
February 19, 1960 

The Honorable Paul Brown, Chairman, 
Subcommittee No. 2, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Souse of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Chairman! 

In accordance with the request made at the hearing before 
your Subcommittee on February 16, 1960, with respect to S. 1062, 
I an enclosing a copy of a latter that was sent to Senator Robertson 
by Governor Balderston of the Board on May 8, 1959, flatting forth the 
Board's views regarding an amendment to the bank merger bill in
troduced by Senator O'Mahoney on May 7, 1959. 

As was indicated at the hearing on February 16, the Board 
reported unfavorably on Senator O'Mahoney's amendment. It should be 
pointed out that the exceptions contained in his amendment regarding 
cases of probable bank failures, incompetent Management, inadequate 
capital, and ever-banked situations would be important and relevant 
only if Congress should adopt legislation like Senator O'Mahoney's 
amendment prohibiting a banking agency from approving any merger that 
would substantially lessen competition. However, these exceptions 
would be unnecessary if Congress should follow the approach of S. 1062, 
since it would leave the banking agencies free to consider all pertinent 
factors; under that bill it would be possible for the agencies to con
sider situations of the kind described in Senator O'Mahoney's amendment 
as warranting approval of a merger notwithstanding lessening of 
competition. 

Sincerely yours, 

(SIGNED) WM, McO. M A ^ ? " ( ^ 

Enclosure *** McC# l t e r t i n > J r * 

cot Miss Muehlhaus 
Mr* Shay 

HHHtjc 
2-18-60 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
OF THE 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

May 8, 1959 

The Honorable A. Willis Robertson, Chairman, 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It is understood from the Chief of Staff of your Committee 
that you "wish to have the views of the Board regarding an amendment 
introduced by Senator C'Mahoney on May 7, 1959, to the bill S. 1062, 
relating to bank mergers which was favorably reported by your Com
mittee on April 17• 

The Board strongly opposes enactment of the proposed 
amendment. In the Board's opinion, adoption of the amendment 
would be directly at variance with the underlying purposes of the. 
bill as reported by your Committee. The reasons for the Board1 s 
position, are set forth in detail in the enclosed memorandum. 

Briefly stated, the proposed amendment would (1) prohibit 
the Federal bank supervisory agencies from approving any bank merger 
if its effect might be substantially to lessen competition or to 
tend to create a monopoly, except in certain limited circumstances 
described in the amendment; (2) require the appropriate bank super
visory authority to hold a hearing in any case in which either of 
the other two Federal bank supervisory authorities or the Attorney 
General expresses disapproval of a proposed merger; (3) allow an 
appeal from the decision of the bank supervisory authority, to the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, by any party adversely 
affected or by the Attorney General; and (k) require each of the 
bank supervisory agencies to submit a report tx%rice a year with respect 
to all bank mergers approved by it, indicating the names and resources 
of the banks involved and submitting a copy of the report made by 
the other Federal bank supervisory agencies and by the Attorney 
General regarding the competitive factors involved in the merger. 

The proposed amendment, by prohibiting approval of any 
merger that might substantially lessen competition, would bar all 
consideration of other factprs that might make a proposed merger 
desirable, or even essential, in the public interest. This would 
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The Honorable A. Willis Robertson -2-

represent a fundamental change in the concept of the reported bill 
which contemplates that due weight should be given to financial 
condition, character of management, and convenience and needs of 
the community, as well as effect upon competition. The amendment 
would make "substantial lessening" of competition the controlling 
factor in all cases. 

The holding of hearings with respect to bank mergers as 
required by the amendment would be inadvisable and in many cases 
could have detrimental effects upon the banks involved, their cus
tomers, and the general public. The provisions of the proposed 
amendment granting judicial review of orders of the bank supervisory 
agencies at the instance of aggrieved parties are unnecessary. 

