
How Have District Banks Been Doing?
Key indicators show that activity at District member banks 
has been in a rising phase throughout most of this year. 
Loans and investments, seasonally adjusted, rose $644 
million in the first seven months, substantially more than 
in the same period of 1961. During the three months end
ing in July, however, loans and investments rose at a 
monthly average rate of 0.5 percent, compared with an aver
age rate of 1.3 percent in the first four months of this year.

Member bank loans, seasonally adjusted, increased $257 
million between December 1961 and July 1962. After 
pausing in the early months of this year, loan expansion 
picked up, particularly at banks in major District cities. 
In recent months, moreover, loan expansion has been 
stronger there than in smaller cities and towns. Further, 
it has been concentrated primarily in consumer and real 
estate loans. Banks in Florida and Georgia accounted 
for the bulk of the dollar increase in loan volume this 
year, although banks in all other District states registered 
gains.

Growth in investments at member banks accounted for 
the major share of this year’s expansion in total loans 
and investments. Bankers added substantially to their 
holdings of state and local government securities partly 
in an effort to invest a portion of the heavy inflow of 
time deposits in high-yielding securities. Bankers also con
tinued to acquire U. S. Government securities maturing 
within a year; they reduced their holdings of securities in 
the one to five-year range but increased their holdings of 
longer-term issues.

The rise in loans and investments so far this year has 
been accompanied by a comparable increase in total de
posits. Expansion in total deposits at member banks has 
been dominated by a spectacular rise in time deposits. 
Such deposits, not adjusted for seasonal influences, in
creased over $500 million in the first seven months of 
1962, about three-fifths more than in the same period of
1961. In recent months, a moderate slowdown in the ex
pansion in time deposits, combined with little change in de
mand deposits, has reduced the pace of total deposit growth.

Bank reserve positions have been easy throughout the 
period since the recession trough in February 1961. Since 
that date member banks have been able to expand loans 
and add to their security holdings. At the same time, they 
have retained a sizable volume of excess reserves and 
kept almost completely out of debt to the Atlanta Federal 
Reserve Bank.

Expansion in seasonally adjusted loans and investments at  
District member banks has continued throughout 1962, but 
has slowed somewhat in recent months.

I960  1961 1962

Total deposits of member banks, not adjusted for seasonal 
influences, have also increased throughout this year because 
of a sharp rise in time deposits.

Billions of Dollars Billions of Dollars

Throughout 1962, excess reserves at member banks have 
been ample, and borrowing from the Atlanta Federal 
Reserve Bank has remained at a low level.

Millions of Dollars Millions of Dollars

The Changing Southerner
If the typical lawyer, banker, grocer, millhand, or house
wife were asked to list some of the most important signs 
of economic change that took place in the South in the 
1950’s, he would probably answer “fewer farms,” or “new 
industries,” or “more shopping centers,” or “better job op
portunities,” or “new housing developments.” These and 
other changes have been continuously spotlighted in the

region’s newspapers and magazines, intoned by its politi
cians, and publicized by its development organizations. 
Knowledge of these happenings has virtually become part 
of the basic education of the present-day Southerner.

As important as these changes are, they actually only 
describe the causes or effects of a more fundamental 
economic development in the South— a continued rapid
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Percentage of Population That Completed 
One or More Years of High School

Sixth District States, 1950 and 1960

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Miss. Tenn.
Total

1950 38.7 53.8 38.4 37.1 37.7 39.4
1960 50.7 62.6 50.2 48.1 48.5 46.7

Urban
1950 50.2 59.0 48.0 45.5 53.5 51.5
1960 59.4 65.1 58.0 54.8 61.5 56.9

Rural Nonfarm
1950 34.9 45.0 34.9 29.2 42.9 35.1
1960 41.5 55.0 41.3 38.1 43.5 38.2

