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Bank Liquidity-

A Straightforward Concept
But Hard to Measure

—

ghe liquidity of commercial banks
b a matter of continuing interest
oth within the banking industry
and without. The reason for
terest within banking is clear.
es‘;—nk management is involved
o fliltlally in thq administration
h nds flowing into and out of
ta;; bank in a way that will main-
- . a desired balance of profit-
ility, solvency, and liquidity. But
€ nature of banking is such that
anks often need quick access to
Onds. Banks can be called on to
ve;lor some of _their liabilities on
i ¥ short notice. The most obvi-
in § examples, of course, are check-
ong accounts, which are payable
5 demand. Also, banks sometimes
Ce unexpected surges in the de-
zland for loans they want to
CCommodate.
i An extreme solution to such
quidity needs would be for banks
s lieep all tl}eir funds in vault
Ur:s . But this would be highly
eagfnﬁt?ble’ since cash reserves
bankm interest. The concern of
% ers over their liquidity posi-
Ons, then, results from the need
. arrange their portfolios to earn
Profit and still leave access to
%’ds on fairly short notice.
or _those outside banking, in-
a.rfeSt In bank liquidity stems from
genentu'elyr different reason. It is
andEra]l_y accepted that the cost
B availability of bank credit play
aimllmportani.; role in the transmis-
o mechamsm. of monetary
b&niyl.‘ In turn, it is thought that
3 1quidity positions influence
5 ﬁe lending terms and conditions
in banks.. anisequently, changes
analank liquidity are followed by
: tﬁfsts assessing developments
e financial world. Unfortu-
H-'-‘-—_

1 F,
* 20T 8 pi t
rigorous treatment of the concept of nsset liquidi ¥
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nately, an analysis of bank liquid-
ity positions is not as straight-
forward as it might appear at first.

The concept

Bank liquidity refers to the ability
of a bank or banks to raise a certain
amount of funds at a certain cost
within a certain amount of time.
Any assessment of the liquidity
position of a bank or banking
system, then, involves considera-
tion of all three elements—amount,
cost, and time.

The greater the amount of funds
a bank can raise in a certain time
at a specified cost, the more liquid
it is. Similarly, the sooner a bank
can raise a given amount of funds
at a certain cost, the greater is its
liquidity. And the less it costs a
bank to raise a given amount of
funds in a certain period of time,
the more liquid it is.

Moreover, it is also clear that the
amount of funds a bank can raise
must be evaluated relative to the
amount it needs or is likely to need.
Take, for example, a situation
where two banks can raise the same
amount of funds at the same cost
in the same length of time. If one
bank’s actual or expected needs
are half that amount while the
other’s are twice that amount, the
first bank is clearly in a better
liquidity position than the second.

Banks have essentially two ways
of obtaining funds. They can
either sell assets or borrow and,
thereby, increase their liabilities.
Banks typically have a cushion of
liquid assets—which generally are
loosely defined as assets that can
be turned into cash fairly readily
at relatively little cost.” Bank hold-
ings of Treasury bills, for example,

are usually thought of as being
fairly liquid, mainly because of the
large and active secondary market
for these securities. Of course,
depending on the amount of funds
needed and the conditions in
financial markets, banks may sell
a variety of assets to obtain funds
including not only Treasury bills ’
but also other securities, as well as
loans or participations in loans.

Examples of funds raised
through borrowing include those
obtained in the Eurodollar market
through foreign branches and in
the commercial paper market
through bank holding companies,
affiliates, and subsidiaries. And, of
course, more conventional sources—
such as the CD and Federal funds
markets and, to a lesser extent,
even the issuance of new capital
stock or debentures-provide banks
with avenues for borrowing.

The measurement

While bank liquidity is fairly
simple as a concept, its measure-
ment certainly is not. Usually
equipped only with balance sheet
data on a sample of banks, an
analyst traditionally designates
some assets as either liquid or
illiquid and then compares them
with selected bank liabilities.
Probably the best-known mea-
sure of bank liquidity is the loan-
to-deposit ratio. With this measure,
all bank loans are lumped together
on the assumption that they are
less liquid than bank holdings of
securities. These loans are then
compared with total bank deposits,
which are taken as a proxy for the
liabilities that banks could be
called on to honor. When the loan-
deposit ratio rises, banks are

gee James L. Pierce, “Commerecial Bank Liquidity,” Federal Reaerve Bulletin, August 1966,
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thought to be less liquid. When
the ratio falls, banks are thought
to be more liquid.

While the simplest of the liquid-
ity measures, the loan-deposit ratio
is probably also the least adequate.
To begin with, there is a problem
of composition. On the asset side,
it is risky to characterize broad
classes of balance sheet items as
more or less liquid than others.
Not all assets in any particular
grouping have the same degree of
liquidity. Nor does the liquidity of
individual assets or groups of
assets remain the same over time.
At times, some loans may be more
liquid than some securities. The
loan of a large, well-known corpo-
ration nearing maturity could cost
the bank less to market in the same
length of time than, say, a Trea-
sury bill that had been purchased
at a price substantially higher than
that currently prevailing in the
market.

On the liability side, all bank
deposits are treated as being
homogeneous in the sense that
they are assumed to represent
liabilities that a bank is equally
likely to be called on to honor. But
such is clearly not the case. A CD
maturing in a year, for example,
does not present the same threat of
withdrawal to a bank that a large,
active checking account does.

Use of the loan-deposit ratio
also ignores liabilities other than
deposits. The importance of this
omission has increased in recent
years with the growing bank use of
nondeposit sources of funds, such
as the Eurodollar market. More-
over, this ratio represents an effort
to measure only asset liquidity.

It excludes any measure of the
ability of banks to raise funds
other than through the sale of
assets.

A slightly better measure of
bank liquidity is the loan-to-

2. Other measures of bank liquidity are, of course, us
own liquidity position would have an intimate and

who have

liability ratio. The advantage of
this measure over the loan-deposit
ratio is the recognition that lia-
bilities other than deposits can also
represent a potential drain on
funds at banks. Other than this,
however, it still suffers from the
same shortcomings as the loan-
deposit ratio.

A third measure is the liquid
asset-to-liability ratio, which in-
corporates still a further refine-
ment. Use of this measure allows
assets to be selected on the basis
of their liquidity, whether they are
loans or investments.

There are substantial problems,
however, even with this more
sophisticated measure. Probably
the most serious shortcoming is
that this ratio measures only asset
liquidity, ignoring the liquidity
available through a bank’s ability

to borrow. Moreover, it does not
take account of the composition
problem.

In spite of their drawbacks,
these three measures represent the
most widely used indicators of
bank liquidity. Their continued
use and acceptance partly reflect
their ease of computation. More-
over, with only published balance
sheet data to work from, it is
difficult for an analyst to improve
on these indicators.” Even with
their drawbacks, these ratios are
useful in tracing broad changes
in bank liquidity, provided they
are properly interpreted with an
awareness of the problems
involved.

