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B a n k i n g  S t r u c t u r e  
i n  L o u i s i a n a

by David D. Whitehead, III

Louisiana 's regional e con om ic  grow th  patterns and restrictive ban k in g  law s have 

com b in ed  to p roduce  a concentrated ban k in g  structure and a ge ograph ic  

concentration  o f ban k in g  resources, M o s t  o f the state's popu la tion  and incom e  

grow th  has occurred w ith in  its seven Standard M e trop o litan  Statistical A reas 
(SM SA 's). O n ly  a few  n o n S M S A  parishes, m ost o f w h ich  are located in the 

southern part o f the state, have show n  any substantial grow th. A lth o u gh  they 

en com p ass a rather sm all portion  o f the state, these areas conta in  the vast 

m ajority o f  the state's popu la tion  and incom e.
Banking law s in Louisiana p roh ib it the form ation  o f m u ltibank  h o ld in g  

com p an ies and in m ost instances restrict b ranch ing to the parish in w h ich  the 
b an k 's hom e office  is located. Therefore, banks in the relatively few  parishes 
w hich  have enjoyed sustained e co n o m ic  grow th  control a d isp ropo rtion ate ly  
large share o f the state's total bank deposits. Th is has resulted in a ban k in g  

structure characterized by a sm all num ber o f relatively large banks located  
predom inantly  in urban areas, a large n um ber o f sm all banks located p re d o m i­
nantly in rural parishes, and relatively few  m e d iu m -size d  banks. A  brief review  o f 
Louisiana 's econom y, majority urban areas, and ban k in g  law s sets the stage  
for a description  o f the state's ban k in g  structure.

Louisiana 's e co n o m y  is less w ell deve loped  and d iversified  than that o f the 
nation as a w nole. The state is basically  rural and h igh ly  depe nd en t u pon  its 
agricultural and m ineraf-extraction industries for its e c o n o m ic  base. The  
percentage o f total em p loym en t in the m in in g  industries, w ith  heavy em phasis  
on crude petro leum  and natural gas extraction, is approx im ate ly  fou r and  

one-half tim es the percentage of the nation 's labor force em p loyed  in these 
industries. The agricu ltural and m in in g  sectors p ro du ce  raw  m aterials w h ich  
are further processed, p ro v id in g  the basis for m uch o f the state's m anufacturing,

This issue continues a series of articles on banking structure in the Sixth District states. The September 
issue contained analyses of structure in Alabama, Florida, and Georgia.

M o n t h l y  R e v i e w ,  V o l .  L X ,  N o .  1 0 .  F r e e  s u b s c r i p t i o n  a n d  a d d i t i o n a l  c o p i e s  a v a i l a b l 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  3 0 3 0 3 .  M a t e r i a l  h e r e i n  m a y  b e  r e p r i n t e d  o r  a b s t r a c t e d  p r o v i d e d  
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R e s e a r c h  D e p a r t m e n t  w i t h  a  c o p y  o f  a n y  p u b l i c a t i o n  in w h i c h  s u c h  m a t e r i a l  is 

r e p r i n t e d .
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No. Banks

TABLE 1

Sum mary of Louisiana Structure 

No. Bank Offices No. Organizations
June Change Dec. Change June Change
1974 1964-1974 1974 1964-1974 1974 1964-1974
248 21.6%

Deposits

791 170.9% 

Pop. Per Bank Office

246 20.6% 

Income Per Bank Office
June 1974 Change Dec. 1974 Change Dec. 1974 Change
($ million) 1964-1974 (000) 1964-1974 ($ million) 1964-1974

$9,915.1 182.1% 4.8 -59 .3% 20.1 -14 .5%

construction, w holesale, and transportation  
em ploym ent.

Louisiana m anufacturing w orkers constitute on ly  

13 percent o f the state's total em ploym ent, 
com pared  to 24 percent nationally. The state has 
not deve loped  a d iversified m anufacturing sector; 
it tends to be m ore specialized than the nation  
in the production  and p rocessing o f raw  m aterials 
and the construction  trades. Areas w h ich  are heavily  

dependent on these types o f activities tend to 
show  higher levels o f u nem p loym ent than areas 
w hich  have experienced m ore ba lanced econ om ic  
grow th. Louisiana is no exception. The state's 
u nem p loym ent rate in recent years has generally  
rem ained one to tw o percentage points h igher 

than the national average.
Louisiana 's p opu la tion  and incom e grew  m ore  

s low ly  than the nation 's from  1964 through  1974. 
State p opu lation  increased from  3.4 m illion  to 3.7 
m illion  du ring  the decade; total personal incom e  
increased from  $6.9 b illion  to $15.9 billion.
Total personal incom e increased m uch faster than  
population, resulting in per capita incom e increasing  
slightly  faster than the national average. In 1974, 
however, Louisiana 's average per capita incom e  
w as on ly  three-fourths the national average, not 
ch an g in g  sign ificantly  from  1960.

Per capita incom e in Louisiana is projected to 
rise by 87 percent du ring the Seventies. Projections 
indicate that Louisiana w ill not be able to c lose  
the sign ificant gap  betw een its average per capita  
incom e and the national average du ring the decade  

of the 1970's.