The authority that would be given the Attorney General to 
obtain judicial review of the banking agency1s decision would vest 
in the Attorney General an effective control over bank mergers that 
would tend to minimize, if not ignore, factors that should be 
considered in determining whether such a merger is in the over-all 
public interest. Again, this would be inconsistent with the concept 
of giving due weight to all factors pertinent to the public interest 
and not to competition alone. Xt would also be at variance with 
the concept of the bill of vesting judgment in the bank supervisory 
agencies with respect to all of the statutory factors including the 
competitive effect of a particular merger. Furthermore, the Attorney 
General would be placed in, the anomalous position of representing 
the United States in appealing from the decision of a Federal 
agency while at the same time representing the agency itself as 
appellee, unless, of course, special arrangements were made for the 
use by such agency of its own counsel. 

For these reasons the Board earnestly hopes that the 
proposed amendment will not be adopted. 

Sincerely yours, 

C. Canby Balderston, 
Vice Chairman. 

Enclosure 
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MEMORANDUM REGARDING AMENDMENT SUGGESTED BY 

SENATOR O'MAHONEY TO BANK MERGER BILL (S. 1062) 

(1) The proposed amendment would prohibit any merger the 
effect of which "may be substantially to lessen competition, or to 
tend to create a monopoly" 0 The obvious effect of this prohibition 
would be to make "substantial" lessening of competition, the standard 
now contained in the Clayton Act, the controlling test as to bank 
mergers* It would require disapproval of any merger which might 
quantitatively lessen competition, notwithstanding offsetting 
favorable factors that would clearly make the proposed merger 
desirable in the public interesto While the proposed amendment 
would purport to set forth certain situations in which this prohi
bition would not apply, there is no assurance that the situations 
described in the amendment are exhaustive of the types of situations 
that might require consummation of a bank merger even though it 
would lessen competition* In other words, the proposed amendment 
would be directly contrary to a fundamental concept of the reported 
bill, which is designed to enable the bank supervisory agencies to 
consider and weigh various factors affecting the public interest, 
including but not limited to the effect of the merger upon competi
tion,, 

As stated in the Report of the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee of April 17* 1959* it is essential in the case of a bank 
merger that any lessening of competition "should not be used as a 
controlling or determinative factor in and of itself" (p«, 22) and 
"that the competitive factors, however favorable or unfavorable, 
are not, in and of themselves, controlling on the decision"• (p* 2k) 

(2) The proposed amendment would require the holding of 
a hearing with respect to every merger considered by one of the 
three Federal bank supervisory agencies as to which either of the 
other bank supervisory authorities or the Department of Justice 
have expressed disapproval„ Such a hearing requirement could well 
be detrimental to the public interest* The standards stated in the 
reported bill would require the appropriate bank supervisory agency 
to consider the financial condition and competency of management of 
the banks involved, as well as the competitive effect of the proposed 
merger. In order to provide a complete record, a hearing would of 
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necessity contain references to the internal condition and 
management of a bank that for good reasons should not be dis
closed other than to the authority considering the matter* 

Various items of information of this kind, taken alone, 
could easily give rise to unfounded rumors as to the financial 
condition of a bank, the adequacy of its capital structure, or 
the character of its management, and might well result in 
irreparable injury to the bank, its stockholders, its depositors, 
and the public. It is for this reason that such information has 
always been treated in the most confidential manner by all bank 
supervisory authorities* Furthermore, revelation of all informa
tion relating to the required consideration of the competitive 
effect of a proposed merger could easily result in giving com
peting banks information now held in confidence which might un
justly injure the competitive position and business prospects of 
the bank involved* 

(3) Apart from the inadvisability of such hearings, the 
holding of hearings with respect to bank mergers is questionable. 
The Federal bank supervisor}?- agency that would be required to pass 
on a bank merger would be the agency that normally has supervision 
of the bank that would continue after the merger* That agency 
would therefore have available to it, or could obtain, full in
formation as to the financial condition, management, and other 
factors pertinent to a decision as to whether the merger should be 
permitted* A hearing would add little or nothing to the informa
tion available to that agency and needed by it in order to appraise 
the merger in the light of the statutory standards. 

