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This thesis presents a comparison of the loan to 

deposit ratios of Texas banks along the Mexican border and 

banks located throughout the rest of the state. Mean 

characteristics of the two groups (i.e. border and non-

border groups) are presented. A multivariate regression 

model is used to examine the extent to which various 

operating ratios of the banks and differing economic 

conditions of the communities in which the banks are located 

help explain the loan to deposit ratios of the banks 

involved in this study. The model incorporates data from 

1984-1989. No evidence was found to refute the hypothesis 

that Texas border banks have a lower loan to deposit ratio 

than their non-border counterparts. The evidence points to 

a need for developmental capital, supplied by some form of 

development bank. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

In this thesis I test the hypothesis that Texas border 

banks have a lower loan to deposit ratio than Texas non-

border banks. Further examination is made of the explanatory 

variables of the different loan to deposit ratios of banks 

in Texas counties having a common border with Mexico and 

banks located in other Texas counties. The impetus leading 

to this study comes from the passage of the North American 

Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The Texas counties lying in 

the Rio Grande Valley and having a common border with 

Mexico, characteristically exhibit high unemployment and low 

per capita incomes (Taube and Patrick 1990). Numerous 

studies have demonstrated that banks along the United States 

and Mexico border, have continued to exhibit low loan to 

deposit ratios, particularly those banks located within the 

Rio Grande Valley of South Texas (Taube and Patrick 1990). 

In this thesis, I expand upon the work of previous 

studies by considering additional explanatory factors and a 

data base with lengthened reference period. Admittedly, 

this topic has been repeatedly studied but the impact of the 

additional factors considered and the modeling technique 

used warrant the re-examination of this subject, especially 



in light of NAFTA. The additional factors considered here 

which were not considered in previous studies include: loan 

share, deposit share, per-capita income, unemployment rate 

and a dummy variable representing the exogenous macro-

economic conditions for each year considered in this study. 

The reference period used herein was from 1984 to 1989. The 

inclusion of the additional variables not only gives a 

better overview of the banks themselves, but also provides 

needed insight into the communities those banks serve. 

Previous studies and works will be presented which directly 

or indirectly provide insight into the general background of 

this subject and better understanding of the models herein 

presented. Furthermore, the inclusion of the literature 

will preclude the necessity of demonstrating that which has 

been proven. 



CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This survey reveals studies of subjects ranging from 

bank lending practices (Fertuck 1982) to a comparison of 

Texas banks, border and non-border (Ellard and Prock 1990). 

The articles presented herein, will provide the foundation 

for better understanding of the characteristics of the banks 

involved in this study and the communities those banks 

serve. 

The 1982 survey by Len Fertuck cites the need (on the 

part of the lender) for specialized knowledge of the 

client's (borrower's) industry and market, thus: 

"This degree of differentiation results from the need 
for specialized knowledge of the market. The lender 
cannot realistically assess the risk of a loan without 
knowing the resale value of the security being offered 
and the likelihood of his client succeeding in the 
proposed business venture. A detailed knowledge of the 
client's industry and the market for his equipment is 
needed, and only a specialist can afford to acquire such 
knowledge" (Fertuck 1982). 

A surprising aspect of Fertuck's study is the low incidence 

of direct applications for loans. Fertuck (1982) found that 

the vast majority of loans were made as result of either 

direct solicitation by the banks or third party sources, 

such as brokers and developers. Furthermore, he found that 

only about one-sixth of all loan applications made were the 



result of the applicant initiating the procedure. This is in 

contrast to what is perhaps a popular stereotype of the 

reluctant lender. This points to a high degree of 

competition among loan making institutions for clients. 

Surprising, then, are the results of the survey of 

Texas border banks (Brannon, English and Kriner 1987). 

"It is evident from the results of the survey that 
the deposit growth of U.S. border banks is linked to 
their proximity to Mexico. Yet they are passive 
beneficiaries as they do not, in general, aggressively 
seek this business as they might in their U.S. market 
area. •• 

Further, (Brannon, English and Kriner 1987) while most U.S. 

border banks at least passively encourage Mexican National 

Customer business, several banks in the survey were openly 

negative toward it: 

"We are not interested in that type of business unless 
it walks in the door and then we are selective... 
(its) unstable.— No, I don't trust them. — This bank 
is not interested in serving any part of Mexico." 

Instructive are the following from the survey by 

Fertuck (1982) with regard to decision criteria. Note 

particularly the expressed concerns of the "collateral 

lenders". 

"The decision to lend money will be made on a number 
of criteria. The main criteria are security, financial 
strength, honesty, and business ability. Different 
lenders emphasize these in different degrees or make 
trade-offs between them. 

Some loan officers distinguish between "cash flow 
lenders" and collateral lenders." The cash flow lenders 
are primarily concerned with the client's ability to 
generate the cash flow to repay the loan. Cash flow is 
particularly important in sectors where the security is 
difficult to dispose of or has limited resale value. 



The collateral lenders are more concerned with the value 
of the security which supports the loan. Collateral is 
usually emphasized by lenders who specialize in real 
estate or equipment which has a relatively long life." 

Compare this with the results of the Brannon, English 

and Kriner (1987) reflecting the attitudes of border bank 

lenders in which the authors find: 

"U.S. Border banks' attitudes towards lending to 
Mexican nationals and business entities are not as 
positive as those toward deposits, although over 60 
percent of respondents said that they permitted such 
loans. This is a relatively high percentage, but several 
qualifications are in order. First, over 70 percent of 
those banks that will lend to Mexican individuals will do 
so only if the loan is secured by specific types of U.S. 
based collateral. One-fifth of the banks will make loans 
only if they are secured by a U.S. deposit account. Of 
those respondents which will accept other types of 
collateral, the most favored for individual customers are 
U.S. real estate (67.4 percent), U.S. stocks and bonds 
(63 percent), and U.S.-registered automobiles (37 
percent). Percentages are about the same for Mexican 
business customers. Respondent banks almost uniformly 
rejected any form of Mexican collateral, including real 
estate, automobiles, and stocks and bonds." 

Prock (1983) studies the effect of Peso devaluations on 

Texas border economies, concluding that the capital flight 

brought on by the peso devaluations of the five years 

previous to his study were a serious problem for the 

Portillo government. Furthermore, he found that many U.S. 

banks and in particular some border banks were beneficiaries 

of this capital flight. This was apparent by the rapid 

growth in deposits made by Mexican National Customers in 

these institutions in the two years preceding this study. 

Prock (1983) reports that the Small Business 

Administration recognized the peso devaluation as an area 



disaster and approved loans for business's upon which the 

devaluation had an impact, and takes note of the adverse 

effects of other factors on the area's economy, such as 

depressed livestock and agricultural prices, and the 

curtailed oil and gas exploration in the state which also 

affected the border region. Additionally noted is the 

increase in the delinquency rate of loans. 

