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A M ilu  Review
Textiles in Transformation

The textile industry has been one of the best friends of the six states in 
the Atlanta Federal Reserve District in their drive toward industrializa
tion. The industry was among the first in the Southeast—gaining a good 
footing in the 1880’s and becoming a significant part of the national 
industry by the turn of the century. Today, the industry plays a vital 
role in the region’s economy.

The availability of the industry’s chief raw material, cotton; the warm, 
humid climate necessary in the processing of cotton; and the ample 
supply of labor first attracted the industry to the South. The presence 
of textiles in turn helped attract a sister industry, apparel. Although the 
importance of cotton has declined with the introduction of synthetics 
and the control of temperature and humidity in mills, the District main
tains its share of the textile market. Such factors as the availability of 
labor, the presence of an established industry, and plentiful water and 
electrical power continue to attract new textile firms to the region.

Although textiles’ relative importance to the region has diminished, it 
still ranks as one of the major employers of manufacturing workers. 
Apparel currently leads the District states’ manufacturing industries in 
number of employees.

The National Picture
The future of the District textile industry is closely tied to the national 
industry in two ways: District textile employment makes up 19 percent 
of national employment, and District manufacturers sell their products 
in a national market. A look at the national industry goes far in ex
plaining the current contribution of the District’s textile industry to 
the region’s economy.

From the late fifties through 1963, the industry faced some tough 
problems. The 1958 and 1963 Census of Manufacturing show that the 
number of establishments declined 10.6 percent; employees, 4.1 percent. 
Throughout the period, profits were relatively low. Historically, the 
industry consisted of many small firms with small capital resources and 
a reluctance to adopt new techniques. The appearance of many new 
synthetic fabrics seriously challenged the old way of doing things. During 
the 1958-63 period, many of the firms either went out of business or 
were acquired by larger firms through mergers and purchases. Cotton 
consumption by textile mills declined nearly 1 million tons between 1953 
and 1963, even though total textile production advanced. The growing 
use of synthetics accounted for the difference.

Undergoing the strain of competition with synthetics, the cotton tex
tile industry felt additional stress from new cotton legislation. While the 
1960 law permitted the sale of raw cotton to foreign countries at world 
prices, domestic producers had to pay supported domestic prices. Conse
quently, domestic producers paid as much as 9 cents more per pound.

Growing foreign competition made serious inroads on the domestic 
industry. In the past, the nation has exported more textiles than it has 
imported. A statistical series on the fiber equivalent of manufactures for 
textile exports and imports shows the United States as a net exporter 
from 1920 through 1959. However, since 1959, the country has been 
a net importer. In 1963, the trade deficit amounted to $188 million.
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Current Conditions

More recently, the textile industry has fared better. After 
an inventory correction in the latter part of 1963 and the 
first half of 1964, depicted in Chart I, production soared. 
The employment record of 1965 compared favorably with 
the virtually level trend of 1963 and 1964. In 1965, cot
ton consumption advanced 4 percent and the production 
of manmade fibers jumped 17 percent. For the industry 
as a whole, shipments were 8.5 percent above the previ
ous year and 3.3 percent more workers were employed. 
Textile employment in the past two years has reversed a 
downward trend and total jobs are now back at their
1960 levels.

The excellent showing of the industry last year reflected 
the strong national economy. The increased demand by 
consumers for clothing, rugs, and other home furnishings 
and a high level of automobile sales (textile fabrics are 
used both in tire cord and interior decoration of automo
biles) gave the industry a healthy push. Growing military 
demand, particularly for cotton fabrics and industrial 
needs, supplemented the strong consumer demand. Differ
ent measures of capacity utilization indicate that textiles 
are now operating around the 95-percent level. Net profits 
after taxes last year totaled $493 million in the first three 
quarters; $348 million, in the corresponding period of
1964.

The Outlook
Apparently, there will be no cessation of the demands 
upon this industry in the near future. Mills have already 
received orders for goods to be produced in 1967. Uni
versally, supplies of fabrics are tight. Little trading in tex
tile fabrics has occurred in recent months, according to 
trade reports, because of a shortage of goods rather than 
a weakness in demand. Some producers have received 
priority orders to handle defense orders, and this has de
layed the filling of some civilian orders.

In the next several years, textile demand will be aug
mented as postwar babies reach the clothes-conscious age.

C h a r t  I :  T e x t i l e  I n d i c a t o r s ,  1 9 6 3 - 6 6

1 9 6 3  1 9 6 4  1 9 6 5  1 9 6 6

The number of people in their twenties will expand by 
about 6 million in five years.

The consumer certainly “calls the tune” as to the prof
itability of the textile industry. Of the sources of final de
mand (investment, exports, government purchases, and 
consumption), consumption expenditures account for 90 
percent of the broad and narrow fabrics industry’s demand 
and 81 percent of the floor covering industry’s. Of 
course, much of the consumer demand for textiles is in
direct. Of the 90 percent of textile final demand attrib
utable to consumer spending, only 7 percent is direct 
demand. Consumer demand for apparel, for example, 
constitutes an indirect demand on the textile fabrics needed 
for the apparel industry to produce clothes. The estimated 
$851,000-increase in consumer purchases of apparel prod
ucts in terms of manufacturers’ prices last year resulted in 
an estimated $450,000-increase in textile production. 
These estimates were based upon relations established in 
the Office of Business Economics’ interindustry study.* 
Total textile shipments advanced from $17.8 million in
1964 to $19.3 million last year for a gain of $1.5 million. 
Therefore, about 30 percent of the increase in textile ship
ments resulted from increased consumer purchases of 
apparel. Additional increases resulted from direct final 
demands on the textile industry and other industries 
which in turn purchased textile materials for further 
processing.

Many textile mill owners report shortages of labor. The 
high level of the economy and high employment partic
ularly affect the textile industry because of its relatively 
lower wages. Demand for textiles, however, boosted some 
wages last year. Wage negotiations will occur this spring 
and summer as several textile wage contracts expire.