These ratios cannot show
whether banks are liquid or
illiquid. They can be properly used
only in an effort to measure

Loan-to-deposit ratio shows

asset liquidity of reporting banks

much lower in 1969 than in 1966. . .
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changes in bank liquidity positions.

i l01_,1 t(éhanges in these ratios must
S rp'reted in the light of
¢ fnges in sources of borrowings.
'z,ib?lf example, the liquid asset-
o ty ratio has been rising and
aVllm::re_alsx'.rmg number of banks
= € gained access to, say, the
man;llr:lermgl paper or Eurodollar
Conclets’ it might be reasonable to
e l_lde tha‘t bank liquidity has
migh 1increaalsmg. Such a conclusion
o thnesog be warra?{.)ed, however,
sources of bo i
een declining. S
pm{)lladdlt}'on, the_ composition
S em still remains. Given cur-
S Y available data, the analyst
o tl:)nly hope that the liquidity
g 0?1 various classes of assets does
ofter ange enough over time to
; thg trends suggested by
anges in the various ratios.

Because of this problem, little
importance can be attached to
minor changes in these ratios.

An illustration

To illustrate some of the problems
in measuring bank liquidity, the
three ratios were computed for
weekly reporting banks in the
Eleventh Federal Reserve District
from mid-1966 through March
1971. Mid-1966 was taken as a
starting point because of a sub-
stantial change in sample size and
data availability at that time.

Calculations of the loan-deposit
and loan-liability ratios are quite
simple. Computation of the liquid
asset-liability ratio requires some
decisions, however, regarding the
assets to be considered liquid.
There is room for disagreement on
this point. A variety of liquid

*+. but other measures suggest

§ :
ar less difference between periods

P
:Hcsur (INVERTED SCALE)
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asset-liability ratios are in use, all
involving some differences in the
assets included.

The only assets designated as
liquid in the ratio presented here
are the balance sheet items gener-
ally used in ratios of this kind.
These include Federal funds sold
and securities purchased under
agreement to resell, loans to
brokers and dealers for purchasing
or carrying securities, loans to
domestic commercial banks,
Treasury bills, Treasury certifi-
cates, Treasury notes and bonds
maturing within a year, tax war-
rants and short-term notes and
bills, bankers’ acceptances, and
balances with domestic banks.
Certainly, there may be rationale
for not including some of these or
for including others. But the ratio
presented here is intended only to
illustrate liquid asset ratios. It is
not intended to be the “last word”
in such ratios.

The loan-deposit ratio seems to
suggest that banks in the District
were much less liquid in the second
half of 1969 than in the second half
of 1966. However, when allowance
is made for all liabilities that the
banks might be called on to honor,
the picture changes dramatically.

The loan-liability ratio shows
these banks only marginally less
liquid in late 1969 than in late
1966. The sizable difference be-
tween the change in liquidity in-
dicated by this ratio and that
indicated by the loan-deposit ratio
largely reflects the sharp increase
in bank liabilities to their foreign
branches in 1969. Some District
banks borrowed heavily in the
Eurodollar market that year.

The liquid asset-liability ratio
shows much the same change in
liquidity as the loan-liability ratio—
that the liquidity of District banks
was only slightly less in 1969 than
in 1966. But two situations limit
any conclusion about what even
these two ratios indicate regard-
ing bank liquidity in late 1969
relative to late 1966. First, several

4

of these banks gained access to
new sources of funds in 1969,
particularly the Eurodollar mar-
ket. This increase in the avail-
ability of funds would tend to
improve the liquidity positions of
the banks in 1969. Second, with
this reduced margin of difference
in bank liquidity between 1966
and 1969, the composition problem
becomes important.

When allowances are made for
these two situations, it is not clear
that the liquidity of District banks
in the second half of 1969 was less
than in late 1966. If the influence
of these two factors were correctly
weighted, it might be found that
the liquidity of these banks in
1969 was about equal to, or even
more than, that in 1966.

This, then, is illustrative of the
problems involved in the analysis
and interpretation of changes in
bank liquidity positions. While the
concept of bank liquidity is
straightforward, the measurement
of liquidity is definitely not. Never-
theless, used with awareness of the
problems involved and in con-
junction with other information,
popular liquidity ratios generally
can be useful in detecting broad
changes in bank liquidity positions.

—Joseph E. Burns



Personal Income in Texas-

Accelerates to Rate
Faster Than the Nation’s

g;lllle 1cgn-rent-d_o]l:alr value of per-
o al income in Texas increased
1 9?1(‘)37 fourfold between 1950 and
=4 . Advancing an average of 6.9
!‘atg;mt a year gat a compound
s 6persona1 income in the state
tha ).4 percentage point faster
Whn in the United States as a

ole,
Dri':r[gle state’s advantage derived
mmarﬂy from growth in income
o sources otl}er than farming
accC‘Iaru:hmg. Six nonfarm sources

3 unted for nearly four-fifths of
: alncrease. FDUI: were wage and
actl‘ylsources of income—-manu-
P murmg, trade, services, and gov-
e ent, The other two were
melI]JI?rty income and transfer pay-
R 8. Tl‘le largest single source of
S onal income in Texas in 1970
e government wages and sal-
acts’ followed closely by manu-
o uring wages and salaries and

Operty income.
o oughly ha_If the increase was

en up by rising population and

——

prices, rather than gains in real
per capita purchasing power.
About 15 percent of the total in-
crease was needed for per capita
income to maintain its 1950 posi-
tion in the face of growing popula-
tion, and about 35 percent was
needed to compensate for higher
prices.

Cycles of growth...

Personal income growth in Texas
varied over the two decades, re-
vealing five fairly distinct periods
_three of fast growth, one of slow
growth, and one of only moderate
growth. The periods corresponded
generally with cyclical movements
of the national economy.
o 1950-52—Personal income ex-
panded rapidly, increasing at
a compound average annual
rate of 10.6 percent.
e 1952-54—A severe business re-
cession slowed income growth
to a rate averaging only 2.6
percent a year.

e 1954-57-Growth picked up
again, averaging 7.0 percent a
year for the period.

e 1957-63—-Growth moderated
to a rate of 4.5 percent. This
period, which encompassed
two recessions (1957-58 and
1960-61), was a time of slow
progress in both income and
output, marked by consider-
able national concern about
lagging growth and the build-
up of idle resources.

e 1963-70-With the nation
benefiting from the longest
period of sustained economic
expansion in its history, per-
sonal income in Texas grew at
the exceptionally high annual
rate of 9.0 percent." By con-
trast, income growth for the
nation averaged 8.1 percent.

The uneven growth of personal

income in Texas from 1950 to 1963
stood in marked contrast to the
sustained rise from 1963 to 1970.
Taken as a whole, the period from

per .
S Sonal income in Texas
€s at uneven rates

PERCENT

5= ..