Savage and Blankmeyer (1989) report that the peso 

devaluations of 1982-1983 not only precipitated capital 

flight from Mexico to Texas but also resulted in widespread 

unemployment and increased business failures. The issue of 

unemployment rates is considered in some detail in this 

well-thought-out and well-researched report, especially as 

to comparisons of The Rio Grande Valley to the remainder of 

Texas. The authors of the study conclude that the monetary 

policies [and thus the rise and fall of the peso] of the 

Mexican government have a great impact on the economies of 

the Border region. 

Taube and Patrick (1990) investigated the availability 

of bank credit to businesses in The Rio Grande Valley. The 

authors discuss the possible results and probable causation 

of conservative commercial lending practices. The authors 

discovered little or no consistency in the response of 

border banks to changing business conditions in the area, 

with the largest banks being least responsive to local 

business conditions. In their conclusion, they allude to 
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the possibility of founding an economic development bank, a 

development suggested in other literature bearing primarily 

on the North American Free Trade Agreement. 

The most pertinent article found during the search of 

the literature on this subject is the study by Ellard and 

Prock (1990). The authors compared Border and Non-Border 

banks in Texas. The characteristics considered in the two 

groups of banks were: profitability, liquidity, loan 

performance and efficiency. The variables assembled to 

exhibit the characteristics of each bank were: total assets, 

total domestic deposits, total loans, income before 

extraordinary items, return on average assets, the ratio of 

loan to deposits less public funds, the ratio of non-

performing loans to total loans, the ratio of primary 

capital to assets and the percent of total domestic deposits 

which are interest bearing. The authors (Ellard and Prock 

1990) employed discriminant analysis using matched samples. 

The two groups were matched and compared based on the 

variables mentioned earlier. The years used in the sample 

were 1984, 1985 and 1986. The authors (Ellard and Prock 

1990) found noteworthy differences in income for the three 

year period used in the study. Their results indicated a 

more serious drop in the income of non-border banks as 

compared to border banks during the three years studied. 

Ellard and Prock (1990) attribute this drop in income for 

the non-border banks to the collapse of the urban real 
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estate market and the oil depression which hit non-border 

areas more severely. The authors (Ellard and Prock 1990) 

found further differences in the ratio of non-performing to 

total loans and return on assets. They concluded there was 

an overall deterioration in loan status among all banks 

during the period. Ellard and Prock (1990) found that 

border banks had a slightly higher return on assets. This 

difference may be accounted for by the larger risk border 

banks may have taken in the past, evidenced by the lower 

capital to asset ratios and the higher percentage of 

interest bearing deposits in 1984 and 1985. However, the 

1986 ratios were more comparable, pointing to further 

deterioration of non-border banks' financial positions, as a 

result of the oil bust and the real estate problems of that 

year. Ellard and Prock (1990) conclude that border banks 

tended to have lower loan to deposit ratios and a higher 

percent of interest bearing deposits, both demonstrating 

greater liquidity in border banks. The subject study 

covered only three years, namely 1984, 1985 and 1986. 

During this period, the border area was recovering from the 

peso devaluation of 1982, the freeze of 1983 and the farm 

crisis of 1984, all of which may have had significant impact 

upon the results (Ellard and Prock 1990). 

The literature herein reviewed, first establishes 

lender criteria, then addresses the issue of loan marketing 

(most loan applications are a result of solicitation by the 



lender or some third party). Also observed is the 

perception U.S. bankers have of Mexican National Customers, 

and those bankers attitudes toward loans and deposits from 

the same group. The positive effects that the peso 

devaluation had on deposits of banks in the border region is 

revealed as well as the negative effects the same 

devaluations had on the retail sector of the border region 

and the employment rate of the same area. In closing, 

credit availability was shown to be lacking in the border 

region while other areas of the state enjoyed higher loan to 

deposit ratios. 

This study goes into greater detail in regards to the 

explanatory variables used and the reference period of the 

data base. The additional variables considered, reveal 

economic characteristics of the communities involved as well 

as the macro-economic disturbances that took place during 

the time of this study. The potential of these additional 

variables to reveal important characteristics of the areas 

included in this study and the timeliness of this issue 

reveal a need for additional study in the area of loan 

characteristics of banks along the Texas-Mexico border and 

other regions of the state. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

To examine the extent to which differing loan to 

deposit ratios of Texas border and non-border banks can be 

explained by various independent variables, the following 

multivariate regression model was used: 

16 16 

Yt.i = E a A M + E £; B O r d e r M* + eM 
j-1 J-1 

where Yit the dependent variable is the loan to deposit ratio 

of the i-th bank in t-time period. The loan to deposit 

ratio was selected as the dependent variable for this study 

because it embodies the two primary functions of a bank, 

which are making loans and receiving deposits. Furthermore, 

the relationship between loans and deposits may reveal the 

individual bank's attitude toward perceived risk and reward, 

and may also reflect the perception bankers have of the 

economy. Xjit is a scaler of characteristics known to 

influence the loan to deposit ratios of each bank for each 

time period. Border is the dichotomous variable, that is 1 

if the bank is on the border and 0 if the bank is located in 

10 
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a non-border region. 

Using research that has been done in this area, as 

presented in the review of literature, (e.g. Taube and 

Patrick 1990; Ellard and Prock 1990;), and trying to capture 

certain demographic characteristics of the counties involved 

in the study, the following independent variables were 

selected to estimate the model: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

Assets: 

Assets2: 

ROA: 

CAR: 

IBD: 

NPL: 

Loan Share: 

The total assets of each bank for 
for each year used in the model. 
Used as a scale factor. 

Allows for a non-linearity assumption. 

(Return on Assets) An operating 
ratio of the bank showing its 
earnings based on the ratio of 
income to assets. 

(Capital to Asset Ratio) The ratio 
of capital to assets for each bank. 

(Interest Bearing Deposits) The 
percentage of total deposits that 
are interest bearing. 

(Non-Performing Loans) The 
percentage of total loans that are 
not performing according to loan 
agreement. 

The percentage of total loans made 
in each county, by each bank. 
Loan Share is included to ascertain 
if market share was a determinant in 
the LDR of banks included in this 
study. This figure accounts for all 
banks in the county and is simply the 
ratio of loans by a specific bank to 
the total number of loans made in that 
county by all the banks. 
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(h) Deposit Share: The percentage of total deposits in 
each county, that each bank holds. 
Deposit Share is included to 
ascertain if market share was a 
determinant in the LDR of banks 
included in this study. This figure 
includes all banks in the county and is 
simply the ratio of deposits by a 
specific bank to the total deposits in 
that county of all banks. 