M a jo r  U rban  Areas

Louisiana 's p opu lation  becam e increasingly  urban  
from  1960 through 1973. The state conta ins seven  

S M S A 's :  A lexandria, Baton Rouge, Lafayette, Lake 
Charles, M o n roe , N e w  O rleans, and Shreveport. 
A pprox im ate ly  60 percent o f the state's popu lation

lived in these areas in 1960; by 1970, approxim ate ly  
62 percent; and in 1973, a lm ost 63 percent lived  

in S M SA 's .  The Baton R ouge  and A lexandria  
S M S A 's  are projected to lose p opu la tion  from  1973 

through 1980. The other five S M S A 's  are 
projected to sh o w  sizable p opu lation  gains, 
resulting in 64 percent o f the state's popu la tion  
resid ing in S M S A 's  in 1980.

Total personal incom e figures sh o w  that these 
seven S M S A 's  accounted  for 75 percent o f the 

state's total in 1960, 70 percent in 1970, and 67 

percent in 1972. Projections indicate that these 
areas w ill continue  to account for tw o-th irds o f

TABLE 2A

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF LOUISIANA’S BANKS 
(as of June 1974)

No. Banks
in Parish No. Parishes

0 0
1 or 2 25
3 or 4 20
5 or 6 10

7 to 10 7
11 to 15 2

16 or more 0

TABLE 2B

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF BANKS IN
NONSMSA PARISHES 

(as of June 1974)

No. Banks
in Parish No. Parishes

0 0
1 or 2 22
3 or 4 16
5 or 6 6

7 to 10 4
11 to 15 0

16 or more 0
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T A B L E  3

Deposit
Size

Louisiana Banks by Size and Holding Company S ta tu s1

Banks in Multibank Banks in One-Bank 
All Banks Holding Companies Holding Companies Other Banks

Class 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million)

500+ 2 1,573.7 0 0 2 1,573.7 0 0
250 - 500 6 1,993.7 0 0 3 1,068.8 3 924.9
100 - 250 12 1,914.6 0 0 3 577.1 9 1,337.5
75-100 8 719.1 0 0 2 181.4 6 537.7
50-75 3 180.8 0 0 0 0 3 180.8
25-50 42 1,485.2 1* 32.7 2 72.8 39 1,379.7

0 -2 5 175 2,048.0 2 22.5 3 65.8 170 1,959.7
Total 248 9,915.1 3 55.2 15 3,539.6 230 6,320.3

*One organization that includes three banks in Louisiana is a multibank holding company by Federal standards but not by 
Louisiana standards.

'Deposits as of June 28, 1974; holding company subsidiaries consummated through May 31, 1975.

the state's total personal incom e through  1980.
M o st  o f Louisiana 's popu la tion  and incom e, then, 
are concentrated into a rather sm all geograph ic  
area, the seven S M S A 's  w h ich  contain  on ly  16 of 
the state's 64 parishes.

B an k in g  Laws

Louisiana is a lim ited branch ban k in g state. 
Generally, the law  prohib its b ranch ing outside  the 

parish in w h ich  the bank 's hom e office is located. 
Legislation, however, does provide  that banks w ith  
$100,000 or m ore in capital m ay open  and m aintain  

one  branch office in any parish in w h ich  there is no  
state bank, sav ings bank, or trust com pany. A t 
present, four banks control a total o f 13 branches 
w hich  are located outside  the parishes in w h ich  the 
hom e offices o f these banks are located. O n e  of 
these banks contro ls e ight branches in three 
parishes under grandfather provisions. O n e  

bank contro ls tw o branch offices in one adjacent 
parish, each, how ever located on a m ilitary  
installation.

There are no parishes in Louisiana w h ich  are 

not presently served by at least one  state bank; 
therefore, banks in Louisiana m ay not branch  
outside  o f the parish in w h ich  their hom e office  
is located. B ranch ing w ith in  the parish of dom ic ile  
is lim ited on ly  by the branch ing bank 's capital and  
a positive sh o w in g  o f p ub lic  benefits.

State legislation  passed in 1968 specifically  
a llow s Louisiana banks to form  on e -bank  h o ld in g  
com pan ies but p roh ib its bank h o ld in g  com pan ies  
from  o w n in g  or con tro llin g  m ore than one  bank.
The proh ib ition  against m u ltibank  h o ld in g  
com pan ies and the laws lim iting branch banking  
to the hom e office parish have restricted the

ge ograph ic  service area o f banks to the parish  

level. These restrictions, co m b in e d  w ith the heavy  
concentration  o f popu la tion  and incom e in a 
few  parishes (SM SA 's), have resulted in a 

concentrated ban k in g  structure and ban k in g  
resources that are concentrated geograph ically.

Ban k in g  Structure

In m ost overall d im ensions, Louisiana ranks fourth  
or fifth a m o n g  the Southeastern  states. It has 248  

banks w ith total deposits o f $9.9 b illion  and 512 
branch offices. The m edian  bank  in the state ho ld s  
$15.6 m illion  in deposits, the second  h ighest m edian  
of any state in the District.

A  large n um ber o f the state's banks are relatively 
sm all; a lm ost nine-tenths ho ld  deposits o f less than  
$50 m illion, w h ile  less than one-tenth  ho ld  deposits  
of $100 m illion  or more. O n ly  11 banks are in the 

m id-size  $50- to $100-m illion  category.
In terms o f deposit concentration, the 20 banks 

with deposits of $100 m illion  or m ore ho ld  55 
percent o f total deposits; the 217 banks h o ld in g  
deposits o f less than $50 m illion  accou nt for on ly  

36 percent of the total. Th is ind icates a concentrated  
ban k in g  industry, the largest banks con tro llin g  

a d isp roportionate ly  large share o f total bank  
deposits.