(U) The proposed amendment would require hearings even 
in those cases in which, because of emergency circumstances, a 
report would not be required under the reported bill to be obtained 
£rom the Attorney General* For example, if one of the Federal bank 
supervisory agencies should express its disapproval of the proposed 
merger, for whatever reason, a hearing would be mandatory, despite 
the existence of emergency conditions requiring immediate action* 

(5) The provisions of the proposed amendment authorizing 
appeal from a bank supervisory agency!s decision on a proposed 
merger are unnecessary* Under present law, a person aggrieved 
by the agency!s decision could seek judicial review of the agencyfs 
action, either through a suit for a declaratory judgment or an 
injunction, or a combination of the two, wherein a court of law 
could determine whether the agency8s decision was capricious or 
arbitrary or in excess of its statutory authority* 
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(6) The provision of the proposed amendment that would 
give the Attorney General a right of appeal from the decision of 
one of the bank supervisory agencies as to a proposed merger 
would obviously afford the Department of Justice an effective 
power to substitute its judgment for the judgment of the banking 
agency and to assert that pox̂ er solely on the basis of the 
Departmentf-s opinion as to the effect of the merger upon compe
tition^ without regard to any favorable factors that would make 
the proposed merger desirable in the public interest. Again, 
this result would clearly be contrary to the basic intent of the 
-reported bill* 

In this connection, it is important to observe that in 
the event an appeal should be taken by the Attorney General pursuant 
to the proposed amendment, unless the agency involved obtained 
its own counsel, there would result a situation in which the 
Attorney General would appear before the appellate court both as 
the appellant and also as representative of the appellee, the 
particular bank supervisory authority whose decision would be in 
question. This result would, of course, follow from the fact 
that the Attorney General, as the legal officer of the United 
States, normally represents agencies of the Federal Government 
in suits involving such agencies* 

The proposed amendment would give the Attorney General 
an unqualified right to challenge the decision of the appropriate 
bank supervisor agency by appeal to a court solely on the basis 
of his disapproval of the merger on the ground of its competitive 
effect. Nevertheless, the Attorney Generalfs right to appeal 
would not be limited to cases in which he might disagree with the 
banking agency1s judgment as to effect on competition; on appeal 
he could challenge that agency* s judgment as to factors related 
to financial condition, character of management, and other matters 
wholly unrelated to competitive effect. 

It should be borne in mind that, if a proposed merger 
approved by one of the banking agencies should in fact violate 
the antitrust laws, the Attorney General would continue to have 
power to prevent the merger pursuant to his jurisdiction under 
the Sherman Act. In the absence of such a situation, however, the 
proposed amendment would have the effect of substituting the 
judgment of the Attorney General for that of the banking agency 
as to all statutory factors, including competition, notwithstanding 
the banking agency1s specialized experience in the field of banking. 
This would be in direct conflict with the sound philosophy of the 
reported bill and the proposed amendment itself, both of which would 
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place in the banking agencies charged with primary supervision of 
the institutions involved the responsibility for exercising judg
ment as to all of the statutory factors including the competitive 
effects of a proposed bank merger. 

iAY 8 1959 
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HEARINGS ON BANK MERGERS 

The Board would be opposed to a requirement that hearings 

be held with respect to bank mergers • Such a hearing requirement 

could well be detrimental to the public interest. The standards 

stated in the bill would require the appropriate bank supervisory 

agency to consider the financial condition and competency of management 

of the banks involved, as well as the competitive effect of the pro

posed merger. In order to provide a complete record, a hearing would 

of necessity contain references to the internal condition and manage

ment of a bank that for good reasons should not be disclosed other 

than to the authority considering the matter. 

