B oo o : : 9
acaen .F.‘r.mar‘r EdinbUrg R e s et o5 61 66.4 _4.4 5
Wichita Falls ..o oorinnnnnnnne 14T 87.9 78.9 18.2 —9.0
500,000 and over
DallaeWieareel | Lty D e i 57.2 65.4 55.2 8.2 —10.2
FOEWRD e e P a7 2.8 66.5 50.2 —6.3 —16.3
OO TOT S e el S e o 34.7 43.0 31.3 8.3 —11.7
S BIAGTORIOTE i g e st o s 57.5 52.8 42.4 —4.7 —10.4

1.
2, Cg';s;;s estimates for 1970
SOURCESI':GN for which comparable figures are avallable
: Rand McNally International Bankers Directory
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas
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have established branches in the
suburbs and more of these deposits
would have been channeled into the
large banks.

While unit-banking laws were
undoubtedly central to the shaping
of trends in the number of banks
and concentration of deposits in
the SMSA’s of Texas, differences in
the structural trends in banking
markets in the state were clearly
due to other factors, such as
differences in rates of growth in
population, income, and employ-
ment between the various SMSA’s
and shifts in patterns of population
growth.

As might be expected, the great-
est gains in new banks were in the
fastest growing areas. Population,
for example, almost doubled in
Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and
San Antonio, all centers with popu-
lations of more than 500,000, and
these four centers also had the fast-
est growth in new banks. By con-
trast, population in the seven
SMSA’s with less than 100,000
people increased only about 50
percent and the number of banks in
these areas increased the slowest.

Part of the rapid growth in the
number of banks was also ac-
counted for by shifts in population
to the suburbs. The growth of sub-
urban areas around Dallas, Fort
Worth, Houston, and San Antonio
spurred a rapid buildup in new sub-
urban banks to provide the deposit
and credit services needed in these
outlying areas. Because the large
downtown banks could not branch
into the suburbs, many new banks
were chartered to meet the addi-
tional demand. There was no such
rapid buildup in the smaller
SMSA'’s (particularly those with
populations less than 100,000),
indicating the need for new banks
was not as great as in the larger
metropolitan centers.

As population shifted to the sub-
urbs surrounding the state’s largest
cities and deposits flowed to out-
lying banks, the share of deposits
held by the large downtown banks

6

declined. The concentration of de-
posits in the very largest centers,
however-Dallas and Houston—de-
clined far less, on average, than in
the smaller SMSA’s. The ability of
large city banks to maintain their
market positions despite the rapid
growth of suburban banks partly
reflects the fact that the larger in-
stitutions were not totally depen-
dent on local conditions for their
growth. These large banks partici-
pate actively in regional and na-
tional markets for corporate loans
and deposits and, therefore, are less
affected by the growth of compet-
ing suburban banks than their
counterparts in smaller SMSA’s,

In conclusion, the structure of
banking markets in metropolitan
areas of Texas has undergone sig-
nificant change in the past 20
years. The number of banks has
increased in all 23 SMSA’s, while
the average number of people
served by each bank has generally
declined. Concentration of deposits
in the largest banks has also de-
cline:d in most metropolitan areas,
particularly in the decade just
ended.

’I"hese changes partly reflect the
rapid economic expansion of the
state and the character of its bank-
ing laws. But they also reflect the
ra}pld growth of suburban commu-
nities surrounding the state’s larg-
est cities—growth that has resulted
in a rapid rise in new suburban
banking facilities and a corre-
sponding decline in the relative
positions of large downtown bank-
ing institutions.

~William H. Kelly
Peter S. Rose



Population in Texas-

Wage Differentials Spur
Rural-to-Urban Movement

The population of Texas increased

Nearly 17 percent from 1960 to

11;370. But most of this gain was in

: e urban.cov._mties. Except for a

t(flw counties in the Panhandle and
le Big Thicket of East Texas and

2_ ong the Rio Grande, rural coun-
1es lost population.

The only counties, in fact, to gain
Population through in-migration—
zxcem} the large metropolitan
tgléntles and the counties adjacent
s hem-were four counties in the
Eanhandle and nine counties in
in::Ist Texas. Population increases
& c.ountles along the Rio Grande
y l:ﬂe the result of natural increases
5 at more than offset losses in pop-

ation to out-migration.

ol There:- are many reasons for peo-
ot(f-; moving from one area to an-
Citier. Climate, preference for large
o teg or small towns, and proximity
o riends anq relatives—all these,
o f;!.iample, influence changes in
l‘eaa 1on. But _the most important

IS)Ons for migration are economic.
Wheeople tend to locate in areas
Serv;’e they are paid most for their
o ces, a_anq wages anc_i incomes
2 age sngmﬁcan_tly higher in

exan areas tl}an in rural areas. In
i 3:3, urban incomes averaged
in00m40 percent higher than rural

o es in 1960. Furthermore,
nific workers, who made up a sig-
— ang part of the rural work

Oef,ifrecewed, on average, only
tion‘ wgi]li as much as other produc-
e ers, whether urban or
er;]-}ls dlﬁerentigl gave farm work-
nonaml?le incentive to switch to
S gricultural jobs, most of which
1968 lli';lourban areas. From 1958 to
e tal employment in 176
e VEountles of Texas (counties

e ere not urban or adjacent to

n counties) fell by 73,000. Ag-

B -
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ricultural employment alone fell
62,000. Thus, even though farm
workers accounted for less than a
third of the employment in these
counties in 1958, they accounted
for about 85 percent of the decline
in total employment over the ten-
year period.

