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T o b a c c o :  T h e  N a t i o n ' s  

O l d e s t  C o m m e r c i a l  C r o p

by Gene D. Sullivan

Tobacco has been an im p o rta n t com m erc ia l c rop  in Am erica  since the  tim e  o f 
o u r p ilg rim  forefa thers. Even be fore the w h ite  man reached the Am ericas, the 
Indians in bo th  N orth  and South Am erica  grew  tobacco and traded it am ong 
themselves. Tobacco q u ick ly  becam e one o f he N ew  W o rld 's  m ost im p o rta n t 
com m erc ia l crops a fte r estab lishm ent o f the ,am estow n C o lon y  in 1612. In 1972, 
it ranked as the f if th  m ost im p o rta n t cash in co m e -p ro d u c in g  f ie ld  crop  in the 
U n ited  States, fo llo w in g  soybeans, corn , w heat, and c o tto n  in tha t order. In e igh t 
eastern states, tobacco ranks f if th  o r h igher as a farm  incom e produce r, and it is 
the  num ber one farm  en terprise in three o f those states.

D is tr ic t Versus N a tiona l P roduc tion

M ost o f the na tion 's  tobacco is g row n ou ts ide  the Sixth D is tr ic t states.1 
Nevertheless, tobacco p ro d u c tio n  is an im p o rta n t en terprise  in th is D is tr ic t and 
is the num be r one cash in co m e -p ro d u c in g  crop  in Tennessee, w h ich  also has 
the  largest num ber o f tobacco farm ers w ith in  the  reg ion. G eorg ia 's tobacco 
p ro d u c tio n  has at tim es been greater than Tennessee's, b u t the nu m be r o f farms 
are few e r and o th e r farm  enterprises ou tra nk  tobacco as incom e producers.

F lorida is the next m ost im p o rta n t tobacco state, w ith  A labam a in fo u rth  
place. Ranked am ong o th e r enterprises, tobacco is o f m in o r im portance  in bo th  
states. A very small acreage o f Perique tob acco2 g row n in Louisiana is w o rth y  
o f m en tion  o n ly  because o f its uniqueness. It is p roduced  e n tire ly  w ith in  one 
parish bu t is fam ous w o rld w id e  fo r  its value in tobacco blends.

In the D is tr ic t as a w h o le , tobacco acreage has dec lined  ra ther sharply since 
1945, bu t p ro d u c tio n  has tended to  rem ain stable because y ie lds  have increased. 
Im proved  farm  techno logy  has been responsib le fo r  rising y ie lds  as farm ers 
fo r  m any years responded to  p ro fit  incentives to  increase o u tp u t on th e ir 
lim ite d  acreages. The recent m ovem ent to  poundage quotas as a means o f 
res tric ting  p ro d u c tio n  appears to  have in te rru p te d  the upw ard  trend  in 
y ie lds per acre.

The value o f tobacco p roduced  in bo th  the na tion  and the D is tr ic t has soared 
since 1945. This has large ly been a ttr ib u ta b le  to  the  con tinuous  price 
increases resu lting from  p rice -sup po rting  opera tions carried o u t under the

i T h e s e  s t a t e s  i n c l u d e  A l a b a m a ,  F l o r i d a ,  G e o r g i a ,  L o u i s i a n a ,  M i s s i s s i p p i ,  a n d  T e n n e s s e e .

2 N a m e d  f o r  a n  A c a d i a n  F r e n c h m a n  c r e d i t e d  w i t h  i t s  d e v e l o p m e n t .
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TABLE 1

To b acco  Production

Year Ala. Ga. Fla, La. Tenn.
District
States U. S.

1945 0.30 103.80

Acres Harvested 

1,000 Acres
21.90 0.30 124.20 250.50 1,821

1950 0.40 93.20 22.20 0.40 103.10 219.30 1,599
1955 0.60 102.00 25.00 0.20 85.10 212.90 1,495
1960 0.46 71.30 18.70 0.32 73.90 164.68 1,142
1965 0.50 56.20 15.50 0.28 69.15 141.63 976

1970 0.57 66.75 15.00 0.21 53.83 136.36 899
1971 0.59 59.63 13.15 0.20 51.76 125.33 838
1972 0.52 57.65 12.50 0.20 57.39 128.26 843
1973* 0.53 60.53 13.60 0.18 57.69 132.53 886

1945 270 105,975 20,082

Production 
1,000 lbs.

192 146,386 272,905 1,991,108
1950 400 102,120 23,268 150 132,385 258,323 2,029,557
1955 654 149,385 35,133 150 129,519 314,841 2,192,852
1960 704 131,139 29,361 320 115,336 276,860 1,944,175
1965 798 114,145 26,214 259 131,276 272,692 1,854,568

1970 892 133,305 28,923 189 114,269 277,578 1,907,803
1971 1,035 115,119 25,630 170 105,605 247,559 1,704,884
1972 926 115,241 23,468 120 124,657 264,412 1,749,058
1973* 875 99,700 23,703 162 120,054 244,494 1,787,703

1945 900 1,021

Yield 
Lbs. Per Acre

917 640 1,179 1,089 1,094
1950 1,000 1,096 1,048 375 1,284 1,178 1,209
1955 1,090 1,465 1,405 750 1,522 1,479 1,466
1960 1,530 1,839 1,571 1,000 1,631 1,681 1,703
1965 1,595 2,031 1,691 925 1,898 1,925 1,898

1970 1,565 1,997 1,928 900 2,123 2,036 2,121
1971 1,754 1,931 1,949 850 2,040 1,975 2,035
1972 1,781 1,999 1,877 600 2,172 2,069 2,076
1973* 1,651 1,647 1,743 900 2,081 1,845 2,017

1945 96 42,814 10,925

Farm Value 
$1,000

125 54,748 108,708 848,216
1950 188 50,958 19,382 90 59,441 130,059 1,048,545
1955 310 72,452 23,609 90 67,609 164,070 1,165,643
1960 379 77,372 27,276 234 70,009 175,270 1,183,802
1965 495 79,092 27,536 192 85,336 192,651 1,206,649

1970 633 102,260 30,278 151 79,557 212,879 1,389,311
1971 756 91,054 26,616 139 79,983 198,648 1,340,626
1972 778 99,582 26,433 98 91,867 218,758 1,442,801

Sources: USDA, Agricultural Statistics 1972; Annual Report on Tobacco Statistics 1972;
Crop Production, November 9, 1973.

^Indicated

tobacco program . In 1973, how ever, strong w o r ld ­
w id e  dem and pushed tobacco prices w e ll above 
suppo rt levels, pa rticu la rly  early in the season. Thus, 
even though D is tric t p ro d u c tio n  was do w n  in 1973, 
the farm  value o f the crop  was like ly  to  be m uch 
h igher than in 1972.

G overnm en t Programs

A lm o st from  the outset o f the tobacco industry 's 
deve lopm en t, the co m m o d ity  was so im p o rta n t to 
the econom ic  w e lfa re  o f p roducers tha t dem ands 
arose fo r some organ ized fo rm  o f co n tro l over 
p ro d u c tio n  and m arketing . Producers w ere 
susceptib le  to  eco no m ic  devastation from  the

ove rp ro d u c tio n  w h ich  regularly fo llo w e d  periods 
o f im p roved  prices. These cycles even tua lly  led to 
con tinuous governm ent program s designed to 
stab ilize  p ro d u c tio n  from  year to  year.

The A g ricu ltu ra l A d jus tm en t A c t o f 1938 
converted ea rlie r program s to  perm anent leg is la tion. 
U nder this Act, tobacco p ro d u c tio n  has been 
rig id ly  co n tro lle d  e ith e r by acreage a llo tm ents  o r by 
s tric t m arke ting  a llo tm ents  know n  as poundage 
quotas. In some locations bo th  measures are in 
e ffect. The acreage a llo tm e n t specifies the num ber 
o f acres tha t may be g row n by an in d iv idu a l 
producer, based on the farm 's h isto rica l o u tp u t o f 
the crop. Because o f tobacco p ro du c tion 's  high 
labor requirem ents, the acreage a llo tm e n t per farm
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TABLE 2

Governm ental R evenue from T o b acco  P rod ucts

Fiscal year Federal

($ Mil.) 

State Local
All

Governme

1963-64 2,053 1,196 84 3,333
1964-65 2,149 1,284 102 3,535
1965-66 2,074 1,541

1,615
105 3,720

1966-67 2,080 116 3,811
1967-68 2,122 1,886 100 4,108

1968-69 2,138 2,056 97 4,291
1969-70 2,094 2,308 129 4,531
1970-71 2,207 2,536 140 4,883
1971-72 2,207 2,830 143 5,180
1972-73 2,229 3,010 146 5,385

Source: USDA, Tobacco Situation, Sept. 1973

was o rig in a lly  q u ite  small and has been progres­
sively w h itt le d  away to  o ffse t ris ing yie lds.