Rural Farm
1950 22.9 31.4 22.4 19.6 24.5 22.6
1960 34.5 47.2 35.0 30.0 34.3 29.4

White
1950 47.9 62.3 48.2 48.2 56.5 43.0
1960 58.8 67.9 59.1 58.9 65.2 49.8

Non white
1950 16.8 18.9 13.0 11.6 10.8 20.6
1960 27.6 30.8 23.9 22.1 18.7 29.5

High school enrollment rose steadily through 1960 . . .

rate of income growth. Basic to this income gain was a 
substantial upturn in productivity—the output per worker. 
The income per person in the South increased at a rate well 
above that of the nation as a whole during the 1950’s, 
which implies that the region’s work force also improved 
its productivity at a faster rate than the nation’s.

Why have Southerners increased their ability to pro
duce, measured both by past performance and by national 
standards? There are several reasons. For one thing, there 
was a substantial shift from employment in farming, lum
bering, textile production, and other industries tradition
ally yielding a small output for each unit of labor used to 
employment in petroleum production, durable goods man
ufacturing, and other high productivity industries. This 
shift, which was more pronounced in the South than in 
the nation, was accompanied by increased capital invest
ment in the form of new plants and modernization of old 
facilities. Concomitant with both of these developments 
were technological improvements in all fields of endeavor.

Another important factor in the increased efficiency of

Southern workers was the changing characteristics of the 
people themselves. Among other things, the educational 
attainments of the population rose more than in the na
tion, increasing the ability of Southerners to cope with the 
demands of more complex methods of production.

Also, the gap between the South and the nation in the 
proportion of the population in the productive age groups 
was sharply reduced. The age make-up of the population 
is an important determinant of both productivity and the 
resulting income distribution. First, a small percentage of 
people in the 30 to 64 age group would indicate that the 
proportion of experienced, and presumably more skilled, 
workers is relatively small. Second, a large percentage of 
the population in the less productive age groups (19 and 
under and 65 and over) would mean that the income re
sulting from any level of productivity must be spread out 
thinner.

The 1960 Census provides us with detailed data on 
educational attainment and age distribution, two of the 
most significant measures of the potential productivity of

Population changes varied sharply among District age  
groups . . .

Percent Change 
- I960 from 1950

19 and 2 0 - 2 9  1 0 - 4 4  4 5 - 6 4  65 and 
Under Over

resulting in a shift toward the younger and olde
groups.

19 and 20  - 29  30  - 4 4  4 5  - 64  65 and 
Under Over
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. . resulting in a substantial upturn in the amount of 
ducation received by District adults.

Percent of Persons Over 25 Years of Age
Who Have Completed One or More Years of High School

Nevertheless, wide gaps in educational attainment remained 
between various groups.

Percent of Persons Over 25 Years of Age 
Who Have Completed One or More Years of High School 
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Urban White

Rural Nonfarm White

Rural Farm White

Urban Nonwhite

Rural Nonfarm Nonwhite

Rural Farm Nonwhite

Miss. Tenn, U .S.

the people. A look at some of the changes in these factors 
that have taken place among the people who live in the 
Sixth Federal Reserve District states—Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee— will pro
vide a basis for recognizing the gains that have occurred 
in the region's productivity and the shortcomings that still 
exist.

Better Educated Southerners
The table and charts appearing at the top of these pages 
indicate that the number of people in this part of the South 
with more than a grammar school education increased 
much more rapidly than did the adult population between 
1950 and 1960. There was, for example, a 58-percent 
jump in the number of people over 25 who had completed 
one or more years of high school, compared with a popu
lation gain of only 24 percent in that age group. Further
more. the proportion of the region’s adults who had 
achieved this level of education advanced from 79 percent 
of the national average in 1950 to 87 percent in 1960. 
The increase in the number of the region’s college grad

uates was even more impressive. The 1950 total of 418,000 
had jumped to 717,000, or 71 percent, by 1960, compared 
with an increase of 44 percent in the nation as a whole.