Demand and rapid technological change have resulted 
in a new outlook for the industry. Mill owners have re
sponded to the changes with large expenditures on new 
plant and equipment. Last year plant and equipment ex
penditures doubled the amount spent in 1961. A higher 
percentage of net worth was spent on plant and equipment 
by textiles last year than by any other major American 
industry. The recent Department of Commerce-Securities 
and Exchange Commission survey shows textile owners 
expect to spend 37 percent more than last year’s high level 
in fixed investments.

The cotton textile portion of the industry will be further 
aided by cotton legislation passed last August, enabling 
domestic firms to purchase cotton at world prices. Cotton 
textiles enjoyed a better year in 1965 in part because of 
changes in 1964 cotton legislation which made cotton 
prices paid by domestic producers roughly equal to prices 
paid by foreign buyers after allowance for freight and 
insurance. 1965 legislation will make market prices equal.

Foreign competition continues to plague the industry, 
particularly from a longer-term point of view. During
1965, exports decreased 9 percent, while imports jumped 
16 percent. These two changes combined to push the 
trade deficit up 163 percent to a figure of $267 million.

*  D e t a i l s  o f  t h e s e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  a n d  a  l o o k  a t  t h e  i n t e r i n d u s t r y  r e 
l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  t e x t i l e  a n d  a p p a r e l  i n d u s t r i e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  i n  a  
s u p p l e m e n t a r y  p a p e r :  “ T h e  T e x t i l e  a n d  A p p a r e l  I n d u s t r i e s :  A  
V i e w  T h r o u g h  t h e  I n t e r i n d u s t r y  T a b l e s . ”  W r i t e  t h e  R e s e a r c h  

D e p a r t m e n t ,  F e d e r a l  R e s e r v e  B a n k  o f  A t l a n t a ,  A t l a n t a ,  G e o r g i a  
3 0 3 0 3 .
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Presently, this does not pose a serious problem because 
the industry has practically all the business it can handle. 
However, as new capacity comes into use and if demand 
slackens, the problem would become more serious to 
domestic firms.

The District Industry
The story of the textile industry in Sixth District states 
is similar to that of the national industry, as depicted by 
the employment figures in Chart I. Although there are 
small divergences from time to time, the general trends 
of the two lines are remarkably alike. Comparison of the 
corresponding figures on national and District cotton con
sumption, not shown, also reveal similar trends.

Chart II, which breaks down the industry, shows that 
the District employs a substantially larger percentage of 
its textile workers in broad woven cotton and floor cov
ering mills than the nation. On the other hand, the national 
industry is more concentrated in the production of syn
thetic broad woven fabrics, wool, and narrow fabrics than 
the District. Georgia, where the tufted textiles industry 
was founded, accounts for 62 percent of the nation’s 
tufted production. More than 85 percent of the carpets 
sold in the nation are tufted.

In terms of numbers employed in the District, cotton 
weaving mills rank first, followed by knitting, yarn and 
thread, and floor covering mills. Although the area em
ploys fewer people in floor covering mills than cotton 
weaving mills, a larger percentage of floor covering mill 
workers in the nation reside in the District.

The industry in the District is generally more labor 
intensive. That is, more manhours are required per dollar 
of output in the District than in the nation, because less 
capital is used in the production process. However, the 
floor covering mills provide an important exception. Al
though 36 percent of the floor covering employees are

Chart II: Percent of Textile Workers, by Type
Sixth District States, 1963
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Source: 1963 Census of Manufacturing

employed in the District, 40 percent of the value added 
occurs in the District. This higher-than-national average 
of value added per employees reflects the leadership of 
the District in this area.

Judging from announcements of new and expanded 
plants compiled by the Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank for 
District states during the past year, the region is appar
ently obtaining its share of new textile capacity. Many 
District firms have turned to banks in financing their ex
pansion and higher needs for working capital. Loans by 
banks in leading cities of the District to textile, apparel, 
and leather firms rose throughout most of 1965 and in 
1966 are substantially above year-ago levels. Strong de
mand for the industry’s products, combined with a strong 
expansion program, should assure continued high demand 
for loans by these concerns.

C. R i c h a r d  L o n g

Crop Acreages May Decline
The nation’s farmers will plant approximately 2 million, 
or one percent, fewer acres in 1966 than last year, ac
cording to March 1 estimates of the United States De
partment of Agriculture. Producers in the Sixth Federal 
Reserve District are also expected to cut back acreages, 
especially in cotton, corn, and peanut crops. These esti
mated changes in planted acreages reflect weather condi
tions, agricultural programs, labor supply, and other 
economic factors. Final acreages, however, may differ 
from the estimates, as further modifications of these forces 
affect the production plans of farmers during the plant
ing season.

Cotton Acreages to Decline Sharply
Nationally, cotton acreages are expected to drop by nearly
3.3 million acres in 1966. This would reduce the planted 
acreages to 10.9 million acres, the smallest in 90 years 
and nearly 23 percent below 1965. District farmers will 
follow the national trend by reducing their plantings by 
25 percent, or over one million acres. All six states in the 
region will share in the decline.

Reduced acreages have been predicted because of a 
change in cotton legislation. Under the new cotton pro
gram, farmers must divert, or not plant, a minimum of 
12.5 percent of their cotton allotment in order to qualify 
for the loan price and price support provisions of the law. 
For diverting this acreage, they will receive a diversion 
payment based on the normal yield of the acres diverted. 
Farmers also have the option of diverting additional acres, 
up to 35 percent of their allotment, for which they will 
receive a gradual increase in per acre diversion payments. 
In all District states but Tennessee most farmers are exer
cising this option, thereby causing the sharp reduction in 
cotton acreages.

Another provision of the law might have exerted up
ward pressures on cotton acreages, since it allowed farmers 
to plant in excess of their allotments. However, farmers 
that select this plan would not receive the various price 
incentives allowed in the law and must sell their cotton 
at export prices established by the world market. A few 
farmers in Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi have in
dicated plans to exercise this option.
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Unlike cotton, corn acreages are expected to increase 
2 percent nationally but to decline nearly 3 percent in 
the District states. Farmers, especially in the Midwest, 
expect to increase corn acreages this year after experi
encing good production, yields, and prices in 1965. The 
prospect for strong demands for feed grains because of in
creased meat production, particularly hogs, has probably 
also influenced some farmers’ decisions to increase corn 
acreages. In the South, corn acreages have declined steadily 
since World War II, and this trend should continue in
1966. Acreages have been reduced partly because the 
need for corn as a feed grain has diminished with the 
replacement of tractors for mules. Another reason is that 
net returns from corn are relatively low compared with 
alternate types of farm production. Idle corn acreages will 
be used mainly for pasture, soybeans, and trees.