The difference in wage rates
caused many manufacturers to
establish plants in rural counties.
But these efforts to make use of
Jess-expensive labor only slightly
dampened the outflow of popula-
tion to the cities. The employment
these plants offered was not
enough to offset the basic differ-
ences in wages or to reverse the

general trend in population. From
1968 to 1970, out-migrations from
rural counties averaged 4,000 more
than natural increases in popula-
tion (births less deaths).

Basis for the difference

Migration would ordinarily be ex-
pected to have narrowed differ-
ences in rural and urban incomes.
Workers moving into high-wage
high-employment areas increase’
the supply of labor there and tend
to slow the increase in wages. Con-
v_ersely, wages would be expected to
rise faster in areas that had lost
workers through migration. But
such has not been the case with the

Population—With few exceptions,

population gains were in urban counties

|

POPULATION IN 1970 WAS:
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rural-to-urban movement—in Texas
or the nation.

While migration slowed the in-
creasing difference between urban
and rural wages, it was not enough
to stop the increase. With the rapid
gains in economic activity in the
cities, urban demand for workers
continued to rise even though large
numbers of workers were migrating
to the cities. And as new techniques
of agricultural production further
reduced the demand for farm work-
ers, the gap between farm and non-
farm wages continued to spread. In
Texas between 1958 and 1968,
wages of manufacturing workers,
for example, increased nearly twice
as much as wages of farm workers,

For employment in the average-
size rural county of Texas not to
have declined, the value of its agri-
cultural production would have
had to increase about $15 million
over this ten-year period. Produc-
tion increased more than that in

Sherman, Hansford, Castro, and
Deaf Smith counties, the four Pan-
handle counties that gained popu-
lation. But over the decade the
average dollar increase in crop and
livestock production in all 176
counties was only about $2 million.
Advances were particularly slow
in West Texas, where production
was hampered by the scarcity of
water. After rapid growth in pro-
duction and population in the
1940’s and 1950’s, population in
some South Plains counties
dropped as supplies of under-
ground water were depleted and
production was shifted from crops
to livestock. Some counties in
North Texas made slight gains in
production of crops and livestock
but not enough to prevent a decline
in population, Farm employment
also fell in East Texas, although
out-migration from there tended to
be less than in other parts of the
state, primarily because of in-

Migration—Large numbers of Texans
moved out of rural counties in 1960-70
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creases in manufacturing. Of the
nine East Texas counties that had
population increases, seven also
had increases in manufacturing
employment.

Employment alternatives

Farm workers, of course, were not
limited entirely to a choice between
remaining on farms or moving to
the cities. There is substantial non-
farm employment in rural counties,
and it has been increasing relative
to farm employment. Farm labor,
in fact, accounted for only 31 per-
cent of the work force in rural
counties of Texas in 1958, and by
1968 the proportion had fallen to
26 percent.

This decline reflected not only
the migration of farm workers to
the cities but also a shift from farm
jobs to higher-paying nonfarm jobs
in rural areas. And most of the
relative strength of total employ-
ment in the 176 rural counties (a
decline of only 8.8 percent from
1958 to 1968, compared with a de-
cline of nearly a fourth in farm
employment) was in manufactur-
ing.

Nonfarm workers in rural coun-
ties are employed primarily in one
of three kinds of small-town
enterprises—

e Those supplying goods and
services to support agricul-
tural production in the area

e Those supplying goods and
services to residents and
industries in the area generally

e Those manufacturing goods
for shipment outside the area

Employment in the first cate-
gory-and to an extent, the second
_is tied closely to the level of local
agricultural output. And agricul-
tural output in most counties did
not increase enough to support
any great amount of employment
in either category. With total
employment on the decline, neither
of these primarily commercial cate-
gories absorbed any large number
of former farm workers. But manu-
facturing plants took on 15,000

Farm employment slips

in Texas

as cash receipts rise
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Without rise in farm output,
average rural Texas county
lost employment in 1958-68
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Drop in farm employment
outweighs manufacturing gain
in rural Texas counties

PERCENT CHANGE IN EMPLOYMENT,
1968 FROM 1958

TOTAL
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SOURCE: Texas Employment Commission

additional workers over the ten-
year period.
During that time, some 2,000
new manufacturing plants were
established in rural counties. At-
tracted, apparently, by the same
urban-rural wage differential that
caused many workers to leave rural
areas, companies established plants
that tended to have certain char-
acteristics in common. Although
there are a few marked exceptions
(primarily plants based on the ex-
tractive industries), most plants in
the 176 truly rural counties of
Texas are—
® Fairly small. Three-fourths
of the plants in these counties
in 1968 employed fewer than
20 workers.