Various items of information of this kind, taken alone, 

could easily give rise to unfounded rumors as to the financial condi

tion of a bank, the adequacy of its capital structure, or the character 

of its management, and might well result in irreparable injury to the 

bank, its stockholders, its depositors, and the public. It is for 

this reason that such information has always been treated in the most 

confidential manner by all bank supervisory authorities. Rirthermore, 

revelation of all information relating to the required consideration 

of the competitive effect of a proposed merger could easily result in 

giving competing banks information now held in confidence which might 

unjustly injure the competitive position and business prospects of the 

bank involved. 
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Apart from the inadvisability of such hearings, it is 

questionable whether they would serve any useful purpose. The Federal 

bank supervisory agency that would be required to pass on a bank 

merger would be the agency that normally has supervision of the bank 

that would continue after the merger. That agency would therefore 

have available to it, or could obtain, full information as to the 

financial condition, management, and other factors pertinent to a 

decision as to whether the merger should be permitted. A hearing would 

add little or nothing to the information available to that agency and 

needed by it in order to appraise the merger in the light of the statu

tory standards. 

HHHijc 
2-12-60 
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THE STANDARD OF COMPETITION: "UNDULY" V, "SUBSTANTIALLY" 

One of the principal points of discussion in connection 

with the bank merger bill has related to the phrasing of the pro

vision regarding consideration of the factor of competition• Several 

alternatives have been considered: 

"Unduly". - S. 1062, as it was introduced in the Senate and 

as it passed the Senate provided that each banking agency should con

sider whether the effect of a proposed merger may be to 

"lessen competition unduly or tend unduly to 

create a monopoly*" 

In the past, the Board, the Comptroller of the Currency, and the Federal 

Deposit Insurance Corporation have espoused this approach on the theory 

that it avoids the exclusively quantitative connotation of the word 

"substantially11 as used in the Clayton Act, and makes clear that the 

banking agencies are authorized to approve a merger that may substantially 

lessen competition if the prospective benefits outweigh this factor so 

that the merger will not unduly lessen competition. The Department of 

Justice has opposed use of the *rord "unduly" on the ground that, unlike 

"substantially", it has no judicially settled meaning* €n the contrary, 

however, the term "unduly" has been used in court decisions* 

"Substantially"* - It is likely that suggestions will be made 

in the House to substitute "substantially" for "unduly" as a means of 

compromise - both because it wDuld be more acceptable to Justice Depart

ment and because it has been favored by Chairman Celler of the Judiciary 
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Committee* However, it is probable that this substitution would be 

opposed by the Comptroller of the Currency and the FDICj and it might 

not be acceptable to Senator Bobertson* 

Last March, when Governor Robertson testified in the Senate 

on behalf of the Board, he indicated that the Board would not oppose 

substitution of "substantially" for "unduly"* In his statement, he 

said: 

"It should be emphasized here that the Board's position 
with respect to standards is not based upon any semantic dis
tinction between the words "substantially" and "unduly", 
although obviously the word "substantially" carries only a 
quantitative connotation, whereas ftunduly" implies a broader 
meaning. The point of the matter is that, in passing upon a 
bank merger, its effect upon competition should be one, but 
not the only, factor to be considered* The supervisory agency 
having jurisdiction over a merger should be required to weigh, 
pro and con, all factors affecting the public interest -
financial condition, management, and needs of the community, 
as well as competitive effect* Admittedly, the effect of a 
bank merger as lessening competition is always an important 
factor and should be carefully weighed; but, in determining 
whether any such merger would be inconsistent with the public 
interest, the test should be whether competition would be 
lessened to such a degree as to outweigh whatever favorable 
factors may be present in the particular situation." 

