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Peanuts in Transition
Di s t r i c t  farmers received over 120 million dollars from 

the 1948 peanut crop in addition to the indirect income 
derived from peanuts and peanut hay used for livestock feed. 

Nearly one-third of the farm income in South Georgia and 
Southeast Alabama came from this important cash crop. In
come from peanuts this year, however, will be about one-fifth 
less than it was last year, mainly because of the reduction in 
acreage under the Government control program. If further 
large-scale price-support operations are to be avoided, the 
acreage harvested and threshed will have to be reduced even 
more next year. This will result in a marked decrease in farm 
income in the main producing areas and will create serious 
problems of enterprise adjustments on many farms. Since 
farming is the principal activity in sections where peanut 
production is concentrated, a sharp decline in income from 
peanuts will vitally affect bankers and other businessmen in 
those areas.

During the war the Government encouraged farmers to in
crease peanut production to help relieve the critical shortage 
of fats and oils. Acreage restrictions were removed and sup
port prices were increased and 90 percent of parity was guar
anteed for two full calendar years after the official termina
tion of hostilities. In the 1942-45 period, peanut acreage in 
the United States doubled and production increased 75 per
cent over the 1935-39 average. In spite of this large increase 
in production, output of peanut oil in the early years of the 
war was so low that the Commodity Credit Corporation was 
designated as sole purchaser of farmers’ stock peanuts in or
der that diversion to oil could be increased.

This step was necessary because of the unprecedented con
sumer demand for cleaned and shelled peanuts which resulted 
from increased consumer incomes and from the substitution of 
peanuts and peanut products for scarce or rationed commod
ities. Peanut butter was used instead of creamery butter and 
other spreads and the use of roasted or salted peanuts in
creased because of reductions in imports of cashew and Brazil 
nuts. The shortage of sugar and chocolate caused an unusu
ally strong demand for peanuts in candy manufacture. Mili
tary takings of peanuts and peanut products also increased.

At the end of the war a reversal of nearly all the forces re
sponsible for the unusually large demand for peanuts began. 
Butter, competing nuts, chocolate, and sugar are now in am
ple supply. The postwar shortage of vegetable oils has been 
completely overcome, with the result that oil prices are now 
down to the ceiling set under the OPA. At the current prices 
of oil and oilseed meal, peanuts are worth about one-half of 
the Government support price. Domestic consumption has de
clined 37 percent from the peak reached in the 1944-45 mar
keting season.

A large export market, supported by dollar grants and 
loans from this Government, has cushioned the transition 
from a war-crop status. Last year, exports accounted for 45 
percent of the total disappearance of peanuts. Most of these 
exports were financed by ECA dollars. Peanut acreage was 
reduced 22 percent this year under the acreage allotment pro
gram and would probably have been reduced more if ECA 
funds for peanuts had not been available to European coun
tries. Exports under the foreign-aid programs are almost cer
tain to be much smaller during the 1950-51 marketing season 
with the result that the acreage alloted in 1950 will probably

be reduced another 20 percent, to the 2.1 million acres pro
vided for in the existing legislation.

During the next few years the peanut industry must adjust 
itself to a domestic demand similar to that before the war. A 
surplus now exists in the sense that not all the current pro
duction will move into commercial channels at the Govern
ment support price. This surplus could be eliminated either 
by lowering the price enough to move the peanuts or by re
ducing total production enough that the crop will be absorbed 
by the market at the support price. Peanut growers have 
chosen the latter course. In a referendum held in 1947 a large 
majority of the growers approved marketing quotas and acre
age allotments for 1948, 1949, and 1950.

The present peanut program is a continuation of the pro
grams that began in 1933. These programs attempted to re
strict production enough to move the peanut crop into con
sumption for edible purposes at the support price. They not 
only failed to keep production at the levels existing before 
their inception, but they also failed to keep production bal
anced with consumption. The excess peanuts were diverted to 
oil and the cost of this diversion was borne by the Govern
ment. From 1934 through 1946 it cost the Government about 
10 million dollars to conduct the peanut programs. For the 
year ending June 1949, the net cost to the Government was a 
little more than 25 million dollars or about 8 dollars an acre 
for each acre of peanuts picked and threshed.