Despite the overall gains in education made by people 
living in District states in the past decade, inadequate 
preparation for the demands of industry remains a prob
lem for large segments of the population. In 1960, only 
one population group in this region—the urban white 
class—exceeded the comparable group in the nation in 
the percentage of those who had received more than 
grammar school training. At the other end of the scale, the 
percentage of rural farm nonwhite adults who had achieved 
this level of education was only half the national average. 
The proportion of all rural adults who had attended high 
school was only about two-thirds of the urban average.

Southerners Become Younger and Older
The age distribution in District states was much more 
similar to the nation’s in 1960 than it was a decade earlier. 
Although the proportion of the population in the non

Although the median age of the total population remained 
almost unchanged, significant changes took place in several 
residence and racial groups.

Median Age 
“  1950 and I960

White Nonwhite Nonfarm Nonfarm Farm Farm
White Nonwhite White Nonwhite

Median Age of the Population
Sixth District States

1950 and1 1960

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Miss. Tenn.
Total

1950 25.5 30.9 26.2 26.7 24.6 27.3
1960 25.9 31.1 25.9 25.3 24.1 26.9

Urban
1950 27.8 32.8 28.7 28.7 28.2 29.3
1960 26.9 32.5 27.2 26.3 26.0 28.7

Rural Nonfarm
1950 24.7 27.3 24.7 24.9 26.2 25.2
1960 24.2 26.7 23.9 23.3 23.6 25.6

Rural Farm
1950 21.5 25.6 21.8 21.6 20.9 25.2
1960 26.1 31.7 25.2 22.6 20.7 30.9

White
1950 26.7 32.0 27.4 28.0 27.3 27.2
1960 28.1 32.9 27.7 27.4 28.5 28.7

Nonwhite
1950 22.7 27.2 23.1 23.9 21.3 27.4
1960 20.4 23.0 20.9 20.5 18.6 23.8
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productive age groups increased here, largely as a result 
of a sharp jump in the birth rate following World War II, 
the gain was much smaller than in the nation. At the same 
time the percentage of the region’s population in the broad 
30 to 64 age group remained unchanged as the nation’s 
proportion dropped, resulting in a sharp decline in the 
gap between the two areas.

As divergent as the population changes for various age 
groups in the District’s total population were, shifts among 
residence and racial groups were even more dramatic. For 
example, the median age of the white rural farm popula
tion increased from 25.4 years in 1950 to 33.3 years in 
1960, reflecting the large-scale movement of young people 
from the farms to the cities or to nonfarming jobs in the 
rural areas. The median age of nonwhite urban dwellers, 
on the other hand, dropped 4 years during the decade.

Still Room for Improvement
Many factors contributed to the vast changes that took 
place in these important characteristics of the population 
during the 1950’s: the rapid advances being made by the 
nation’s economy; the desire of Southerners to share in 
these gains; the mobility of the population, which led to a 
wholesale exodus of people from farms to cities and the 
migration of many Southerners, particularly those in the 
lower income groups, away from this region; and the 
movement of many non-Southerners to District states, 
especially Florida.

The gaps in population characteristics between the na
tion and the region have by no means been closed alto
gether, despite the progress made by District states. Wide 
differences in educational achievement remain between 
the nation and this part of the South, particularly for the 
rural and nonwhite people. The differences are magnified 
because of the disproportionate ratios of these groups to 
the total population in the District. This region still has 
a larger portion of nonproductive persons, as measured 
by age, and a smaller proportion of experienced workers 
in its population than does the nation as a whole.

A continuation of recent trends will mean that the 
major characteristics of the South’s population will more 
closely resemble those of the country as a whole in the

Bank Announcements
On August 9, the newly organized nonmember Peoples 
Bank of Stuart, Stuart, Florida, opened for business and 
began to remit at par for checks drawn on it when re
ceived from the Federal Reserve Bank. Officers include 
W. H. Boyette, President; James H. Reardon, Jr., Vice 
President; and Donald L. Bowden, Cashier. Capital 
totals $400,000, and surplus and undivided profits, 
$140,000.