Cardon proposal* - It is possible that certain "compromise" 

language suggested by Mr* Cardon, Clerk of the House Banking Committee, 

may be brought up at the hearing on Februaiy 16* That suggestion was 

to require the banking agencies to consider whether the effect of a 

merger might be "substantially" to lessen competition, and if the agency 

should find that the merger would have such an effect, to prohibit the 

agency from giving its consent unless it finds "that the transaction 

would nevertheless be in the public interest because, after considering 
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the factors enumerated in section 6 [the "banking" factors], it finds 

that the benefits to the public to be derived from the transaction 

outweigh the adverse effect on competition*" 

The Comptroller !s Office has indicated that it would oppose 

this suggestion. However, representatives of the ABA and, apparently, 

representatives of the FDIC, felt that it would be unobjectionable, 

provided the words "in the public interest" were changed to "consistent 

with the public interest*" (This raises the "philosophic" question 

whether a merger should be approved only if it will affirmatively 

promote the public interest*) 

"Preservation of competition"* - In order to avoid use of 

either "unduly" or "substantially", it may be suggested that the bill 

be changed to require the banking agency to consider whether the 

merger will be "inconsistent with the preservation of competition in 

the field of banking." This is similar to language used in the Bank 

Holding Company Act* It would seem to have some advantages as a 

possible compromise. However, it is doubtful whether it would be 

acceptable to the Department of Justice* 

Effect upon competition. - A final alternative would be to 

require the banking agency to consider simply the "effect of the pro

posed merger upon banking competition." This would permit consideration 

of whether the merger would result in too much as well as too little 

competition. Logically, it would seem to be the most appropriate lan

guage. However, in view of the history of the matter, it is unlikely 

that such language would satisfy the Department of Justice. 
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Tactical considerations• - On principle, the alternative 

last mentioned would be the preferable one. Tactically, however, it 

may be desirable to settle for any of the alternatives indicated if 

it is made clear that lessening of competition is not necessarily 

the decisive factor, but only one that is to be weighed along with 

other factors • Adamant insistence upon the use of the word "unduly" 

might well result in failure of this bill and passage of legislation 

of the kind advocated by the Justice Department, which would place 

bank mergers under the Clayton Act and in effect give the Department 

of Justice and the banking agencies concurrent antitrust control over 

the merger of banks. In that event, the sole consideration would be 

whether the merger would "substantially" lessen competition, and other 

aspects affecting the public interest would be ignored. 

HHH:vr 
2/12/60 
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HOLDING COMPANY'S ACQUISITION OF STOCK OF 

BANK IN PADUCAH, TEXAS 

A small holding company controls a bank in Childress 

(at the base of the Texas Panhandle) and another in nearby Oklahoma. 

In addition, it owned 5 per cent of the stock of a bank in Paducah, 

30 miles south of Childress. It requested the Board to approve ac

quisition of another 5 per cent. 

The areas served by the bank in Childress and the one in 

Paducah may potentially overlap to some degree, although at present the 

people of the area tend to deal with the nearest bank. The majority 

of the Board (two dissented) concluded that the proposed increase in 

the holding company's ownership of the Paducah bank from 5 per c&nt to 

10 per cent would not Mexpand the size or extent of the bank holding 

company system involved beyond limits consistent with . • . the 

preservation of competition*1, having in mind the existence of a number 

of other banks within a radius of 30 to 1*0 miles over straight, good 

roads. 

The Texas Banking Commissioner objected on the ground that 

the holding company1 s charter prohibited the proposed acquisition. 

The Board took the position that this was a matter within the juris

diction of the State rather than that of the Board. 

Representative Patman objected on the grounds that (1) the 

Holding Company Act forbids the acquisition because Texas law pro

hibited branch banking, and (2) the Board had violated the Holding 

Company Act by failing to notify the Texas Banking Commissioner. 
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Both of these objections seemed clearly untenable, and the first was 

dealt with in the Board's Statement in this case. Other objections 

made by Representative Patman were (3) that the proposed acquisition 

would violate the antitrust laws and (1±) that the Boardfs decision 

reached the wrong result in view of the facts generally. The Board 

did not consider it necessary to mention these objections specifically 

in its Statement. 

DBHtjc 
2-12-60 
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REASONS AGAINST COVERING BANK MERGERS 

UNDER THE CLAYTON ACT 

Some pending bills would seek to meet the problem by bringing 

acquisitions of bank assets, and therefore bank mergers, within the 

coverage of section 7 of the Clayton Act. Some of these bills would, 

in addition, require prior notification to be given to the Attorney 

General and the Board with respect to all bank mergers involving banks 

with combined capital, surplus, and undivided profits of more than 

$10 million, subject to certain exceptions. 