Under present legislation the Secretary of Agriculture must 
proclaim marketing quotas and acreage allotments whenever 
the supply of peanuts exceeds the normal supply as defined 
in the law. In view of the cost of disposing of large surplus 
quantities, efforts to control production in the next few years 
may be more vigorous than in the prewar period. They may 
also be more effective because of changes in the law. The pen
alties for exceeding marketing quotas under the present law 
are probably strict enough to provide an effective tool for 
production control.

Trends in Consumption and Production
The willingness of people to eat peanuts and peanut products 
and their ability to buy them will largely determine the con
sequences of the line of action that peanut growers seem to 
have committed themselves to. With peanuts supported at 90 
percent of parity and without Government subsidy, only in
significant portions of the picked and threshed crop will be 
used for oil. Most of the crop, therefore, must be used for 
food.

A recent study by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
indicates what consumption for food purposes may be with 
various prices of peanuts and with changes in consumer in
come. From 1920 to 1940 the most important factor affecting 
consumption of peanuts was the steady increase in per capita 
consumption. The quantity used per person rose in this period 
from four to seven and a half pounds. Wartime consumption 
rose to ten pounds per person, but the recent declines indicate 
a return to the prewar trend. Accordingly, total peanut con
sumption will increase about 20 million pounds annually for 
the next few years. About half of consumption for edible pur
poses is in the form of peanut butter and the remainder is 
about evenly distributed between candy and salted nuts.
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price of peanuts and in consumer purchasing power. From 
1920 to 1940 the average annual consumption of peanuts was 
536 million pounds on a farmer’s stock basis. A decrease of
10 percent from the average price was accompanied by a 3- 
percent increase from the average consumption. An increase 
of 10 percent from the average level of consumer purchasing 
power, on the other hand, was accompanied by a 3-percent in
crease from the average consumption. According to these re
lationships, a domestic commercial consumption of peanuts 
of about one billion pounds would have been expected in the 
1948-49 marketing year. And actually, consumption was 
about 970 million pounds.

Peanut Production and Consumption 
(In Millions of Pounds)

Crop
Year Production

Used
on

Farm s

Domestic 
Commercial 

Consumption 
as Nuts

Crushed
for
O il

Exported
as

Nuts
1937-41 1,395 227 879 305 5
1942 2,143 361 1,294 448 5
1943 2,176 296 1,280 475 36
1944 2,081 298 1,397 364 30
1945 2,042 287 1,287 355 67
1946 2,038 302 1,031 496 260
1947 2,183 285 968 433 507
1948 2,338 295 969 395 800
1949 1,804 — — — —

The relationships between consumption, price, and pur
chasing power indicate that a drastic decline in production is 
inevitable if prices are held at support levels. A 50-percent 
increase in disposable personal income, for example, would 
increase commercial consumption by only 15 percent. Lower
ing the support price could solve the surplus problem only if 
prices were reduced enough to permit a large portion of the 
crop to enter the oil market.

For most seasons since 1935, the quantity of peanuts lost 
or used for seed, feed, or in farm households has ranged from 
200 to 300 million pounds a year. If allowance is made for 
the upward trend in per capita consumption and for the 
amount used at the farm, the total commercial consumption 
during the next five years may range from 1.2 to 1.4 billion 
pounds. Production of this quantity would require fewer acres 
than have been planted to peanuts in any year since 1941. 
Yields for the past ten years have averaged about 700 pounds 
per acre. With this average, only 1.9 million acres would be 
required to supply the domestic market. There is no assur
ance, of course, that the yield per acre will not rise above the 
ten-year average. As acreage is reduced, farmers will concen
trate production on that portion of cropland best adapted to 
peanuts. Under the stimulus of a support price that will en
courage the maximum production on each acre, they probably 
will adopt improved production practices at a rapid rate. How 
much and how fast yields will increase under an acreage re
striction program, of course, can only be estimated.