Soybean and Rice Acreages to Expand
Acreages of soybeans planted in the District and the U.S. 
should expand sharply in 1966. Nationally, farmers plan 
to increase soybean acreages by 1.7 million acres, or 5 
percent. Nearly two-fifths of this gain will come in Sixth 
District states, as Southern farmers continue their rapid 
expansion of soybean acreages. March 1 planting inten
tions indicate that District farmers will boost acreages ap
proximately 20 percent, with Louisiana showing a 45- 
percent gain.

Strong demands for soybeans in domestic and export 
markets have created favorable prices, stimulating much 
of the increase in plantings. Exports of soybeans and 
soybean products have jumped 58 percent in the last 
five years, and current trends seem to indicate continued 
strong demands. Likewise, the domestic consumption of 
soybeans has increased 18 percent in the same time 
period. Soybean acreages may be stimulated even more 
by the recently announced increases in the Government 
support price of 25 cents per bushel, up to $2.50, for
1966 crops.

Rice acreages will also expand in 1966. March 1 esti
mates show that the nation’s rice farmers intend to plant 
9 percent more rice than in 1965. Producers in Louisiana 
and Mississippi plan to increase acreages 8 percent. These 
District states, the only ones that grow rice, currently ac-

Crop Plantings, 1965-66
M illio n s  of A c re s M illio n s  o f A c re s

[ 11 9 6 5  P la n te d  A c re s  

L j  In d ic a te d  1 9 6 6  P la n te d  A c re s

1 m
C o rn  S o y b e a n s  C o tto n  P e a n u ts  R ic e  T o b a c c o *  

♦Expected harvested acres.

count for nearly one-third of the nation’s total rice 
acreages.

Rice farmers are responding to a 10-percent increase 
in acreage allotments. This liberalization of the acreage 
controls occurred as exports of rice continued their steady 
expansion. Domestic rice consumption is also advancing 
moderately.

Mixed Trends for Tobacco
Total tobacco acreages may remain unchanged in the na
tion but will expand 1 percent in District states. These 
numbers, however, mask some rather abrupt changes 
taking place in certain tobacco producing areas.

Growers of flue-cured tobacco in Alabama, Florida, 
and Georgia plan to expand acreages by 14 percent in
1966, in response to relatively low marketings and higher 
prices under the first year of the new acreage-poundage 
law. Even if these intentions are carried out, the harvested 
acreage of flue-cured tobacco will still be nearly 11 percent 
below the 1960-64 average.

In Tennessee, however, tobacco acreages may decline 
about 10 percent. Farmers in the Volunteer state and 
other growers of burley type tobaccos have experienced 
a 15-percent reduction in allotments for 1966. The actual 
reduction is not as large as the decline in acreage allot
ments would indicate, however, because of the floor placed 
on many small allotments by the “burley minimum pro
vision” of the quota program.

R o b e r t  E. S w e e n e y

1 9 6 5

Operating
Ratios

Sixth District bankers probably have mixed feelings about the profit
ability of their 1965 operations. They achieved a record number of 
dollars in net operating earnings, but the ratio of these earnings to total 
capital accounts dropped slightly, as did the ratio of net operating earn
ings to total assets. Most bankers should not have been too discontented, 
however, since both ratios remained somewhat above those of other years 
in the current economic expansion period. These implications were 
drawn from the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta’s annual report of 
member bank operating ratios, compiled from statements of earnings 
and dividends which banks prepare annually and from year-end and 
mid-year reports of condition.

The changes in the 1965 operating ratios at District banks reflected 
the continuing growth of time deposits and loans in recent years. The 
greater importance of time deposits, resulting from the accelerated
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Average Operating Ratios of Individual Member 
Banks in the Sixth Federal Reserve District

1961 1962 1963 1964 • 1965•

S u m m a r y  R a t i o s

P e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  c a p i t a l  a c c o u n t s 1 4 . 3 1 4 . 5 1 4 . 4 1 5 . 0 1 4 . 7
N e t  c u r r e n t  e a r n i n g s 1 2 . 6 1 2 . 6 1 2 . 1 1 2 . 0 1 1 . 5
N e t  i n c o m e  b e f o r e  t a x e s 8 . 2 8 . 6 8 . 5 8 . 7 8 . 5
N e t  i n c o m e 2 . 9 3 . 0 3 . 0 2 . 9 2 . 8
C a s h  d i v i d e n d s  d e c l a r e d  

P e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  a s s e t s
T o t a l  o p e r a t i n g  r e v e n u e 4 . 5 2 4 . 7 0 4 . 8 5 5 . 1 0 5 . 2 8
N e t  c u r r e n t  e a r n i n g s 1 . 2 1 1 . 2 1 1 . 1 9 1 . 2 7 1 . 2 2
N e t  i n c o m e . 7 0 . 7 2 . 7 1 . 7 4 . . 7 0

S o u r c e  a n d  D i s p o s i t i o n  o f  I n c o m e

P e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  o p e r a t i n g  r e v e n u e
I n t e r e s t  o n  U . S .  G o v e r n m e n t  s e c u r i t i e s 2 0 . 5 2 0 . 7 2 0 . 5 1 9 . 8 1 8 . 3
I n t e r e s t  a n d  d i v i d e n d s  o n  o t h e r  s e c u r i t i e s 7 . 0 7 . 1 7 . 2 7 . 1 7 . 3
I n t e r e s t  a n d  d i s c o u n t  o n  l o a n s 6 0 . 5 6 0 . 3 6 0 . 5 6 1 . 4 6 2 . 6
S e r v i c e  c h a r g e s  o n  d e p o s i t  a c c o u n t s 8 . 0 8 . 0 7 . 7 7 . 8 7 . 6
Trust departm ent revenue t* 2 . 9 2 . 8 3 . 0 2 . 9 2 . 9
A l l  o t h e r  o p e r a t i n g  r e v e n u e 4 . 0 3 . 9 4 . 1 3 . 9 4 . 2