(i) 

(j) 

(k) 

(1) 

(m) 

(n) 

( o ) 

UR: 

PCI: 

1985 DV: 

1986 DV: 

1987 DV: 

1988 DV: 

1989 DV 

(Unemployment Rate) The unemployment 
rate for each county used in the 
study, for each year. 

(Per Capita Income) The income 
earned per-capita for each county 
used in this study, for each year. 

(Dummy Variable) Takes 
variables not included 
and the macro-economic 
for that year. 

(Dummy Variable) Takes 
variables not included 
and the macro-economic 
for that year. 

(Dummy Variable) Takes 
variables not included 
and the macro-economic 
for that year. 

(Dummy Variable) Takes 
variables not included 
and the macro-economic 
that year. 

(Dummy Variable) Takes 
variables not included 
and the macro-economic 
that year. 

into account 
in the model, 
conditions 

into account 
in the model, 
conditions 

into account 
in the model, 
conditions 

into account 
in the model, 
conditions for 

into account 
in the model, 
conditions for 

The variables used were selected based on their relevancy to 

either the characteristics of the bank itself or the 

communities each bank serves. Assets, return on assets, 
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capital to asset ratio, interest bearing deposits, non-

performing loans, loan share and deposit share were chosen 

as independent variables because they are either operating 

ratios of the banks or point out important characteristics 

of the banks themselves. The unemployment rate and per-

capita income variables are included to provide some of the 

economic characteristics of both border and non-border 

counties. The yearly dummy variables are included to pick 

up the effects of any explanatory variables omitted such as 

exchange rate data and external macroeconomic disturbances 

which could not be included in the model. It should be 

noted at this time that the exchange rate data was omitted 

because of its linear nature (i.e. it was devaluing against 

the dollar at a fairly consistent rate for the years 

included in this study), however the effects of the peso 

devaluations have been cited earlier in the review of 

literature and its effects should be reflected in the dummy 

variables as the exchange rate is completely linear with the 

dummy variables. 

Noteworthy is the omission of total loans and total 

deposits, as well as the income for each bank. These items 

were omitted because they are accounted for by other 

variables included in the model, such as the return on 

assets, the loan to deposit ratios and interest bearing 

deposits. 
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Border banks are those banks located in counties in 

Texas with actual borders with Mexico. These counties are: 

Brewster, Cameron, Culberson, Dimmit, El Paso, Hidalgo, 

Hudspeth, Jeff Davis, Jim Hogg, Kinney, Maverick, Presidio, 

Starr, Terrell, Val Verde, Webb, Willacy, Zapata and Zavala. 

Non-border banks are those banks located in counties 

throughout the state of Texas exclusive of those counties on 

the border. These counties are: Armstrong, Baylor, Brooks, 

Castro, Clay, Cochran, Crockett, Edwards, Gregg, Jefferson, 

Kent, Live Oak, Lubbock, McMullen, Marion, Menard, Nueces, 

Potter, Rains, Smith, Stephens, Throckmorton and Winkler. 

The Non-border sample was drawn from various regions of 

Texas to try to capture the diversity of the state's 

economy. Large metropolitan areas were omitted from the 

sample. These included: Dallas-Ft. Worth, Houston, Austin 

and San Antonio. Cities included in the Border sample were: 

Brownsville, Laredo, Harlingen, McAllen, Eagle Pass, Del Rio 

and El Paso. Cities included in the Non-border sample were: 

Corpus Christi, Beaumont, Tyler, Amarillo and Lubbock. 

The bank data used in the sample was obtained by 

Sheshunoffs Information Services as found in Sheshunoffs 

Banks of Texas (85 annual reports 84 data). The per-capita 

income data was provided by the U.S. Department of Commerce 

publication entitled Local Area Personal Income. The 

unemployment data was provided by the Texas Employment 

Commission in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor 
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Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor. All data 

obtained was presented in a county by county format. The 

main model includes data for the years 1984, 1985, 1986, 

1987, 1988 and 1989. This data represents each bank and 

county respectively. A subsample model was also employed 

using 1984, 1985 and 1986 data. The subsample model was 

developed as a basis of comparison to that model presented 

by Ellard and Prock (1990) which incorporates data from the 

same years. In the main model 1287 total observations are 

included with 571 observations on the Border banks and 716 

observations on the non-border banks for the years 1984 

through 1989. 

The general model was transformed using the Bruesch-

Pagan test for heteroscedasticity (Greene 1990). This was 

done to achieve more efficient standard error and parameter 

estimates, and non-biased T-ratios. The mean data for the 

main model is presented in Figure 1 of Chapter IV. The 

corrected GLS parameter estimates are presented in Table 1 

of Chapter IV. The corrected GLS parameters for the 

subsample model are presented in Table 1-A of Chapter IV. 

Tables 2 and 2-A in Appendix A contain uncorrected OLS 

parameters for the main and subsample models. Tables 3 and 

3-A present the variance estimates for the main and 

subsample models respectively, and are presented in 

Appendix A. Finally Figure 2 of Appendix A contains the 

partial responses and the beta coefficients for the main model. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

In considering the explanatory variables of the model 

it is important to examine the differences in the means of 

the variables for the border and non-border groups. These 

different mean characteristics will provide significant 

insight into the banks involved in this study, and will be 

presented in the following paragraphs. 

As Figure 1 on page 19 reveals, the loan-to-deposit 

ratio of the non-border group is somewhat higher at 63.7046% 

than the border group which had a mean loan-to deposit ratio 

(LDR) of 61.5849% for the period studied. The fact that the 

border group had a lower LDR than the non-border group 

should be no surprise as considerable research as presented 

in the Review of Literature has demonstrated this point to 

be true and pointed to several possible explanations, such 

as capital flight from Mexico, the requirement by most U.S. 

banks for the use of U.S. based assets as collateral for 

loans to Mexican National customers and the various macro-

economic instabilities that occurred in the border region in 

1982, 1983 and 1984. Mean assets were higher for border 

banks and the standard deviation associated with that mean 

also was higher. The higher mean asset level found in the 

16 
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border region can probably be attributed to the asset rich 

banks of Brownsville, Harlingen, McAllen, Laredo and El 

Paso, these banks being the primary beneficiaries of Mexican 

capital flight as well as increased maquiladora presence. 