® Labor intensive. Most of the
plants produced such goods as
apparel, food products, and
lumber and other building
materials, all of which require
relatively large inputs of labor.

® Able to reduce transportation
costs. Most of the plants either
are located near sources of raw
materials (such as lumber) or
near markets for bulky mate-
rials (such as cement) or pro-
duce goods (such as apparel)
that have low transportation
costs relative to the value of
the product.

10

These characteristics suggest
that growth of manufacturing in
rural Texas has been encouraged
primarily by comparatively low
wage rates and savings in transpor-
tation costs. Since any significant
reduction in costs of transportation
for rural counties seems unlikely
and any further development of
extractive industries that might
provide the basis for additional
manufacturing plants is unpredict-
able, the future growth of nonfarm
employment in rural areas appar-
ently depends almost entirely on
the urban-rural wage differential.

As rural workers migrate to the
cities, there will be a tendency for
the differential to narrow, thereby
reducing the greatest incentive for
companies to locate plants in rural
areas. But as further laborsaving
techniques are introduced into ag-
riculture, there will be a tendency
for the differential to spread.

Essentially, then, future growth
in rural employment will depend
primarily on growth in urban de-
mand for workers. If this growth
in demand continues to hold urban
wages well above the wage rates
paid in rural areas, the differential
can be expected to continue pro-
viding incentives both for new
manufacturing plants to locate in
rural counties and for rural work-
ers to migrate to the cities.

—Kenneth Wieand



New par banks

The Texas Bank of Beaumont, Beaumont, 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, March 15, 1971.
The officers are: Lewis H. McNeely, President, and James R. Gunter, Vice
President and Cashier.

The First Security State Bank, Cranfills Gap, Texas, an insured nonmember
bank located in the territory served by the Head Office of the Federal Reserve
Bank of Dallas, was added to the Par List on March 15, 1971. The officers are:
Wm. B. Bertelsen, Chairman of the Board; Hubert Viertel, Vice Chairman; Ray
Hastings, President; and Lonnie C. Tergerson, Vice President and Cashier.

The Farmers State Bank, Meridian, Texas, an insured nonmember bank
located in the territory served by the Head Office of the Federal Reserve Bank of
Dallas, was added to the Par List on March 15, 1971. The officers are: Wm. B.
Bertelsen, Chairman of the Board; Hugh H. Trotter, President; Cecil Wimberly,
Vice President; and Mrs. Alda Chesnut, Vice President and Cashier.

Bye:
Usiness Review / April 1971
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Statistical Supplement to the Business Review

The seasonally adjusted Texas in-
e;lsstngl production index was
froentlal!y unchanged in February
an(ranrewsed levels for December
e anuary. At 181.3 percent of
ot 57-59 base, the index was up
; 03’ 0.1 percent from January and
¥ percent, from February 1970.
cEnté;nufatcturing was off 0.7 per-
ok }:Dm a year before. Manu-
owunng of durable goods was
andg 1.6 percent from January
o 2 percent from a year before.
= uction of transportation
pmdpmt?nt remained weak, but
ot l;Ctlon of electrical machinery
Olste'l percent in February.

o red by advances in produc-
1 of food products and chemi-
300(’1 manufacturing of nondurable
= S advanced 1.3 percent over

ecl‘il&r}j, largely offsetting the
le in durable goods.
Virtum]llng and utilities remained
th ally unchanged from January,
ough both industry groups

Showed
advances over a
efore, VEas

'31;.(;;?1 nonagricultural wage and
e g employment in the five
e Fel\;vestern states rose slightly
5 Smaﬁ‘uary, further stl:engthening
i year-to-year gain since
actur‘ry' Ernp-loyment in manu-
ing tom% continued to decline, fall-
Veur aa evel 5.4 percent below a
e £0. Spurred by a strong ad-
S in govern_ment employment,
OvGr;ll'luf_acturm g employment re-
i slightly from January.
Such were Q{I_settin g declines,
e Eln mining and trade, how-
Sligl;tl mployment advanced
emag ¥ In finance and services,
tionned unchanged in transpor-
&%enﬁa?d public utilities, and was
tion ally unchanged in construc-

.

¢

0il allowables in producing states
of the Eleventh District were
unchanged in April from the high
levels set for February and March,
and only in Texas were they even
marginally lower than the rate set
for January. The allowables held
at 82.1 percent of maximum effi-
cient production in Texas, 75 per-
cent in Louisiana, and 150 percent
in Oklahoma. In southeastern New
Mexico, the allowable per well con-
tinued at 80 barrels a day. At these
rates, production areas are be-
lieved to be pumping close to their
maximum outputs without wasting
casinghead gas or creating pollu-
tion problems.