The authors of a recent study of the economic problems of 
the Cotton Belt estimate that average peanut yields of 970 
pounds per acre are possible in the near future. Another study 
made by the Department of Agriculture indicates that the 
average yield per acre would be increased 20 percent over the 
prewar yield if farmers adopted profitable improved practices. 
Even if many farmers do not adopt improved practices, a 10- 
percent increase in yields may be expected. With this in
crease, or a yield of 770 pounds per acre, only 1.5 to 1.8 mil
lion acres would be needed to produce the domestic require
ments at the support price. These figures give some idea of 
the probable reduction in District farmers’ income from pea

nuts and of the adjustments in farming systems that must be 
made by individual farmers. The cut in acreage this year is 
apparently only the first of a series that will eventually re
duce the acreage picked and threshed by 40 to 50 percent from 
the 3.3 million acres grown in 1948.

Farm Adjustments
One characteristic of most farmers in the commercial peanut 
area of the District stands out above all others. They have 
always depended upon cash crops with a high value per acre 
for most of their income. Until World War I they relied al
most completely upon cotton as the major source of cash in
come. The last thirty years have shifted the emphasis to pea
nuts with the result that they now occupy 35 percent of the 
cropland in the old peanut area of Southwest Georgia and 
Southeast Alabama. Cotton acreage has been cut in half and 
now occupies only 11 percent of the cropland. Since labor 
requirements and returns per acre for cotton are similar to 
those for peanuts in this area, the shift was easily made. As 
peanut acreage is reduced, however, there will be little oppor
tunity to shift back to cotton.

Acreage allotments and marketing quotas for cotton are al
most a certainty in 1950 and will probably be in effect for 
several years thereafter. There are no other widely adaptable 
cash crops that can be used on a large enough scale to replace 
the income that will be lost by reductions in the peanut acre
age. If farmers who have depended upon peanuts for a major 
part of their income are to avoid a large reduction in total 
income, therefore, they must expand their other enterprises or 
adopt new ones.

Possible adjustments on individual farms will depend upon 
such factors as the production history for restricted crops, the 
size of farm, the farmer’s financial resources, and his aptitude 
in handling other enterprises and developing new farming 
systems. His success in making the necessary changes may de
pend, in large part, upon an early recognition of the probable 
consequences of the present peanut program. The expansion 
of a livestock enterprise, for example, may be much easier if 
it is undertaken before the income from peanuts has declined 
40 or 50 percent.

How the production history for peanuts may affect partic
ular farms is illustrated by the results of the 1949 acreage 
restriction on a sample of farms in one of the leading coun
ties of the old peanut belt of Georgia. About a hundred farms 
had allotments that ranged in size from 10 to 20 acres. The
1949 allotments were based upon the average acreage in the 
years 1946, 1947, and 1948. About 45 percent of these farms 
had a smaller acreage in 1948 than the average acreage for 
the three-year period, about 40 percent had a larger acreage, 
and the remainder had a 1948 acreage equal to the three-year 
average. On most of the farms with an average larger than 
that of 1948, peanut acreage has been declining. In other 
words, these farmers began the adjustment toward less reli
ance upon peanuts even before allotments were imposed. They 
received a relatively small acreage cut in 1949 and on some 
farms the 1949 allotment was actually larger than the 1948 
acreage. Since they have a relatively small proportion of their 
total cropland in peanuts, any further acreage reductions may 
have little effect upon their incomes.

Most of the burden of readjustment will fall upon the 40 
percent of farms that had a larger peanut acreage in 1948 
than the average acreage for the three-year period. These 
farmers, rather than expanding other enterprises, have been 
relying more and more upon peanuts for their income. They
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have a relatively large proportion of their total cropland in 
peanuts and each cut in acreage allotments will cause a rela
tively large reduction in income from cash crops. The acreage 
history for one of these farms shows the relative magnitude 
of these changes. This farm has 40 acres of cropland, 20 of 
which were in peanuts in 1948. The allotment for 1949 was
11 acres of peanuts.