I |
'50 '55

'60 '65

NOTE.
E: :haded areas show recessions as dated
y the National Bureau of Economic Research

e —

Compound annual
growth rates

United
Texas States
1950-62Ft s 10.6% 9.2%
1952-54 ..... - 2.6 3.3
1954-575 ainin 7.0 6.6
1967=630 5 4.5 4.9
1963-70 ........ 9.0 8.1

SOURGCES: U.S. Department of Commerce
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas

‘-.‘____._

1 Nati
* ANatjo: A = m
nally, this period of expansion probably ended in late 1969 or early 1970. In Texas, personal income advanced 8.4 percent

iking ¢ v ;
the inclusion of this year with the previous six years appropriate.
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in 1970, however,



Farm income in Texas rises

only slightly over 20-year period

PERCENT PER YEAR
40

NONFARM
\‘ AVERAGE
AVERAGE
|
'70
Compound annual growth rates
J;,ﬂg:;ﬂ Texas United States
income 1950-63 1963-70 1950-70 1950-63 1963-70 1950-70
Farmieeamies —0.5% 4.0% 1.0% —0.2% 2.9% 0.9%
Nonfarm ...... 6.3 9.3 7.3 6.0 8.2 6.8
iOTALEE 5.7% 9.0% 6.9% 5.7% 81%  6.5%

SOURCES: U.S, Department of Commerce
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas

1950 to 1963 gave the state an av-
erage annual gain of 5.7 percent,
which was equal to the national
average. But with the increase
from 1963 to 1970 running nearly
a percentage point more than the
rate for the nation, the state’s av-
erage for the 20 years was brought
to a rate slightly faster than
growth in the nation as a whole.

... and a basic divergence

Growth in income in Texas from
nonfarm sources was consistently
higher than the national average
throughout these two decades. But
farm income, which grew slowly
throughout the nation during most
of this period, was similarly slug-
gish in Texas. Although farm in-
come in Texas (farm wages and
profits) was highly volatile, on
balance, it rose slightly, advancing
from $1.2 billion in 1950 to $1.5
billion in 1970.

6

Farm income accounted for
about 12 percent of the state total
in 1950, But from then through
1963, it declined about 0.5 percent
a year. Meanwhile, Texas was
slightly ahead of the nation in
growth of nonfarm income. Income
from sources other than farming
increased an average of 6.3 percent
a year in Texas during this 13-year
period, compared with 6.0 percent
in the nation.

The result was that by 1963
farm income had become markedly
less important to the total in
Texas, accounting directly for only
about 5 percent of the state’s per-
sonal income. Also, from then
through 1970, farm income in the
state regained some of its lost
ground, growing at an average an-
nual rate of 4 percent. The state’s
nonfarm income grew an average
of 9.3 percent a year during this
latter period-about one percentage

point faster than growth in the
nation as a whole. The net effect
of greater gains in nonfarm income
and some recovery in farm income
was the state’s faster growth in
total personal income.

Per capita growth. ..

On a per capita basis, personal in-
come advanced slightly slower 11
Texas than in the nation, rising &
a compound annual rate of 4.9 per
cent for the 20-year period, com-
pared with a national average rate
of 5.0 percent. Most of the differ-
ence was due to a slight deteriorad-
tion in the state’s relative positio?
in the 1950’s and early 1960’s.
Again, the turning point was 11
1963, when per capita income be-
gan to rise sharply in Texas. The
compound annual rate of increasé
in per capita income from 1963 0
1970 averaged 7.5 percent in
Texas, compared with 6.9 perceﬂt



for th_e nation. This rapid advance
—attributable to both faster
Sgll'cwvth in personal income and
mDWer growth of population-was
ofl);e than twice the average rate
5.6 percent for the 1950-63
Period,
co;Phe increase brought some re-
i ery to the state’s relative posi-
on. Where per capita income in
hEXaS: had been 14 percent less
aban in the nation in 1963, it was
out 10 percent less in 1970.

*+« adjusted for prices

(I:;l 'C_errr}s of real buying power, per

atplta Income in Texas increased

pea compound annual rate of 2.5
Tcent over the 20-year period,

and considerably faster since 1963.

ﬁ?usted. for price changes, the
l_Dl’t'ease in real per capita income
4111 1950 to 1963 averaged only
: gpercept. In constant dollars
gain58 prices), this represented a
: 70Of $3_36. But from 1963 to
el the increase averaged 4.4
71(ient. This represented a rise of
$1.04 Thus, of a total increase of
047 over the 20-year period,
: out 68 percent was achieved in
e‘gntsi'fars.
ut here, too, growth in Texas
]:‘I’]c’finled beh.ind the national average
the the situation was reversed in
2 early 1960’s. For the nation as
Creas{)lg’ real per capita income in-
15 ed $1,202 over the 20 years-
o more than in Texas. In the
OWSE\ren years qf this period,
e %Ver, the national growth rate
.6 percentage point less than

the rate in Texas.

Compositional changes

W-
Vith the components of personal

i

t?g-‘gle grmfvi_ng at different rates,

e Omp051t10n_of the state total

fl‘oml‘nﬂrkefily different in 1970
what it had been in 1950. The

- ;f(f)ect was an income structure

i re re_s;embhng the structure
e nation.

€ wage and salary component

2 faster than total personal

me in the state, causing the
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Composition of personal income in Texas
comes to mirror national economy

PERCENT
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TRANSFER PAYMENTS
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40 |
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COMPOUND ANNUAL GROWTH RATES FOR SELECTED COMPONENTS
OF PERSONAL INCOME IN TEXAS

Gomponent 1950-63 1963-70 1950-70

Transfer payments ..........ocoeoeeen 6.0% 12.4% 8.2%
Property iNCOME . ......ooovcreenenens 7.8 8.1 7.9
Proprietors’ INCOME ...........coveees f
Wage and salary disbursements .........

FAIMNS . vvevnrnnnnssossasassseesos

GOoUINNE OONOARNON
Nomm—=1 OO hOLO

MDD 5 i eorreoiaie late s iajeisistatsialalsi s
Contract construction ...............
Manufacturing .. ...oceveoesenneneen
Wholesale and retail trade ............
Finance, insurance, and real estate. . ...
Transportation, communications,

and public utilities. ................
SBIVICES .. vvvveenerrvonnoenteannens
Government . .........ciseeaiaaan
Other industries ................oo...

Other labor income . ................... 10.
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME. .. ...

— el

©CPpPOMN ©O0o-=W, o0
onomoON ONWOL =3O

R

=

-

—
otm@mo ONONH
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SOURCES: U.S. Department of Commerce
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas



Per capita income lags in Texas,
but state gains in late 1960’s

CURRENT DOLLARS PERCENT
500 92

TEXAS AS PERCENT OF NATION

300 88
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEXAS AND NATION
100 T | I | T 84
'50 '55 '60 '65 '70
Texas United States
Current Constant Current Constant
dollars dollars? dollars dollars?
Per capita personal income
e‘Ir.CJS(Jp . p ................. $1,349 $1,667 $1,496 $1,810
S F eI s e 0 DS OO T B S O 2,125 2,003 2,458 2,317
TEF) oot s e S 3,515 2,714 3,910 3,019
und annual growth rates
CD‘lrggg-Sa ...... g ......... 3.6% 1.4% 3.9% 1.9%
1OB3700 i aia e vrssaysleiae 7.5 4.4 6.9 3.8
HOE0S700 e ey e 4.9 2.5 5.0 2.6

1. Adjusted to 1958 prices by deflating the estimates of current-dollar per capita personal income

by the GNP deflator for personal consumption
SOURCES: U.S. Department of Commerce
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas

share of income from this source
to rise from about 59 percent in
1950 to almost 65 percent in 1970.
Wages and salaries accounted for
about four percentage points more
of personal income in the nation
than in Texas in 1950, but by 1970
the difference had dropped to less
than one percentage point.