In recent years, the Board has consistently expressed the 

view that the most effective approach to the problem would be through 

an amendment to the banking laws which would require prior approval of 

all bank mergers by the appropriate Federal bank supervisory agencies. 

The bill S. 1062 reflects this approach. The Board favors this approach 

rather than an amendment to the Clayton Act because of (l) the desir

ability of preventing mergers of insured banks without the advance 

approval of the appropriate Federal bank supervisory agency, (2) the 

greater enforcement problems resulting from coverage of bank mergers 

by the antitrust laws, and (3) the need for more flexible standards 

than the standard prescribed by the Clayton Act* 

Advance approval would afford opportunity to consider all 

aspects of the public interest and, at the same time, would avoid the 

difficulties arising from after-the-fact consideration of the question 
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whether a consummated bank merger is consistent with the public 

interest. By contrast, expansion of the Clayton Act to cover bank 

mergers would place upon the Government the burden of taking the 

initiative to restrain or undo any merger deemed to violate the law. 

Under a bill like S. 1062, the burden would be on the banks in every 

case to obtain approval of a proposed merger; and if the proposal 

was found to be contrary to the public interest, for competitive or 

other reasons, the merger would never take place. 

As to enforcement, the Federal banking agencies are 

believed to be qualified by experience to determine whether a pro

posed merger should be approved as being in the public interest. No 

new enforcement problems would be presented. On the other hand, 

extension of section 7 of the Clayton Act to cover bank mergers would 

give rsie to all of the multitude of problems inherent in attempting 

to undo a merger that has already taken place. Practical and legal 

difficulties would be involved in unscrambling the assets and liabili— 

ties of constituent banks after a merger has occurred, particularly 

if a considerable period of time has elapsed. These difficulties 

would be far greater than those involved in requiring divestment of 

stock illegally acquired under the Clayton Act. 

In addition to these problems, coverage of bank mergers by 

the Clayton Act would substantially add to the Board's responsibilities 

in the antitrust field. At present, the Board has enforcement 

authority under the Clayton Act where banks are involved, but that 
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authority is limited to stock acquisitions, and its significance has 

been considerably lessened by the fact that under the Bank Holding 

Company Act the Board must pass in advance upon acquisitions of bank 

stock by bank holding companies. However, an extension of the Clayton 

Act to cover acquisitions of bank assets would impose upon the Board 

enforcement responsibility with respect to every bank merger, even 

though it may already have been considered and approved by one or 

more other bank supervisory agencies. 

The principal responsibilities and functions of the Federal 

Reserve System lie in the fields of monetary and credit regulation 

and bank supervision. The prosecuting functions incident to the 

enforcement of the antitrust laws are of a character quite different 

from the administrative functions normally exercised by the Board in 

passing in advance upon particular transactions in the bank supervisory 

field. In brief, enforcement of the antitrust laws and bank super

vision represent different spheres of governmental operation, despite 

the fact that both may involve questions of possible adverse effects 

upon competition. 

Finally, if bank mergers were brought under the Clayton 

Act, the sole test would be whether a particular merger would sub

stantially lessen competition or tend to create a monopoly, to the 

exclusion of other considerations that might have an equally important 

bearing upon sound banking and the public interest. Thus, every 

bank merger that would result in a substantial lessening of competition 
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would be made unlawful, no matter how desirable the merger might be 

in order to improve the financial condition or quality of management 

of the banks involved or to protect the community against the growth 

of unsound banking practices• There may well be instances in which the 

over-all public interest would be clearly served by a bank merger even 

though it would lessen competition. For example, a bank may be an 

uneconomic unit, too small to provide the banking services needed by 

its community) or a bank may be one of a number of banks in an over-

banked community where excessive competition for business may lead to 

unsound banking practices. In such situations, the public interest 

might actually be promoted by the merger of two banks, even though a 

lessening of competition might result. 