C rop

Peanut Acreages, Yields, and Prices
A creage  A verage  S eason  A verage  

P icked an d  Y ield P er Prices R eceived  
T hreshed  A cre b y  Farm ers

Year (In  th o u san d s) CPounds) (cen ts  p e r  p o und)
1937-41 1,818 767 3.61
1942 3,355 654 6.08
1943 3,528 617 7.12
1944 3,068 678 8.04
1945 3,160 646 8.27
1946 3,142 649 9.10
1947 3,389 646 10.10
1948 3,311 706 10.50
1949 2,546* 698* -----
♦Preliminary estimates.

Farmers who have relatively large acreages can usually 
change their farming systems more easily than those with 
small acreages. Some enterprises, such as beef cattle, are not 
suited to the small farm. One-fifth of a sample of 2,300 pea
nut farms in four typical counties of the Georgia peanut area 
had 1949 allotments of less than 20 acres. These farms had a 
total of about 120 acres each, about 50 of which were in crop
land. Few of them have what could be termed a commercial 
livestock enterprise. In some areas the small size of the farm 
may be the most serious obstacle to the development of other 
enterprises. Out of 1,200 farms in one of the major peanut 
producing counties, for example, over 800 had allotments 
this year of less than 20 acres.

The changes in farm organization required to offset the 
loss of cash crop acreages usually call for additional capital 
outlays. Some idea of the nature of these investments has 
been gained from recent studies that deal with changes in 
farm organization necessary to achieve an efficient combina
tion of resources in the coastal plains of Georgia and Ala
bama. These changes will call for an increase in livestock 
breeding herds, improvement of pastures, and more equip
ment and machinery.

Hog production apparently will be the best enterprise to 
combine with the reduced acreage of cash crops in order to 
create an efficient farm unit in this area. In 1944 there were, 
on the average, only one or two sows on each farm. If the 
hog enterprise is to be effective as an offset to the decline in 
cash crops, there would have to be an average of from seven 
to nine sows per farm. This expansion in peanuts hogged-off 
would require some other changes in the farm business. The 
acreage of supplemental grazing crops would have to be ex
panded. The supply of concentrate feeds such as corn would 
have to be increased.

Low corn yields in this area have been one of the limiting 
factors in expanding the hog enterprise. That corn yields can 
be raised markedly, however, has already been demonstrated 
by leading farmers and by the experiment stations. But high 
yields can be obtained only by better rotation, improved cul
tural practices, and larger outlays for fertilizer. The risks in
volved in obtaining high yields make it almost imperative 
that the farmer have larger cash reserves.

The costs of establishing improved pastures and temporary 
grazing crops vary widely, but the general range of costs,

from 15 to 50 dollars an acre, indicate that the capital invest
ment would need to be relatively large on most farms. Such 
costs may tend to be highest for those farmers with relatively 
small farms. An intensive livestock enterprise, such as hog 
production, may utilize all the land released from cash crops 
for feed crops. Small farmers may find it necessary to clear 
woodlands or drain lowlands in order to increase their pas
ture acreage.

How seriously the lack of financial resources will hamper 
the progress toward needed adjustments on peanut farms will 
be revealed in the next few years. Such fragmentary data as 
are available, however, suggest that the problem is a real one 
for many farmers. The situation in one of the leading peanut 
counties in the District provides an example. Most farmers in 
the county have relied heavily upon peanuts for their income 
and have been increasing their peanut acreage rapidly. The
1949 allotments averaged 21 acres, and two-thirds of the indi
vidual farm allotments in 1949 were smaller than 20 acres. 
The total allotment for 1949 was about one-third smaller 
than the 1948 acreage.