In o rd e r to  p roduce  m axim um  o u tp u t on the ir 
small a llo tm ents , growers tended to  u tilize  tech­
niques tha t som etim es low ered  tobacco qua lity .
This b ro ug h t ab ou t the ad op tion  o f the poundage 
quota, w h ich  specifies the num ber o f pounds tha t 
a g ro w e r is e n title d  to  m arke t du rin g  a given year.

U nde r poundage quotas, a g ro w e r has a stronger 
incen tive  to  p roduce  a qu a lity  o f tobacco tha t w ill 
b ring  the  best p rice  per pound. U nde r acreage 
con tro ls  alone, guaranteed m in im u m  prices on to ta l 
p ro d u c tio n  o ften  induced growers to  adop t 
techniques tha t w o u ld  m axim ize y ie lds even though 
qu a lity  was reduced. In loca lities  w here  poundage 
quotas a lone preva il, a g ro w e r has greater freedom  
in de te rm in in g  how  m uch land he w ill com b ine  
w ith  o th e r resources to  p roduce  tha t poundage; 
and a h igher qu a lity  p ro d u c t has usually resulted.

A  g row er is a llow ed  to  p roduce  and m arket up 
to  110 percen t o f his pa rticu la r poundage quota  in 
any given year, bu t the  fo llo w in g  year his quota  w ill 
be reduced by a co rrespond ing  am ount. O n the 
o th e r hand, if  the g row e r happens to  fa ll short o f 
his a llo tm e n t, he can g ro w  m ore tobacco in the 
succeeding year in o rd e r to  m ake up the de fic it.
This has genera lly  led to  a m ore satisfactory m arke t­
ing arrangem ent fo r  growers, and they con tinu e  to 
approve poundage quotas in co n ju n c tio n  w ith  
acreage con tro ls  in Georgia, A labam a, and Florida 
and in lieu o f acreage con tro ls  in Tennessee.

In a d d itio n  to  p ro d u c tio n  con tro ls , the U. S. 
D epa rtm en t o f A g ricu ltu re  c lose ly supervises m arket 
opera tions in tobacco g row ing  areas. Both state and 
Federal governm ents regulate the num ber o f buyers 
a lloca ted to  in d iv id u a l markets, the length o f tim e 
m arkets may opera te , and the specific  con d itions  
under w h ich  m arkets may be held. W arehouses 
m ust be licensed by state au thorities . In this way, 
warehouses in any p a rticu la r g ro w in g  area are 
lim ite d  to  the num ber considered ju s tifia b le  fo r

o rd e rly  m arke ting  con d itions . L im ited  markets and 
lim ite d  periods o f op e ra tion  are m a jo r sources o f 
d issatisfaction am ong growers, w h o  o ften  fee l they 
have no t had am ple  tim e  o r o p p o rtu n ity  to  dispose 
o f th e ir crop.

Tobacco prices received by grow ers are supported  
at a pa rity  level ca lcu la ted to  m a in ta in  the 
approx im ate  re la tionsh ip  existing be tw een tobacco 
prices and the prices o f goods and services 
purchased by farm ers in 1959. For m any years p r io r  
to  this, tobacco prices w ere  supported  at 90 pe rcen t 
o f the 1910-14 pa rity  level. Price supports are 
accom plished th rough  the Tobacco S tab iliza tion  
C o rpo ra tion , an agency w ith in  the  USDA w h ich  
places a m in im u m  b id  on each lo t o f  tobacco 
auctioned . Unless the b id  is raised by o th e r buyers, 
the S tab iliza tion  C o rpo ra tion  takes possession o f 
the lo t. The C o m m o d ity  C re d it C o rpo ra tion  issues 
nonrecourse loans on the  tobacco, w h ich  even tua lly  
moves in to  go ve rn m en t-ow ne d  stocks if  the  loans 
are no t redeem ed.

The e ffec t o f this op e ra tion  has been to  m a in ta in  
prices to  dom estic  grow ers w e ll above those in 
w o r ld  m arkets in m ost years.3 D uties have been 
lev ied to  discourage dom estic  m anufacturers from  
im p o rtin g  lo w e r-p rice d  fo re ign  tobaccos. This 
provides p ro te c tio n  fo r  the  dom estic  g ro w e r bu t 
also increases the prices pa id by consum ers. Price 
increases a ttr ib u ta b le  to  p ro te c tive  duties and 
g row e r subsidies have been sm all, how ever, 
com pared to  those resu lting  fro m  various taxes 
levied on reta il sales o f tobacco  products.

Tobacco has been a p rim e  revenue earner fo r 
bo th  state and na tiona l governm ents fo r  m any 
years. In fact, taxes accoun t fo r  the  largest single 
share in the p rice  o f a package o f  cigarettes. State 
taxes a lone range fro m  a lo w  o f 2.0 cents per 
package in N orth  C aro lina  to  a h igh o f 21 cents in 
C o nn ecticu t and average a b ou t 11.5 cents n a tio n ­
w ide . Federal taxes c la im  an a d d itio n a l 8 cents, 
b ring ing  the average tax to ta l to  around  20 cents 
per package o f 20 cigarettes. Tota l gove rnm en t 
revenue from  sales o f all tobacco produc ts  exceeded 
$5.3 b illio n  in fiscal 1972.

Use o f O ff- fa rm  Inputs

For m ost o f its h istory, tobacco p ro d u c tio n  has been 
labo r-in tens ive  w ith  on ly  m odera te  m echan iza tion .

3ln recent years, prices received by U. S. growers of flue-cured 
tobacco have averaged about 25 cents per pound above the prices 
of flue-cured tobacco exported by Rhodesia, Zambia, and Malawi, 
thought by some to be typical of world tobacco market prices. At 
that rate, the calculated income support received by American 
tobacco growers from a 1.8-billion pound crop would amount to 
about $450 million, or approximately one-third of the total value 
of recent crops. The cost borne by the government is limited to 
the amount acquired and disposed of below cost. In the mid- 
1950's, government purchases approached 20 percent of annual 
production, but acquisitions have averaged less than 5 percent 
during the 1970's. Thus, the bulk of the income support has 
been borne directly by the consumer.
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Estimated Inputs and Variable Costs 
in Tobacco Production

Estimated* 
Total Costs

T A B L E  3

Quantity Value District States
(Per Acre)

Preharvest Inputs:
Labor 92.98 hrs. $101.32 $13,427,940
Seed & Plant Bed 32.42 4,296,623

Fertilizers 19.00 cwt. 59.60 7,898,788
Power & Equipment 18.16 hrs. 34.38 4,556,381
Insecticides &

Fungicides --------- 24.76 3,281,443
Herbicides --------- 17.50 2,319,275
Insurance --------- 50.00 6,626,500
Interest ------ 13.00 1,722,890

Total Preharvest Cost $332.98 $44,129,840
Harvest Inputs:
Labor 255.90 hrs. $267.60 $35,465,028
Power & Equipment 27.00 hrs. 30.12 3,991,804
Heating Fuel 3.30 gal. 59.40 7,872,282
Sticks & Twine — 12.50 1,656,625
Marketing Charge 18.00 cwt. 36.00 4,771,080

Total Harvest Cost $405.62 $53,756,819
Total Variable Cost $738.60 $97,886,659

Source: USDA, Selected U. S. Crop Budgets, Yields, Inputs, 
and Variable Costs, Volume 1, Southeast Region, 
ERS 457, April 1971. 

iCost per acre multiplied by total acreage of tobacco for 
harvest in 1973.

Use o f o ff-fa rm  inputs has been rather lig h t 
com pared w ith  m ost com m erc ia l crops in the 
U n ited  States. Recent changes in some areas have 
b ro u g h t w id e r ad op tion  o f labor-saving inputs. In 
flue -cu re d  tobacco p ro d u c tio n , a m echanical 
harvester has drastica lly  reduced labo r hours, bu t 
the  m ach ine is s till in lim ite d  use.