Banking, perhaps more than any other type of business, 

directly affects credit conditions and the basic economy of the 

country. Accordingly, there is a need to maintain strong competition 

in the banking field in order to make certain that business and the 

public will have access to adequate alternative sources of banking 

services. But there is also a need, of at least equal importance, for 

the maintenance of sound, strong, and efficient banks that will be 

able to meet the credit and financial requirements of growing com

munities. Both of these needs must be considered in determining whether 

a particular bank merger will be in the public interest. 

HHHijc 
2-12-60 
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MERGERS, CONSOLIDATIONS ASP ABSORPTIONS BY STATE MEMBER BANKS 

Date 

10-16-50 
9-13-50 
8- 7-50 
3-19-51 
U-23-51 
5-28-51 
6-18-51 
9- U-51 

11- 1-5L 
11- 3-52 

7- 1-5U 
8- 9-5U 

10-18-5U 
l - 3-55 
2-2L-55 
3-21-55 
It- 1-55 
U-n-55 

10- 3-55 
12-31-55 

9-^1-56 
li-29-57 

12-~2^57 
5-21-58 
$&& 
U-28-58 

BMKS WITH ASSETS OYER $50 HELLION IHICH WERE MERGED INTO OR ABSORBED Bf STJ 

Banks taken over 

Y. Brooklyn Trust Co., Brooklyn, 
Lawyers Trust Co., New York 
Ti t le Guarantee & Trust Co., New York 
National Safety Bank & Trust Co., New York 
Power City Trust Co., Niagara Fal ls 
Commercial National Ban*' & Trust Co*, New York 
Corn Exchange Natl . Bk. & Tr. Co., Philadelphia 
Mississippi Yalley Trust Co., S t . Louis 
Ruode Island Hospital National Bank, Providence 
Equitable Trust Co., WilMngton, Delaware 
Phoenix State Bank & Trust Co., Hartford, Cozm. 
Colonial Trust Co., Pittsburgh 
Corn Exchange Bank & Trust Co., New York 
Monterey Co# Trust & Savings Bank, Sal inas, Calif* 
Second National Bank, Boston, Massachusetts 
Bronx County Trust Company, New York 
Chase National Bank, New York 
Public National Bank & Trust Co., New York 
Firs t National Bank, Philadelphia 
Market Street National Bank, Philadelphia 
Detroit-Wabeek Bank & Trust Co., Detroit , Mich. 
Tradesmens Sank %. Trust Co. ,* Philadelphia 
Commercial National Bank, Charlotte, N. C# 
National Metropolitan Bank, Washington, D. 
Passaic-Clifton National Bank, Clifton, N.J. 
Potter Bank & Trust Co., Pittsburgh, J>a. 
Upper Darby National Bank, Upper Wrby, Pa. 

C. 

(In thousands) 

Assets 

\ 2!&,070 
79,896 
65,21*8 

109,127 
81,832 

213,683 
302,878 
250,582 
156,330 
5U,630 

121,585 
lUo,U2U 
832,296 
65,526 

180,081 
75,61U 

5,669,059 
562,U97 
219,691 
65,855 

178,0(j)0 
295,61*8 

; 5t,'3^7 
70,106 

129,2i;9 

tO,270 
2', 998 

By 

Manufacturers Trust Co., New York 
Bankers Trust Company, New York 
Bankers Trust Company, New York 
Chemical Bank & Ttmst Co., New York 
Marine Trust Co., Buffalo 
Bankers Trust Co., New York 
Girard Trust Co., Philadelphia 
Mercantile Commerce Bk. & Tr., S t . Louis 
Rhode Island Hospital Tr. Co., Providence 
Security Trust Co., Wilmington 
Connecticut Bank & Trust Co., Hartford 
Fide l i ty Trust Co., Pittsburgh 
Chemical Bank k Trust Co., New York 
American Trust Co., San Francisco 
State Street Trust Co., Boston 
Bank of Manhattan Co., New York 
Bank of Manhattan Co., New Yoik 
Bankers Trust Co., New York 
Pennsylvania Co. for Bkg. & Trusts, Phila. 
Tradesmens Bank & Trust Co., Phila. 
Detroit Bank &uTrust Co., Detroit , Mich. 
Provident-Tradesmens Bk. & Tr. Co., Phila. 
American Commercial Bank, Charlotte, N.C* 
American Sec. & Trust Co., Washington, D.C. 