The large proportion of allotments of less than 20 acres 
suggests that many of the peanut farmers have small farms, 
relatively low incomes, and relatively limited financial re
sources. The characteristics of the farm borrowers at one of 
the commercial banks in this county seem to confirm this im
pression. In June 1947 this bank had about 700 farm loans 
unsecured by farm real estate. Four-fifths of these loans 
were to farmers who obtained at least half of their' total in
come from peanuts. Farmers with a net worth of less than two 
thousand dollars had 58 percent of the.number of loans to 
peanut farmers. Farmers with a net worth ranging from two 
to ten thousand dollars had 41 percent of the total loans to 
peanut farmers. Only one percent of the peanut farmers bor
rowing from the bank had a net worth of more than ten thou
sand dollars.

Practically all of the credit obtained by peanut farmers at 
this bank was to pay production and living costs. The farmers 
with a net worth of less than two thousand dollars were ap
parently using all of their cash resources and most, if not all, 
of their borrowing ability simply to produce their peanut 
crop. In view of the capital investments required to develop 
other enterprises, these farmers face a very uncertain future.

Even on farms where the shift from peanuts will be mod
erate and where the size of the farm or the farmer’s financial 
resources pose no problems in making adjustments, the level 
of managerial skill may be a limiting factor. The new farm
ing systems will be more complex than the systems that have 
depended mainly upon cash crops with a high value per acre. 
In the past, commercial livestock production has been com
mon on farms with larger acreages. But even the larger farms 
have not yet attained the efficiency in handling livestock that 
may be necessary in order to meet competition from other 
livestock areas. Managerial skills, therefore, must be raised 
a great deal on the smaller farms.

The Role of Credit
One obvious solution, then, is simply to add more capital, but 
where is the capital coming from? The rate of capital ac
cumulation on these farms even when peanut prices were fav
orable and when acreage was not restricted offers little hope 
that additional capital can come from farm earnings. Addi
tional capital, if it comes, must come from the extension of 
more credit or by direct grants from the Government. For a 
particular farm, it is fairly easy to show on paper how more
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credit could result in an increase in farm earnings large 
enough to amortize the loan and leave a profit for the farm 
operator. To try to solve the transition problem for the small 
farmer by simply extending more credit, however, is an en
tirely different matter.

In the first place, few substitutes will yield as large a re
turn per acre as peanuts. Unless the total acreage were in
creased, the total farm income would probably be lower. A 
larger proportion of the total income, furthermore, would be 
absorbed in returns to capital which the farmer does not own. 
It should be recalled that it was the cash crop economy with 
its high returns per acre and its ability to absorb large 
amounts of labor in relation to capital and land that has 
helped make the small-size farm possible.

The drastic reductions in acreage allotments only mean 
that farmers depending almost entirely upon peanuts for their 
income will be at a decided disadvantage. They do not mean 
that other enterprises, such as hogs and beef cattle, will be 
more attractive, in an absolute sense, than they were before 
acreage restrictions were imposed. Merely shifting from one 
undertaking to another, whether it is accomplished by the use 
of credit or otherwise, would not prevent a decline in income 
unless the shift were made on a farm unit large enough to 
use all the resources effectively.

According to some estimates, an efficient combination of 
resources in the commercial peanut area of Georgia and Ala
bama would require 225 acres of land, 125 acres of which 
would be in cropland. Peanuts would still be the main cash 
crop, but the livestock enterprise would be about three times 
as large as it is now. There are possibilities of using credit, 
of course, to increase the size of the farm and thereby make 
the transition from a cash crop system easier. A survey of 
bank loans to farmers in 1947 indicated, however, that only 
a very small proportion of the loans secured by farm real 
estate in the peanut area was for the purpose of buying addi
tional land. Such loans would have to be rather large in re
lation to the net worth of many farmers. In 1944 the one- 
family farms in this area had a total value, including ma
chinery and livestock, of about 5,000 dollars. These farmers 
would need enough credit to enable them to approximately 
double their present acreage. They would also need enough 
to make the necessary improvements, such as fencing, and to 
buy additional livestock. Many of them would probably not 
be willing to incur such a debt burden with the attendant risk 
of losing part of their present equity in land.