The Federal Power Commission
has announced that small natural
gas producers—those selling less
than 10 billion cubic feet of gas a
year-will soon be exempt from
price regulation. This will exempt
all but 70 of the nation’s 4,700
gas producers.

Registrations of new passenger
automobiles in Dallas, Fort Worth,
Houston, and San Antonio were 20
percent higher in February than in
January. All four metropolitan
centers posted increases. Registra-
tions were 11 percent greater than
in February 1970. Cumulative
registrations were 4 percent higher
than in the first two months of

1970.

Department store sales in the
Eleventh District were unchanged
in the four weeks ended March 27
from the corresponding period last
year. Cumulative sales through
that date were 6 percent higher
than a year before.

Range and pasture conditions, as
well as cattle conditions, have

fallen below ten-year averages in
four of the five states of the
Eleventh District. Only in Louisi-
ana have conditions not deteri-
orated from drought during the
past month. Some areas of Arizona
New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas,
are critically short of water for
livestock. Supplemental feeding
continues in these states.

Bec_:ause of the dry fields, crop
planting is proceeding slowly in
Texas. Growth of vegetables has
been set back several times by cool
weather in Arizona, Oklahoma, and
'Ijexas, but there has been no exten-
sive damage. In contrast, field
work in Louisiana has been ham-
pered by excessive soil moisture.

The blizzard that hit Oklahoma
and the Panhandle of Texas in
February caused extensive mixing
of cattle and considerable death
losses, especially in Oklahoma. The
result was a condition loss for
nearly all surviving cattle in the
area. The cost to cattlemen in
actual cattle losses and sorting and
reconditioning is expected to be
substantial.

{&s livestock feeding continued
to increase in the District, Texas
replaced Nebraska in the early
part of the year as the nation’s
second largest cattle feeding state.

The Texas citrus crop is esti-
mated to be substantially larger
than last season. Projections show
the orange crop up 36 percent and
thg grapefruit crop up 9 percent. In
fﬁmzona, however, the citrus crop
is down. Production of oranges is
expected to be off 29 percent from
last season, and production of
grapefruit to be off 21 percent.
Also, Arizona had two nights of
freezing in early March that have
caused some damage to new

(Continued on back page)



CONDITION STATISTICS OF WEEKLY REPORTING COMMERCIAL BANKS

Eleventh Federal Reserve District
(Thousand dollars)