Here is where some of the most
important components of wage and
salary income in Texas stood
in 1970:

e Manufacturing payrolls ac-
counted for about five per-
centage points less of per-
sonal income in Texas than in
the nation, but the difference
had narrowed considerably
since 1950.

e Farm wages, which were more
important in Texas than in
the nation in 1950, had
slipped to about equal im-
portance.

e Mining still weighed heavier
in Texas than in the nation
as a source of wages and sal-
aries, but it had declined in
relative importance since
1950.

e Government and trade (both
wholesale and retail) were
still more important as
sources of wages and salaries
in Texas than in the nation,
but the differences were small.

“Other labor income” also grew
rapidly, increasing the share of
personal income it accounted for.
This growth reflected both general
improvements in fringe benefits
and diffusion of benefit coverage to
more occupational groups.

The share of personal income ac-
counted for by proprietors (par-
ticularly farm proprietors) was
much larger in Texas than in the
nation in 1950. But this type of
income grew slowly, and its share

of the total dropped from more
than a fifth in 1950 to about a
tenth in 1970, leaving proprietors
only slightly more important as
contributors to personal income 12
Texas than in the nation.
Property income (dividends,
rents, and interest) was another
fast growing component. Its sharé
of personal income in Texas rose.
These changing patterns in the
components of personal income
probably reveal a structural shift
that was going on not only in
Texas but also in many other part®
of the nation. Relative to the total:
small businesses and farms oper-
ated by proprietors and self-
employed workers were becoming
less important as sources of in-
come. Meanwhile, large corpora-
tions that pooled capital resources
by selling equity shares and bor-
rowing in financial markets were
becoming more important.



eﬁgn‘«ru&'sto:*s in these companies
o ned property income in the
m of interest and dividends.
neallagers operating these busi-
: nfsfs were often only salaried
Ceip oyees themselves and re-
I‘es?:leg no proprietors’ income. The
1 was hptle or no growth in
o) Prietary income and a rise in
ertge' and salary income and prop-
ati\b: Income. Because of the rel-
etore’lfnportance of farm propri-
" Income in Texas in 1950,
o Fi ﬁhlft was greater in Texas than
€ nation.
- rans_;fer payments grew rapid-
% Particularly after 1958. Two
meiiscﬁltegories of transfer pay-
e Increased sharply-social in-
men{r-,lce payments and unemploy-
compensation. But while

transfer payments to individuals
were rising, so were the personal
contributions required for social
insurance. The increase in these
contributions, which have to be
paid out of current earnings, aver-
aged almost 13 percent a year.

The big component

Over these two decades, income
from wages and salaries—the larg-
est component of personal income
—grew an average of 7.4 percent a
year in Texas. Twice, the growth
rate reached about 11 percent for
extended periods—in 1950-53 and
1965-70.

Gains-which resulted from a
general rise in pay scales and ex-
pansion in total employment—came
slightly faster in the 1960’s than

in the 1950’s. Acceleration in the
gg'owth of income in the state’s ser-
vice industries, manufacturing,
wholesale and retail trade, and
contract construction paced the
advance in the 1960’s.

The fastest increase in wage and
s?.lary income over the 20-year pe-
riod was in finance, insurance, and
real estate. The increase in this
component, which tends to com-
plement other sectors of the econ-
omy, averaged 9.0 percent a year.

Al_anual growth in income from
services averaged 8.8 percent.
This growth was especially rapid
in the 1960’s, when demand
surged. From 1963 to 1970, wages
and salaries in services expanded:
12.0 percent a year. Some service
components—notably business and

—

Personal income and economic growth

Economic growth-which implies rising lev-
els of production-relates always to geo-
graphic areas. Nationally, economic growth
is measured in gross national product-the
goods and services the country produces
over a specific period. But there are no com-
par_able measures of growth for a state or
region.

It is possible, however, to use personal
income-the current payments people re-
ceive from all sources-as a rough measure
of the increase in an area’s output. This is
because an area’s income generally reflects
1ts output. Not only are individuals (includ-
ing owners of nonincorporated enterprises)
considered “persons” in the computation of
personal income but so are nonprofit insti-
tutions, private trust funds, and private
health and welfare funds. By and large, per-
Som.il income payments derive from the fol-
lowing sources:

Wages and salaries-the monetary remu-
neration of employees. This includes exec-
utives’ compensation, commissions, tips and
bonuses, and payments in kind that repre-
sent income to the recipient.

_Other labor income-employer contribu-
tions to private pension, health, unemploy-

ment, and welfare funds; compensation for
injuries; directors’ fees; military reserve
pay; and a few other minor income items.

Proprietors’ income-monetary earnings
and income in kind of sole proprietors, part-
nerships, and producers’ cooperatives from
their current business operations.

Property income—dividends, personal in-
terest, and rental income. Rental income
includes monetary earnings from real prop-
erty, as well as imputed net rental returns
to owner-occupants of nonfarm dwellings.
Property income also includes royalties paid
for patents, copyrights, and rights to nat-
ural resources.

Personal income does not provide an al-
together exact gauge of economic activity,
however. This is because of transfer pay-
ments, a fifth form of personal income for
which no services are currently rendered.
These payments, most often by government
but occasionally by business, are based on
an individual’s previous or projected par-
ticipation in the economy or the public’s
intentions to prevent individual hardships.
They include Social Security payments, un-
employment insurance, veterans’ benefits,
and direct relief.
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repair services and professional,
social, and related services—in-
creased even faster.

Personal income from manufac-
turing also grew rapidly, averaging
8.5 percent a year. Because of
rapid growth of durable goods
manufacturing, the rate acceler-
ated in the 1960’s.

Growth in payroll income from
some sources (particularly those
based on natural resources) grew
slowly during the 20 years. In
some instances, income even de-
clined. Wage and salary income
from mining grew an average of
4.1 percent a year over the entire
period, but the rate slipped to 2.8
percent in the second decade.

Farm wages declined, dropping
an average of 1.9 percent a year.
All this drop was in the 1950’s,
when farm wages fell an average of
5.5 percent a year. Taken as a
whole, the 1960’s were a period of
moderate recovery, with farm
wages rising slightly.

Looking ahead

Urbanization and industrialization
over these 20 years created a state
economy in Texas that far more
resembles the national economy
than in 1950. In fact, the economic
expansion beginning in 1963 was
clearly stronger in Texas than in
the nation. The state’s rate of in-
crease in both total income and
per capita personal income was
above the national average.

10

This was an improvement over
the growth pattern from 1950 to
1963. During those years, the slug-
gish growth of farm income in
Texas held back growth in total
income even though nonfarm in-
come was advancing faster in
Texas than in the nation.