Table 3 shows tha t labo r accounts fo r  abou t 
on e -h a lf o f  the to ta l va riab le  cost o f  tobacco 
p ro d u c tio n . O th e r inpu ts tha t have g row n  in 
im portance  as y ie lds have increased are: fe r tiliz e r 
and lim e ; chem ica ls fo r  co n tro l o f  insects, diseases, 
suckers, and w eeds; fu e l; and num erous 
m isce llaneous expenses associated w ith  increasing 
m echan iza tion . Expenditure pe r acre varies from  
one area to  another, b u t USDA studies ind ica te  a 
typ ica l p ro d u c tio n  cost o f ab ou t $740 per acre. For 
the D is tr ic t as a w h o le , 135,000 tobacco  a llo tm ents , 
g row n on 133,000 acres, are estim ated to  generate 
annual p ro d u c tio n  expenditu res o f  ab ou t $100 
m illio n , w h ich  flow s to  w orkers  and m erchants 
supp ly ing  o ff-fa rm  inputs.

A b o u t 65,000 D is tr ic t farm ers g ro w  tobacco and, 
o f course, m any o f them  c o n tro l m ore  than one 
a llo tm e n t. N a tiona lly , the re  w ere  in excess o f 
530,000 a llo tm ents  issued to  g ro w  tobacco in 1972. 
The a llo tm en ts  averaged abou t 1.6 acres and w ere 
opera ted by several hundred  thousand in d iv idu a l 
producers.

Processing and Marketing

Tobacco's m a jo r c o n tr ib u tio n  to  the  reg ion's 
econom y occurs at the  farm  level, b u t the 
m ovem en t o f the  harvested leaf from  the farm  in to  
m arke ting , processing, and d is tr ib u tio n  fac ilities  
also generates s ig n ifica n t eco no m ic  activ ity .

W arehous ing  is the  firs t m a jo r o ff-fa rm  ac tiv ity  
in the  m arke ting  chain. This is w here  the  w o r ld -  
fam ous tobacco auctions occur. Farmers b ring  th e ir  
in d iv id u a l bund les in to  a w arehouse w here  they are 
he ld  tem p o ra rily  u n til sold at auction . W arehouse 
ow ners typ ica lly  charge 4 pe rcen t o f gross revenue 
fo r  the services they p ro v id e  in g iv ing  the  fa rm er 
space fo r  his tobacco crop , b rin g in g  in buyers, and 
con d u c tin g  the  auctions. A  typ ica l warehousem an 
em ploys six to  e ig h t peop le  to  p ro v id e  necessary 
services d u rin g  the  m arke ting  season.

W ith in  the  tobacco -g row ing  areas o f  the D is tric t, 
there are ove r 200 warehouses used fo r  m arke ting  
du rin g  a six- to  e igh t-w eek pe rio d  each year. D u ring  
the  o f f  season, these may be used fo r  storage o f  a 
va rie ty  o f p roducts  e ith e r by the  o w n e r o r  by o th e r 
m erchants and dealers w ill in g  to  pay insurance 
prem ium s on the  warehouses d u rin g  the  pe rio d  o f 
use. Som etim es they m ay s it id le .

M os t o f  the  tobacco p roduced  w ith in  the  D is tr ic t 
moves elsew here fo r  processing. C igare tte  tobacco 
is typ ica lly  sh ipped d ire c tly  from  warehouses to  
storage sites at m anu fac tu ring  plants located in

states ou ts ide  the D is tric t. C igare tte  tobacco 
processing w ith in  the  D is tr ic t is lim ite d  to  leaf- 
s tem m ing and red ry ing  opera tions. A  Tennessee 
com pany engaged exclusive ly in leaf processing 
operates several plants in the  area.

In a d d itio n , five  m a jo r com panies are invo lved  
in m anu fac tu ring  chew ing  tobacco, sm oking 
tobacco, and snu ff in Tennessee. These plants lis t 
abou t 800 fu ll- t im e  em ployees, w ith  seasonal 
em p lo ym e n t runn ing  m uch higher.

Though F lorida is no t a m a jo r tob acco -p rod uc in g  
state, it  accounts fo r  m ost o f  the  D is tric t's  c igar 
m anufacturing . This industry  is a m a jo r user o f 
im p o rte d  tobaccos as w e ll as the  specia lized cigar 
tobaccos p roduced  w ith in  the D is tric t. The state 
d irec to ry  o f  industry  id en tifies  37 d iffe re n t firm s 
engaged in tobacco m anufacturing . Total em p lo y ­
m en t in these firm s approaches 5,000 on a fu ll- t im e  
annual basis. A lth o u g h  m ost o f these m anufacturers 
are ra ther sm all, at least n ine firm s em p lo y  m ore 
than 100, and one firm  lists 1,500 fu ll- t im e  
em ployees.

A labam a and G eorg ia repo rt a to ta l o f  five  cigar 
m anufactu ring  com panies e m p lo y ing  a to ta l o f  
1,300 fu ll- t im e  em ployees. A  c igare tte -m anufactu r­
ing p lan t is rep o rted ly  p lanned fo r  G eorg ia w ith in  
the  near fu tu re . Louisiana conta ins th ree small 
com panies, w ith  a com b in ed  e m p lo ym e n t o f  80, 
w h ich  m anufacture  b lends o f  Perique tobacco, 
p r im a rily  fo r  the  export trade.
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A ltho ug h  the num ber has dec lined  in the past 
decade, approx im ate ly  7,200 fu ll- t im e  em ployees 
are d ire c tly  engaged in some fo rm  o f tobacco 
m anufactu ring  in the  Sixth D is tric t. A t average 
annual earnings o f $7,700 per w o rke r, these workers 
c o n trib u te  an estim ated $ 5 5 .4 -m illion  to ta l incom e 
to  the  reg ion's econom y each year.

The Tobacco Ins titu te  indicates tha t the to ta l 
m anufactu ring  em p lo ym e n t in the industry  as a 
w h o le  am oun ted  to  abou t 75,000 peop le  in 1972. 
Thus, the  to ta l annual payro ll generated by 
U. S. tobacco m anufac tu ring  activ ities is an esti­
m ated $578 m illio n .

Indus try  F inancing

Both com m erc ia l banks and farm  c red it agencies 
are invo lved  in financ ing  tobacco at the farm  level. 
Com pared w ith  o th e r crops, tobacco financ ing  is 
no t a large ven tu re  fo r  m ost lenders because acreage 
a llo tm ents  are extrem e ly small and the typ ica l 
g row e r does no t b o rro w  a large am oun t to  produce 
his crop. Nevertheless, spokesm en fo r  ag ricu ltu ra l 
lenders ind ica te  tha t tobacco is im p o rta n t to  the ir 
areas, and they are q u ick  to  ad m it tha t tobacco is 
a m a jo r de te rm in an t o f  the econom ic  w e lfa re  o f 
com m un ities  w here  its p ro d u c tio n  is concentra ted.

The reduction  in nu m ber o f tobacco producers 
tha t is accom panying the advent o f m echanized 
harvesting seems like ly  to  change financ ing  at the 
p ro du ce r level. In the flue -cu re d  tobacco area, 
e ffo rts  are already be ing m ade to  assemble m uch 
larger acreages on in d iv id u a l farms, a lthough cu rren t 
restraints against m ov ing  a llo tm ents  across coun ty  
lines are h ind e rin g  this deve lopm ent. Nevertheless, 
m any growers have already succeeded in com b in in g  
a llo tm ents  in to  tracts o f 30 acres o r m ore. A 
m echan ized harvester costing abou t $30,000 can be 
econom ica lly  ju s tifie d  on opera tions o f th is scale. 
M ach inery  o f th is soph is tica tion  and value w ill 
invo lve  le nd ing  agencies in tobacco financ ing  at the 
farm  level to  a greater extent.

The w arehous ing opera tion  is cu rre n tly  a m ajor 
user o f c re d it in tob acco -p rod uc in g  areas. W are­
house opera tors usually do  no t buy large am ounts 
o f the crop, bu t they generate a substantia l vo lum e 
o f c re d it fo r  com m erc ia l banks du rin g  the  m arke ting  
season. Buyers w h o  purchase tobacco at a pa rticu la r 
warehouse auction  usually pay w ith  checks w ritte n  
on banks located ou ts ide  the area. Im m ed ia te ly  
a fte r the sale, p roducers receive paym ent in checks 
draw n on the w arehousem an's accoun t at the local 
bank. Bank fina nc ing  provides the im m ed ia te  c red it 
needed by w arehousem en to  pay o f f  producers 
be fore  buyers ' checks are co llec ted .

W here  buyers w r ite  checks on banks in d istant 
cities, a large am oun t o f c red it is som etim es 
extended u n til these checks are cleared. For 
exam ple, du rin g  the 1973 m arke ting  season,

Japanese buyers m ade d ire c t purchases in tobacco 
m arkets w ith  checks d raw n on C a lifo rn ia  banks. A 
considerab ly longer c learing  tim e  is requ ired  fo r  
these checks as com pared to  those issued by 
dom estic  buyers headquartered in nearby areas.