The num ber o f Louisiana banks increased by 44 
from  1964 to 1974. The num ber o f ban k in g  offices, 
however, sw elled  from  292 to 791. The state's 
rather s lo w  popu la tion  grow th  du rin g  this period, 
com b in e d  w ith the ju m p  in n um ber o f ban k in g  
offices, resulted in popu la tion  per bank  office  
decreasing by 60 percent. Th is decline  w as larger 
than the 50-percent decline  posted for all Sixth 
District states. In com e  per ban k in g  office fell
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TABLE 4

Louisiana’s 20 Largest Banking Organizations1

Cumulative 
%  of

Deposits _________% State’s__________ S ta te’s
Rank Name ($ million) Banks Offices Deposits Banks Offices Deposits

1 Whitney Holding Corporation 838.1 1 14 8.45 .4 1.8 8.5
2 First Commerce Corporation 735.6 1 18 7.42 .4 2.4 15.9
3 Hibernia Corporation 485.5 1 13 4.90 .4 1.7 20.8
4 Commercial National Bank, Shreveport 314.9 1 8 3.18 .4 1.1 24.0
5 Louisiana National Bank of Baton Rouge 305.7 1 18 3.08 .4 2.4 27.0
6 First National Bank. Shreveport 304.4 1 11 3.07 .4 1.5 30.1
7 New Orleans Bancshares, Inc. 300.5 1 10 3.03 .4 1.3 33.1
8 Great American Corporation 282.8 1 11 2.85 .4 1.5 36.0
9 National American Bank of New Orleans 248.0 1 10 2.50 .4 1.3 38.5

10 William T. Burton Industries. Inc. 211.2 1 15 2.13 .4 2.0 40.6
11 Fidelity National Bank of Baton Rouge 190.5 1 9 1.92 .4 1.2 42.5
12 First National Bank of Jefferson 189.2 1 8 1.91 .4 1.1 44.4
13 The ICB Corporation 175.4 1 8 1.77 .4 1.1 46.2
14 City National Bank of Baton Rouge 152.8 1 10 1.54 .4 1.3 47.8
15 Ouachita National Bank, Monroe ] 51.7 1 7 1.53 .4 .9 49.3
16 Guaranty Bank and Trust 

Company, Alexandria 127.8 1 9 1.29 .4 1.2 50.6
17 Central Bank, Monroe 127.3 1 9 1.28 .4 1.2 51.9
18 Guaranty Bank and Trust 

Company, Lafayette 120.3 1 8 1.21 .4 1.1 53.1
19 Capital Bank and Trust 

Company, Baton Rouge 112.2 1 7 1.13 .4 .9 54.2
20 Louisiana Bank and Trust 

Company, Shreveport 108.1 1 9 1.09 .4 1.2 55.3

’ Deposits and offices as of June 28, 1974.

slightly  betw een 1964 and 1974, since total personal 
incom e increased slightly  less than in proportion  to 
the increased num ber o f banking offices.

O n ly  three bank m ergers occurred in Louisiana  
from  1964 to 1974. Each invo lved  relatively sm all 
banks. The largest bank involved in a m erger du ring  
this period  held approxim ate ly $25 m illion  in 
deposits; the m erger resulted in an organ ization  
w ith less than $50 m illion  in deposits. The other 

two m ergers created banks w hich  held less than 
$20 m illion  in deposits.

By D ece m be r 1974, 17 Louisiana bank h o ld in g  
com pan ies had registered w ith the Federal Reserve. 
The o ldest o f these w as established in 1931, and  
the m ost recent w as established in 1974. O n e  of 
the 17 ow n s a bank in Florida and has no banking  
subsid iary in Louisiana. Ten o f the 16 h o ld ing  
com pan ies w ith subsid iaries in Louisiana were  
form ed after 1968.

The 16 registered bank h o ld in g  com pan ies with  

subsid iaries in Louisiana control 18 banks w hich, 
in aggregate, ho ld  $4.0 b illion  in deposits, 
representing approxim ate ly 40 percent o f total 
deposits in the state. O n ly  one h o ld in g  com pan y  

contro ls m ore than a single  bank. This h o ld in g  
com pany, Expressway Insurance Agency, Inc., 
controls one  bank w h ich  in turn contro ls 24.9 
percent o f the stock o f tw o other banks. Louisiana  
does not recogn ize this o rgan ization  as a m ultibank

h o ld in g  com pany, even though  it meets Federal 
standards for m u ltibank h o ld in g  com p an y  status. 
Each o f the three banks contro lled  by this 
organ ization  is located in a separate parish o f the 

N e w  O rleans S M SA .
A ll but four o f Louisiana 's 16 h o ld in g  com pan ies  

control banking subsid iaries w hich  have hom e  
offices in S M S A  parishes. O f  the 18 banking  
subsid iaries contro lled  by those organ izations, nine  
are located in the N e w  O rleans S M S A , tw o in 
Baton Rouge, tw o in Lake Charles, and one in 
the Shreveport S M SA . O f  the four banking  
subsid iaries of h o ld in g  com pan ies located in 
n o n S M S A  parishes, tw o are located in Terrebonne  
Parish and one  each in C la ib orne  and Iberville  
Parishes.