New Jersey Bank & Trust Co., Clifton, N.J. 
Fidel i ty Trust Company, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Girard Trust Corn Exchange Bk., Phila. Pa. 

Assets 

$2,271,811 
1,1*99,329 
1,1*99,329 
1,716,202 

386,722 
1,663,150 

237,122 
l*13,lliU 
88,582 
U7,3UO 

202,085 
87,908 

1,9U9,72U 
1,323,321 

215,232 
1,628,393 
1,70U,507 
2,207,022 

816,680 
222,790 
786,200 
225,11*2 

3 191,722 
21*7,988 
121,736 
281,128 
663,615 

Commen t 
KMa/M* 

Approved by Board 

Approval 
Approved 
Approval 
Approved 
Approval 

n 
Approved 

tr 

Approval 
tt 

« 

Approved 
Approval 
Approved 
Approval 

» 
Approved 

tt 

Approval 
Aooroval 
Aoproval 
Approved 
Aoproval 

not required 
by Board 
not reqiired 
by Board 
not required 

w tt 

by Board 
tt tt 

not required 

tt tr 

by Board 
not required 
by Board 
not reqiired 

tt fi 

by Board 
ft s ft 

not required 
not required 
not required 
by Board 
not reqir\red 

over 

Number of 
Mergers and 

Consolidations 

Number of 
Absorptions 

(Purchase 
of Assets) Total 

Size of banks taken over Number of-
eases requir
ing Federal 

Reserve Board 
approval 

Number of 
cases not 
requiring 
approval 

Number of 
banks con
verted to 
branches 

Number of 
Mergers and 

Consolidations 

Number of 
Absorptions 

(Purchase 
of Assets) Total 

Assets 
under 

$5,000,000 

Assets 
$5,000,000 

to 
$10,000,000 

Assets 
$10,000,000 

to 
$50,000,000 

Assets over 
$50,000,000 

Number of-
eases requir
ing Federal 

Reserve Board 
approval 

Number of 
cases not 
requiring 
approval 

Number of 
banks con
verted to 
branches 

Existing 
branches 
acquired 

in takeover 

1950 9 16 25 12 5 . 5 3 11 m 20 33 
1951 18 12 30 10 8 6 6 12 18 2U 28 
1952 16 11 27 12 10 h 1 15 12 2U 13 
1953 22 7 29 8 10 11 - 12 17 25 10 
195U 15 12 27 12 6 6 3 18 9 26 96 
1955 55 13 68 26 16 19 7 38 30 61 102 
1956 h9 5 5U 25 13 lU 1 v . 3 0 „ 2U 50 2U 
1957 37 U m 11 15 1U 2 tf* « # £ > 2 * N •L^"* 20 39 32 
1958 37 8 U5 18 9 lU U *> €^21 ! # ?JL U3 U8 
1959 38 s 43 22 8 10 3 ' > v^ / sy #?ix"' cm •40 30 
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Pate Banks taken over Assets By Assets Comment 

4*27-59 J* P. Morgan In*., New York $ 969,3$$ 
9-23-59 National City Bank, Troy, N, Y. 63,969 
9- 9-59 New York Trust Co,, New York 817,348 

Guaranty Trust Co., New York $3,073,968 Approval not required 
State Bank of Albany, New York 326,503 »f «• « 
Chemieal Corn Exhange Bank, New York 3,489,406 '• " " 
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