T o ta l  o pe r a t in g  r e v e n u e 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0
S a l a r i e s  a n d  w a g e s 2 9 . 2 2 7 . 9 2 7 . 0 2 6 . 6 2 5 . 8
P e n s i o n ,  h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n ,  a n d  o t h e r  b e n e f i t s 2 . 6 2 . 6 2 . 7 2 . 6 2 . 6
Interest on tim e and savings depositst* * 1 9 . 2 2 2 . 5 2 4 . 1 2 3 . 9 2 5 . 8
N e t  o c c u p a n c y  e x p e n s e  o f  b a n k  p r e m i s e s 5 . 1 4 . 5 4 . 4 4 . 7 4 . 8
A l l  o t h e r  o p e r a t i n g  e x p e n s e s 3 6 . 2 3 9 . 0 4 1 . 1 4 1 . 0 4 3 . 3

T o ta l  o pe r a t in g  e x p e n s e s 7 3 . 1 7 4 . 0 7 5 . 2 7 4 . 9 7 6 . 5
N e t  c u r r e n t  e a r n i n g s 2 6 . 9 2 6 . 0 2 4 . 8 2 5 . 1 2 3 . 5
N e t  l o s s e s  ( o r  r e c o v e r i e s  a n d  p r o f i t s + ) t 1 . 0 . 6 1 . 5 2 . 7 3 . 0

N e t  i n c r e a s e  ( o r  d e c r e a s e + )  i n  v a l u a t i o n  r e s e r v e s 1 . 8 2 . 5 2 . 1 1 . 9 2 . 0
T a x e s  o n  n e t  i n c o m e 8 . 5 7 . 2 6 . 3 5 . 6 4 . 9
N e t  i n c o m e 1 5 . 6 1 5 . 7 1 4 . 9 1 4 . 9 1 3 . 6

R a t e s  o f  R e t u r n  o n  S e c u r i t i e s  a n d  L o a n s

R e t u r n  o n  s e c u r i t i e s
I n t e r e s t  o n  U . S .  G o v e r n m e n t  s e c u r i t i e s 3 . 2 2 3 . 3 3 3 . 4 4 3 . 8 2 4 . 0 2

I n t e r e s t  a n d  d i v i d e n d s  o n  o t h e r  s e c u r i t i e s 3 . 0 3 3 . 2 3 3 . 2 9 3 . 3 8 3 . 5 9

N e t  l o s s e s  ( o r  r e c o v e r i e s  a n d  p r o f i t s + )  o n
t o t a l  s e c u r i t i e s  t +  . 2 1 +  . 1 7 +  . 1 0 +  . 0 3 . 0 0

R e t u r n  o n  l o a n s
R e v e n u e  f r o m  l o a n s 6 . 8 3 7 . 0 7 7 . 1 0 7 . 2 0 7 . 2 1

N e t  l o s s e s  ( o r  r e c o v e r i e s + ) t . 2 7 . 2 0 . 2 1 . 2 9 . 2 9

D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  A s s e t s

P e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  a s s e t s
U . S .  G o v e r n m e n t  s e c u r i t i e s 2 7 . 9 2 8 . 0 2 7 . 5 2 5 . 3 2 3 . 1
O t h e r  s e c u r i t i e s 1 0 . 6 1 0 . 6 1 0 . 9 1 1 . 1 1 1 . 1
L o a n s 4 0 . 3 4 0 . 2 4 1 . 6 4 4 . 1 4 6 . 2
C a s h  a s s e t s 1 9 . 0 1 9 . 0 1 7 . 8 1 6 . 9 1 6 . 8
R e a l  e s t a t e  a s s e t s 1 . 9 1 . 9 1 . 9 2 . 3 2 . 4
A l l  o t h e r  a s s e t s . 3 . 3 . 3 . 3 . 4

T o ta l  a ssets 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 0 . 0

O t h e r  R a t i o s

T o t a l  c a p i t a l  a c c o u n t s  t o
T o t a l  a s s e t s 9 . 0 8 . 6 8 . 8 9 . 2 9 . 1
T o t a l  a s s e t s  l e s s  U . S .  G o v e r n m e n t  s e c u r i t i e s

a n d  c a s h  a s s e t s 1 7 . 5 1 6 . 8 1 6 . 7 1 6 . 5 1 5 . 6

T o t a l  d e p o s i t s 1 0 . 1 9 . 6 9 . 8 1 0 . 4 1 0 . 4

T i m e  d e p o s i t s !  t o  t o t a l  d e p o s i t s 3 5 . 0 3 6 . 3 3 7 . 9 3 8 . 9 4 0 . 6
I n t e r e s t  o n  t i m e  d e p o s i t s t  t o  t i m e  d e p o s i t s 2 . 6 8 3 . 1 2 3 . 2 9 3 . 3 9 3 . 6 6

N u m b e r  o f  b a n k s 4 1 8 4 1 6 4 2 6 4 5 4 # 4 8 7 #

• 1964 ratios have been recomputed, using Dec. 20, 1963, and June 30, 1964, reports of condition and the 1964 income and dividends report. 1965 ratios were 
computed from reports of condition for Dec. 31, 1964, and June 30, 1965, and reports of income and dividends for the year 1965. 

tBanks with none were excluded in computing this average.
^Includes recoveries or losses applied to either earnings or valuation reserves.
♦Ratio included in “All other operating revenue.”

**Ratio included in “All other operating expenses.”
#Forty-eight banks were excluded from the 1964 compilations and 34 from the 1965 compilations.
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1965 growth, is shown by a further rise in the ratio of 
time-to-total deposits. Since many of these time deposits 
were acquired by banks paying higher competitive rates, 
the ratio of interest on time-to-time deposits also in
creased. The combination of more time deposits and 
higher rates pushed up the percentage of total operating 
expenses accounted for by interest on time and savings 
deposits. In 1965, interest payments on these deposits 
were as large as salaries and wages for the first time.