—
Mar. 24 Feb. 24 Mar. 25 , 25
ASSETS 1971 1971 1970 LIABILITIES Morgh e Mor0
Federal funds sold and securities purchased Total d [ 268
under agreements to resell. . ocoviiiiiaiiann 517,700 681,027 328,350 SIS Aepeill —.10'?52'463 .!_0'?35'048 _Eif'fi'-""
Other loans and discounts, Grosssssssssssssnsass 6,666,500 6,601,660 5,994,269 Total demand deposits, seueessa. 6,044,603 6,067,081 55;?,3%3
Individual i SR 50, S 9099
Commercial and industrial loans. .+.voeevveees 3189980 3,177,783 3,000,519 Sesvel pareniips ond corporalion..... 4| 30830 SN 1L 0o 3,990769
L o] eee 117,426 119,010 106,206 U.S, Government. 1 veevnsiiiciiien 87833 166128 ”2'612
certificates of interestasecssscssansrsnnnns ¥ Banks i s i =gk £ '
esseilificalasiofinteneses zsprn ' ) Banks in the United States.......0ouiiiei 1,347,025 1,328,883 1,120
urchasing or carrying: Gover ts, official instituti T
ﬁ.S. Government securilies.sesssesssassnass 500 500 500 bank: 1 : s 51
o O secution, oo LI 8070 AR 99459 o pameliel ahalenn ol ko0l Zeors 21&:;
er loans for purchasing or carrying: Certified and officers’ k R y ¥ 0
U.S. Government securities.seseseesssseeess 1,565 1,645 1,230 Total IFm: 0:3 l:\'in::s"d:::iiti’. ‘Ic S | ?gg'sgg 4 632";2? 3'3?5:;!?
Other $ecurilies,suecssscsssssassansrsscas 435,711 429,629 387,955 Individuals, partnerships, and corporollons:”' {ufi i 19944
Loans to nonbank financial institutions: Savings cﬁ,posih. e 1.005.513 974,688 919'310
Sales finance, personal finance, factors, Othor Hme eposits s « s s snessesnnannne, 2474084 2,496,561 1 425228
and ofher business credit companies....... 212,516 189,818 132,845 States and polifical subdivisions. « ++srs.eees 1,087,085 1057337 740075
(gimemimUSTIEIII Mg M sk SehheTadbemicrn VHE Va0
Realieslolelloonty ssiseclessalie isman st Sl A oA F::-“[Lnr:t o United S1Qte5ucuvssarnnenssne. 85914 95,015 15
Loans to foreign banks.sesssassvssessannanns 11,937 10,386 10,329 Gover 1s, official institutions, central
Consumer instalment 10ans. o e veeueaeanesess 733,907 733,026 729,816 banks, and international institutions 12,685 12,685 13‘200
Loans to foreign governments, official Commercial bonks. . 3 e 1100 'i"IDU ],350
imlitu?ilon!, central banks, and international 5 o T Federal funds purchased R el ' : ;
INSHIUHONS . s s s e osssansssssssnssssasnnnns under agreements to repurchase 978,05
Other loans. » 747,807 790,263 644,289  Other liabiliti sereaseenneaes 1020752 999,089 ‘b8
riOMherloantssessnss st saneaa s ALt e 5161030 01893/0751 12,484,701 KOther Rl et ad Bt s e R0 7 500 SR 60225 ﬂ;:ﬁf
R i 80
Total US. Gorarament secrles: .:-cooooc 30818 70402 892450 Reeyes on o s ok s tiare s SR 35:530 SRR 30 0% '?;hr;
Treasur S nsassserrnssssnsasnranssns ¥ T . LA A0T00) ' [ 0
Tr“m: e O e A 24 otal capital CcoUNtSs s s sussurssrssanneansss. 1,043,425 1,032,548 ___‘ff_?_'i,
Treasury nofes and ULS. Government TOTAL LIABILITIES, RESERVES, AND e 2
onds maturing:
Within 1 yeares . 149954 174252 166,647 CAPITAL ACCOUNTS. ... voovvenvness o 13,426,095 13393,976 1IIES
1 year to 5 year 531,260 512,003 598,375
After 5 years... 168,405 169,254 83,402
Obligations of states and po
Tax warrants and short-term notes and bills.. . 67,782 32,882 5906
c:'II\II oi:hm;lk.di 1,718,815 1,646,574 1,458,205
ther bonds, corporate stocks, and securities:
C:rﬂﬁcure's ro:resentlng pa'rli:ipuiion: in CONDITION STATISTICS OF ALL MEMBER BANKS
Federal agency 10ans. s s seavassnssnanss 103,555 91,793 56,828
All other (including corporate stock ce. 128,263 143,224 71,081 Eleventh Federal Reserve District
Cash items in process of collection..... e 1,157,074 1,171,427 1,016,240
Reserves with Federal Reserve Ban ven 954,991 917,362 818,805 (Million dollars)
Currency and €oiN. e ssesssassnas e 88,575 88,482 84,080 -
Balances with banks in Irhe l]JniIad 51(:;‘1!1. als 55;.%2; 57;333 “:%43 5
Bolances with banks in foreign countries.. . 9 72 b. 2
Other assets (including i ts in subsidiaries ; ’ Item Fﬁﬁ" qub'zl?' hi??fl'
not consolidated) . «cu.. 457,731 460,119 506,796
ASSETS
TOTAL ASSETS.ssseressesasasees 13,426,095 13,393,976 11,691,630 s> G arovnr T e ECURUN o 12578 11,434
U.S. Government obligatons. «s s ssssesess 2,302 2,280 2,054
IO SECUTION o s a's iialae s in othns el e s e 3836 3834 3,215
Reserves with Federal Reserve Bank........ 1'558 1,461 1,1.40
Eullhi“mu"h”l':"”“""“““”'”"" 277 '282 ?*Isg
alances with banks in the United States, ... 1!
Balances with banks in forelgr: :o..mf:::‘a,_ i l"?? "4?; 10
Cash items in process of collection,ves..s ey 1,358 1,418 1,089
Ofher as5e15®. 1 v sviuuavasanansnrsrnnnns ‘829 ‘882 893
TOTAL ASS 218
o
ETSCuuneiiiuiieniininnnns 24511 24,454 2025
RESERVE POSITIONS OF MEMBER BANKS LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL ACCOUNTS
Demand deposits of banks, e vvussssssssss 1,738 1,834 1,406
Eleventh Federal Reserve District Other demand deposits. ..., 9:299 9,468 8,611
Time depositsssvessesnsnssassansonsanes 9,428 9130 7,186
d figures, Thousand dollars; 4 —_—
(Averages of dally fig ) Tolal dopositsesessverssesssneessnes 20465 20,432 17,208
BOrTOWings el et bt ey S 1,098 1113 1,18
4 weeks ended 4 weeks ended 4 weeks ended Other liabilifies®sssserernrnirinsiaen. 1,104 ‘:071 1,088
Item Mar. 3, 1971 Feb. 3, 1971 Mar. 4, 1970 Total capital accounts®. v uuiiiiasaaanaas 1,844 1,838 __1:7__3_?
TOTAL LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL
RESERVE CITY BANKS
e o atveriald i e PO ] 0:070 820,983 726,216 ACCOUNTS®. v vvuuieninninenen 24511 24,454 2121
With Federal Reserve Bonk.... 767,634 764,630 675,374 "
Currency and €0iNs s sassesnss 52,345 56,353 50,842 e — Estimated
Required reserves.cassssssscsss 823,875 817,634 725816
EXCOSS rBSEIVOS.assssassssnrnnn —3,896 3,349 400
Borrowings. « « alesins s sinisens 0 0 23,355
Froe resarves. .. ARA —3,896 3,349 —22,955
CDUN{RY “NKE Id 859,985 858,082 785,303 CONDITION OF THE F LLAS
Total reserves held.coovuuaurass ) I K
With Fudam‘} Reserve Bank.... ?;la,g]sg ?gg.gg; 604,220 EDERAL RESERVE BANK OF DA
Currency and coiN.sasresaass ' 180,663 ho
Mot ad Easareers ina s ad S po8183% 828.250 756,076 {Thousandidollars) y
EXCOSS FOSOIVOSsassssssnsnssnss 31,}23 29,3?1 ig,%g; ;
Borrowings. s sssessssssassnass 25,
IR S ST 0 0n 29,618 15,839 Item aradaEes: 2 S 70
AL MENDER BN:Klg 1,679,964 1,679,065 1,511,519 T 719
Total reserves held..ceovvenenas ' F S0, atal gold certificat R 3
\ith Faderal Reserve Banks... 1,439,550 1,423,137 1,280,014 Dlscovh forimembar Baals T e 421474 300081 441950
Currency and €OiN. v ssssssses 240,414 255,928 231,505 Other discounts and advONCeS. s s sssssssssss 0 0 2,240
Required reserves.sssssessessse 1,652,711 1,645,884 1,481,892 U.S, Government securities. coeesssssrrrassss 2,888,598 2,807,527 2,404.5’03
Excess reserves. . et s 7,253 33,181 627 Tolal earniNg G55e15s s sssnnssssesssrooires 2,888,598 2,807,527 2468 9
Borrowings « « « 161 214 36,743 Member bank reserve deposits.....eesesenss 1,521,424 1,558,081 1.3?3*";3