As farm income declines in the peanut area, more attention 
will certainly be directed to the so-called “credit problem.” 
This tendency to seize upon the use of more credit or of credit 
upon more liberal terms as an easy solution to the problems 
of declining farm income is not new in American agriculture. 
It has appeared in various forms in nearly all farm depres
sions. It seeks to treat the effect of declining income rather 
than the cause.

Banks, however, must think of credit almost entirely in 
economic terms. Even though more credit is not a substitute 
for an increase in the size of farms nor for a recombining of 
resources in farming systems not heavily dependent upon 
cash crops, total credit needs may expand. If some of the 
small farms are absorbed by larger farms or if some of the 
small farmers can buy out other small farmers, the result 
may be a greater volume of sound farm loans. Banks can con
tribute greatly in the transition toward the creation of an ef

ficient and profitable farm economy. But it seems clear that 
they need not necessarily grant more or less credit nor extend 
credit upon more or less favorable terms.

The most urgent need is for a more discriminating use of 
credit. Banks can make their greatest contribution, therefore, 
by properly appraising each loan application on its merits in 
maintaining or increasing the farmer’s income. The cuts in 
peanut acreage may, in some instances, make it virtually im
possible to devise a farming system that will avoid a drastic 
reduction in income. In which case, some farmers will un
doubtedly ask for credit. For many of them, however, the 
granting of credit would merely prolong an undesirable sit
uation. For others, the use of additional capital obtained by 
borrowing can make the transition successful. If banks are 
to encourage a more discriminating use of credit, they must, 
of course, be prepared to analyze the farmer and his business 
accurately.

Future Government Programs
Most of the suggested changes in the Government farm pro
grams that have been seriously discussed provide for the con
tinued support of prices on the important cash crops higher 
than prices that would prevail in a free market. They also 
provide for the control of production to avoid the accumula
tion of surpluses. These programs will, their proponents 
hope, be effective in maintaining farmers’ income from cash 
crops. This type of Government-sponsored monopoly in agri
culture will apparently be continued for crops such as pea
nuts, even though there is considerable evidence that farm 
income cannot be maintained in this way.

The peanut program, however, is not the only part of the 
farm program that helps determine what kind of a change 
peanut producers can and should make in their farming op
erations. Peanut farmers are concerned not only with the 
profitable production of peanuts, but also with how a farm
ing system that includes peanuts can be made profitable. A 
clearly defined farm policy and a frank explanation of its 
implications by the Government would be of great benefit to 
growers in making adjustments in their farming systems.

The probable consequences of the present peanut program, 
for example, could be set forth more clearly. Under the pres
ent law the Secretary of Agriculture must determine acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas by December 2 of the cal
endar year immediately preceding the crop year to which the 
determination applies. This practice of announcing acreage 
cuts for only one year in advance does not give the peanut 
farmer any information about how much acreage will eventu
ally be cut in order for annual production to move the peanut 
crop through commercial channels at the support price. At 
the time the 22-percent cut was announced for the 1949 crop, 
it was fairly evident that additional cuts would have to be 
made in succeeding years. Even if the 1950 acreage is re
duced by the maximum amount permissable under the present 
law, another cut will probably have to be made on the 1951 
crop.

If the peanut farmer could contract or expand his substi
tute enterprises on a year-to-year basis, this uncertainty about 
the peanut program would pose no serious problem. A live
stock program, however, usually has to be built up over a 
four- or five-year period with some definite goal in mind. If 
the farmer could know now, for example, that his peanut

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

November 30, 1949



1 1 2 M o n t h l y  R e v i e w  o f  th e  F e d e ra l R e s e r v e  B a n k  o f  A tla n ta  fo r  N o v e m b e r  1 9 4 9

acreage would be reduced within the next four years to one- 
half of the 1948 acreage, he would be in a much better 
position to plan an expansion of his livestock enterprise 
intelligently.