A shift to higher earning assets was reflected in the 
sizable gains in ratios of loans to total assets that took 
place in 1963, 1964, and 1965. These increases were ac
complished by reducing the ratio of U.S. Government 
securities to total assets and the ratio of cash assets to 
total assets. On the other hand, heavy acquisition of tax- 
exempt securities was evident in the ratio of other securi
ties to total assets, which remained at their 1964 level.

The ratio of net losses on loans and securities to total 
operating revenue was higher in 1965 than in 1964, and 
transfers to valuation reserves were larger. The ratio of 
taxes on net income declined. The end result of these 
deductions from net operating earnings was a decrease in 
the ratio of net income to total operating earnings from 
14.9 to 13.6 percent.

P a u l  A. C r o w e

B a n k  A n n o u n c e m e n t s

T he  P e o p l e s  B a n k  o f  L a G r a n g e ,  L a G ra n g e, G eo rg ia , a 

n ew ly  o rg a n ized  n o n m em b er bank, o p e n e d  on A p r il  11 

a n d  began to  re m it a t p a r fo r  ch eck s d ra w n  on it w hen  

re c e ive d  fro m  the F ed era l R e se rv e  B ank. B . D . B ray  w ill 
se rve  as P res id en t an d  J. R ich a rd  T h o m p so n  as V ice  P resi

den t. C a p ita l a m o u n ts  to  $ 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 , a n d  su rp lu s a n d  o th er  
ca p ita l fun ds, $ 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 .

A  n ew ly  o rg a n ized  m em b e r  bank, the  V o l u s i a  C o u n t y  

N a t i o n a l  B a n k  a t  O r m o n d  B e a c h ,  O rm o n d  B each , 
F lorida , o p e n e d  on A p r il  15 a n d  began to  re m it a t par. 
O fficers in clu de A lb e r t  J. G o w a n , P resid en t; M e rr ill  C . 
Su tton , E x e cu tiv e  V ice  P resid en t; H a rley  L . F reem an , 
V ice  P residen t; a n d  M ilto n  R . G ra y , C ash ier. C a p ita l is 
$ 1 5 0 ,0 0 0 , an d  su rp lu s an d  o th er  ca p ita l fu n ds, $ 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 .

T h e  C i t i z e n s  a n d  S o u t h e r n  B e l v e d e r e  B a n k ,  D e 
catur, G eorg ia , a  n ew ly  o rg a n ized  n o n m em b er bank, 
o p e n e d  on A p r il  3 0  a n d  began  to  rem it a t par. B ill J. 

Jones is P resid en t; C h arles L . D a v id so n , Sr., V ice  P resi
d en t; a n d  R a y  D . S w a im , C ash ier. C a p ita l to ta ls $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 ,  
an d  su rp lu s a n d  o th e r  c a p ita l fun ds, $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 .

An Addition for Your Library
B an kin g  S tru ctu re  an d  A g ricu ltu ra l F inan ce  in a 
Sou th eastern  R eg io n ,  a  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r t i c l e s  w h i c h  

e x a m i n e s  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  r u r a l  b a n k 

i n g  a n d  d r a w s  c o n c l u s i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  r u r a l  

b a n k s  t o  p r o v i d e  a d e q u a t e  f i n a n c i n g  f o r  f a r m e r s .

F r e e  u p o n  r e q u e s t  t o  t h e  R e s e a r c h  D e p a r t m e n t ,  

F e d e r a l  R e s e r v e  B a n k  o f  A t l a n t a ,  A t l a n t a ,  G e o r g i a  

30303.

Insured Com m ercial Banks in the S ixth  D istrict
(In Thousands of Dollars)

D e b i t s  t o  D e m a n d  D e p o s i t  A c c o u n t s

Mar.
1966

Feb.
1966

Mar.
1965

Percent Change
Year-to-Date 

3 months 
Mar. 1966 from 1966 

Feb. Mar. from 
1966 1965 1965

STANDARD METROPOLITAN 
STATISTICAL AREASf 

Birmingham . . . 1,419,645 1,216,544 1,225,180 +  17 + 1 6 +  15
Gadsden . . . . 63,298 55,109 58,441 +  15 + 8 + 1 0
Huntsville . . . 176,512 154,449 171,882 + 1 4 + 3 + 4
Mobile . . . . 464,588 402,817 408,018 + 1 5 + 1 4 + 9
Montgomery . . . 293,613 286,171 286,691 + 3 + 2 +  11
Tuscaloosa . . . 89,107 78,750 76,026 + 1 3 + 1 7 +  17

Ft. Lauderdale—
Hollywood . . 622,754 542,039 570,444 +  15 + 9 +  14

Jacksonville . . . 1,612,649 1,399,307 1,377,379 +  15 + 1 7 + 1 7
2,225,947 l,921 ,479r 1,982,778 +  16 + 1 2 +  13

Orlando . . . . 508,722 436,796r 455,234 + 1 6 + 1 2 + 9
Pensacola . . . 203,853 172,331 199,552 + 1 8 + 2 + 3
Tampa—

St. Petersburg . 1,244,407 1,059,699 1,154,711 +  17 + 8 +  10
W. Palm Beach . . 489,121 439,716r 410,824 + 1 1 + 1 9 + 1 8
Albany . . . . 100,756 82,188 84,675 +  23 + 1 9 + 1 0
Atlanta . . . . 4,360,567 3,687,166r 3,781,746 + 1 8 + 1 5 + 1 3
Augusta . . . . 234,781 214,922 173,987 + 9 + 3 5 + 4 1
Columbus . . . . 210,804 175,177 189,608 + 2 0 + 1 1 + 6
M acon...................... 221,325 193,852 208,704 + 1 4 + 6 + 5
Savannah . . . . 262,999 222,679 244,130 + 1 8 + 8 + 1 4

Baton Rouge . . 557,256 445,492 470,567 + 2 5 +  18 + 1 8
Lafayette . . . 119,309 102,072r 97,476 + 1 7 + 2 2 + 2 2
Lake Charles . . 121,942 109,084 106,896 + 1 2 + 1 4 + 1 4
New Orleans . . . 2,591,169 2,050,779 2,119,762 + 2 6 + 2 2 + 1 8
Jackson . . . . 591,119 502,525 504,807 + 1 8 + 1 7 + 1 7