In light of these basic changes
in the structure of the state’s econ-
omy and the composition of its in-
come, it is probably reasonable to
expect income to grow faster in
Texas than in the nation for some
time. The growing strength in non-
farm income should be more than
enough to compensate for any pos-
sible future lag in growth of farm
income.

—Leonard G. Bower



New par banks

The Seaport Bank, Seadrift, Texas, an insured nonmember bank located in the
territory served by the Houston Branch of the Fed_eral Reserve Bank of Dallas,
was added to the Par List on its opening date, April 19, 1971. The officers are:
W. H. Bauer, Sr., Chairman of the Board; W. H. Bauer, Jr., President; Seth W.
Yarbrough, Jr., Vice President; and Mrs. Veronica Henderson, Cashier.

The Valley View State Bank, Dallas, Texas, an insured nonmember bank located
in the territory served by the Head Office of the Fe_deral Reserve Bank of Dallas,
was added to the Par List on its opening date, April 26, 1971. The officers are:
Robert S. Strauss, Chairman of the Board; Richard S. Blackmore, President;
William F. Fisher, Vice President; and Max Shaw, Cashier.

Rye:
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Statistical Supplement to the Business Review

;.Phe Seasonally adjusted Texas
ndust}'lal production index was
?ssen’?la]ly unchanged in March
om its February level. At 181.1
}’Bl‘cent of its 1957-59 base, the
idex was only 0.5 percent higher
an in March 1970.
b anufacturing was off slightly
3 (;(r)n a month before. The decline-
rofl tal of 0.3 percent-mainly
Cllected a 5.0-percent drop in the
Production of primary metals.
eanufacturing of durable goods
0.8 percent. Continuing far
ele nd a year before, production of
eCtrical machinery and transpor-
sk lgn equipment showed only
8ht month-to-month changes.
o anufacturing of nondurable
B was unchanged from
Pet fuary. A rise of 3.9 percent in
roleum refining was largely off-
Drody a 4.9-percent decline in the
goudl;ctlo_n _of leather and leather
- Mining and utilities were
Feg Virtually unchanged from
£ro fuary, although both industry
Ups showed advances over a
efore,

Tota) nonagricultural wage and
1?1;1‘1-?’ employment in the five
= gesterq states rose again in
Slighﬁ; - The increase was only
e however, and less than sea-
ployn-ly expected: Nonfarm em-
cent hl?nt was still about 0.5 per-
e flgher than a year before.
e Uacturing employment con-
ed its downtrend, slipping
nOnE;Ercent from February. But
bolsteanufacturing employment,
e red by a 1.0-percent rise in
Workumber of construction
€rs, easily offset the decline in
Nufacturing workers.
“’hicher advances were in services,
anq rose 0.5 percent, and trade
80vernment, both of which

80

rose 0.8 percent. Employment in
other nonmanufacturing industries
was essentially unchanged. A de-
cline of 0.3 percent in mining em-
ployment was the most significant
change in these other industries.

The Texas oil allowable was re-
duced in May to 77.2 percent of
maximum efficient production. The
cut, from 82.1 percent in April,
came after major buyers indicated
plans to purchase less Texas crude
this month. Production is expected
to fall only about 1.4 percent, how-
ever, and allowables in other pro-
ducing states of the Eleventh
District are still at the genc_arally
high levels that have prevailed for
several months.

The easing in demand reflects
both seasonal changes in the mar-
ket and improvements in the world
supply of oil. Demand for heating
oil is slackening as demand for .
gasoline is just beginnin g to build
up. Meanwhile, pnce.and tax
agreements between 11:1ternat10m_11
producers and producing countries
in North Africa and the Middle
East are helping restore world
supplies, easing some of the pres-
sure that has kept allowables high
in producing states of the South-
west since late last summer.

April rains brought some relief
from the drought in Arizona, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. But
much more rain will be needed
before soil moisture returns to
normal. Conditions of irrigated
farming are generally go?d in these
states. Even after the rains, how-
ever, cattlemen were hauling water
in some western areas of the
Eleventh District and had begun
culling their herds. Dryland wheat
was still in generally poor condi-

tion. Aided by warmer weather,
irrigated wheat continued to im-
prove. In Louisiana, cooler than
normal temperatures in late March
and early April had slowed early
growth of crops and native grass.

Cattle feeding in Texas contin-
ues to expand. There were more
than 1.5 million head on feed in
the state on April 1-26 percent
more than a year before. Oklahoma
also posted a sharp gain in cattle
feeding. Arizona had a moderate
increase and New Mexico a con-
siderable decrease.

Average prices received by
Texas farmers and ranchers at
mid-March were 1 percent less
than both a month before and a
year before. A gain in crop prices
over a year before was more than
offset by a decline in prices for
livestock and poultry.

Registrations of new passenger
automobiles in Dallas, Fort Worth,
Houston, and San Antonio were
15 percent higher in March than in
February. All four metropolitan
centers posted gains, pushing
registrations 23 percent higher
than in March 1970. Cumulative
registrations through March were
11 percent higher than in the first
three months of 1970.

Department store sales in the
Eleventh District were 10 percent
higher in the four weeks ended
April 17 than in the corresponding
period a year earlier. Cumulative
sales through that date were 8 per-
cent higher than a year before.

Credit at weekly reporting com-
mercial banks in the Eleventh
District rose considerably in the
four weeks ended April 21. The
(Continued on back page)



CONDITION STATISTICS OF WEEKLY REPORTING COMMERCIAL BANKS

Eleventh Federal Reserve District
(Thousand dollars)