M a jo r tobacco com panies a llo w  stocks to  age fo r 
approx im a te ly  th ree years be fo re  processing in to  
fina l products. D u ring  th is pe rio d , the tobacco 
inven to ry  ties up a great deal o f  cap ita l, w h ich  may 
be supp lied  e ith e r by the  com pany's  in te rna l funds 
o r by large com m erc ia l banks.

Tobacco's p ro m in e n t ro le  in the exp o rt m arke t 
involves the use o f c re d it in ano the r m anner. 
Bankers, bo th  dom estic  and in te rna tiona l, becom e 
invo lved  in fina nc ing  tobacco tha t moves in in te r­
na tiona l trade. W hen tobacco is placed on board 
ship to  m ove in to  the  exp o rt m arket, the  sh ipper 
typ ica lly  receives paym ent by a d ra ft on a bank at 
the destina tion  po in t. That bank finances the 
transaction un til the sh ipm en t is de live red  to  the 
buyer, w h o  then settles w ith  the bank fo r  the  c red it 
extended. Thus, c re d it eq u iva le n t to  the  tobacco 's 
value in transport is extended fo r the  pe riod  o f 
sh ipm ent.

Foreign M arkets

U. S. tobacco acreage is less than 10 pe rcen t o f the 
w o r ld  acreage bu t accounts fo r  nearly 20 pe rcen t o f 
p ro d u c tio n ; and U. S. tobacco makes up ove r one- 
f if th  o f to ta l w o r ld  tobacco  exports. The high qu a lity  
o f U. S. tobacco has com m anded a p rim e  po s itio n  
in fo re ign  markets fo r  m any years.

F lue-cured tobacco, p roduced  in F lorida, G eorgia, 
and A labam a, is one o f the  p rim e  types m ov ing  in 
export markets. It is estim ated tha t a m a jo r p o rtio n  
o f flue -cu red  tobacco p roduced  w ith in  the Sixth 
D is tr ic t even tua lly  enters the expo rt trade .4

U n til 1973, m ore  and m ore U. S. tobacco had 
been m ov ing  to  fo re ign  m arkets by means o f various 
export subsidies, w h ich  w ere te rm in a ted  e ffec tive  
w ith  the 1973 crop. Because g row ers ' prices had 
been supported  above w o rld  p rice  levels, these 
subsidies w ere  requ ired  to  m ove gove rnm en t stocks 
in to  w o r ld  trade. M uch  tobacco had m oved under 
the Food fo r Peace Program (Pub lic Law 480) w h ich  
en titles fo re ign  coun tries  to  acqu ire  surplus co m ­
m od ities  from  the U. S. G ove rnm en t unde r a varie ty  
o f cost-reduc ing  arrangem ents.

The barte r provis ions o f P ub lic  Law 480, w hereby 
the gove rnm en t exchanged surp lus com m o d itie s  fo r  
certa in strateg ic m aterials, had accoun ted fo r a  
large, co n tinu ou s ly  increasing share o f  governm ent-

4 E x p o r t s  o f  u n m a n u f a c t u r e d  t o b a c c o  f r o m  t h e  M i a m i  C u s t o m s  
R e g i o n  i n  1 9 7 2  w e r e  v a l u e d  a t  $ 2 9 3  m i l l i o n .  A b o u t  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  
t h i s  t o b a c c o  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t o  h a v e  o r i g i n a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  S i x t h  
F e d e r a l  R e s e r v e  D i s t r i c t  s t a t e s ,  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  
a n n u a l  c r o p .

3 4 M A R C H  1974, M O N T H L Y  R E V IE W

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



TABLE 4

Government-Financed Versus Other
Exports of Unmanufactured Tobacco

Year
Ending Government Other Government Financed

June 30 Financed1 Sales as Percent of Total
(Percent)

(Million Pounds)
Average:
1955-59 49.2 447.9 9.9
1960 94.5 362.1 20.7
1965 49.9 434.1 10.3

1970 201.8 369.2 35.3
1971 242.4 312.3 43.7
1972 240.9 283.8 46.0
19732 219.7 349.9 38.6

1 Includes primarily exports under Public Law 480 and
short-term Commodity Credit Corporation credit

Prelim inary

Source: USDA, Tobacco Situation, September 1973

financed tobacco exports. In recent years, exports 
in vo lv in g  the governm ent had accoun ted fo r  up to  
46 pe rcen t o f to ta l U. S. tobacco exports.

W o rld  tobacco prices increased in 1973, and 
com m erc ia l exports o f U. S. tobacco bene fited  from  
currency rea lignm ents and shortfa lls  in fo re ign 
p ro d u c tio n . D espite the rem oval o f subsidies, the 
exp o rt m arke t fo r  U. S. tobacco appears the b rig h t­
est in m any years. Tobacco consum p tion  is 
increasing as personal incom es rise in a m a jo rity  o f 
the countries o f the w o rld . The de ve lopm e n t o f 
synthetic  tobacco products, repu ted ly  less hazard­
ous to  health , has no t m ate ria lly  a lte red the brisk 
w o r ld w id e  tobacco dem and expressed in export 
markets in 1973.

Restrictions on the am oun t o f chem ica l residues 
tha t can be con ta ined  upon tobacco leaves in some 
in te rna tiona l markets caused grave concern am ong 
tobacco growers. A d justm en ts  have been rapid, 
how ever, and e ith e r o ffe n d in g  chem ica ls have been 
e lim in a ted  o r ap p lica tio n  procedures m o d ifie d  to 
m eet restrictions.

Policy Considerations

There are p robab ly  no program s in w h ich  c o n flic tin g  
governm enta l p o licy  is m ore obvious than in those 
in vo lv in g  the tobacco industry. The governm ent is 
heavily invo lved  in regu la ting  tobacco p ro d u c tio n  
because o f the crop 's long-stand ing im portance  to  
the na tion 's  econom y and because o f the large 
n u m b e r o f peop le  a ffected by the industry. A t the 
same tim e, the governm ent has the respons ib ility  o f 
p ro te c ting  the health and safety o f its c itizens by 
p o lic in g  p o te n tia lly  hazardous products m arketed 
fo r hum an consum ption . These vast responsib ilities 
place branches o f the governm ent in c o n flic tin g  
positions w ith  regard to  the ir specific  regulations 
govern ing tobacco. To subsid ize the p ro d u c tio n  and 
exporta tion  o f a c o m m o d ity— some form s o f  w h ich  
have been labe led as hazardous to  health— is a 
c o n flic t tha t seems like ly  to  arouse g row ing  
consterna tion  as tim e  passes.

M eanw h ile , recent progress in m echan iza tion  o f 
tobacco p ro d u c tio n  may qu ick ly  reshape the 
s tructure  o f tobacco farm ing. As farm  sizes grow , 
by one means o r another, to  accom m odate  large 
machines, m any opera tors w ill be released from  
tobacco p ro d u c tio n . Should the  ranks o f tobacco 
producers and th e ir  po lit ica l in fluence  d w in d le  
s ig n ifica n tly  in the  fu tu re , changes in tobacco 
leg is la tion  may com e m ore easily. In fact, the 
in itia tive  fo r  some changes may arise from  growers 
themselves as they seek freedom  to  m ove tobacco 
p ro d u c tio n  in to  the m odern  farm  era o f large-scale 
p ro d u c tio n  and lo w  u n it costs. In tha t s tructure , 
tobacco w ill p ro ba b ly  rem ain an im p o rta n t c rop  
na tiona lly  as w e ll as in the  region fo r  years to  com e. 
H ow ever, the  subsidy p rov ided  d ire c tly  to  growers 
th rough  ever-ris ing p rice  supports and, in d ire c tly , to  
o th e r segments o f the  indus try  m igh t be sharply 
cu rta iled  if no t a ltoge the r e lim ina ted . Indeed, there 
is some evidence tha t s im ila r program  changes are 
now  be ing considered by p o licy  fo rm u la to rs . ■
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B A N K IN G  S T A T IS T IC S
Billion $

DEPOSITS*
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* F i g u r e s  a r e  f o r  t h e  l a s t  W e d n e s d a y  o f  e a c h  m o n t h  
* * D a i l y  a v e r a g e  f i g u r e s .
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1972 1973

- 3 6

* 3 2
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S I X T H  D I S T R I C T  B A N K I N G  N D T E S

S h i f t  i n  C o n s u m e r  D e p o s i t s

SIX T H  D IS T R IC T  M E M B E R B A N K  T IM E  D E P O S IT S
(In c lu d e s  C D ’s over $100,000)

December 1973

%  Change %  Change
Amount From Amount From

(million $) Year Ago (million $) Year Ago
DISTRICT ....................... . . . 19,644.3 + 21.0 GEORGIA ........................... . 2,957.3 + 22.0