There is some speculation that illicit profits from the drug 

trade also contribute to the large asset base (Ellard and 

Prock 1990). The large standard deviation recorded is 

probably a result of the vast differences in assets in a 

rural bank such as one located in Alpine Texas and the asset 

rich banks of Brownsville, El Paso and Laredo. The border 

banks exhibited a higher mean in return on assets at .2658% 

as compared to .0641% for the non-border group. This may 

have been as a result of depressed oil prices and the 

collapse of the real estate markets which struck other areas 

of Texas proportionately harder than the border region 

(Ellard and Prock 1990). The border banks had a capital to 

asset ratio of 8.7268% as opposed to 9.247% for the non-

border banks. The lower capital to asset ratio of the 

border banks may be the results of the larger risks that 

border banks had taken in the past (Ellard and Prock 1990). 

The percentage of interest bearing deposits was slightly 

higher for the border banks at 82.7560% versus 81.6719% for 

non-border banks. These results suggest that border bank 

customers are motivated more by savings than transaction 

needs in their deposit behavior (Ellard and Prock 1990). 

While the difference in non-performing loans was small, the 
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non-border banks had a somewhat higher percentage of non-

performing loans at 3.5215% as compared to 3.3038% for the 

border banks. This suggests that the same external macro-

economic disturbances that contributed to the lower return 

on assets exhibited by the non-border group, i.e. low oil 

prices and depressed real estate markets, were responsible 

for the higher level of non-performing loans for that group. 

Loan share and deposit share were quite high for both 

groups. The border banks had somewhat higher shares of both 

the loan and deposit markets within their regions. The mean 

loan share for the border banks was 19.9725% as compared to 

19.2820% for the non-border banks. The mean deposit share 

for the border group was 19.9690% as opposed to 19.2520% for 

the non-border group. The large market shares found in both 

groups points to a situation in which a limited number of 

banks control a large portion of the market. 

Examination of factors external to the banks' 

operations revealed significant differences with regard to 

the unemployment rate and per-capita income for the areas 

studied. Border counties exhibited much higher unemployment 

and much lower per-capita incomes during the years included 

in this study (See Figure 1, page 19). Considering that the 

unemployment rate is 4.5% higher and annual per-capita 

income is $5,000 less on average for the border counties, it 

is to be expected that fewer consumer type loan 

opportunities would exist. This is particularly significant 



19 

FIGURE 1 

Sample Statistics for Model Variables 

Hon-Border Non-Border 

Means Standard Deviation 

Border Border 

Means Standard Deviation 

Loan Deposit Ratio 

Assets 

Return on Assets 

Capital Asset Ratio 

Interest Bearing Deposits 

Non-Performing Loans 

Loan Share 

Deposit Share 

Unemployment Rate 

Per Capita Income 

63-7046 

107121.3900 

0.0641 

9.2470 

81.6719 

3.5215 

19.2820 

19.2520 

8.1216 

12985.2200 

17.5466 

158917.9600 

1.7208 

4.8849 

5.9315 

3.2960 

27.5977 

27.3560 

2.6955 

1612.4200 

61.5849 

120523.9300 

0.2658 

8.7268 

82.7560 

3.3038 

19.9725 

19.9690 

14.8329 

7887.6600 

18.5224 

232497.8200 

1.7231 

4.7562 

6.0076 

3.6746 

30.5388 

29.9630 

5.4245 

1765.5900 

Of the 1287 observations included in the sample, there are a total of 571 observations on 

border banks and 716 on non-border banks. 

in view of the fact that such loans have been the staple of 

the Texas banking industry since the decline of the oil and 

real estate markets. 

The GLS parameter estimates for border and non-border 

banks and the counties in which they lie are presented in 

Table 1 on page 21. In the tables, non-border banks are 

designated alpha and border banks are designated beta. Most 

of the non-border parameter estimates proved statistically 
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significant while only little more than half of the 

parameter estimates of the border sample proved to be 

statistically significant. 

While showing no statistical significance for the 

border group, there was statistical significance at the ten-

percent level for the non-border group, in regards to 

assets. A one-percent increase in assets in the non-border 

group resulted in a .584392% decrease in the loan-to-deposit 

ratio (LDR) for that group. The larger decrease in the LDR 

of the non-border banks when assets are increased may have 

resulted from the overall poor performance of the Texas 

economy, and the resulting desire to hold more securities 

than their counterparts, as prospective loan opportunities 

dwindled may have been management's reaction to that poor 

performance. The LDR did not change significantly in either 

group when return-on-assets (ROA) increased by 1 percent. 

The non-border groups' LDR increased by only .00003492% when 

the ROA increased. The border groups' LDR increased by an 

even smaller .00000475% when ROA increased by one percent. 

This points to a cautious attitude by bankers, in light of 

the severe economic problems that Texas experienced. 

The capital-to-asset ratio (CAR) showed statistical 

significance at the one percent level for the non-border 

banks, and was statistically significant at the five percent 

level for the border group. When the CAR increased by one 

percent, the non-border banks LDR decreased by .418716%, 
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TABLE 1 

Breusch-Pagan GLS Parameter Estimates 

II 

16 
<j B o r d e r i t - XJ.l.t + 

Y Loan Deposit Ratio Estimate of a T-Ratio of a Estimate of B T-Ratio of B 

x, Intercept 68.37672300 8.297*** 18.44342200 1.217 

X2 Assets -0.58439200 -1.948* 0.48579300 1.032 

x3 Assets2 -0.01517100 -1.765* 0.00864400 0.859 

*4 Return on Assets 0.00003492 2.903*** -0.00003017 -2.395** 

x8 Capital Asset Ratio -0.41871600 -3.844*** 0.46390500 2.208** 

Xe Interest Bearing Deposits -0.09505000 -1.060 -0.13693200 -0.939 

x7 Non-Performing Loans -0.18276200 -1.193 0.43445100 1.789* 

x8 Loan Share 1.66636400 17.130*** 0.50866400 3.840*** 

x9 Deposit Share -1.79143600 -17.879*** -0.43474600 -3.259*** 

^10 Unemployment Rate 0.59067900 2.515*** -0.51996600 -1.809* 

Xn Per Capita Income 0.00104000 2.778*** -0.00120000 -1.603 

X12 1985 Dummy Variable -1.46013900 -0.889 -0.85521500 -0.329 

Xl3 1986 Dummy Variable -7.84204600 -4.208*** 2.39375400 0.849 

*14 1987 Dummy Variable -11.71522100 -6.445*** 5.07577600 1.842* 

*15 1988 Dummy Variable -12.41087600 -6.603*** 1.94627800 0.692 

^16 1989 Dummy Variable -17.97684100 -8.742*** 9.68978800 3.174*** 

The symbols '***', '**', and '*' indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 

levels, respectively. All t-tests are two-tailed. 



22 

while the same increase in the CAR of the border banks 

resulted in a .045189% increase in the LOR of those banks. 

The fact that the LDR decreased for the non-border banks 

when the CAR increased suggests that many banks had a 

dangerously low CAR and may have felt a need to increase 

that ratio while avoiding the risk associated with loans. 