—
Apr. 21, Mar. 24 Apr. 22, Apr. 21, Mar. 24, Apr. 24
ASSETS ?9?1 1971 1970 LIABILITIES 971 1971 r??
0 5
Federal funds sold and securities purchased Total depPosiise e s s esisesonsssnsssssssss Naaanna LA R 46 9,4?&02
under agreements to resell, . . ..civsaasssssns 528,808 517,700 392,435 p .._.—40 ]0'?52_3 |
Other loans and discounts, gross..... vaesssessss 6,740,806 6,666,500 5,939,699 To[n:jdomand depositsssessannerannnsnaanass 6,401,712, 6,044,403 6,053:;35
Individuals, partnerships, and rations.... 4,276, v 0 4]
Commercial and industrial 10ans, « «+xsssseesss 3,201,893 3,189,980 2,921,769 Siatasiand ol ol o por alons. v 395,223 = 558;335 '29?,53;
Agricullural loans, excluding CCC U.S. GOVernment, .+« vvsvsssssasusiassess 238,720 67,833 21980
certidcates of interestiesessseasseeanns Sl 119,310 117,426 107,523 Banks in the United S1ates.s...vsssenenees 1,420,256 1,347,025 1,201,7
Loans !: brokers and dealers for Foreign: Lsedls
purchasing or carrying: Governments, official institutions, central
U.S. Government securities.evesssrasnassass 500 500 500 banks, and international [n““'uﬁam” o 2,748 2,158 2,52?
Other securities.sesesssssssssnsssssannnns 57,740 50,370 39,014 Commercial Bonks. » «ovrerseessoesessss 32,049 26,700 30,8 0
Other loans for purchasing or carrying: Certified and officers' checks, efc.. 114:9‘3 90,642 51.63‘
U.5. Government securilies..... BOACAAEa 3,819 1,565 1,189 Total time and savings depositss...ssss..rnnsn 4,622,128 4,707,860 3,397/
Ofher securities.vaesseneeassoserasaresas 430,930 435711 397,316 Individuals, partnerships, and corporations: %
Loans foinonbank financial SOVINGS Aoposis,er st ssssss i snrssees 1040323 1005513 913808
Sales finance, personal finance, factors, Other time deposits, v, ....... 1,667,8 8
and other business credit companies....... 225,219 212,516 135,857 States and political subdivisions. v s s vssseees ?’??.5;‘
Other.cesssssensssssnssassssnssssssass . 478,471 481,079 360,032 U.S. Government (including postal savings).... 28,561 41,479 ?'261
Real estate 1oans..ccsssasvessaass R siats R 685,641 664,941 601,059 Banks in the United SHa1eS. v e eesnnessesss 69,569 B5914 21,7
Il:cuns to ?omollic :DTmllCiﬂl banks,sesassnsas :5,3?; }?,;g; ]g,:l‘? Foreign: £ 4
oans to foreign banks..oovveiiiiiiieiiaans 3, ' 686 Governments, official institutions, central
Consumer instalment loans......ovvauanns vees 727,546 733,907 729,006 banks, and international institutionss . s« « . 17,585 12,685 'lﬂﬁgg
Loans to foreign governments, official Commercial banks. . . vveeeevessssssssss 1.100 1.100 1,3
institutions, central banks, and international 0 > 525 Fndnénl funds purchased and securities sold 4 y 02?“?
institutions. s seesrnanrsroencscassnnnnnns under agreements 1o repurchase.,..oeeseeese. 1,175130 1,020,752  1,02%/
Ol aN R e PR AL s S 0708 77 80710 L 25701 [ O e oo s L e MIZONISRRLOSE S R sl
Total InVestments. s s uessenssenesansrnasanaess 3,160,668 3,016,930 2,600,441 Other liabilities.ssvesssssassnassssanans ciesss 368,204 377,003 393'&5
= Reserves on loans. . 135647 136,638 13905
Total U.S. Government securities. ..ooueervnaas 997,780 998,515 899,129 Reserves on securities.eesvssessssesssnsnrsnnns 20722 19.934 13;25.‘,
TraasUry IBIlE iate s siein aisisisinininsininisisinininis siaists 133,750 148,896 44,393 Total capital ccountS. o veisssssssassassnssssns | 048,964 1,043,425 991,5
Treasury certificates of indebtedness. ....... 0 0 0 el A
Tn:;:lsua\f nci‘es ll:lrld U.5. Government Tog:hl!.lkBIUTIES. RESERVES, AND 2 ‘230,,‘;;’-
onds maturing: 240
I RAr s e L ) 7 927 M 1/40.954 SN 737314 ALIACCOUNTS. b, - oiis e 2 vniees -+ 13,922,829 13,426,093 1=
1 year 10 5 Years.cessssnsns STt 530,231 531,260 604,778
After 5 years...... Tavals aln (e leslaTe s letost e 18 176,477 168,405 76,224
Obligations of states and political subdivisions:
Tax warrants and short-term notes and bills.. . 91,983 67,782 57,318
Al Others s s sssessssnsssnasnansasnssnnsss 1,814,256 1,718,815 1,505,450
Other bonds, corporate stocks, and securities:
Ce;li:llculc;l raproselnﬂng participations in G R R CONDITION STATISTICS OF ALL MEMBER BANKS
ederal agency loans. s oeasiarsassanns ! J J
Al othar {including corporate stocki)sssssasas . 142731 1267263 ¢s,852  Eleventh Federal Reserve District
Cash items in process of colruction. e hb e 1,93]5542 1,157,074 1,460,868
Reserves with Federal Reserve Bank.svessassniss 85,862 954,991 794,726 (Million dollars)
Currency and €oiNs s seersssssssssssssssssssss 89,824 88,575 85,832 B
Balances with banks in the United States. . N 619,306 559,357 445,893 25
Balances with banks in foreign countries....ovveee 7,971 7,237 7,566 Mar. 31, Feb, 24, Mar. 0 i
Other assets (including i t ts in subsidiaries Item 1971 1971 197
not consolidated). e vvauesrraansnarassssssss 458,038 457,731 513,199
ASSETS
TOTAL ASSETSsuuseenensrnsansnarssssans 13,922,825 13,426095 12,240,659 Loans and discounts, gross. . 13,119 12,931 1],453
U.S. Government obligations 2,359 2,302 zloga
Ohor 5Curifiessuresrscessorsesnsesnees 4001 3,836 325
Resorves with Federal Reserve Bank........ 1,478 1,558 13%%
Cash In ¥aultesesssnsnosssrosrsnsnennss 256 277 2?‘
Balances with banks in the United States. ... 1,513 1,409 |.‘”
Balances with banks in foreign countries®. ... 9 11 41
Cash items in process of collection..v.sss... 1,407 1,358 1'151
Other 03581®. s ssssesnsnansnsssssssnns 984 829 ._.-f-'
O TAL ASEETS®, o als s alainiinna s /sl ininln 25,126 24,511 %
RESERVE POSITIONS OF MEMBER BANKS LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL ACCOUNTS 3
Demand depoyifs of banks. .+ vesveueiee 1907 1,738 1465
ther demand deposits. s eierinnnnnnsnes 9.4 4
Eleventh Federal Reserve District Time deposits. .. .F: T o e (e x 2 k[ a Fa e o e T T 9:6;§ g:ig: 7,258
(Averages of dally figures. Thousand dollars) Tolalidepostessasissnesssssvassbaniiss:  ANVHL 20,465 17,32?
Borrcwnbnus.’.’..a...................,.... 1,077 1,098 1:3??
5 weeks ended 4 weeks ended 4 weeks ended Olh‘ir liabilities SRXSE NS Rl sjelts vis e v ninie 1,049 1,104 1:753
Item Apr.7,1971  Mar.3,1971  Apr.1,1970 Total capital accounts®. .o vvernnnnannaes 1,856 1,844 Rl
TOTAL LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL
RESERVE CITY BANKS Q= e 1,499
Telaifeserveriald s 219451 819,979 732,912 ACCOUNTS seresesinans 25126 24,511 21452
With Federal Reserve Bank.... 766,422 767,634 681,714
Currency and €oif. s sssvenass 53,029 52,345 51,198 e — Estimated
Required reserves,ssssssessssss 828,022 823,875 748,574
EXCOSS TBSBIVeS.esssssssnssarns —8,571 —3,896 —15,662
BOrroWInNgSe s ossesssssssnnnnns 39,943
Free reserves. coesssssssnnsass —8,571 —3,896 —55,605
MTRY BANKS
R i ey | 84939 859,985 77044 CONDITION OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF DALLA®
With Federal Reserve Bank.... 664,736 671,916 592,429
Currency and €oln. . asvsvssns 184,660 188,069 178,915 (Thousand dollars)
Required reserves..eessssssssss 835,063 828,836 751,860 S
EXCOSS FOSBIVES.aasserssanssnss 14,333 31,149 19,484 22,
BOrrowings. s sssssssssssssnans 6,567 Apr. 21, Mar, 24, Ar’}-
Free reserves, «ooeersascsessss 14,327 30,988 1297 Item 70?1 1971 7
ALL MEMBER BANKS
Total re:eran heldesssseenanass 1,668,847 1,679,964 1,504,256 Total gold cerfificate reserves...ovuvsernan.. 517,698 451,474 599{52
With Federal Reserve Bank.... 1,431,158 1,439,550 1,274,143 Discounts for member banks. . . vvvuvnvensn.. 200 ‘5-010
Currency and €oin. e ussssssss 237,689 240,414 230,113 Other discounts and adyances.csseeeserrrens 0 ffs”
Required reserves.sovsssssssnss 1,663,085 1,652,711 1,500,434 U.S. Government securities..o.eeeeeesnuaanns 2,954,592 2,888,598 ?,3;2',‘,5;!
EXCOIS FOIBIVES..sensssassnnnsn 5762 27,253 3,8 Total earning assefs.eeeesesisanniiiieans e 2,954,792 2,888,598 2"1]’30?
BOrrowings: ssssssrrsssasssnss 6 161 46,510 Member bank reserve deposits.,vouvevnnaa.. 1,556,274 1,521,424 1.7 6'331
Fro® fBSOrves. sessosnssesrones 5756 27,092 —42,688 Federal Reserve notes in actual circulation..... 1,963,232 1,912,988 1,356¢