Atlanta ................. . 2,013.5 + 28.2
ALABAMA ....................... . . . 2,859.5 + 18.6 A ugusta................. 284.5 + 11.4

Anniston-Gadsden . . . . . 164.1 + 14.2 Columbus1 ........... 216.2 + 19.4
Birmingham . . . . . . . 1,271.6 + 18.8 Macon.................... 145.1 + 3.5
Dothan .............. . . . 139.5 + 16.1 Savannah .............. 285.3 + 10.5
Mobile................. . . . 511.6 + 24.0 South Georgia . . . . 91.2 + 5.9
Montgomery . . . . . . . 510.6 + 16.3

FLORIDA ........................... . . . 7,445.5 + 21.6 L O U IS IA N A * ....................... . 2,409.6 + 17.8
Jacksonville . . . . . . . 713.0 + 24.2 Alexandria-Lake Charles 239.4 + 13.6
M iam i................. . . . 3,477.4 + 21.6 Baton Rouge ........... 368.3 — 3.3
O rland o .............. . . . 1,009.5 + 21.5 Lafayette-Iberia-Houma 194.6 + 16.6
Pensaco la........... . . . 187.6 + 34.3 New Orleans........... . 1,629.1 + 24.5
Tampa-St. Petersburg . . . 2,058.1 + 19.9

TEN N ESSEE* ....................... . 2,887.8 + 19.4
M ISSISSIPPI* . . . . . . . 1,084.6 + 34.2 Chattanooga........... 472.5 + 20.9

Jackson .............. . . . 682.4 + 33.8 Knoxville .............. 476.4 + 11.2
Hattiesburg-Laurel-Meridiani 270.2 + 35.5 Nashville .............. . 2,062.1 + 26.8
Natchez .............. . . . 66.9 + 21.0 Tri-Cities1 . . . . . . 103.8 — 31.7

Note: Figures shown are for trade and banking areas, which include several counties surrounding central cities. Bound-
aries of some areas do not coincide with state lines.

JYear-ago changes reflect structural changes in series.
‘Represents that portion of the state in the Sixth District.
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In te rest-bearing  deposits at D is tr ic t m em ber banks 
grew  21 percen t du rin g  1973, a c red it restra int year 
w hen dem and deposits o th e r than in te rbank  de­
posits increased o n ly  1 percent. A ltho ug h  the 
g ro w th  o f la rge -denom ina tion  m oney m arket tim e  
deposits a ttracted m uch a tten tion , the  level and 
com p os ition  o f consum er tim e  and savings deposits 
also changed s ign ifican tly . By O c to b e r 1973, sm all- 
de n o m ina tion  consum er deposits had increased 
$633 m illio n  ove r the  previous year's $11,1 7 8 -m il­
lion  to ta l. This increase came despite an tic ip a tion  
in late spring tha t these funds m igh t f lo w  o u t o f 
banks because o f h igh in terest rates available to  
savers in the  open m arket.

In terest rates banks pay on consum er tim e  and 
savings deposits vary w ith  m atu rity . Passbook sav­
ings accounts, w h ich  have no stipu la ted  m atu rity , 
usually d raw  a lo w e r re turn than do tim e  c e r t if i­
cates. Passbook savings, nonetheless, rem ain the 
m ost po pu la r fo rm  o f savings, m aking up abou t 50 
percent o f all sm a ll-de no m ina tion  in te rest-bearing  
accounts in the D is tric t.

M any consum ers, how ever, take advantage o f 
h ighe r rates o ffe red  on certifica tes o f deposit, w ith  
sho rt-te rm  m aturities  vary ing fro m  90 days to  1 year 
and longer-te rm  certifica tes m atu ring  in 1 to  4 years 
o r m ore. The in terest rates banks and th r if t  in s titu ­
tions pay on these savings certifica tes are lim ite d  
by regu la to ry  ceilings.

As the  year progressed, the  banks' and o th e r 
de pos ito ry  in s titu tio n s ' a b ility  to  a ttrac t consum er 
th r if t  deposits w eakened because rates on m arket 
securities rose above those they w ere a llow ed  to  
pay under the regu la tory  ceilings. To a llev ia te  a pos­
sib le  reduc tion  o f these savings flow s, regulatory 
agencies increased the m em ber bank ce ilin g  rates, 
e ffec tive  July 1.

By O cto be r, passbook savings at D is tr ic t m em ber 
banks had increased $250 m illio n  over a year ago 
rather than decreasing as had been feared. O ne 
reason was tha t the  average rate o ffe red  by these 
banks had risen to  4.8 percent, com pared w ith  4.3 
percen t in 1972.

Rates on sho rt-te rm  certifica tes m atu ring  in less 
than one year also increased, from  5.0 percen t to  
5.4 percen t ove r the same pe riod . Even so, the 
vo lum e o f these sho rt-te rm  certifica tes fe ll by $438 
m illio n , whereas certifica tes m atu ring  over one year 
o ffe r in g  even h igher rates increased a he fty  $832 
m illio n . C om plex events in m oney m arkets, toge the r 
w ith  regu la tory  rate changes, thus resulted in a 
sustained level o f s ligh tly  h ighe r in terest-bearing  
consum er passbook savings and a sh iftin g  o f con ­
sum er tim e  funds from  sho rte r-m a tu rity  to  longer- 
m a tu rity  certifica tes y ie ld in g  the  highest ava ilable 
rates.

This s h ift to  longe r m atu rities  was especia lly 
m arked a fte r m id-1973, w hen banks, a long w ith  
o th e r th r if t  in s titu tions , started m aking active use 
o f the new  a u th o rity  to  o ffe r ce iling -free  fou r-year 
(“ w ild c a rd ")  certifica tes. By the  end o f August, a 
sam ple o f large D is tric t banks had issued new  fo u r- 
year certifica tes to ta lin g  $177 m illio n . This to ta l 
increased at ab ou t a 20-percent m o n th ly  rate du ring

MATURITY DISTRIBUTION
October 1973

$ Millions %  of Total
Savings Deposits 5,957 50.4
Christmas Savings 228 1.9
Time Deposits under $100,000 

Maturing in: less than 1 year 2,335 19.8
1 —  2V2 years 2,018 17.1
2V2 —  4 years 581 4.9

Over 4 years 691 5.9
Total 11,810 100.0

Note: Figures cover all District member banks.

S h ift  Tow ards Longer Term  Sav in g s
%  of Tota l T im e  

&  S a v in g s  D e p o s its

I___Under one year
l / S A  Over one year _

S a v in g s  D e p o s it s

Oct., 1972 Oct., 1973
‘ C o n su m e rs  ho ld  8 5 %  of th e se  t im e  certifica te s. 
Note: F ig u re s  c o ve r  all D is t r ic t  m e m b e r  b an k s.

Septem ber and O ctobe r, as savers apparently  sh ifted  
from  shorter m aturities in to  the "w ild c a rd s ."

A t the end o f O c tobe r, abou t 75 pe rcen t o f  all 
D is tr ic t m em ber banks o ffe red  these certifica tes, 
and th e ir ho ld ings to ta led  $680 m illio n . A b o u t ha lf 
the to ta l was he ld by sm aller banks w hose to ta l 
depos it size was less than $100 m illio n . The m ost 
com m on rate paid was 7 'U  percent, a lthough  m any 
banks pa id as h igh as 73A  pe rcen t; and a few  o ffe red  
rates ove r 8 percent. Large banks in the $1 00 -m illion  
and ove r size d id  no t appear to  com pete  so ag­
gressively fo r  consum er certifica tes, and th e ir  rates 
averaged som ew hat low er.

So as no t to  im p a ir savings flow s to  th r if t  in ­
s titu tions  tha t p ro v id e  m ortgage cred it, the  regula­
to ry  agencies, as d irec ted  by Congress, set new  c e il­
ings o f 71/4 pe rcen t fo r  banks and 7 't i  pe rcen t fo r  
th r if t  in s titu tions  on certifica tes m atu ring  in fo u r 
years o r m ore, e ffec tive  N ovem ber 1. Thereafter, 
g row th  in fou r-yea r certifica tes at D is tr ic t m em ber 
banks s low ed to  abou t $42 m illio n  in N ovem ber 
and in Decem ber, o r  to  abou t a 6-percent m o n th ly  
rate. January, how ever, posted a strong $154 m illio n  
upsurge as sho rte r-te rm  certifica tes purchased p r io r  
to  the rate changes reached m a tu rity  and consumers 
sh ifted  th e ir  savings to  the  h igher-ra te fou r-yea r 
certifica tes. Consum er savings vo lum e  in the  fo rm  
o f certifica tes m atu ring  over one year thus remains 
considerab ly h igher than in previous years.