On the other hand border banks had a slight increase in 

their LDR when the CAR increased by one percent. This 

coincides with findings of a previous study. In this study 

Ellard and Prock (1990) postulated that border banks were 

willing to accept a higher degree of risk as revealed in the 

characteristically lower CAR of the border banks. 

Ellard and Prock (1990) found that border banks had 

higher percentages of interest bearing deposits which they 

attribute to border customers being more motivated by 

savings needs rather than transactional needs. Ellard and 

Prock (1990) found statistical significance for two out of 

the three years (1984,1985) used in their study. In this 

study there was no statistical significance for either group 

in regard to interest bearing deposits. However, both 

groups exhibited a negative response in their LDR when 

interest bearing deposits were increased by one percent, 

with the border group showing a larger decrease in their LDR 

than the non-border group. 

The non-performing loans variable only showed 

statistical significance at the ten percent level for the 

border banks and showed no statistical significance for the 

non-border group. 
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Loan share and deposit share were statistically 

significant at the one percent level for both the non-border 

and border banks. These variables should be viewed in 

tandem to fully understand their relationship to the LDR. 

When loan share increased by one percent, there was a 

1.666364% increase in the LDR, while a similar increase in 

deposit share resulted in a 1.791436% decrease in the LDR in 

the non-border group. This inverse relationship may result 

from overly aggressive loan marketing in an attempt to gain 

overall market share. When a satisfactory level of market 

share has been attained, and deposit share has reached a 

satisfactory level, bank management appears to become more 

conservative in their lending practices. The same 

relationship is observed in the border banks. 

The unemployment rate showed statistical significance 

at the one percent level for the non-border group and at the 

ten percent level for the border group. When the 

unemployment rate increased by one percent in the non-border 

counties the LDR increased by .590679%. While a similar 

increase in the unemployment rate in border counties 

resulted in a .070713% increase in the LDR of border banks. 

This unusual result may reflect a diminishing deposit base 

while loans continue at approximately the same level. This 

may be attributable to the term length of current active 

loans. This affects the LDR by reducing deposits due to 

increased unemployment while the loan factor remains 

relatively constant. The fact that the increase in the LDR 

of the non-border group is larger in times of higher 
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unemployment might be explained by the greater stability in 

the non-border counties, where an increase in unemployment 

could be viewed as a temporary condition, one in which 

collateral based lending might still take place. In 

contrast to this, is the situation in border counties where 

high unemployment is a more or less constant condition. 

Accordingly, border banks would view rising unemployment as 

a persistent risk factor and border banks would need 

measurable improvement in the unemployment rate to 

significantly alter their lending behavior. At the same 

time non-border banks would probably react more favorably to 

small improvements in the unemployment rate. 

Statistical significance was observed for per-capita 

income in the non-border banks only. When a one percent 

increase occurred in per-capita income a corresponding 

increase of .00104% was registered for the LDR of non-border 

banks. Though not statistically significant, a one percent 

increase in per-capita income resulted in only a .00016% 

decrease in the LDR of border banks. It is reasonable to 

assume that non-border bank managers saw the increase in 

per-capita income as an opportunity to increase loan 

business, particularly consumer-type loans, at a time when 

many commercial lending opportunities were diminishing. On 

the other hand, border bank managers were apparently 

reluctant to increase loan business at the cost of higher 

perceived risk, and at the same time may have been focusing 

on the larger international market for their loan activity. 



25 

The dummy variables as defined in the Methodology and 

Data chapter were statistically significant for all the 

years, except 1985, for the non-border group. In the year 

1986, a one percent increase in the dummy variable resulted 

in a 7.842046% decrease in the LDR of non-border banks. 

Applying the same one percent increase in the dummy variable 

to each succeeding year resulted in ever greater decreases 

in the LDR finally culminating in a decrease of 17.976841% 

in 1989. In viewing border banks a similar pattern emerged 

with regard to the relationship between the yearly dummy 

variables and the LDR. However statistical significance was 

observed only in the years 1987 and 1989. It should be 

noted that although the pattern was similar for the border 

banks, the amounts of decrease in the LDR while still large, 

were approximately one-half of those recorded for non-border 

banks. The larger decreases in the LDR of non-border banks 

may be explained by the greater impact of the macroeconomic 

disturbances on the non-border areas of the state than on 

the border region. Although oil prices had been depressed 

for some time, the full ramifications thereof reverberated 

through the state as restructuring of the oil industry took 

place and insolvencies of banks and savings and loan 

institutions increased. While it may be true that the 

border region also suffered from these macroeconomic 

disturbances and the continued peso devaluation hurt retail 

business on the U.S. side of the border, this was offset 

somewhat by the increased banking needs of the maquiladora 

industries. Also, the border region seems to be somewhat 
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insulated from the full impact of the economic problems felt 

elsewhere in the state. 

A subsample model is presented for the years 1984 

through 1986. The subsample model was made identical to the 

main model, except for the reduced reference period. This 

was done so that the tests of the subsample would be 

consistent with those of the main model, thus the results 

would be comparable. The results of the subsample were 

consistent with those of the main model, the only specific 

exception having statistical significance was: 

in the main model a one percent increase in the unemployment 

rate resulted in an increase in the LDR of both groups while 

the same increase in the subsample resulted in a decrease in 

the LDR of border banks only. It should be noted that the 

increase in the LDR of border banks in the main sample was 

quite small and the decrease of the LDR in the subsample for 

border banks was less than 0.5%. 

Ellard and Prock in their 1990 study of the mean 

characteristics of both border and non-border banks obtained 

results which are generally consistent with the main model 

in this study. Specifically, the authors found the 

following mean characteristics: 

(1) the ROA of non-border banks were lower than those 

of border banks, 

(2) the CAR of non-border banks were lower than those 

of border banks except in 1986, 
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(3) the interest bearing deposits of the non-border 

banks were lower than those of the border banks, 

(4) the NPL of non-border banks were lower than those 

of the border banks except in 1986. 