Chattanooga . . . 576,532 475,859 509,279 + 2 1 + 1 3 + 1 3
Knoxville . . . . 426,513 372,138 394,815 + 1 5 + 8 + 1 0
Nashville . . . . 1,385,952 1,1% , 173 1,064,121 + 1 6 + 3 0 + 2 0

OTHER CENTERS
Anniston . . . . 61,953 51,933 53,937 + 1 9 + 1 5 + 1 2
Dothan . . . . 57,279 47,545 49,464 + 2 0 + 1 6 + 1 1
S e lm a ..................... 40,974 36,595 32,456 + 1 2 + 2 6 + 1 9
Bartow . . . . 38,518 34,172 33,424 + 1 3 +  15 + 7
Bradenton . . . 57,987 49,857 52,736 + 1 6 +  10 + 1 4
Brevard County . . 224,956 180,111 184,654 + 2 5 + 2 2 +  18
Daytona Beach . . 80,088 73,705 77,595 + 9 + 3 + 8
Ft. Myers—

N. Ft. Myers 78,011 69,070 70,900 + 1 3 + 1 0 + 1 3
Gainesville . . . 78,109 70,630 72,076 + 1 1 + 8 + 9
Monroe County . . 38,202 33,661 32,403 +  13 + 1 8 + 1 8
Lakeland . . . . 128,309 111,670 116,293 +  15 + 1 0 + 1 0

59,540 52,224 50,727 + 1 4 + 1 7 + 1 4
St. Augustine . . 21,308 16,446 17,684 + 3 0 + 2 0 + 1 9
St. Petersburg . . 316,121 258,559 283,063 + 2 2 + 1 2 + 1 5
Sarasota . . . . 111,596 92,133 95,475 + 2 1 + 1 7 + 1 3
Tallahassee . . . 112,939 107,439 98,379 + 5 + 1 5 + 1 8
Tam pa...................... 684,113 589,114 649,837 + 1 6 + 5 + 8
Winter Haven . . 68,684 59,599 59,175 + 1 5 + 1 6 + 1 0
Athens ...................... 70,140 59,793 60,445 + 1 7 + 1 6 + 1 6
Brunswick . . . 38,616 34,530 40,998 +  12 — 6 — 4
Dalton . . . . 89,949 73,952 83,047 + 2 2 + 8 — 3
Elberton . . . . 13,688 12,516 11,924 + 9 +  15 + 8
Gainesville . . . 56,443 61,124 60,019 — 8 — 6 + 3
G riffin ..................... 31,449 29,356 27,872 + 7 + 1 3 + 1 4
LaGrange . . . . 25,159 21,400 19,632 +  18 + 2 8 +  20
Newnan . . . . 25,965 20,445 23,209 + 2 7 + 1 2 + 3
R o m e ..................... 71,196 59,819 63,699 + 1 9 + 1 2 +  12
Valdosta . . . . 50,823 41,888 46,235 + 2 1 + 1 0 + 9
Abbeville . . . . 11,111 9,866 9,067 + 1 3 + 2 3 + 9
Alexandria . . . 112,659 101,628 99,886 +  11 + 1 3 + 9
Bunkie . . . . 5,462 4,939 4,564 + 1 1 + 2 0 + 2
Hammond . . . . 33,121 26,942 29,118 + 2 3 + 1 4 + 5
New Iberia . . . 34,953 32,055 31,966 + 9 + 9 + 7
Plaquemine . . . 9,776 8,210 8,866 + 1 9 +  10 + 1 3
Thibodaux . . . 22,005 18,687 18,483 + 1 8 + 1 9 + 1 4
Biloxi-Gulfport . . 89,228 85,870 79,285 + 4 + 1 3 + 1 9
Hattiesburg . . . 52,534 48,330 44,067 + 9 +  19 + 1 6
L a u re l..................... 35,915 30,370 30,509 + 1 8 + 1 8 + 1 2
Meridian . . . . 61,385 56,546 57,890 + 9 + 6 + 8
Natchez . . . . 35,443 29,914 29,172 +  18 + 2 1 + 1 2
Pascagoula—

Moss Point . . 51,031 47,604 42,072 + 7 + 2 1 + 1 9
Vicksburg . . . . 39,342 35,237 33,130 +  12 + 1 9 + 1 7
Yazoo City . . . 24,185 20,748 19,763 +  17 + 2 2 + 1 2
Bristol . . . . 68,765 56,347 61,409 + 2 2 + 1 2 + 1 4
Johnson City . . . 71,520 59,326 64,359 +  21 +  11 + 1 2
Kingsport . . . . 162,646 116,122 147,934 + 4 0 + 1 0 + 1 2

SIXTH DISTRICT, Total 28,925,727 24,721,675r 25,251,008 + 1 7 + 1 5 + 1 4
AlabamaJ . . . 3,569,158 3,165,215 3,190,632 + 1 3 +  12 + 1 2
Floridat . . . . 9,194,670 7,937,520r 8,178,600 + 1 6 + 1 2 +  13
Georgiat . . . . 7,006,514 5,986,332r 6,170,249 + 1 7 +  14 + 1 2
Louisiana*t . . . 4,156,093 3,397,695r 3,475,916 + 2 2 + 2 0 + 1 7
Mississippi*-^ . . 1,260,386 1,114,730 1,080,938 + 1 3 +  17 + 1 6
Tennessee*f . . . 3,738,906 3,120,183 3,154,673 + 2 0 + 1 9 + 1 5

♦Includes only banks in the Sixth District portion of the state,
■f Partial ly estimated. JEstimated. r-Revised.
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S i x t h  D i s t r i c t  S t a t i s t i c s
Seasonally Adjusted

( A l l  d a t a  a r e  i n d e x e s ,  1 9 5 7 - 5 9  —  1 0 0 ,  u n l e s s  i n d i c a t e d  o t h e r w i s e . )

Latest Month 
(1966)

One
Month

Ago

Two
Months

Ago

One
Year
Ago

SIXTH DISTRICT

INCOME AND SPENDING
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate) . . Feb. 52,225 50,874r 50,499r 47,303
Manufacturing P a y r o l l s ................................ Mar. 180 181 178 162
Farm Cash R e c e i p t s ..................................... Feb. 147 144 116 131