A clearly defined policy with respect to support prices on 
livestock and livestock products would also remove some of 
the uncertainty now facing the farmer who must reduce his 
peanut acreage. Most of the proposed farm programs seek to 
encourage livestock production. If it were possible to know 
what form this encouragement will take and how extensive 
it will be, the transition from peanuts to livestock would be 
much easier. The Agricultural Act of 1948 contained provi
sions intended to encourage livestock production. Before these 
provisions could take effect, it was replaced by the Agricul
tural Act of 1949, which contains similar provisions. There 
are strong indications that the Act of 1949 may be as short
lived as its immediate predecessor.

A farm price and production control program, regardless 
of its advantages or disadvantages, should remove at least 
some of the uncertainty regarding prices and production that 
prevails in a free market. During the current search for a 
long-range farm policy, the uncertainties have been so great 
that this advantage has been lost to a large extent.

Changes in Technology
By most standards of comparison, the peanut industry is rela
tively young. Improvements are occurring almost constantly 
in the methods of production, processing, and marketing. Al
though present indications are that many growers face a 
rather difficult transition period, changes in technology at 
any stage of the industry might alter the prospects consid
erably. Peanut production, like cotton production, has not 
yet been completely mechanized. The technical problems of 
mechanizing peanut production, however, apparently have 
been solved by the perfection of a mechanical picker. If the 
picker fulfills present expectations, many larger farms will 
become fully mechanized very rapidly. Since harvesting ac
counts for a high proportion of the total production costs, 
complete mechanization should permit a marked decline in 
the cost of production. With lower costs many farmers might 
prefer to grow more peanuts even though it meant lower 
prices. Lower prices would result in a larger consumption 
for edible purposes and would encourage the development of 
new commercial uses.

It is doubtful, however, that technological changes will 
occur rapidly enough to prevent a difficult adjustment for 
many farmers or to prevent a decline in farm income in the 
commercial peanut area. Of the positive steps that might be 
taken to assist peanut growers in solving the problems now 
facing them, three lines of action appear especially promis
ing. Farmers should be made aware of the probable results 
of the Government peanut program and should be assisted in 
developing alternative enterprises. Programs to this end are 
already being conducted by the state extension services and 
other agencies. Bankers who serve peanut farmers need to 
encourage a more discriminating use of credit. Farmers and 
other persons who help make farm policy need to agree upon 
some kind of a long-range farm program. How well these 
needs are met may have an important bearing upon the pros
perity of the peanut area during the next few years.

B r o w n  R .  R a w l i n g s

S ix th  D is tr ic t  S ta tistics
CONDITION OF 28 MEMBER BANES IN LEADING CITIES 

_________________ (In T housands oi D ollars)__________________

Item Nov. 16 
1949

O ct. 19 
1949

Nov. 17 
1948

P ercen t C hange  
Nov. 16, 1949, irom

O ct. 19 Nov. 17 
1949 1948

Loans and investments—
Total....................................

Loans—N et.............................
Loans—G ross.......................

Commercial, industrial, 
and agricultural loans.. 

Loans to brokers and 
dealers in secu rities .. . .  

Other loans for pur
chasing and carrying
securities..........................

Real estate loans.............
Loans to banks.................
O ther loans.......................

Investments—Total.............
Bills, certificates, and
n o tes..................................

U. S. bonds.........................
Other securities...............

Reserve with F. R. B ank ...
Cash in v au lt.........................
Balances with domestic

b anks..................................
Demand deposits adjusted.
Timo deposits.......................
U. S. Gov't, deposits..........
Deposits of domestic banks 
Borrowings.......................