N ine  banking subsid iaries o f h o ld in g  com pan ies  
control deposits o f $100 m illion  or more. Five of 
the nine are in O rleans Parish o f the N e w  
O rleans S M S A , tw o are in East Baton Rouge  Parish 
of the Baton R ouge  S M S A , and one  is located in 
the Lake Charles S M SA . The rem ain ing h o ld ing  
com p an y  subsid iary w ith $100 m illion  or m ore in 
deposits is located in Terrebonne Parish.

G e o grap h ic  D istribution  

o f Ban k in g  Resources

The geograph ic  d istribution  o f banking resources 
in Louisiana c lose ly  fo llow s that o f grow th  centers
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Area
Deposits 

($ million)

T A B LE  5

Banking in Louisiana’s S M S A ’s 1
No.

%
State’s

Deposits Banks Offices

Multibank
Holding

Com panies
%  Deposits Held 

by Multibank Com panies

New Orleans 3,564.3 36.0 30 154 1 1.5
Baton Rouge 1,254.0 12.7 17 71 0 0
Shreveport 1,135.6 11.5 20 74 0 0
Lake Charles 372.8 3.8 5 35 0 0
Monroe 361.5 3.7 5 25 0 0
Alexandria 280.2 2.8 9 28 0 0
Lafayette 276.7 2.8 4 21 0 0

Total 7,245.1 73.3 90 408

’ Deposit and office data are as of June 28, 1974; holding com pany subsid iaries as of May 31, 1975.

(SM SA 's) in the state. A ll 20 of the state's largest 
ban k in g organ izations are located w ithin one  of 
the seven S M SA 's .  These seven S M S A 's — N e w  

Orleans, Baton Rouge, Shreveport, A lexandria, 
Lafayette, Lake Charles, and M o n ro e — not on ly  
contain  the largest ban k in g  organ izations but also  

contain  approxim ate ly  73 percent o f total bank  
deposits. The N e w  O rleans S M S A  ho lds the m ost 
bank deposits, $3.6 b illion; Lafayette ho lds the 
least, $277 m illion.

T w o  o f the S M S A 's ,  N e w  O rleans and Baton  
Rouge, encom pass a four-parish  area; Shreveport 

covers three parishes; A lexandria, tw o parishes; 
and Lafayette, Lake Charles, and M o n ro e  each are 
co m p o se d  o f a single  parish.

The largest S M S A 's  have less deposit concentration  
than the sm aller ones. N e w  O rleans, Baton Rouge, 
and Shreveport have a sign ificantly  larger num ber 
o f banks than do  the other four S M S A 's ,  and the 
ban k in g structure o f each o f these larger 
m etropolitan  areas tends to be less concentrated  
than the sm aller S M S A 's .  The largest bank in each 
of the three largest S M S A 's — N e w  Orleans, 
Shreveport, and Baton R ou ge— controls less than 
28 percent o f its respective S M S A 's  total deposits. 
The largest bank in each o f the four sm aller 
S M S A 's  contro ls in excess o f 40 percent o f deposits. 
In addition, the three larger S M S A 's  have few  
relatively large banks and m any sm all banks, w h ile  
the sm aller S M S A 's  tend to have on ly  a handful 
o f sm all banks.

The concentrated nature o f all o f the S M S A  
ban k in g  m arkets is the result o f state law, w hich  
lim its branch ban k in g to the parish level, and the 
ge ograph ic  d istribution  o f the state's econ om ic  
grow th, w h ich  has been centered in a few  parishes. 
These tw o elem ents have com b in ed  to create 
relatively large banks w ith branches located  
entirely w ithin a single  parish. The largest bank  
in each S M S A  generally provides ban k in g services 
to on ly  a single  parish w h ile  con tro llin g  between

24 percent and 57 percent o f that area's total 
deposits.1

N o n S M S A  parishes in Louisiana have not enjoyed  

the econ om ic  grow th  w h ich  characterizes the 
S M S A  parishes. These parishes are generally  served

’Calcasieu Marine National Bank in the Lake Charles SMSA 
is the only exception, controlling approximately 57 percent 
of the SMSA's deposits, but eight of its branches are located 
outside of its home office parish.

Louisiana’s 20 Largest Banking Organizations 
(Cumulative Percent of State Deposits Held)

Percent Percent
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by a few  sm all banks. The 48 n o n S M S A  parishes 

contain  a lm ost tw o-th irds o f the banks in the 
state but on ly  a quarter o f total bank deposits. 
A pprox im ate ly  80 percent of the n o n S M S A  parishes 

are served by four or fewer banks. A pprox im ate ly  
half o f the 48 are served by one  or tw o banks.
In addition, the vast majority o f n o n S M S A  parishes 
are relatively unattractive for new  bank charters. 
O n ly  tw o o f the 48 n o n S M S A  parishes recorded  

personal incom e per bank above  the state average. 
O n ly  four o f these parishes show ed  incom e per 

banking office figures exceed ing the state average, 
and 14 parishes show ed  popu la tion  per banking  
office in excess o f the state's average.

Prospective D eve lop m e n t

The m ajority of Louisiana 's p opu lation  and incom e  
is concentrated in a few  S M S A  parishes. The state's 
banking laws have restricted branch banking to 
the parish of dom ic ile  and have not a llow ed  
regional or statew ide ban k in g  organ izations. These  
tw o factors have been instrum ental in creating a 

concentrated banking structure and a geograph ic  
concentration  of banking resources in the S M S A  

parishes. Louisiana 's concentrated ban k in g structure 
is, therefore, som ew hat different from  that in m ost 

other Sixth D istrict states. M o st  other states in the 

District a llow  som e form  o f regional or statew ide  

banking; thus, deposits m ay be concentrated in a 

few  organ izations, but these o rgan ization s serve a

large geograph ic  area. In Louisiana, the larger 

organ izations are constrained to a single  parish, and  
their ban k in g resources are available on ly  in a 
lim ited geograph ic  area.