On August 17, the First National Bank of South 
Miami, South Miami, Florida, through a conversion of 
the par-remitting, nonmember First Bank & Trust Com
pany of South Miami, became a member of the Federal 
Reserve System. Officers are Omar E. Stang, President; 
L. B. Hedgpeth and A. E. Metzger, Vice Presidents; 
Robert Faltings and George L. Mendes, Jr., Vice Presi
dents and Trust Officers; and John W. Roberts, Jr., 
Cashier.

future. Only as the gaps between the various population
groups are further narrowed can the South hope to raise
the productivity of its people to, or above, the national
average. As this occurs, the region will be in a better
position to compete for the more efficient industries, and
in turn this will help to narrow the differences between the
South’s and the nation’s people. „

r  r  R obert M. Y oung

Debits to Individual Demand Deposit Accounts
(In Thousands of Dollars)

July
1962

June
1962

July
1961

Percent Change
Year-to-date 

7 months 
July 1962 from \qbZ 

June July from 
1962 1961 1961

ALABAMA
Anniston . . . . 49,485 46,855 41,553 + 6 +  19 + 8
Birmingham . . . 904,396 900,857 804,495 +0 +  12 + 9
Dothan . . . . 36,932 39,446 35,782 —6 + 3 + 6
Gadsden . . . . 37,692 37,438 33,576 + 1 +12 +  4
Huntsville* . . . 85,541 82,344 67,183 + 4 +  27 +19
Mobile . . . . 310,250 295,028 285,952r +5 + 8 + 3
Montgomery . . . 186,084 180,519 172,116 + 3 + 8 + 7
Selma* . . . . 25,507 27,508 22,617 —7 +  13 +  8
Tuscaloosa* . . . 68,544 60,822 55,209 +13 +24 +12

Total Reporting Cities 1,704,431 1,670,817 l,518,483r + 2 +  12 + 8
Other Citiesf . . . 801,897 797,584r 731,824r + 1 +  10 + 3
FLORIDA

Bradenton* . . . 47,525 50,460 n.a. —6 n.a. n.a.
Daytona Beach* 63,915 57,374 56,398 +  11 +13 +7
Fort Lauderdale* . 205,284 206,362 190,659 —1 +8 + 7
Gainesville* . . . 46,764 48,980 39,486 —5 +18 +12
Jacksonville . . . 864,320 824,453 756,086 + 5 +14 +6
Key West* . . . 18,803 15,179 15,619 +24 +  20 + 6
Lakeland* . . . 82,331 84,909 76,701 —3 + 7 + 3
Miami . . . . 986,633 961,671 826,162 + 3 +  19 + 9
Greater Miami* 1,415,103 1,399,464 1,238,697 +1 +  14 + 7
Orlando . . . . 263,759 267,603 253,877 — 1 + 4 + 6
Pensacola . . . 86,590 89,264 83,104r —3 + 4 +3
St. Petersburg . . 230,362 215,484 214,586 +7 +7 +  8
Sarasota* . . . 84,183 79,128 n.a. +6 n.a. n.a.
Tallahassee* . . 74,252 65,886 n.a. +13 n.a. n.a.
Tampa . . . . 439,288 440,503 394,587 —0 +11 +7
W. Palm-Palm Bch.* 161,366 154,065 140,461 +5 +15 +  18

Total Reporting Cities 4,083,845 3,999,114 3,460,261r + 2 +18 +  11
Other Citiesf . . . 1,708,970 1,719,264r l,677,403r — 1 + 2 +  5
GEORGIA