C r o p s .......................................................... Feb. 151 143 108 155
L iv e s to c k ..................................................... Feb. 147 140 143 118

Instalment Credit at Banks, *(Mil. $)
New L oans..................................................... Mar. 234 239r 222r 205
R e p a y m e n ts ................................................ Mar. 201 192 198 178

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT
Nonfarm Em ploym ent..................................... Mar. 130 129 129 122

M a n u fa c tu r in g ........................................... Mar. 130 130 129 122
A p p a re l..................................................... Mar. 159 159r 158r 148
C h em ica ls ................................................ Mar. 123 123 123 116
Fabricated M e t a l s ................................ Mar. 143 142 140 125
F o o d .......................................................... Mar. 114 113 114 108
Lbr., Wood Prod., Furn. & Fix. . . . Mar. 104 105 106 100
Paper ..................................................... Mar. 111 112 111 108
Primary M e t a l s ..................................... Mar. 113 113r 113 109
T e x tile s ..................................................... Mar. 103 103r 103r 99
Transportation Equipment . . . . Mar. 167 166 165 142

N onm anufacturing ..................................... Mar. 130 129 129 123
C o n s tru c tio n ........................................... Mar. 131 132 135 120

Farm E m ploym ent.......................................... Feb. 71 71 74 78
Insured Unemployment, (Percent of Cov. Emp.) Mar. 1.8 2.2 2.1 2.5
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) . . . . Mar. 41.7 42.Or 41.9 41.4
Construction Contracts* ................................ Mar. 170 132 173 139

Residential ................................................ Mar. 184 145 174 148
All O t h e r ..................................................... Mar. 157 137 172 131

Electric Power P ro d u c t io n * * ..................... Feb. 134 136 135 127
Cotton Consumption** ................................ Feb. 115 120 114 113
Petrol. Prod, in Coastal La. and Miss.** Mar. 192 192 193r 175

FINANCE AND BANKING 
Member Bank Loans*

All B a n k s ..................................................... Mar. 229 226 222 197
Leading C i t i e s .......................................... Apr. 210 211 207 181

Member Bank Deposits*
All B a n k s ..................................................... Mar. 173 171 173 156
Leading C i t i e s .......................................... Apr. 157 155 155 143

Bank D e b i t s * / * * .......................................... Mar. 181 176r 173 159

ALABAMA

INCOME AND SPENDING
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate) . . Feb. 7,062 6,821r 6,957r 6,455
Manufacturing P a y r o l l s ................................ Mar. 170 169r 167 155
Farm Cash R e c e i p t s ..................................... heb. 154 154 128 124

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT
Nonfarm E m ploym ent..................................... Mar. 121 120 120 116

M a n u fa c tu r in g ........................................... Mar. 120 120 119 113
N onm anufacturing ..................................... Mar. 121 121r 121 117

C o n s tru c tio n ........................................... Mar. 125 126 128 122
Farm E m ploym en t........................................... Feb. 71 68 72 76
Insured Unemployment, (Percent of Cov. Emp.) Mar. 2.2 2.6 2.9 2.6
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) . . . . Mar. 42.2 42.3r 42.3 41.8

FINANCE AND BANKING
Member Bank L o a n s ..................................... Mar. 218 216 209 192
Member Bank Deposits ................................ Mar. 173 174 172 155
Bank D e b i t s * * ................................................ Mar. 169 168 167 151

FLORIDA

INCOME AND SPENDING
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate) . . Feb. 14,948 14,383r 14,825r 13,501
Manufacturing P a y r o l l s ................................ Mar. 209 209r 205 186
Farm Cash Receipts ..................................... Feb. 147 119 117 144

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT
Nonfarm Em ploym ent..................................... Mar. 141 140 139 133

M a n u fa c tu r in g .......................................... Mar. 142 142 140 133
N onm anufacturing ..................................... Mar. 141 140 139 133

Construction .......................................... Mar. 115 116r 116 111
Farm E m ploym ent.......................................... Feb. 95 98 100 104
Insured Unemployment, (Percent of Cov. Emp.) Mar. 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.9
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) . . . . Mar. 42.4 42.7r 42.4 41.9

FINANCE AND BANKING
Member Bank L o a n s ..................................... Mar. 228 223 224 200
Member Bank D e p o s i t s ................................ Mar. 173 171 176 156

Mar. 176 175r 175 157

GEORGIA

INCOME AND SPENDING 
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate)

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT

N onm anufacturing.....................................
C o n s tru c tio n ..........................................

Farm E m ploym ent..........................................
Insured Unemployment, (Percent of Cov. Emp.) 
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) . . . .

FINANCE AND BANKING 
Member Bank L o a n s .....................................

LOUISIANA

INCOME AND SPENDING 
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate)

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT

Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) 

FINANCE AND BANKING

Bank Debits*/**

MISSISSIPPI

INCOME AND SPENDING 
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate)

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT
Nonfarm Em ploym ent..................................... Mar

M a n u fa c tu r in g .......................................... Mar,
N onm anufacturing ..................................... Mar

C o n s tru c tio n .......................................... Mar.
Farm E m ploym ent.......................................... Feb.
Insured Unemployment, (Percent of Cov. Emp.) Mar, 
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) . .

FINANCE AND BANKING
Member Bank L o a n s * ..................................... Mar.
Member Bank D e p o s its * ................................Mar
Bank D e b i t s * / * * .......................................... Mar

TENNESSEE

INCOME AND SPENDING 
Personal Income, (Mil. $, Annual Rate)

Manufacturing P a y r o l l s ................................Mar
Farm Cash Receipts ..................................... Feb.

PRODUCTION AND EMPLOYMENT

Insured Unemployment, (Percent of Cov. Emp.)
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg., (Hrs.) . . . .