Projections indicate that S M S A  parishes w ill 
continue to account for the largest portion  of 
Louisiana grow th in popu la tion  and incom e. G iven  

the current banking laws, this situation is unlikely  

to result in any sign ificant decrease in the 
geograph ic  concentration  o f ban k in g resources in 

the state. In addition, the projected geograph ic  
distribution  o f the state's p opu lation  and incom e  
grow th  is also  unlike ly  to lessen to any sign ificant 
degree the high levels o f concentration characteristic 

of the banking structure w ithin the seven S M SA 's .  
Therefore, the proh ib ition  against statew ide  

banking organ izations m ay be expected to p ro lon g  
the geograph ic  concentration  o f the state's banking  

resources as w ell as the concentrated structure of 
banking w ithin the S M SA 's .

M u lt ib a n k  h o ld in g  com p an y  legislation  has 

been introduced in Louisiana. If enacted, the 
largest banks in the state w o u ld  be the m ost 
likely potential lead banks for these organ izations.
A s such, this type of legislation w ou ld  tend to 
increase the concentrated structure o f the state's 
banking industry. It w o u ld  also, however, increase  

the geograph ic  area served by these large 
organ izations, thereby expand ing the geograph ic  

availability o f ban k in g  resources w ith in  the state. ■

B a n k  
A n n o u n c e m e n ts
J u l y  1 7 , 1 9 7 5

S U N  B A N K  O F  S E M IN O L E
A l t a m o n t e  S p r i n g s ,  F l o r i d a

Opened for business. Officers: Faye C. Gaines, president; 
Nancy A. Crotty, vice president; Cesar E. Calvet, cashier; 
Larry ). Townsend, loan officer. Capital, $500,000; surplus 
and other funds, $500,000.

J u l y  2 5 ,  1 9 7 5

J O H N S O N  C O U N T Y  B A N K
M o u n t a i n  C i t y ,  T e n n e s s e e

Opened for business. Officers: S. J. Ellis, executive vice 
president and cashier. Capital, $400,000; surplus and other 
funds, $600,000.

A u g u s t  1, 1 9 7 5

C IT IZ E N S  B A N K
T h o m a s v i l l e ,  A l a b a m a

Opened for business. Officers: T. A. Branch, president; 
J. R. Hancock, cashier. Capital, $400,000; surplus and other 
funds, $400,000.

A u g u s t  1, 1 9 7 5

JASPER C O U N T Y  B A N K
B a y  S p r i n g s ,  M i s s i s s i p p i  

Opened for business.

A u g u s t  4,  1 9 7 5

S IN G IN G  R IV ER  B A N K
M o s s  P o i n t ,  M i s s i s s i p p i

Opened for business. Officers: ). B. Rouse, president; 
Charles Weaver, vice president. Capital, $500,000; surplus 
and other funds, $500,000.

A u g u s t  1 5 , 1 9 7 5  

C O FFEE  C O U N T Y  B A N K
M a n c h e s t e r ,  T e n n e s s e e

Opened for business. Officers: Howard Vaden, Jr., president; 
Ewing J. Threet, president; Buster Bush, secretary. Capital, 
$440,000; surplus and other funds, $660,000.

A u g u s t  1 8 ,  1 9 7 5

T H E  F IRST  N A T IO N A L  B A N K  O F  
C H A T S W O R T H
C h a t s w o r t h ,  G e o r g i a

Opened for business as a member. Officers: James R. 
Gregory, chairman; Paul H. Ross, president; Andrew R. 
Becton, vice president and cashier. Capital, $400,000; surplus 
and other funds, $600,000.

A u g u s t  2 9 , 1 9 7 5

S O U T H E R N  N A T IO N A L  B A N K
B i r m i n g h a m ,  A l a b a m a

Opened for business as a member. Officers: Clyde N. Tate, 
president; James G. Lovell, Jr., vice president; William R. 
Weatherly, vice president; Charles R. Breedlove, cashier. 
Capital, $1,600,000; surplus and other funds, $2,400,000.
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B a n k i n g  S t r u c t u r e  
i n  M i s s i s s i p p i

by Stuart G. Hoffman

M iss iss ip p i is one o f three Southeastern  states that d o  not currently a llow  

the form ation  o f m u ltibank  h o ld in g  com pan ies. Instead, M iss is s ip p i's  ban k in g  

laws perm it branch ing w ith in  a 100-m ile radius of a bank 's headquarters. These  
statutes have fostered the grow th  o f seven large (over $100 m illion  in deposits) 
ban k in g  systems, each operating branches in several counties in its ow n  
region o f the state.1 The areas w ithin w hich  these system s are legally  perm itted  
to branch do  overlap, to a large extent; how ever, there is lim ited direct 
com petition  a m o n g  these organ izations. Statew ide concentration  o f ban k in g  
resources in M iss issipp i, as m easured by the share o f state deposits held by  
its twenty largest banks, is low est a m o n g  the Southeastern  states. How ever, 
sign ificant concentration  o f bank resources characterizes each o f the state's 
m ajor ban k in g  markets.