27,092 32,967 —7,116 Federal Reserve notes in actual circulation..... 1,912,988 1,892,589 1,692/

Free reserves. c.oese




BANK DEBITS, END-OF-MONTH DEPOSITS, AND DEPOSIT TURNOVER
Four Southwestern States

D
(Collar amounts i thousands, seasonally adjusted)
——

DEBITS TO DEMAND DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS!

DEMAND DEPOSITS!

Percent change

Annval rate

February February 1971 from of turnover
b 197 from  February 28 Feb J
Slonarcimares alitan (Annual-rate Janvary Febrvary rom ebruary 28, ebruary anuary Februa
statistical arﬁu basis) 1971 1970 1970 1971 1971 1971 W?ow
AR|
RTINS . ovosnsnesnronesarnsnenss A DL Z,) 06708 4% 2% 1996 SN 1242:173 299%  295%  257%
ANA: Monroe. . . . 3,226,068 3 14 16 85,045 36.5 338 33.4
Rew Shrevaport . . 11,857,320 23 21 9 290767 A5 E 37.3 42.8
Texse EXICO: Roswelll.... 891,516 1 =il —A Bzl 23.2 22.] 25.2
ASi Abilene. . , 2,237,268 5 9 6 99,999 22,1 20.3 21.5
amanlios TSI 5,993,148 —3 6 4 166,113 27e0 387 35.6
ﬁu)l.n“_._”“_“. 10,245,012 9 30 20 323,964 313 28.0 29.1
Bi e st 4886680 12 1 6 238,324 282 247 262
rownsville-Harlingen-San Benito, .. 2,103,936 5 15 19 84,96 AnlE 250, 25.4
orpus Christ 6,382,500 7 32 24 286,212 22.4 21.2 24.4
orsicang? 498,168 14 1 9 33,094 Jog 18.9 14.8
T e B AR e 124,535,892 =3 8 13 2,304,683 55.5 62.0 54.5
Pasgi st seh s 7.242.756 Sig 1 9 245,335 30.1 30.7 28,7
Fort Worth, ,.... 24,004,500 4 13 13 671,660 36.0 349 34.2
alveston-Texas City.. .. 3,252,012 1 0 4 114,009 27.9 27.6 29.4
skl 106.455.768 — & 12 2,628,971 41.4 44,8 41,3
aredo, , . 1'061,376 17 18 13 42,967 25.2 21.8 231
LiskoSaidsa vt iissansatianss 4,449,444 20 12 10 ouies 2 2 270
MER e e e taanios 10 15 10 105,365 17.8 16.6 16:6
Ml ek N0 204 4 2 2 130,448 157 149 15.6
Odessa, : 11635720 3 —3 =2 2 pail e 22.0
an Angelo, 1,448,652 4 14 14 71,613 20.5 19.3 18.9
O 201289372 8 19 14 864,724 a1.0 28.8 28.7
Shorman Degtian. . 111! 11120,548 : 4 A Ay 29 162 24
exarkg _ 2 * % * $
Dl .l!.f.‘l. !T.ﬂ'x.qs Arkansas) ;rggggi: 1 7 5 99,531 23,6 23.2 24.0
ARSI R 20054 5 2 2 117,884 268 246 273
Wichita Fas, 115 - e LD 5 12 ? 1229 212 205 L85
1 oty
e o R o s e (T oy —2% 10% 2B 05208 i 04% ik 2