Charles D . Salley
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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
(All data are Indexes, unless indicated otherwise.)

Latest M onth

O ne  Two 
M onth  M on th s 
A go  Ago

One
Year
Ago Latest M onth

O ne  Tw o O ne 
M on th  M o n th s  Year 

A g o  A go  A go

S IX T H  D IS T R IC T

IN C O M E  A N D  S P E N D IN G

M anu fac tu ring  Payro lls .................. Jan.
Farm  C ash  R e c e ip t s ......................... Dec.

C r o p s ........................................... Dec.
L ivestock .................................... Dec.

In sta lm ent C redit at B a n k s* / 1 (M il. $)
New L o a n s .................................... Jan.
Rep aym ents ................................ Jan.

E M P L O Y M E N T  A N D  P R O D U C T IO N

173
190
217
190

679
636

172 170
185 201
216 191
185 222

664r
612r

752
628

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G  

Lo a n s *
All M em ber B a n k s ......................... Jan.
Large B a n k s ................................ Jan.

D epo sits *
All M em ber B a n k s ......................... Jan.
Large B a n k s .................................Jan.

B a n k  D e b it s */ **  .............................Jan.

A L A B A M A

IN C O M E

M anufactu ring  P a y r o l l s ......................Jan.
Farm  C ash  R e c e i p t s ......................... Dec.

E M P L O Y M E N T

N onfarm  E m p l o y m e n t ......................Jan.
M a n u f a c t u r i n g .............................Jan.
N onm anufactu ring  ......................Jan.

C o n s t r u c t io n .............................Jan.
Farm  E m p lo y m e n t ............................. Jan.

266
254

206
179
258

176
197

121.2
117.8122.8 
131.7
86.7

257
'2 4 3

200
177
250r

173
225

120.4
117.7121.6
132.3
82.0

253
238

200
175
255

175
196

121.0
117.7
122.5
134.9
76.4

152
144
159
154

655
565

Nonfarm  E m p lo y m e n t .................. . Jan. 130.0 129.4 N.A. 125.5
M a n u f a c t u r i n g ......................... . Jan. 117.2 117.4 N.A. 115.0

N ondurab le  G o o d s .................. . Jan. 115.0 115.4 N.A. 112.5
F o o d .................................... . Jan. 105.8 105.0 N.A. 105.1
T e x t i l e s ............................. . Jan. 113.2 113.5 N.A. 112 .0
Apparel ............................. . Jan. 114.0 114.8 N.A. 113.4
Paper ................................ . Jan. 1 1 2 .2 112.9 N.A. 112 .0
Prin tin g  and P u b lish in g  . . . Jan. 126.7 127.3 N.A. 123.2
C h e m i c a l s ......................... . Jan. 108.8 109.4 N.A. 106.1

Durable  G o o d s ...................... . Jan. 119.8 120.0 N.A. 116.8
Lbr., W ood Prods., Furn. & Fix. . Jan. 119.0 117.7 N.A. 117.5
Stone, Clay, and  G la ss  . . . . Jan. 125.3 123.6 N.A. 12 0 .1
Prim ary M e t a l s .................. . Jan. 112 .6 113.1 N.A. 112.3
Fabricated M e t a l s .............. . Jan. 133.6 132.7 N.A. 126.1
M a c h i n e r y ......................... . Jan. 150.2 150.0 N.A. 138 4
Transporta tion  Equ ipm ent . Jan. 106.7 110 .2 N.A. 109 8

N o n m a n u fa c t u r in g ...................... . Jan. 134.5 133.5 N.A. 129 2
C o n s t r u c t i o n ...................... . Jan. 145.9 143.1 N.A. 137.2
T ransporta tion  .................. . Jan. 115.0 114.7 N.A. 1 1 1 .2
T r a d e ................................ . Jan. 135.9 134.8 N.A. 130.6
Fin., ins., and  real est. . . . . Jan. 141.0 141.5 N.A. 134.7
S e r v i c e s ............................. . Jan. 141.7 142.7 N.A. 137.0
Federal Governm ent . . . . . Jan. 104.0 102.9 N.A. 101.4
State and Local Governm ent . Jan. 135.0 134.5 N.A. 129.7

Farm  E m p lo y m e n t ......................... . Jan. 90.7 87.9 84.9 91.2
U nem ploym ent Rate

(Percent of W ork Force) . . . . N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
In su red  U nem ploym ent

(Percent of Cov. E m p . ) .............. • Jan. 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.9
Avg. W eekly Hrs. in M fg. (Hrs.) . . • Jan. 41.1 40.9 41.6 39.6
Construction  C o n t r a c t s * .............. • Jan. 207 255 325 255

R e s id e n t ia l ................................ • Jan. 2 10 258 324 331
All o t h e r .................................... Jan. 205 252 325 180

Cotton C o n s u m p t io n * * .................. ■ Dec. 78 78 80 83
Petroleum  P r o d u c t i o n * * .............. . Jan. 108 109 105 119
M anu fac tu ring  Production  . . . . . Oct. 307.5 304.2 304.7 280.6

N ondurab le  G o o d s ...................... Oct. 244.8 244.4 244.8 234.0
Food ................................ . Oct. 188.6 188.6 189.1 183.5
T e x t i l e s ............................. . Oct. 298.1 297.8 297.8 276.1
Apparel ............................. . Oct. 289.4 290.0 290.1 271.9
Paper ................................. . Oct. 224.8 224.9 225.2 221.0
Printin g and  Pu b lish in g  . . Oct. 155.3 156.4 157.4 157.5
C h e m i c a l s ......................... . Oct. 319.6 315.4 311.7 302.8

Durable  G o o d s ......................... . Oct. 382.0 375.1 376.1 336.8
Lum b er and  W o o d .............. Oct. 202.0 20 1.8 202.4 197.8
Furn iture  and  Fixtu res . . . Oct. 190.8 191.4 191.7 187.7
Stone, Clay, and  G la ss . . . Oct. 211.9 206.9 205.9 193.7
Prim ary  M e t a l s .................. Oct. 271.6 257.8 254.7 2 21.8
Fabricated M e t a l s .............. Oct. 298.0 293.4 287.6 278.5
Nonelectrical M ach ine ry  . . Oct. 501.8 498.5 496.9 438.9
Electrica l M ach ine ry  . . . Oct. 917.4 920.0 916.0 739.5
Transporta tion  Equ ipm ent Oct. 471.8 456.7 471.3 439.5

213
197

185
161
219

159
155

116.7 
114.3
117.8 
131.0
85.1

Unem ploym ent Rate
(Percent of W ork F o r c e ) ..............  N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Avg. W eekly Hrs. in M fg. (Hrs.) . . . Jan. 41.5 41.0 41.6 41.3

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G

M em ber B a n k  L o a n s ......................... Jan.
M em ber B a n k  D e p o s i t s .................. Jan.
B an k  D e b i t s * * .................................Jan.

F L O R ID A

IN C O M E

M anu fac tu ring  Payro lls .................. Jan.
Farm  C a sh  R e c e i p t s ......................... Dec.

E M P L O Y M E N T

Nonfarm  E m p l o y m e n t ......................Jan.
M a n u f a c t u r i n g ............................. Jan.
N o n m a n u fa c tu r in g ......................... Jan.

C o n s t r u c t i o n ............................. Jan.
Farm  E m p lo y m e n t .............................Jan.
Unem ploym ent Rate

(Percent of W ork F o r c e ) ..............
Avg. W eekly Hrs. in M fg. (Hrs.) . . . Jan.

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G

M em ber B a n k  L o a n s ......................... Jan.
M em ber B a n k  D e p o s i t s ......................Jan.
B ank  D e b i t s * * .................................Jan.

G EO RG IA

IN C O M E

M anufactu ring  Payro lls .................. Jan.
Farm  C a sh  R e c e i p t s ......................... Dec.

E M P L O Y M E N T

N onfarm  E m p l o y m e n t ......................Jan.
M a n u f a c t u r i n g ............................. Jan.
N onm anufactu ring  ......................Jan.

C o n s t r u c t io n ............................. Jan.
Farm  Em ploym ent ......................... Jan.

Unem ploym ent Rate
(Percent of W ork F o r c e ) ..............

Avg. W eekly Hrs. in M fg. (Hrs.) . . . Jan.

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G

M em ber B a n k  L o a n s ......................... Jan.
M em ber B a n k  D e p o s i t s .................. Jan.
B a n k  D e b i t s * * .................................Jan.