2,420,201
866,970
878,020

526,447

8,556

33,364
72,912
4,345

232,396
1,553,231

466,269
877,025
209,937
388,011
39,734

182,800
1,725,267

538,325
49,745

524,2441,000

2,390,164
830,767
841.919

496.920 

7,737

35,394
72,427
3,331

226,110
1,559,397

482,873
874,583
201,941
365,604
40,402

185,097
1,721,227

538,763
57,598

471,329

2,312,251
870,852
878,419

555,244

7,166

53,808
65,320
5,517

191,364
1,441,399

402,362
849,729
189,308
500,474
44,160

189,766
1,767,084

530,606
39,315

523,319
6,500

4i 1 
+  4 

4

+ 6 
+ 11

— 6
+ 1
+  30
+  3— 0

— 2
— 1 -H 0 — 0 
— 14 + 11

+  5— 0 — 0
— 5

.+ 19

— 38 + 12— 21 
+ 21 + 8
+ 16 
+ 3 + 11 — 22 — 10
— 4— 2 + 1 
+  2 7  + 0 — 85

DEBITS TO INDIVIDUAL BANK ACCOUNTS 
(In T housands oi D ollars)

Place
No. oi 
Banks 

Report
ing

October
1949

Sept.
1949

October
1948

Percent Change 
Oct. 1949, irom
Sept.
1949

Oct.
1948

ALABAMA
Anniston.......... 3 23,030 21,573 22,625 +  7 + 2
Birmingham... 6 320,264 310,900 352,680 4- 3 — 9
Dothan............. 2 16,216 13,691 15,535 +  18 +  4
G adsden.......... 3 20,340 17,441 20,852 +  17 — 2

5 113,607 121,769 138,265 — 7 — 18
Montgomery. . . 3 85,277 75,514 86,513 +  13 — 1

FLORIDA
Jacksonville... 4 258,711 251,981 267,476 +  ,3 — 3
Miami............... 7 226,540 205,126 217,083 +  10 +  4
Greater Miami* 13 309,987 285,029 308,431 +  § +  1
O rlando........... 3 47,820 50,718 44,751 — 6 +  7
Pensacola........ 3 34,774 33,025 35,265 +  5 — 1
St. Petersburg. 3 54,087 48,258 49,197 +  12 +  10

6 114,861 107,699 111,551 +  7 +  3

GEORGIA
3 25,738 21,441 23,995 +  20 +  7Atlanta............. 4 856,436 804,717 881,944 +  £ — 3

A ugusta........... 3 61,584 56,007 63,270 +  io — 3
Brunswick....... 2 8,559 8,588 8,785 — 0 — 3
Colum bus........ 4 57,087 53,283 55,819 +  7 +  2
Elberton........... 2 4,433 3,952 5,120 +  12 — 13
Gainesville*. . . 3 14,804 13,655 16,173 +  8 — 8
Griffin*........... 2 11,963 11,139 12,054 +  7 — 1
Macon............. 3 58,468 62,069 58,968 — 6 — 1
N ew nan........... 2 9,003 9,930 7,809 — 9 +  15

3 23,849 20,821 25,380 +  15 — 6
Savannah........ 4 84,508 83,832 89,062 +  1 — 5
Valdosta......... 2 11,317 11,513 12,950 — 2 — 13

LOUISIANA
Alexandria*. . . 3 32,264 31,967 30,236 4- 1 +  7
Baton Rouge.. 3 103,609 103,427 105,229 +  o — 2
Lake C harles.. 3 35,656 36,291 35,735 — 2 — 0
New O rleans.. 8 685,510 684,108 686,950 +  o —  0

MISSISSIPPI
H attiesburg ... 2 18,114 17,579 17,342 +  3 +  4
Jackson........... 3 138,163 134,622 135,959 +  3 -h 2
M eridian.......... 3 28,950 27,599 31,622 +  5 — 8
V icksburg........ 2 33,073 23,442 32,640 +  41 +  1

TENNESSEE
C hattanooga.. 3 134,343 132,022 143,384 +  2 — 6
Knoxville......... 4 105,189 104,545 115,342 +  1 — 9
N ashville......... 6 299,778 292,597 311,353 +  2 — 4

SIXTH DISTRICT
32 C ities.......... 114 4,075,045 3,929,259 4,185,071 +  4 -  3

UNITED STATES
333 C ities........ 101,848,000 101,082,000 107,141,000 +  1 — 5

*N ot in c lu d e d  in  S ix th  D is trict  total.Digitized for FRASER 
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