1

De
’Coﬂgﬂ‘zn‘u;ndh’iduals. partnerships, and corporations and of states and political subdivisions

VALUE OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS
(Million dollars)

Janvary—February

BU"_D Dol
IN February  January
G PERMITS Area and type 1971 1971 1970 1971 1970¢
VALUATION (Dollar amounts in thousands) FIVE SOUITHWESTE“N Sg; g;g ggg I,IS? 1123
2 50 4
Patcentichangs Nonresidential bulldingss<s 198 227 173 424 386
Feb, 1971 Nonbuilding construction.... 112 94 90 205 335
NUMBER from UNITED STATES....esessees 4993 4,383 4,974 9,376 9,870
£ 2 months, Residential buildin 1,818 1,631 2,045 3,455 20884
A Feb. 2 mos. February 2 mos. Jan, Feb. 1971 from Nonresidential building. ... 1,654 1,711 1,693 3,362 4,296
L 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970 1970 Nonbuilding construction.... 1,521 1,041 1,235 2,559 2,689
1 Arlzona, Loulsiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas
1275 § 9242 $ 13,541 115 174 48 r — Revised
NOTE. — Detalls may not add to totals because of rounding.
SOURCE: F. W. Dodge, McGraw-HIll, Inc.
190 1,168 3,071 —39 248 —I10
885 4,341 6802 76 256 1
81 295 595 —2 —70 —&9
o e
255 ‘814 1:;63 9 73 3; GROSS DEMAND AND TIME DEPOSITS OF MEMBER BANKS
143 239 619 —37 -
1,650 5,197 9287 27 2 71 eral Reserve District
3203 20514 43,954 —12 10 37 Eleventh Fed
833 1258 19425 42 183 22 (Averages of dally figures. Milllon dollars)
A O B
1 53 2,498 — GROSS DEMAND DEPOSITS TIME DEPOSITS
6,959 63,463 100,310 72 86 4g
108 447 1,914 =70 _§? 1 ‘l" o Reserve  Country Reserve  Country
f;z S,Ag: 9,33; —‘:; 143 21 Date Total  city banks  banks Total  city banks  banks
129 397 g30 27i8 A 4734 5594 7707 091
130 795 1,062 209 150 91 1949: February... 10,328 I s i 3,09 4,616
117 1,646 1,996 370 —a8 =39 1970: February... 10,256 4,625 5,631 7,145 2,554 4,591
2,472 7,356 13,088 28 &1 29 September. 10,658 4,885 5773 8,088 3,162 4,926
135 663 1,555 —26 —79  —33 October, .. 10,684 4,860 5,824 8,317 3,305 5,012
76 1,104 1,908 a7 —43 =11 November.. 10,843 4,899 5,944 8,622 3,476 5,146
367 1,022 2315 —21 12 23; December,. 11,271 5,161 6,110 8,825 3,554 5271
122 799 18l —29 124 1971 Janvary.... 11,532 5236 6296 9,038 3,635 5403

February... 11,272 5,118 6,154 9,299 3,689 5610

6 cities,, , 1

~ e 11,080 21,541 $158762 $281,950 29 51 26




DAILY AVERAGE PRODUCTION OF CRUDE OIL

(Thousand barrels)

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION
(Seasonally adjusted indexes, 1957-59 = 100)

B—
Percent change from Feb. J D b Februarf
Area and type of index ?9?{“;" 1?;1“ el:;;lo - 1970
February  Januvary  February Janvary  February
Area 1971 1971 1970r 1971 1970 TEXAS

Total industrial production. .. ... 181.3 181.1 179.5 179.5¢
FOUR SOUTHWESTERN Manufacturing 200.8 2005 T 20231
STATES. . . 7,278.3 72960 67859  —0.3% 7.3% Durable. . 200.2 203.4 2021 22041
Lovisiana, ... 2,792.1 2,760.8 2,372.0 1.1 17.7 Nondurable, 201.3 198.6 192.7r 190.2r
New Mexico. Ay 343.0 3429 366.2 .0 —6.3 Miningaaess.. 136.9 137.0 138.8r 132.2
OKlahOma. +vsvassnaesns 801.1 641.5 8192 —63 =209 Utilifiess v euarsss 271.1 271.1 271.2r 258,31