L O U IS IA N A

IN C O M E

M anu fac tu r ing  Payro lls .................. Jan. 152 149 147 137
Farm  C a sh  R e c e i p t s ......................... Dec. 185 204  222 148

E M P L O Y M E N T

Nonfarm  E m p l o y m e n t ......................Jan. 118.6 116.5 117.2 115.5
M a n u f a c t u r i n g ............................. Jan. 108.1 105.8 104.9 107.1
N o n m a n u fa c tu r in g ......................... Jan. 120.8 118.7 118.6 117.3

C o n s t r u c t i o n .........................  Jan. 97.9 92.6 90.3 92.6
Farm  E m p lo y m e n t ............................. Jan. 78.2 81.9 71.9 78.2
U nem ploym ent Rate

(Percent of W ork Force) . . . N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Avg. W eekly Hrs. in M fg. (Hrs.) . . . Jan. 41.2 41.0 40.7 39.7

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G

M em ber B a n k  L o a n s * ......................Jan. 237 231 227 189
M em ber B an k  D e p o s i t s * .................. Jan. 184  176 175 169
B a n k  D e b i t s * / * * .................................Jan. 197 196r 188 202

M IS S I S S IP P I

IN C O M E

M anu fac tu ring  P a y r o l l s .................. Jan. 191 192 189 168
Farm  C a sh  R e c e i p t s ......................... Dec. 246  174 171 187

E M P L O Y M E N T

Nonfarm  E m p l o y m e n t ......................Jan. 130.5 130.4 129.3 125.1
M anufactu ring  ............................. Jan. 131.7 132.0 131.4 128.9
N o n m a n u fa c tu r in g ......................... Jan. 130.0 129.6 128.3 123.3

C o n s t r u c t i o n ............................. Jan. 146.6 136.9 136.5 136.2
Farm  E m p lo y m e n t ............................. Jan. 83.3 79.5 79.9 85.7

242 235 237 196
195 194 192 177
231 230 228 192

180 179 179 154
160 182 217 145

142.5 143.3 144.0 136.3
121.4 122.4 123.2 116.8
146.6 147.4 148.0 140.1
183.4 185.3 187.6 170.5
94.9 94.8 96.6 95.6

N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
41.1 40.8 41.2 41.0

295 290 281 239
237 228 232 2 10
282 2 8 8 r 302 242

165 165 158 143
246 194 254 154

131.1 129.7 N.A. 124.6
113.7 114.2 N.A. 111.7
139.1 136.8 N.A. 132.7
152.9 152.1 N.A. 143.7
96.4 91.1 89.6 92.5

N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
41.0 40.9 40.3 38.9

271 251 253 209
181 180 174 168
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O ne  Tw o One
M onth  M o n th s  Year

Latest M on th  A go  A go  A go

Unem ploym ent Rate
(Percent of W ork F o r c e ) ..............  N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Avg. W eekly Hrs. in Mfg. (H rs ) . . . Jan. 40.2 40.4 40.5 38.1

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G

M em ber B a n k  L o a n s * ......................Jan. 265 261 250 212
M em ber B a n k  D e p o s i t s * .................. Jan. 213 209  209 180
B a n k  D e b i t s * / * * ................................ Jan. 238  213 221 194

T E N N E S S E E

IN C O M E

M anu fac tu ring  P a y r o l l s ......................Jan. 179 178 177 156
Farm  C a sh  R e c e i p t s ......................... Dec. 149 202 180 110

E M P L O Y M E N T

U nem ploym ent Rate 
(Percent o f W ork Force) . . 

Avg. W eekly Hrs. in Mfg. (Hrs.)

F IN A N C E  A N D  B A N K IN G

Latest M onth

One
M onth
A go

Tw o
M o n th s

Ago

O ne
Year
A go

Jan. 126.0 125.2 125.2 123.8
Jan. 115.4 116.3 116.4 115.3
Jan. 131.9 130.2 130.1 128.5
Jan. 139.0 128.2 124.3 128.8
Jan. 93.1 90.1 90.1 96.7

N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Jan. 41.2 41.1 40.8 39.5

Jan. 250 245 239 208
Jan 198 192 189 179
Jan. 232 223 215 188

*F o r S ix th  D istrict area only; other totals for entire s ix  states * *D a ily  average b a s is  fP re lim in a ry  data r-Revised N.A. N o t ava ilab le

Note: Indexes for bank debits, construction contracts, cotton consumption, employment, farm cash receipts, loans, petroleum 
production, and payrolls: 1967 = 100. All other indexes: 1957-59 = 100.

Sources: M anu fac tu r ing  production  estim ated by th is  Bank; nonfarm , mfg. and nonm fg. emp., mfg. payro lls and  hours, and  unemp., U.S. Dept, of Labor and cooperating  
state agencie s; cotton consum ption , U.S. Bureau  of C ensus; construction  contracts, F. W. Dodge Div., McGraw -H ill In fo rm ation  Sy ste m s Co.; petrol, prod., U.S. Bu reau  of 
M ines; farm  cash  receipts and farm  emp., U.S.D.A. Other indexes based on data collected by th is  Bank. All indexes calculated by th is  Bank.

'D a ta  benchm arked to June 1971 Report of Condition. Em ploym ent data for Alabam a, Georgia, Lou isiana , and  M iss iss ip p i have been adjusted to new bench marks.

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

Insured Commercial Banks in the Sixth District
(In Thousands of Dollars)
Percent Change Percent Change

Jan. 1974 from Jan. 1974 from

Jan. Dec. Jan. Dec. Jan. Jan. Dec. Jan. Dec. Jan.
1974 1973 1973 1973 1973 1974 1973 1973 1973 1973

S T A N D A R D  M E T R O P O L IT A N Dothan . . . . 202,132 181,911r 149,192 + 1 1 + 3 5
ST A T IST IC A L  A R E A S * * Se lm a . . . . 112,233 105,915 84,362 +  6 + 3 3

B irm ingha m  . . . . 4,227,100 4,083,196 3,463,148 +  4 + 2 2
Bradenton . . . 221,799 210,354 201,274 +  5 +  10

G adsden . . . 101,757 104,886 98,715 -  3 +  3
M onroe  C ounty 125,855 84,701 79,114 + 4 9 + 5 9

H un tsv ille  . . . . 358,900 339,223 306,761 +  6 +  17
O c a l a .............. 230,621 210,340 185,380 +  10 + 2 4

M ob ile  .............. 1,163,737 1,148,377 1,016,862 +  1 +  14
St. A ugu stin e 57,296 45,607r 35,099 + 2 6 + 6 3

M ontgom ery ■. . . 686,336 675,649 608,096 +  2 +  13 St. Petersburg . . 1,133,084 1,014,268 1,071,370 +  12 +  6
Tusca loosa  . . 263,379 223,624 186,934 +  18 + 4 1

Tam pa . . . . . 2,163,731 1,928,994 1,807,213 +  12 + 2 0

B a rto w -Lake lan d -
W inter Haven 897,486 828,757 777,425 +  8 +  15 Athens . . . . 158,273 161,440 161,541 -  2 -  2

Daytona Beach  . . 441,165 383,893 388,195 +  15 +  14 B run sw ick  . . 110,974 103,948 91,909 +  7 + 2 1

Ft. Lauderda le— Dalton . . . . 197,319 201,016r 174,997 -  2 +  13

Hollyw ood . . . . 2,065,826 1,983,822 2,046,210 +  4 +  1 Elberton . . . 24,209 24,137 21,315 +  0 +  14

Ft. M ye rs . . . . 461,351 348,645 355,433 + 3 2 + 3 0 Gainesville  . . 165,094 141,377 134,109 +  17 + 2 3

G a inesville 290,011 291,469 226,061 -  1 + 2 8 Griffin . . . . 86,727 77,693 69,831 +  1 2 + 2 4

Jacksonv ille  . . . . 4,705,955 4,255,061 3,708,643 +  1 1 + 2 7 LaG range  . . . 45,575 41,354 36,869 +  10 + 2 4

M e lb ou rne— Newnan . . . 60,220 61,785 57,380 -  3 +  5
Titusville -Cocoa 483,539 567,030 459,112 - 1 5 +  5 R o m e .............. 148,757 147,993 142,926 +  1 +  4

M iam i .............. 7,858,077 7,369,847 6,784,200 +  7 +  16 Valdosta  . . 98,672 98,241 104,046 +  0 -  5

O r l a n d o .............. 1,724,707 1,636,562 1,456,569 +  5 +  18
Pensaco la  . . . . 458,420 428,969 423,123 +  7 +  8 Abbeville . . . 20,464 18,206r 17,713 +  12 +  16
Sa raso ta  . . . . 642,957 574,906 503,977 +  12 +  28 Bunk ie  . . . . 14,229 14,849 12,474 -  4 +  14
Ta llahassee  . . . 858,159 672,009 840,952 + 2 8 +  2 H am m ond  . . . 91,207 85,748 70,978 +  6 + 2 9
T a m p a -S t .  Pete. . . 4,650,102 4,154,749 4,049,988 +  12 +  15 New Iberia . . 76,894 66,275 68,193 +  16 +  13
W. Palm  Beach 1,460,100 1,305,171 1,357,384 +  12 +  8 P laquem ine  . . 