In this study, the CAR for non-border banks was lower than 

that of border banks and the NPL ratio for non-border banks 

is higher than the NPL ratio for border banks. It is 

important to be aware that the model in this study contains 

several variables not considered in the Ellard and Prock 

(1990) study. These variables are loan share, deposit 

share, unemployment rate and per-capita income. The main 

model also included yearly dummy variables, but no mean 

analysis was conducted on these. 
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TABLE 1 - A 

Breusch-Pagan GLS Parameter Estimates 

2̂
7
 II 

16 
+ E PjB°rderi t' Xj i t + e,. t 
7=1 

Y Loan Deposit Ratio Estimate of a T-Ratio of a Estimate of 8 T-Ratio of B 

X, Intercept 58.76610300 5.095*** 43.76161900 1.890* 

X2 Assets -0.89322000 -2.030** 0.68987100 0.995 

X3 Assets2 0.00479100 0.413 -0.02073100 -1.544 

X4 Return on Assets 0.00001614 1.038 -0.00001109 -0.695 

X5 Capital Asset Ratio -0.43938000 -3.254*** 0.46310800 2.001** 

X0 Interest Bearing Deposits 0.06134000 0.528 -0.09411600 -0.469 

X7 Non-Performing Loans -0.26048100 -1.124 0.45061700 1.276 

X8 Loan Share 1.84664300 10.883*** 0.72020900 3.103*** 

Xg Deposit Share -2.04016200 -11.600*** -0.52745500 -2.244** 

X10 Unemployment Rate 0.30192300 1.095 -0.72073500 -1.935* 

X n Per Capita Income 0.00099800 1.648* -0.00446700 -3.373*** 

X12 1985 Dummy Variable -1.46027800 -0.874 0.73173500 0.283 

X13 1986 Dummy Variable -7.82156300 -3.944*** 5.29291100 1.783* 

The symbols '***', and '*' indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 

levels, respectively. All t-tests are two-tailed. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

The data collected and considered in this study 

demonstrate that a lower loan to deposit ratio is a 

characteristic of border banks as compared to non-border 

banks. Various studies cited herein have posited diverse 

reasons for this characteristic. Among them are fear of 

reverse capital flight, the negative perception of the 

Mexican National customer by bankers, the persistent high 

unemployment rate, lower per-capita income in border 

counties and lack of investment opportunities. Despite 

studies that have shown some of these reasons to be invalid, 

border banks have not altered their characteristic 

liquidity. For instance, Taube and Patrick (1990) found 

that the "conservative lending practices of the border banks 

were not justified by an unstable foreign deposit base, 

since Brannon, English and Kriner (1987) using survey data, 

found that the Mexican deposit base was quite stable." A 

study by Patrick (1989) found evidence of employment and 

income gains from the maquiladora relationships', ally 

in the supplying of component parts and materials. Thus it 

is reasonable to conclude that there is indeed a "Border 

Economic Wall" as suggested by Molina (1992). Further 

29 
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evidence of an economic wall was found in this study. For 

instance, external macroeconomic disturbances seemed to be 

more severe in the non-border regions of Texas during the 

period of this study as exemplified by the dummy variables. 

While it is true that the border area has a higher 

unemployment rate, the banks' operating ratios in the border 

regions point to opportunities to make more loans than their 

non-border counterparts. When comparing the operating 

ratios of border with non-border banks, it was found that 

border banks had a higher mean level of assets, higher 

return on assets, higher percentage of interest bearing 

deposits and a lower percentage of non-performing loans. 

These facts, coupled with the growing opportunities 

presented by the maquiladora industries, suggest that these 

conservative banking practices are more a result of the 

appraisal of the risk and credit worthiness of local 

customers by border banks, than with any lack of liquidity 

in the border region (Ellard and Prock 1990). It cannot be 

denied that there has existed a degree of uncertainty in the 

border region, but the passage of NAFTA, the stabilization 

of the Mexican economy and the growing maquiladora presence 

suggests that it is time to provide more investment capital 

in the form of money available for loans in the border 

region. Taube and Patrick (1990) state that restrictive 

commercial lending practices can retard growth and regional 

development. These restrictive practices have greater 
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negative impact on small business. Solving this problem is 

crucial during this period when small businesses are 

creating a larger share of new jobs. 

In view of all the foregoing, the time is right for the 

creation of new sources of investment capital. Two 

alternatives are presented by Molina (1992) and Fishlow, 

Robinson and Hinojosa-Ojeda (1991). Molina (1992) points 

out that several Hispanic sources suggest the establishment 

of a business development fund for firms located along the 

border. Fishlow, Robinson and Hinojosa-Ojeda (1991) suggest 

the creation of a Regional North American Development Bank 

and Adjustment Fund which would facilitate increased 

investment and lend funds to finance long term development 

projects. These projects include improvements in physical 

and social infrastructure, sustainable rural development, 

environmental improvements and improving the efficiency and 

integration of capital and labor markets. 

A North American Development Bank has been established 

very similar to the one suggested by Fishlow, Robinson and 

Hinojosa-Ojeda (1991). With the broader scope and longer 

duration provided by a development bank, there is strong 

evidence that it can play a positive role in the economic 

development of the Texas-Mexico border region (Lee 1988). 

While this study found that the mean LDR for non-border 

banks was only 2.1% greater than border banks, this is a 

significant amount when viewed in light of the consumption 
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habits of lower income groups and the relationship of those 

consumption habits with investment. It is generally 

acknowledged that poorer people consume a higher percentage 

of their income, and thus have a higher marginal propensity 

to consume (Samuelson and Nordhaus 1992). This higher 

marginal propensity to consume leads to a higher investment 

multiplier. Thus, given the fact that the border region has 

a very low per-capita income and thus a higher marginal 

propensity to consume and a larger investment multiplier, 

any money invested in the region would have a significant 

effect on the border region's economy. 
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TABLE 2 
OLS Parameter Estimates 

r».. 
16 16 

E ajx},i.,+Y,0)Bordertyx},i,<+ct,-
y-i i-i 

N = = 1287 R2 = .3796 F = 24.770 

Y Loan Deposit Ratio Estimate of a T-Ratio of a Estimate of fi T-Ratio of B 

Xj Intercept 71.39727800 7.650*** 16.16461700 1.043 

X2 Assets -0.66961100 -1.749* 0.88801100 1.526 

X3 Assets2 -0.01655300 -1.564 0.01214200 0.986 

X4 Return on Assets 0.00003621 2.403** -0.00003315 -2.103** 

X5 Capital Asset Ratio -0.40642900 -3.429*** -0.03770600 -0.208 

X6 Interest Bearing Deposits -0.13723200 -1.341 0.00624200 0.041 

X7 Non-Performing Loans 0.00437400 0.022 0.41574100 1.444 

X8 Loan Share 1.60945400 14.552*** 0.06514400 0.385 

X9 Deposit Share -1.72448700 -15.392*** -0.04968500 -0.287 

X10 Unemployment Rate 0.58088900 2.180** -0.66772700 -2.008** 

X u Per Capita Income 0.00100000 2.453** -0.00127900 -1.651* 

X12 1985 Dummy Variable -1.75392000 -0.942 -1.69911900 -0.620 

X13 1986 Dummy Variable -7.74281300 -3.724*** 1.06587700 0.360 

X14 1987 Dummy Variable -11.50367200 -5.634*** 3.50432600 1.173 

Xl5 1988 Dummy Variable -12.09419300 -5.736*** -1.51870500 -0.491 

X16 1989 Dummy Variable -17.37121700 -7.523*** 4.21300200 1.265 

The symbols '***', '**% and indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, 
respectively. All t-tests are two-tailed. 
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TABLE 2-A 
OLS Parameter Estimates 