T OXGS s s e ne s 3,542.1 3,550.8 3,428.5 -3 3.3 UNITED STATES

Gulf Coastssreneenress 741.9 2372 6923 03 7.2 TS aliadidalirodiction bR 0 iy Vi 170.5

West Texas. cvavsnaans 1,659.2 1,669.4 /628.3 —6 1.9 Manufacturing s o v v veeeees. 162.5 163.2 162.3 1703

EoslhTe:i?s (proper)..... 2;.; ; Zggg lg:‘!g ~—;g ﬂ:: Direille o R s 1579 1581 156.0: 169.61

anhandi@.ssssssssssns - " “ e —ll. T 4 *

Rest of state.sseruesses 8326 8264  BALS 8 0 Mins o A e 1961 1392 13027 1541
UNITED STATES....vassnnes 9,968.2 10,019.8  9,559.7 —5% 4.3% UliTess i s o e e s e 242.2 240,01 232.7¢
r — Revised p— Preliminary
SOURCES: ﬁrréerlscan Petl’?TdIilm Institute ga-ugovisod

.S. Bureau o nes CES: Board of G
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas Federa? Reg;?\:anoBr:nT;?%:ﬁg:m] Besevo Sysiem
NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT
Five Southwestern States' TOTAL OIL WELLS DRILLED
—
Percent change percent
Number of persons Feb. 1971 from Second First Cho"lﬁi'%?
quarter  quarter Percent 1970  from 1%
February Janvary February Jan. Feb. Al : lative

Tynaloflamploymant 1971p 1971 19700 1971 1970 i 1379 177078 S changs SScymolafjveicual:
S e FOUiTSgUTHWESTERN \7
ot nonagricuneal |, - ne Lol sieaee ae e e e ss e s O LA R e e el s e (a0 e e e a e — —

wage and salary workers.. 6,259,100 6,255,200 6,234,600  0.1% 0.4% Louisiana. .. "2}? "§§§ ig: 3"'2} 3.6
Manufacturings s s sssessss 1,114,300 1,119,800 1,177,900 —5 —54 111 75 48.0 186 532
Nonmanufacturing. . «v.... 5144800 5135400 5,056,700 2 17 140 198 —29.3 338 ";3:9

e 228,600 230,100 230,000 —7 —7 97 96 1.0 193 =8

Constriction s » s sevesess 374,800 375,000 374,600 —.) A} Texas 321 386 —9.1 737 —a

Transportation and Oﬁ';h'olrl.! """"""" 0 1,107 —16.% 2,027 20.0

public utilities 448,300 448,200 445,800 0 b o e e 3 1 .0 =200

Trade. 1,459,300 1,467,400  1,424200 —.6 2,5 SMIOM@cecceeeiiin 17 1,106 —17.] 2,023 i

Finance 323,900 322,500 314,100 4 3.1 UNITED STATES............ 3,140 3,298 —4.8 6,438 =5

Service , . 1,003,600 999,800 990,500 A 1.3

Government. . 1,306,300 1,292,400 1,277,400 11% 23%  SOURCE: American Petroleum Institute

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

p — Preliminary
r — Revised
SOURCE: State employment agencies

growth and could curtail next
year’s citrus crop.

Credit at weekly reporting banks
in the Eleventh District rose more
than usual in the four weeks ended
March 24. This rise was despite a
smaller than normal inflow of
deposits. Banks financed most of
the credit expansion by reducing
their sales of Federal funds.

The rise in bank loans was sub-
stantially less than in comparable
periods of other recent years.
Considerable strength was evident,
however, in demands for real estate
loans, security loans, and loans to
financial institutions other than
banks. The expansion in real estate

loans probably reflects recent re-
ductions in mortgage rates and
increases in construction activity,
as well as higher labor and material
costs of construction. Security
loans rose contraseasonally, per-
haps in response to the large
volume of corporate and municipal
securities marketed in recent
weeks. Loan demand by other hor-
rowers, including businesses and
consumers, was still depressed by
the sluggish pace of economic
activity.

With slack loan demand and the
large volume of securities coming
to market, banks added further to
their security portfolios. Acquisi-
tions of municipal issues accounted

for most of the expansion, but
banks also increased their holding®
of U.S. Government securities,
particularly Treasury bills. In o™
parable periods of other recent
years, banks had reduced their q
holdings of Government issues 48
moderately increased their hold-
ings of other securities.

Demand deposits declined con”
traseasonally. The small rise i1t
total deposits was due entirely t0
a larger than usual inflow of time
and savings deposits other than
large CD’s. In light of the weak |
loan demand, banks reduced the
net sales of large CD’s, as well a5,
their borrowings from nondepos!
sources.