Econom ic  Characteristics

M iss iss ip p i is a s lo w -g ro w in g  state, lo w  in per capita personal incom e and  
m ore heavily dependent upon  its agricu ltural sector than the nation as a w hole. 
In 1970, M iss iss ip p i had tw ice as m any w orkers per thousand  em p loyed  in 

agricultural and related industries as the nation, com p ared  to three tim es as 
m any in 1960. D u r in g  the Sixties, the m in ing, m anufacturing, and service  
industries w ere im portant sources o f em p loym en t for w orkers in M iss is s ip p i as 
the state diversified industrially.

From 1964 to 1974, M iss is s ip p i's  popu la tion  increased on ly  one-th ird  as 
rap id ly  as the nation 's and less than one-fourth  as rap id ly  as the Southeast's.
Th is generally s low  grow th period  w as accom p an ied  by sign ificant popu la tion  

m ovem ent from  rural areas to the state's m etropolitan  areas and su rrou nd in g  
counties. The west-central portion  o f the state and the G u lf  C oast  region, w hich  
contain  the state's three S M S A 's ,  grew  the m ost rapidly. The north and south  
D elta  region, north- and east-central M iss iss ipp i, and the southw estern

’Throughout the remainder of this article, these organizations will be referred to as Mississippi's 
seven large regional banking systems.
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No. Banks

TABLE 1

Sum mary of M ississipp i Structure 

No. Bank Offices No. Organizations

June Change Dec. Change June Change
1974 1964-1974 1974 1964-1974 1974 1964-1974

184 -4 .7 %

Deposits

683 +140.5%  

Pop. Per Bank Office

184 -4 .7 %  

Income Per Bank Office

June 1974 Change Dec. 1974 Change Dec. 1974 Change
($ million) 1964-1974 (000) 1964-1974 ($ million) 1964-1974

4,980.9 + 195.0% 3.4 -56 .9 % 12.0 -1 .6 %

portion  o f the state actually lost popu la tion  during  

this period. Projected state popu la tion  grow th  
through 1980 is sign ificantly  b e low  the national 
average and indicates that the past regional grow th  
pattern is likely to continue, w ith one  exception.
A  new  grow th area is projected to deve lop  in the 
north De lta  region (particularly D e So to  County), 
w hich  shou ld  benefit from  rapid expansion  o f the 
M e m p h is, Tennessee, m etropolitan  area.

M iss is s ip p i's  1974 per capita personal incom e  

w as the low est of any state in the country, equal 
to 71 percent o f the national average. This w as  
up from  on ly  60 percent o f the national figure in 
1964. Personal incom e projections to 1980 coup led  

w ith popu la tion  projections suggest that the ratio 
of M iss is s ip p i's  to national per capita incom e is 
likely to continue to im prove but that the do lla r  
differential shou ld  continue to w iden.

Bank ing Laws

M iss is s ip p i's  current ban k in g statutes define three 
types o f ban k in g facilities: parent bank, branch  
office (includ ing off-prem ise, drive-in  facilities), 
and branch bank. The parent bank is the hom e  
office facility o f a ban k in g organ ization  incorporated  
under the state's laws; the county  in w h ich  the 
parent bank is located is designated as that 
organ ization 's hom e office county.

A  parent bank m ay operate an unlim ited num ber  
o f branch offices or drive-in  facilities, subject to 
certain restrictions. First, the branch office m ust 
be located in the sam e county  as the hom e office  
of the parent bank or an adjacent county. Second, 
a parent bank is perm itted to establish a branch  
office in its hom e city on ly  if that c ity 's p opu la tion  
is over 10,000. Finally, no branch office m ay be 
established in a city o f less than 3,500 if another 
parent or branch bank is already located there.

Parent banks are also  perm itted to establish a 
m axim um  o f 15 branch banks w ith in  a radius of 
100 "a ir "  m iles o f the parent bank, except in 
a city w hose  popu la tion  is less than 3,100 that

already has on e  or m ore banks in operation. 
M iss iss ip p i's  ban k in g  law  is silent about the 
legality o f branch banks operating branch offices. 
At the present time, branch banks continue to 
establish and operate branch offices and, as yet, 
this situation has go n e  uncha llenged  in the 
M iss iss ipp i courts.

The state's ban k in g statutes p roh ib it ". . . the 
organ ization, ow nersh ip, or operation  o f banks in 
grou p s or chains, or in system s or chain banking  

system s." Consequently, there are no m u ltibank  
h o ld in g  com p an ies operating in M iss issipp i. 
How ever, there w ere five registered on e -bank  
h o ld in g  com p an ies in the state as o f D ece m be r  

1974, their five ban k in g  subsid iaries collectively  

h o ld in g  29 percent o f total state deposits. These  
subsid iaries control a d isproportionate  share o f  

state deposits because they include the three 
largest banks in the state.