Yt.r 
13 13 

£ a A < . « + E + « i f , 

j- 1 J- 1 

N = 714 R2 = .3400 F = 14.177 

Y Loan Deposit Ratio Estimate of a T-Ratio of a Estimate of 6 T-Ratio of 8 

Xl Intercept 61.37470900 4.743*** 26.50519100 1.212 

X2 Assets -1.02215800 -1.796* 1.17239500 1.429 

X3 Assets2 0.00225500 0.157 -0.01309800 -0.798 

X4 Return on Assets 0.00001975 1.010 -0.00001594 -0.786 

X5 Capital Asset Ratio -0.42706600 -3.044*** 0.07437100 0.358 

X6 Interest Bearing Deposits 0.01354100 0.103 0.09770600 0.490 

X7 Non-Performing Loans -0.10581200 -0.361 0.47622000 1.168 

X8 Loan Share 1.70075700 9.130*** 0.36660700 1.316 

X9 Deposit Share -1.87232200 -9.918*** -0.25718100 -0.905 

X10 Unemployment Rate 0.34479300 1.066 -0.83726000 -1.974** 

Xu Per Capita Income 0.00100400 1.527 -0.00330900 -2.730*** 

X12 1985 Dummy Variable -1.70703800 -0.868 -0.94507600 -0.328 

X13 1986 Dummy Variable -7.55464300 -3.300*** 2.07707900 0.642 

The symbols '***', and indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, 
respectively. All t-tests are two-tailed. 
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TABLE 3 
Breusch-Pagan Test and Model for Variance Estimates 

A 2 
€ l , t 

16 16 

= E " A M + E 0 j B o r d e r , y X j , , , < * 

j-I j-i 

RSS = 348.90 F = 4.875 

Y Loan Deposit Ratio Estimate of a T-Ratio of a Estimate of B T-Ratio of fl 

X! Intercept 1.41236700 1.430 5.64826300 3 . 4 4 5 * * * 

X2 Assets 0.03533000 0.872 0.02359100 0.383 

X3 Assets2 -0.00149000 -1.330 0.00074700 0.573 

X4 Return on Assets 0.00000127 0.798 -0.00000116 -0.693 

X5 Capital Asset Ratio -0.00076500 -0.061 0.01539700 0.803 

X6 Interest Bearing Deposits -0.00022900 -0.021 -0.05066500 -3.176*** 

X7 Non-Performing Loans -0.03500800 -1.680* 0.04190500 1.376 

Xg Loan Share -0.01518000 -1.297 0.12054000 6.731*** 

X9 Deposit Share 0.01577200 1.330 -0.11547000 -6.314*** 

X10 Unemployment Rate -0.02283800 -0.810 -0.03593200 -1.021 

Xn Per Capita Income -0.00001212 -0.281 -0.00013100 -1.595 

X12 1985 Dummy Variable -0.09558000 -0.485 0.21400200 0.737 

X13 1986 Dummy Variable 0.11264100 0.512 0.19211200 0.614 

X14 1987 Dummy Variable 0.05833700 0.270 0.01535900 0.049 

X15 1988 Dummy Variable 0.03976400 0.178 -0.09355300 -0.286 

X16 1989 Dummy Variable -0.01710400 -0.070 0.08717000 0.247 

The Breusch-Pagan test is a Lagrange multiplier test, in which the test statistic is equal to the 
ratio of the explained sum of squares (RSS) divided by 2. The resulting test statistic is 
asymptotically chi-square with degrees of freedom equal to the number of regressors in the 
model above. For this model, the test statistic is 174.445, which permit rejection of the null 
hypothesis of homoscedasticity at the 1 % level of significance. 
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TABLE 3-A 
Breusch-Pagan Test and Model for Variance Estimates 

d2 
j-1 J-1 

RSS = 197.751 F = 3.428 

Y Loan Deposit Ratio Estimate of a T-Ratio of a Estimate of 6 T-Ratio of B 

Xj Intercept 1.94835200 1.459 1.90817400 0.845 

X2 Assets 0.03576500 0.609 0.06283400 0.742 

X3 Assets2 -0.00167000 -1.128 0.00102300 0.604 

X4 Return on Assets 0.00000150 0.742 -0.00000159 -0.759 

X5 Capital Asset Ratio 0.00215900 0.149 0.00497100 0.232 

X6 Interest Bearing Deposits -0.00824500 -0.606 -0.03194600 -1.553 

X7 Non-Performing Loans -0.03286400 -1.086 0.06301000 1.497 

X8 Loan Share -0.02530900 -1.316 0.15008700 5.220*** 

X9 Deposit Share 0.02761200 1.417 -0.14986000 -5.110*** 

Xl0 Unemployment Rate -0.01812900 -0.543 -0.00172800 -0.039 

XH Per Capita Income -0.00001926 -0.284 0.00011400 0.910 

X12 1985 Dummy Variable -0.05216500 -0.257 0.04923000 0.165 

X13 1986 Dummy Variable 0.20139200 0.852 -0.12948300 -0.388 

The Breusch-Pagan test is a Lagrange multiplier test, in which the test statistic is equal to the 
ratio of the explained sum of squares (RSS) divided by 2. The resulting test statistic is 
asymptotically chi-square with degrees of freedom equal to the number of regressors in the 
model above. For this model, the test statistic is 98.875, which permit rejection of the null 
hypothesis of homoscedasticity at the 1 % level of significance. 
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Partial Re 
FIGURE 2 

sponses and Beta Coefficients for Non-Border and Border Banks 

Non-Border Banks 

Partial Beta 
Response Coefficient 

Border Banks 

Partial Beta 
Response Coefficient 

Assets 

Capital Asset Ratio 

Interest Bearing Deposits 

Non-Performing Loans 

Loan Share 

Deposit Share 

Unemployment Rate 

Per Capita Income 

-0.58439200 -0.05731134 

-0.41871600 -0.11656818 

-0.09505000 -0.03213078 

-0.18276200 -0.03433024 

1.66636400 2.62089974 

-1.79143600 -2.79293799 

0.59067900 0.09073884 

0.00104000 0.09556937 

-0.09859900 -0.00917261 

0.04518900 0.01160373 

-0.23198200 -0.07524180 

0.25168900 0.04993111 

2.17502800 3.58606927 

-2.22618200 -3.60120868 

0.07071300 0.02070927 

-0.00016000 -0.01525149 

The "partial responses" in the table above represent the partial derivative of the loan deposit ratio with 
respect to a change in each of the indicated variables. For the non-border banks, these values are identical 
to the parameter estimates in Table 2, while for border banks they are equal to the sum of these coefficients 
and the coefficient of the corresponding dummy variable. The beta coefficients are then equal to these 
partial responses times the ratio of the independent to dependent variable sample standard deviations 
reported in Figure 1. 