B
ANK DEBITS, END-OF-MONTH DEPOSITS, AND DEPOSIT TURNOVER

F
Our Southwestern States

(Dolla
ramounts in thousands, seasonally adjusted)

DEBITS TO DEMAND DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS!

DEMAND DEPOSITS!

Percent change

Annval ra
March March 1971 from of Iumnu':
1971 3 months,

Standard metropolitan {Annual-rate February March 1971 from March 31 March February March

statistical area basis) 1971 1970 1970 1971 1971 1971 1970

1“120},]*_

'-Oulsmn':m"' OO0 e e s W 7y0 08,204 3% 24% 20% $ 258,817 29.4 29.9 25.7
-g’:‘mroo..-.................. 3,188,796 —i] 22 18 93,789 357 36.5 322
S A AR DR 10,502,736 —1 8 9 249,150 42,0 45.8 419
TEXAS, Ay L T L GrAa A I IG00HAACRNAN0 934,128 5 9 0 39,185 24.4 23.2 22.7
ABsses ssssassssssnssssnnnsssannansaenes 2,174,940 —3 9 7 107,357 21.0 22.1 20.3
Allo o s vsvuvssansssssanununneeeronannns BELOR0 10 10 6 164,245 39.7 37.0 37.7
By ¢4 s arenseneessnns 10,048,404 —7) 2 13 364,133 29.2 31.3 34,8
eaumont-Port Arthur-Orange. ... - 6,444,996 —b 6 6 251,309 26.3 28.2 25.6
(ownsville-Harlingen-San Bonito. .. 2,198,520 4 21 15 85,453 239 25.8 2411

SOMPUS Chisti s aavvsvvessesasesasasanneses 6,248,448 =2 22 23 282,876 22.0 22.4 25.1
OHIENG™, L1 564,036 13 29 16 34,73 16.6 15.4 14.1

T R L P R PP PR 131,412,444 6 é 1 2,303,550 57.0 55.5 57.6
A R L PSPPSR P S EEEPEELRTLLED 7,949,100 10 15 11 240,662 32.7 30.1 30.8
um,°’"""”"-"'“"""""“""""" 27,709,296 15 3l 19 691,200 40.7 36.0 33.5
IOONTOXGS CifY 1o svunsnnsennssnsssnrenes 3,026,172 —7 10 6 107,672 27.3 27.9 257
LarabOfe s s v eaaabmssseannunnsnssnnnnnensss 105,639,084 —1 9 n 2,595,165 40.4 41.4 39.2

Srado. ... 1:083,624 2 15 14 43,593 25.0 25.2 234

o TR P PP R P PSR R EEEEE T LU )4 1+ 12 14 1 163,875 ast 27.4 29.0
eaen-Pharr-Edinburg. ... s eiiaitiuiaieneene 1927548 5 16 12 105,822 18:3 17.8 17.0

lond. e 2086820 1 5 3 138,656 155 15.7 147

oG, 1,718,004 5 4 —2 94,270 18.2 17.1 20.8
nAgelo.L LTl e 560292 8 28 19 75349 21.2 20.5 17.9
.,..,,°‘;;° 20,777,940 2 25 18 708,004 30.3 31.0 27.0
“mkﬂ- ONISON. o s sasssssassssssssansansssns 1,190,664 [ 9 6 67,580 17.7 167 17.0
] (Texas-Arkansas) s eeeeesssnsansssnss 1,574,040 0 10 3 75,061 21.3 21.9 20.5
Tttt iiiinaa e ssann e ssenneees 2308040 0 9 7 102,085 22.9 23.6 22.8
WSOt Ll it sanraeeesnenee 3045036 6 14 6 Apacaz A 268 25.8

e llalFaliss s 2141 6,044 —5 17 " 123,098 19.5 21.0 17.8

91~28 cantors R 10a57100] 2 ———

AR AN ARRARN0NaA & KA ERRIH] 3% 1% 12% $9,701,852 39.1 8.8 38.2

2 g“ﬂnslls 0

ounty has;s‘ndlviduals, partnerships, and corporations and of states and

political subdivisions

VALUE OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

(Million dollars)