Ban k in g  Structure

A s o f June 28,1974, M iss iss ipp i had 184 parent 

com m ercia l banks, and 653 ban k in g offices. These  
banks had assets o f $5.7 billion, deposits o f $5.0 
billion, and total capital o f $0.4 billion. M iss issipp i

TABLE 2

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION 
OF M ISSISSIPPI’S BANK OFFICES  

(as of June 1974)

No. Bank
Offices in County No. Counties

0 1
1 or 2 9
3 or 4 21
5 or 6 14
7 or 8 9

9 to 11 13
12 to 15 6
16 to 20 4

21 or more 5
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Deposit
Size

Class

TABLE 3

M ississipp i Banks by Size and Deposit Distribution  

June 1974

%  of Total Deposits %  of
($ million) No. Banks State Total ($ million) State Total

500+ 2 1.1 1,255.6 25.2
250 - 500 0 0 0 0
100 - 250 5 2.7 696.8 14.0

75 - 100 1 0.6 78.4 1.6
50-75 6 3.3 346.1 6.9
25 - 50 28 15.2 1,040.5 20.9

0 -2 5 142 77.1 1,563.5 31.4
Total 184 100.0 4,980.9 100.0

currently has the low est total assets, deposits, and  
capital o f any Southeastern state; how ever, its 
m edian  bank has deposits o f $12.9 m illion, w h ich  
is the third h ighest o f the six Southeastern states.

From 1964 through 1974, the n um ber o f banking  

offices in M iss iss ip p i increased by approxim ate ly  
140 percent. This rapid grow th  in ban k in g offices, 
cou p led  w ith a low  3.7-percent increase in 
popu lation , cut the state's popu la tion  per ban k in g  

office ratio by m ore than half.2 The present figure  

of 3,400 is w ell b e low  the national average  

p opu la tion -b an k  office ratio o f 4,900 and the 
Southeastern averaige o f 5,100. M iss is s ip p i's  banking  
offices seem  to be w ell d istributed throughout the 
state. O n ly  one  county  had no ban k in g office, 
w hereas the m o de  o f the distribution w as three 
or four. O v e r  62 percent o f M iss is s ip p i's  counties  
were served by five or m ore ban k in g  offices. The  
current n um ber and d istribution  o f ban k in g  offices 
in M iss issipp i, cou p led  w ith the state's low  projected  
p opu lation  grow th  through 1980, suggest that 
there w ill be a lim ited n um ber o f areas attractive 
for de novo entry.

From 1964 to 1974, personal incom e in M iss iss ipp i 
increased a lm ost as rap idly as bank offices. Thus, 
personal incom e per bank office changed  very 
little du ring  the decade. O v e r  the sam e period, 
total bank deposits increased m ore rapidly than 

bank offices, resulting in a co rre sp on d ing  rise in 
deposits per ban k in g  office. M iss iss ip p i currently  
has the low est total deposits, total personal incom e, 
and deposits and incom e per bank office o f any  
Southeastern state.

In lune 1974, three-fourths o f the state's banks 

w ere in the le ss-than-$25-m illion  deposit category; 
yet they collective ly  held on ly  one-th ird  o f total 
state deposits. In contrast, the state's seven banks

2The population per banking office ratio is a standard measure 
of the adequacy of convenient and readily accessible banking 
facilities.

with over $100 m illion  in deposits contro lled  

tw o-fifths o f state deposits and one-quarter of 
state ban k in g  offices. Each o f these seven  

organ ization s operates a system  o f branches  
con fined  to its particular region o f the state. The  

tw o largest are D e p o sit  G uaranty  N ationa l Bank, 
Jackson, and First National Bank o f Jackson, 
con tro llin g  approxim ate ly  $600 m illion  in deposits  
each. This leaves a substantial deposit-s ize  gap  

betw een them and the third largest organ ization, 
First M iss iss ip p i Nationa l Bank, H attiesburg, w h ich  

contro ls less than $200 m illion  in deposits.
D irect com petition  a m o n g  the seven regional 

ban k in g organ ization s is not extensive; this is due, 
in part, to the "1 0 0 -m ile  rad iu s" lim itation  w h ich  
fostered a regional orientation  in their past 
ge ograph ic  expansion  and to their c o m m o n  pattern  
of ch o o s in g  branch locations w here they w ill not 
have to com pete  w ith one  another.

From 1964 through  1974, 25 new  banks open ed  
for business in M iss issipp i, w h ile  40 banks w ere  
absorbed  through mergers, resulting in a net decline  
of 15 banks. Tw o -th ird s o f the banks lost through  
mergers w ere acqu ired by the seven large regional 
ban k in g  systems. Bank o f M iss is s ip p i acqu ired  six 
banks, D e p o sit  G uaranty  N ationa l Bank and First 
National Bank o f Jackson acqu ired five banks  
each, Bank o f C larksda le  acqu ired four banks, First 
M iss iss ipp i National Bank acqu ired  three banks, 
and G renada  Bank and H an cock  Bank acqu ired  
one bank each. In every case, these m ergers 
represented a m arket extension for the acqu iring  
bank. In on ly  tw o instances du ring  the past ten 

years has any one o f the seven large regional 
system s entered a m arket w ith  a new  branch bank.3

Concentration  o f ban k in g  resources in M iss issipp i, 
as m easured by the share o f state deposits

3First Mississippi National Bank entered the City of Gautier in 
the Pascagoula-Moss Point Banking Market in 1971 and the City 
of Pearl in the Jackson Banking Market in 1974 through a de novo 
branch bank.
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TABLE 4

M iss issipp i's  20 Largest Banking Organizations1

Rank Name
Deposits 

($ million)
Bank

Offices
% S ta te’s 

Deposits Offices

Cumulative 
% of S tate’s 

Deposits

1 Deposit Guaranty National Bank, Jackson 665.6 38 13.36 5.8 13.36
2 First National Bank of Jackson 589.9 28 11.84 4.3 25.20
3 First Mississippi National Bank, Hattiesburg 185.9 24 3.73 3.7 28.93
4 Grenada Bank, Grenada 160.2 20 3.22 3.1 32.15
5 Bank of Mississippi, Tupelo 158.7 25 3.19 3.8 35.34
6 Hancock Bank, Gulfport 149.4 13 3.00 2.0 38.34
7 Bank of Clarksdale 100.0 15 2.01 2.3 40.35
8
9