APPENDIX B 

39 



40 

The non-border sample group was selected using the 

following procedures: 

(1) large urban areas such as Houston, Dallas, San 

Antonio and Austin as well as those counties that 

have common boundaries with these areas were 

eliminated from the sample, 

(2) each county in the non-border sample was 

selected based upon the comparability of total 

assets for that county and a corresponding county 

on the border, 

(3) non-border counties used in this study include 

counties from the south-east, eastern, central, 

south central and western parts of Texas. These 

non-border counties representing various parts of 

the state should provide a more diverse view of 

the Texas economy, 

(4) non-border counties selected had some 

comparability in regards to population, with 

there border counterparts, 

(5) more counties and banks were used in the non-

border sample than the border sample to insure a 

large cross sample, in the event the failure rate 

was larger in the non-border regions. 



REFERENCE WORKS 

Brannon, Jeffrey T., Wilkie D. English and Patricia Kriner. 
1987. Commercial banking on the U.S.- Mexico border. 
Journal of Borderlands Studies 2, no. 1 (Spring 1987): 
17-35. 

Ellard, Charles J. and Jerry Prock. 1990. A comparison of 
border and non-border banks in Texas. Journal of 
Borderlands Studies 5, no. 2 (Fall 1990): 69-80. 

Fertuck, Len. 1982. Survey of small business lending 
practices. Journal of Small Business Management 20, 
(October 1982): 32-41. 

Fishlow, Albert, Sherman Robinson and Raul Hinojosa-Ojeda. 
1991. Proposal for a North American Regional 
Development Bank and Adjustment Fund. In North 
American Free Trade: Proceedings of a conference in 
Dallas. Texas. June 14. 1991. by the Federal Reserve 
Bank. Texas: Federal Reserve Bank, 15-23. 

Greene, William H. 1990. Econometric Analysis. New York: 
Macmillan Publishing Company. 

Lee, Boyden E. 1988. A borderland development bank: An 
inquiry into the issues. Journal of Borderlands 
Studies 3, no. 1 (Spring 1988): 83-92. 

Molina, David J. 1992. A note on the impact NAFTA will 
have on the border economic walls which have created a 
distorted service industry: The case of the Texas-
Mexico border. In The Mexican-U.S. Border Region and 
the Free Trade Agreement: Proceedings of the symposium 
held in San Diego. California. 1991. edited by Paul 
Ganster and Eugenio 0. Valenciano, 35-40. Institute for 
Regional Studies of the Californias. California: 
Institute for Regional Studies of the Californias. 

Patrick, J. Michael. 1989. Maquiladoras and south Texas 
border economic development. Journal of Borderlands 
Studies 4, no. 1 (Spring 1989): 83-92. 

Prock, Jerry. 1983. The Peso devaluations and their effect 
on Texas border economies. Inter-American Economic 
Affairs 37, no. 3 (Winter 1983): 83-92. 

41 



42 

Prock, Jerry. 1985. Mexico's monetary changes and border 
banks. Inter-American Economic Affairs 39, no. 3 
(Winter 1985): 71-78. 

Samuelson, Paul A., and William D. Nordhaus. 1992. 
Economics. 14th ed. New York, N.Y.: McGraw-Hill. 

Savage, V. Howard, and Eric Blankenmeyer. 1990. A test of 
purchasing power parity: Texas border retail trade and 
the value of the Peso 1976-1987. Journal of 
Borderlands Studies 5, no. 1 (Spring 1990): 67-78. 

Sheshunoffs and Company, 1985. Sheshunoffs banks of Texas. 
Austin: Sheshunoffs and Company. 

Sheshunoffs and Company, 1986. Sheshunoffs banks of Texas. 
Austin: Sheshunoffs and Company. 

Sheshunoffs and Company, 1987. Sheshunoffs banks of Texas. 
Austin: Sheshunoffs and Company. 

Sheshunoffs and Company, 1988. Sheshunoffs banks of Texas. 
Austin: Sheshunoffs and Company. 

Sheshunoffs and Company, 1989. Sheshunoffs banks of Texas. 
Austin: Sheshunoffs and Company. 

Sheshunoffs and Company, 1990. Sheshunoffs banks of Texas. 
Austin: Sheshunoffs and Company. 

Taube, Paul Michael, and J. Michael Patrick. 1990. 
Business credit availability in the Rio Grande Valley: 
An analysis of business needs and bank lending. 
Journal of Borderlands Studies 5, no. 2 (Fall 1990): 
51-67. 

U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
1991. Local area personal income, vol. 5, 58-122. 
[Washington, D.C.]: U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

U.S. Department of Labor. Economic Research and Analysis 
Department of the Texas Employment Commission in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1985. 
Labor force estimates for Texas counties. [Washington, 
D.C.]: U.S. Department of Labor, Economic Research and 
Analysis Department of the Texas Employment Commission 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 



43 

U.S. Department of Labor. Economic Research and Analysis 
Department of the Texas Employment Commission in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1986. 
Labor force estimates for Texas counties. [Washington, 
D.C.]: U.S. Department of Labor, Economic Research and 
Analysis Department of the Texas Employment Commission 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

U.S. Department of Labor. Economic Research and Analysis 
Department of the Texas Employment Commission in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1987. 
Labor force estimates for Texas counties. [Washington, 
D.C.]: U.S. Department of Labor, Economic Research and 
Analysis Department of the Texas Employment Commission 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

U.S. Department of Labor. Economic Research and Analysis 
Department of the Texas Employment Commission in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1988. 
Labor force estimates for Texas counties. [Washington, 
D.C.]: U.S. Department of Labor, Economic Research and 
Analysis Department of the Texas Employment Commission 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

U.S. Department of Labor. Economic Research and Analysis 
Department of the Texas Employment Commission in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1989. 
Labor force estimates for Texas counties. [Washington, 
D.C.]: U.S. Department of Labor, Economic Research and 
Analysis Department of the Texas Employment Commission 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

U.S. Department of Labor. Economic research and Analysis 
Department of the Texas Employment Commission in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1990. 
Labor force estimates for Texas counties. [Washington, 
D.C.]: U.S. Department of Labor, Economic Research and 
Analysis Department of the Texas Employment Commission 
in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 