T h ibodaux . . .
30,257
48,984

24,696r 
43,085

27,772
43,207

+ 2 3  
+  14

+  9 
+ 1 3

A l b a n y .............. 217,175 192,619r 199,880 +  13 +  9
A t l a n t a .............. 18,353,747 16,406,077 13,589,470 +  12 +  35 H attiesburg . . 133,211 125,687 115,590 +  6 +  15
A ugu sta  . . . 623,088 568,608 473,547 +  10 + 3 2 Laurel . . . . 83,351 76,483 70,395 +  9 +  18
C o lu m b u s . . . . 486,331 427,906 419,374 +  14 +  16 M erid ian  . . . 128,857 114,209 120,953 +  13 +  7
M acon  .............. 685,477 578,021 499,470 +  19 + 3 7 Natchez . . . 55,530 60,143 54,735 -  8 +  1
Sa vanna h  . . . . 601,496 573,699 559,786 +  5 +  7 P a sca g o u la -  

M o s s  Po int 149,665 146,130 160,787 +  2 -  7
A lexandria . . . 296,143 279,766 238,496 +  6 +  24 V ick sb u rg  . . . 1 0 1 ,0 1 1 86,413 78,207 +  17 + 2 9
Baton Rouge  . . . 1,435,627 1,274,002 1,197,197 +  13 + 2 0 Yazoo C ity . . 58,249 47,804 44,756 + 2 2 + 3 0
Lafayette . . . . 322,233 284,996 263,489 +  13 +  22
Lake Charle s . . 286,483 229,028 235,152 + 2 5 +  22 Bristol . . . . 113,365 119,784 136,797 -  5 - 1 7
New O rleans . . . 4,972,677 4,519,503 5,743,787 +  10 - 1 3 John son  City 

K ingspo rt . . .
180,144
293,278

163,627
264,103

160,079
241,689

+  10 
+  1 1

+  13 
+ 2 1

B ilo x i-G u lfp o rt 252,040 218,667 217,675 +  15 +  16
Jackson  . . . . 1,647,863 1,462,802 1,268,713 +  13 + 3 0 D istrict Total . . . 86,588,920 78,266,049r 73,395,410 +  1 1 + 1 8

Chattanooga . . . 1,410,480 1,474,922 1,157,708 -  4 +  22 A labam a . . . . 9,682,466 9,165,090 8,170,263 +  6 +  19
Knoxville  . . . . 1,472,202 1,258,942 890,595 +  17 + 6 5 Florida . . . . . 30,005,110 27,390,003r 25,920,693 +  10 +  16
N a shv ille  . . . . 3,898,405 3,580,488 3,266,594 +  9 +  19 Georgia . . . .  

L o u is ia n a ' . .
. 24,813,234 
. 8,742,969

21,380,318
7,931,916r

19,527,210
8,954,567

+  16 
+  10

+ 2 7  
-  2

O T H ER  C E N T E R S M is s is s ip p i ' . . . 3,443,762 3,083,890 2,840,518 +  12 + 2 1
A n n i^ o n  . . . . 1 1 1 ,0 2 2 106,379 106,977 +  4 +  4 T e n n e sse e ' . . . 9,901,379 9,314,832 7,982,159 +  6 + 2 4

F igu re s for so m e  areas d iffer s lig h t ly  from  p re lim inary figu res pub lished  in "B a n k  Deb its and  Deposit T u rn ove r" by Board  of G overno rs of the Federal Reserve  System . 
•’ C on fo rm s to S M S A  d efin it ions a s  of Decem ber 31, 1972.

1 District portion only
r-Revised
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D i s t r i c t  B u s i n e s s  C o n d i t i o n s

The Southeast's econom y con tinues to  e xh ib it signs o f unevenness. Loan and de po s it g ro w th  at com m erc ia l 
banks resum ed in  January, b u t g ro w th  in  consum er ins ta lm ent c re d it and va lue o f con s tru c tion  contracts 
weakened fo r  the  second s tra igh t m on th . A g ricu ltu ra l prices m oved h ighe r in  January, b u t increased p ro ­
d u c tio n  b ro u g h t February declines. Energy prob lem s c o n tin u e d  to  cause d is to rtio n s  in  som e la bo r m arkets. 
H ow ever, to ta l non fa rm  jobs advanced w h ile  new  un e m p lo ym e n t insurance cla im s fe ll fro m  th e ir  unusua lly  
h igh January level.

G row th  o f consum er ins ta lm en t c re d it at com ­
m erc ia l banks s low ed again in  January. C on tinued  
weakness in au to le nd ing  and a s lo w do w n  in no n ­
au tom o tive  consum er loans com b in ed  to  produce 
the slowest g row th  in consum er c red it in m ore 
than tw o  years. U n it au to  sales fe ll substantia lly  
w hen com pared to  the  year-ago m on th . H ow ever, 
m ost reta il sales showed small real gains.

Loan g ro w th  at m em ber banks resum ed in Janu­
ary, fo llo w in g  a d ip  in  D ecem ber. Deposits also 
recovered strong ly, especia lly tim e  deposits at cou n ­
try  banks. B orrow ings from  the Federal Reserve and 
net purchases o f Federal funds con tinu ed  to  dec line , 
a lthough  some large banks m ain ta ined th e ir high 
levels o f bo rrow e d  reserves. Total investm ent h o ld ­
ings rose as purchases o f state and local ob liga tions  
o ffse t liqu id a tio n s  o f U. S. securities.

The va lue o f  con s tru c tion  contracts con tinu ed  to  
s lum p in  January. Again the p rim ary  source o f 
weakness was the  housing sector, w here  ac tiv ity  
con tinues to  d im in ish  despite recent increases in 
c re d it ava ila b ility  and m ild  declines in m ortgage 
rates. N onres iden tia l contracts d ropped  sharply fo r  
the second m on th  in a row .

Prices rece ived by  farm ers m oved up steeply in 
January. N early all com m o d itie s  shared in the  rise, 
bu t p rice increases fo r  co tto n  and b ro ile rs  were

p a rticu la rly  large. R e flecting  ris ing prices fo r  farm  
products  th ro u g h o u t m ost o f  the  year, ca lendar
1973 farm  cash receipts w ere  nearly o n e -th ird  above 
the 1972 level. In February, prices o f m ost livestock 
item s dec lined , w ith  b ro ile r  and ca lf prices d ro p p in g  
w e ll be lo w  year-ago levels. February b ro ile r  p lace­
ments and egg p ro d u c tio n  increased fro m  bo th  
m on th -ago  and year-ago levels; b u t fo r  the  firs t 
tim e  in several years, January m ilk  p ro d u c tio n  
d ropped  fro m  the  yea r-ea rlie r level, re fle c ting  un ­
favorab le  m ilk -fe e d  p rice  ratios d u rin g  the  past year.

There was m ore ev idence o f energy p rob lem s 
d is to rtin g  la bo r m arkets in January. A lth o u g h  non- 
farm  jo b  gains w ere  recorded in o th e r D is tr ic t states, 
F lorida reported  a decline . F lorida 's jo b  losses w ere 
heaviest in the  service and trade industries, bu t 
m anufac tu ring  jobs, p a rticu la rly  fo o d  processing, 
also fe ll o ff. O n a D is tr ic t basis, nonm a nu fa c tu ring  
jobs increased s ligh tly , buoyed  by strength in c o n ­
s truc tion  em p lo ym e n t. M an u fac tu ring  e m p lo ym e n t 
d ropped  in all D is tr ic t states except Louisiana. The 
sharpest jo b  dec line  was in transporta tion  e q u ip ­
m ent m anufactu ring . Total fac to ry  hours, how ever, 
he ld up w e ll. The insured un e m p lo ym e n t rate rose 
s ligh tly  in January. N ew  un e m p lo ym e n t insurance 
claim s, though  s till at a h igh level in early February, 
d ro pp ed  fro m  even h igher m id-January levels.

N O T E : D a ta  on  w h ic h  s ta te m e n t s  a re  b a se d  h a ve  b een  a d ju s te d  w h e n e v e r  p o s s ib le  to  e lim in a te  s e a s o n a l in f lu e n c e s .
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