Albany . . . . 59,703 57,694 51,099 +3 +17 +13
Athens* . . . . 48,303 44,178 44,138 + 9 + 9 +11
Atlanta . . . . 2,597,671 2,445,592 2,171,330 + 6 +20 +  16
Augusta . . . . 121,214 126,448 119,037 +  2 +  12
Brunswick . . . 37,173 31,171 26,621 +19 +40 +27
Columbus . . . 120,944 118,268 109,972 + 2 +  10 +  11
Dalton* . . . . 49,989 52,922 n.a. —6 n.a. n.a.
Elberton . . . . 11,017 12,254 8,630 — 10 +28 +10
Gainesville* . . . 54,096 53,836 49,234 + 0 +10 +9
Griffin* . . . . 23,586 21,219 18,816 +11 +  25 +11
LaGrange* . . . 16,214 17,866 15,821 —9 + 2 —2
Macon . . . . 147,490 139,389 121,777 + 6 +21 +  12
Marietta* . . . 37,935 36,345 32,889 + 4 +15 +  12
Newnan . . . . 20,422 22,460 20,251 —9 +  1 +  8
Rome* . . . . 54,945 48,584 45,525 +  13 +21 + 3
Savannah . . . 178,992 179,977 172,050 — 1 + 4 + 8
Valdosta . . . . 37,725 31,759 35,527 +19 + 6 + 6

Total Reporting Cities 3,617,419 3,439,962 3,042,717 + 5 +19 +  15
Other Citiesf . . . 1,031,287 983,587r 935,447r +5 +10 + 9
LOUISIANA

Alexandria* . . . 80,851 81,616 67,136 — 1 +  20 +  18
Baton Rouge . . 310,663 289,462 258,177 + 7 +  20 +  13
Lafayette* . . . 68,735 68,657 62,520 +0 +  10 +  11
Lake Charles . . 87,178 88,093 81,327 — 1 + 7 +10
New Orleans . . . 1,517,444 1,499,848 1,319,839 +  1 +15 +8

Total Reporting Cities 2,064,871 2,027,676 1,788,999 + 2 +15 + 9
Other Citiesf . . . 652,068 654,502r 568,822r — 0 +15 +12
MISSISSIPPI

Biloxi-Gulfport* . 68,890 58,128 52,419 +19 +31 +  15
Hattiesburg . . . 38,573 39,322 38,408 —2 +  0 + 5
Jackson . . . . 347,102 347,487 308,903 —0 +12 +14
Laurel* . . . . 28,809 28,776 29,159 + 0 —1 +2
Meridian . . . . 52,162 46,817 45,333 +  11 +15 +  11
Natchez* . . . . 25,332 24,909 21,528 + 2 +18 + 8
Vicksburg . . . 23,999 23,136 21,985 + 4 + 9 +10

Total Reporting Cities 584,867 568,575 517,735 + 3 +13 +12
Other Citiesf . . . 299,787 281,274r 272,294r + 7 +10 +  2
TENNESSEE

Bristol* . . . . 51,274 56,325 48,512 — 9 + 6 +9
Chattanooga . . 363,380 344,743 335,828 + 5 + 8 + 6
Johnson City* . . 48,975 50,015 41,536 — 2 +  18 +14
Kingsport* . . . 92,676 93,171 87,614 —1 +6 +9
Knoxville . . . . 271,971 270,188 255,435 +  1 + 6 + 4
Nashville . . . . 869,596 826,295 833,330 + 5 + 4 + 7

Total Reporting Cities 1,697,872 1,640,737 1,602,255 + 3 +  6 + 7
Other Citiesf . . . 664,775 674,506r 634,691r — 1 + 5 + 9
SIXTH DISTRICT . 18,912,086 18,457,598r 16,750,931r + 2 +13 +  10

Reporting Cities 13,753,302 13,346,881 ll,930,450r + 3 +  15 +11
Other Citiesf . . 5,158,784 5,110,717r 4,820,481r +1 + 7 + 7

Total, 32 Cities . . 11,610,210 11,239,524 10,236,735r + 3 +  13 +10
UNITED STATES

344 Cities . . . 279,700,000 291,800,OOOr247,700,000 —4 +13 +11
♦Not included in total for 32 cities that are part of the national debit series maintained
by the Board of Governors. fEstimated. r Revised. n.a. Not available.

• 6 •
Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

September 1962