Janvary—March

March February  January — i
B Areo and type 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970
U
ILDING PERMITS FIVE SOUTHWESTERN
—— STATES!. s avssnnnnassns 720 584 546 1,850 2.043r
T AR A S S I
Nonresidential building . . -« A8
VALUATION (Dollar amounts in thousands) Nonbuilding construction. ... 97 112 94 gﬂi ?Eg:
UNITED STATES....oseessee 6,386 4,993 4,383 15,749
Percentichongs e ool building:.oeess 2729 1818 1e3l 187 e
March 1971 Nonresidential building. ... 2,199 1,654 1,711 5,563 6,366r
NUMBER from Nenbuilding construction.... 1,458 1,521 1,041 3,999 4:672r
——————— 3imonihs,
Ar March 3 mos.  March 3 mos. Feb., Mar. 1971 from 1 Arizona, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and T
24 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1970 1970 r—dﬂovisa i
“'EQNJ\ NOTE, — Detalls may not add to totals because of rounding.
Tueson, , . SOURCE: F. W. Dodge, McGraw-Hill, Inc.
LOUIsIAN """ 1350 2,625 § 8,666 § 22207 —6% 49% 40%
roe- W st
nry
Shr.,,;;'r;::—- lg; ‘ 33; 2,627 5698 125 359 :i NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT
s " 5364 12066 24 200 Five Southwestern States'
Amarilig vt 82 133 435 1,030 47 147 —3]
Austin 07t eee 136 329 2,196 8,628 —59 — —ﬂ Porcent ch
12,525 2 5 2 reent change
‘%;1 Sg'ggg ;; _23: “;i Number of persons Mar. 1971 from
9 1,50 2 March February March
Feb. ;
zg:égg 1430 ) b Type of employment 1971p 1971 ror  1e5i 1976
1 —if)] = —34
10, ‘2?5 30, g% _:; _55 12 Total nonagricultural
6754 16,174 a3 75 —19 wage and salary workers.. 6,274,400 6,262,000 6,242,100 0.2% 0.5%
3,008 5506 460 236 187 Manufacturing . v s vesesens 1,112,300 1,115,800 1,177,200 —y =i
43,3{3 148,563 —23 ?J; ;; Nonmanufaeturing. .« ss-2e 5,162,000 5146200 5,064,900 3 1.9
-] 2,227 —3 —zg % MINND aees siawias ot 11227,900 228,600 8900 —3 —4
684 16,605 141 g oS Construclion « »<asssssss 379,000 375,400 375,300 1.0 1.0
487 1,627 0 26 & Transportation and ;
?gt‘: 1,569 ;; "31 4 public utilities.seanees 448,200 448,600 445800 —. 5
18 1.2;2 = 8 Trad0. . osssennssssses 1,462,800 1,458,700 1,429,500 3 23
? 2,676 — 1 =3 i Flaancet e e ae e 324100 324,000 314,900 0 2.9
13,3;7 zggﬁg g‘ =1 = SOrvice s s vasssanssssss 1,008,800 11,004,100 992,400 5 1.6
\Y.- 087 s SR Covormonts s issanaaes 1,311,300 1,306,800 1,277,900 3% 2.6%
’
1 i —74 —52
Tolal 4:3;\]; 2,:?3 4?(; 253 203 1 J\r}zgnlil. Liouislnna' New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas
S e T, e T — p — Preliminary
14173 35714  $166,235 $448,185 5 é 18% r— Revised
! ! $448, % % SOURCE: State employment agencies




DAILY AVERAGE PRODUCTION OF CRUDE

(Thousand barrels)

OIlL

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION

(Seasonally adjusted indexes, 1957-59= 100)

—
Percent change from March February Janvary Mareh
Area and type of ind 1971 1970
March February March February March ZBO.01 NES% AP 197 1971
Area 1971 1971 1970r 1971 1970 TEXAS
Total industrial production 181.1 181.3 179.2 180.1
FOUR SOUTHWESTERN Manufacturing 200.4 201.1 19312: 203.1°
STATES sl s elaiaieinials 7,0568 72783 67415  —17% 6.2% Durable 1992 2007 203.4 218.4
Loulsion@eessassssssssans 2,676.0 2,792.1 2,348.0 —i,2 14.0 Nondurabl 201.2 201.3 194.8¢ 192.9¢
New Mexico. .. eveeeaaess 338.0 343.0 363.5  —1.5 —7.0 Mining. .. . 136.2 136.0 135.0r 1326
Oklahoma. . . 6042 601.1 612.0 5 —1.3 AN RS el e e e e s el e esatara s 275.2 275.2 273.3r 25730
Tt Coash: B o 75 UNIED STATES
ulf Coast. 45, . o . . Total industri o 1.1
West Toxas. o ovinnens 10574 16592 16254  —. 2.0 MosieLindveilalprocudtions o' 1652 1649 1656c A
East Texas (proper]..... 234.5 235.7 193.4 —.5 2153 Dirabia b 1577 1576 153.1 17101
Panhandle.eeeesrvannes 71.6 727 81.0 —1.5 —11.6 Nondurable:: 169.3 !69.1. 1?0‘2r 17060
Rest of state....averans 829.9 832.6 826.6 -3 A Minbigssa et s 130.8 137'2 1492 13501
UNITED STATES..s:vveevnss 9,862.5 9,968.2 9,500.4 —1.1% 3.8% Tl asnnsaatanaoatarama s 242,0 2429 241.5r 2303
r— Revised p— Preliminary
SOURCES: Gmerican Petqomum Institute EEEJE%"éssﬂds
.S. Bureau of Mines : Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Syst
Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas Federal Reserve Bank of Dallzs ystem
GROSS DEMAND AND TIME DEPOSITS OF MEMBER BANKS PLANTED ACREAGES
Eleventh Federal Reserve District Five Southwestern States!
(Averages of daily figures. Million dollars) (Thousand acres)
I
GROSS DEMAND DEPOSITS TIME DEPOSITS Indicated Percent ch:;;gﬁ
March m
Reserve Country Reserve Country archil, 1971 1970 1969 1971 fro
Date Total city banks banks Total city banks banks 6819 6672 580 2%
6,709 6,597 ; 2
1969: March..... 10,268 4,781 5,487 7,722 3,042 4,680 10 2% 6,5;; o
1970: March..... 10,284 4,727 5,557 7,231 2,581 4,650 447 438 432 2
October, .. 10,684 4,860 5,824 8,317 3,305 5,012 994 004 1,163 0
Movember.. 10,843 4,899 5,944 8,622 3,476 5,146 9,282 8,637 9177 7
December.. 11,271 5,161 6,110 8,825 3,554 5271 2,221 2,100 2,198 6
1971 Janvary.... 11,532 5236 6296 9,038 3,635 540 8,942 8,963 9,874 _._ﬁ#‘_,.
February... 11,272 5118 6,154 9,299 3,689 5,610 1 AT
March. ..., 11,219 5117 6,102 9,548 3,788 5,760 rizona, Louislana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas

increase, which was more than
usual for this period, was accom-
modated mainly through sizable
inflows of demand deposits, al-
though these banks also acquired
a substantial amount of funds in
the Federal funds market.

Much of the inflow of funds went
to meet loan demands. Total
loans, adjusted for loans sold out-
right to bank affiliates, advanced
substantially more than normal
for this period. Finance companies
drew heavily on their bank lines
of credit, possibly to help finance
the recent sharp increase in auto
sales. Growth in real estate loans
continued stronger than usual,

probably reflecting increased con-
struction and lower mortgage rates.
Although demand for business
loans was slightly weaker than
normal, it was considerably
stronger than in the comparable
period last year.

Banks also added substantially
to their investment portfolios,
even though the rise in loans was
greater than normal. Most of the
additions were in municipal issues,
probably because of the large
volume of such issues coming to
market and their comparatively
attractive yields.

Total bank deposits expanded
considerably more than usual, de-

2 Indicated December 1, 1970
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Agriculture

spite a contraseasonal decline i
time and savings deposits. The
sizable gain in demand deposit$
resulted mainly from signiﬁcaﬂt
increases in deposits of indJ'Vid‘-‘als’
businesses, and the U.S. Govefﬂ's
ment. Demand deposits of the U»
Government rose substantially ™*
the last week of the period, dué
probably to the inflow of incom® d
tax payments. The fall in time 8"
savings deposits resulted almos?
entirely from a drop in outstan®
ing CD’s. These banks slight]y
increased their borrowings from™
nondeposit sources, however—
especially the commercial pape*
market.
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