FINANCE AND BANKING
Member Bank L o a n s * ..................................... Mar
Member Bank D e p o s its * ................................Mar.
Bank D e b i t s * / * * .......................................... Mar,

190

One Two One
Latest Month Month Months Year

(1966) Ago Ago Ago

Feb. 9,922 9,860r 9,712r 8,923
Mar. 181 183 182 165
Feb. 145 153 111 119

Mar. 130 129 130 123
Mar. 127 127 127 120
Mar. 131 130 131 124
Mar. 142 142 146 130
Feb. 62 70 75 64
Mar. 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.9
Mar. 41.1 41.4 41.5 41.0

Mar. 251 243 234 206
Mar. 188 187 184 168
Mar. 196 190 180 171

Feb. 7,923 7,818r 7,568r 7,176
Mar. 158 162 160 144
Feb. 142 144 115 124

Mar. 120 119 119 112
Mar. 112 112 112 106
Mar. 121 121 121 114
Mar. 146 145 149 115
Feb. 65 65 71 75
Mar. 2.4 2.7 2.5 3.1
Mar. 42.5 43.5 43.5 42.1

Mar. 205 204 204 179
Mar. 150 149 154 137
Mar. 166 153r 157 145

Feb. 4,039 3,782r 3,619r 3,742
Mar. 199 197r 197 167
Feb. 168 170 107 157

Mar. 131 130 131 124
Mar. 143 143r 142 130
Mar. 126 125 126 121
Mar. 139 137 146 133
Feb. 64 62 64 71
Mar. 2.2 2.6 2.6 3.2
Mar. 41.6 41.6r 41.7 40.6

Mar. 268 263 260 214
Mar. 210 206 207 167

184 183 163

Feb. 8,331 8,210 7,818r 7,506
Mar. 177 177r 172 157
Feb. 124 129 121 113

Mar. 131 130 130 122
Mar. 138 137 136 127
Mar. 127 127 127 119
Mar. 155 155r 164 140
Feb. 79 75 76 87
Mar. 2.2 2.8 2.6 3.3
Mar. 41.4 41 .4r 41.0 41.1

Mar. 225 226 220 197
Mar. 168 166 167 155
Mar. 196 183 179 165

*For Sixth District area only. Other totals for entire six states. **Daily average basis. r Revised.
Sources: Personal income estimated by this Bank; nonfarm, mfg. and nonmfg. emp., mfg. payrolls and hours, and unemp., U. S. Dept, of Labor and cooperating state agencies; cotton
consumption, U. S. Bureau of Census; construction contracts, F. W. Dodge Corp.; petrol, prod., U. S. Bureau of Mines; industrial use of elec. power, Fed. Power Comm.; farm cash
receipts and farm emp., U.S.D.A. Other indexes based on data collected by this Bank. All indexes calculated by this Bank.
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DISTRICT BUSINESS CONDITIONS

_ B il lio n s  of D o llo r i 1
1 T T T T T T

M fg. P a y ro lls

— ,* C o n s tru c tio n  C o n tr a c ts  J |  5-m o. m oving o vo ro g *

B an k  D e b its

F arm  C a sh  R e c e ip ts

- P E R C E N T  O F  R E Q U IR E D  R E S E R V E S  

B o rro w in g s  f ro m  F. R. B a n k s  

^  ^ _ ^ E x c e s s  R e s e rv e s

...
1 1 ; I 1 9 6 3  '• ■■■■■■■ 1 g 6 4  _ 1 9 6 5  1 9 6 6 i i

Despite stresses and strains in some segments of the District’s economy, 
most major sectors continue to post sharp advances. Manufacturers are 
operating near capacity and are faced with a growing shortage of workers. 
Construction contract volume is again on the upturn after a dip in Febru
ary. District banks are still hard pressed to meet loan demands. Time- 
deposit growth has slowed somewhat, reflecting, in part, the decisions 
of consumers to save smaller proportions of their rising incomes. Farmers, 
occupied with springtime work, also contribute to the robust economy.

*  *
Sustaining recent job gains in the manufacturing sector proved diffi

cult in March. Because of the present near capacity utilization of plants and 
the shortage of workers, seasonal increases in production in coming months 
may be harder to achieve than normally. The insured unemployment rate 
plunged from 2.2 percent in February to 1.8 percent in March, although only 
1,600 workers were added to manufacturing payrolls. The average workweek 
slipped after an unusually strong February advance.

V  \*
Construction contract volume rebounded in March, in spite of rising 

costs of mortgage credit and construction loans. Although construction 
employment declined fractionally, it remained on a relatively high level. 
Another revision in the contract rate ceiling of FHA and VA mortgages, to 
53A  percent, has helped restore a better flow of funds into the mortgage credit 
sector. Specialized lenders in a number of local markets are still experiencing the 
competitive pressure of the securities markets and higher rates offered by 
commercial banks.

Banks are still confronted with a shortage of funds to meet rising credit 
demands. Banks outside the major cities in the District appear to be having 
greater difficulty in attracting funds. Relatively heavy inflows of time deposits, 
which had been providing funds for these banks, are slackening somewhat. 
Final March figures reveal that smaller banks found it necessary to reduce 
investments, the first such reduction in eight months. April figures show bor
rowings by country banks on the increase. In larger cities, banks experienced 
a reasonably heavy loan demand from individuals around the April 15 tax 
date, but otherwise, loan expansion was relatively moderate.

^
Consumers borrowed more in March. Instalment credit at District banks 

jumped sharply after a brief slowdown in the first two months of the year. 
Total outstanding instalment loans at the end of March amounted to $2.2 
billion. Increases were recorded in all major categories, but most of the gain 
was directly attributable to automobile loans to finance a substantial rise in 
District auto sales in March as compared with February.

Spring planting dominates the farm scene. Cotton and corn acreages are 
almost complete, and weed control operations have begun. Plantings of other 
spring crops are generally progressing ahead of last year’s pace. Prices weak
ened for eggs, broilers, and pork in April, but they still remain well above year- 
earlier levels. Cash receipts from farm marketings are exceeding last year’s 
record. Harvest of Florida’s late season Valencia orange crop is nearing its 
peak, as is the harvest of early season vegetable crops in many Gulf Coast 
producing regions.

♦Seas. adj. figure; not an index. N o t e : D a ta  on w hich statements are based have been adjusted whenever possible to elim inate seasonal
influences.Digitized for FRASER 
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