Peoples Bank & Trust Company, Tupelo 
National Bank of Commerce of

84.1 13 1.69 2.0 42.04

10
Mississippi, Starkville 
Commercial National Bank & Trust

83.6 9 1.68 1.4 43.72

Company, Laurel 64.0 5 1.28 0.8 45.00
11 Mississippi Bank & Trust Company, Jackson 61.9 8 1.24 1.2 46.24
12 Pascagoula-Moss Point Bank, Pascagoula 58.8 8 1.18 1.2 47.42
13 First National Bank of Vicksburg 54.8 5 1.10 0.8 48.52
14 Citizens National Bank of Meridian 53.4 8 1.07 1.2 49.59
15 Merchants National Bank of Vicksburg 53.2 3 1.07 0.5 50.66
16 First National Bank of Laurel 50.0 4 1.00 0.6 51.66
17 First Citizens National Bank, Tupelo 48.6 9 .98 1.4 52.64
18 Peoples Bank of Mississippi, N.A., Union 47.6 9 .96 1.4 53.60
19 Merchants and Farmers Bank, Meridian 45.9 6 .92 0.9 54.52
20 Merchants and Marine Bank, Pascagoula 43.6 6 .88 0.9 55.40

’The deposit and bank office figures are of June 28, 1974 but reflect all mergers in Mississippi consummated through 
December 31, 1974.

contro lled  by its ten largest banks, increased from  
38 percent in June 1964 to 45 percent at m id-year
1974. M iss iss ipp i w as the on ly  Southeastern state 
that proh ib its m u ltibank h o ld in g  com p an ies to 
register an increase in concentration  o f bank  

resources, so defined, du ring  this period. Still, 
the state's cum ulative  share figure o f 45 percent is 
second  low est in the Southeast.

Ban k in g  Structure o f M a jo r  
Ban k in g  M arkets

Seven areas in M iss iss ipp i are identified as m ajor 
ban k in g markets based on  the fo llo w in g  three 

criteria: (1) a relatively large and g row in g  
p opu lation  base, (2) a fairly large poo l o f deposits, 
and (3) num erous ban k in g organ ization s and  
offices. These markets are likely to be the m ost 
attractive areas for expansion  by the state's largest 

ban k in g systems.
M iss is s ip p i's  three S M S A 's — Jackson4, Biloxi- 

Gulfport, and P a scago u la -M o ss Point— are a m o n g  
those areas identified as m ajor ban k in g markets. 
O ther counties* designated as m ajor markets

4The Jackson Banking Market encompasses Hinds, Rankin, 
and Madison Counties. The latter county is included in the 
market because of the close proximity of its banks to the 
downtown Jackson banks and because of the interstate highway 
directly linking the two areas.

"’It is assumed that each county listed in the text is a reasonably
accurate approximation of a banking market.

inc lude: Forrest, Lauderdale, Lee, and W ash in gton . 
In June 1974, these seven m arkets collectively  
accounted for 45 percent o f the state's deposits 

and conta ined one-th ird  o f its ban k in g offices, 
in c lu d in g  the parent banks o f five o f the seven  
regional ban k in g system s.6 Jackson is the largest 
m ajor m arket in terms o f popu lation , incom e, 
deposits, and n um ber o f bank offices. Its deposits  
are a lm ost four tim es those o f the next largest, 
the B ilox i-G u lfpo rt S M SA .

The com b in ed  m arket share o f the tw o largest 
banks in each m ajor m arket ranges from  a low  

o f 55 percent in W ash in gto n  C ou n ty  to a h igh  o f 
84 percent in Forrest County. These figures indicate  
sign ificant ban k in g resource concentration  in each 
of the seven m ajor ban k in g  markets.

Each o f the tw o large Jackson ban k in g  system s 
is currently represented in on ly  tw o o f the state's 
m ajor markets. D e p o sit  G uaranty  National Bank  
is the largest organ ization  in Jackson and the 
second  largest in W ash in g to n  C ou nty; First National 
Bank o f Jackson is the second  largest organ ization

11 Although Grenada Bank is headquartered in Grenada County, 
only three of its 22 offices are located there, and they 
account for less than one-fourth of the organization's total 
deposits. Bank of Clarksdale is headquartered in Coahoma 
County, where five of its 15 offices are located accounting 
for less than half of its total deposits.
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TABLE 5

Major Banking 
Market

Jackson SMSA, plus 
Madison County 

Biloxi-Gulfport SMSA 
Washington County 
Lauderdale County 
Lee County
Pascagoula-Moss Point SMSA 
Forrest County 

Total

Banking in M iss is s ip p i’s Major Markets 

June 28, 1974

Deposits 
($ million)

1,193.2
302.6
153.3
148.7
145.3 
136.0
135.8 

2,214.9

%  of State 
Deposits

23.96
6.08
3.08
2.99
2.92
2.73
2.73 

44.49

No. Bank 
Organizations

15
7
6
4 
3
5 
3

43

No. Bank 
Offices

71
36
22
25
23
20
17

214

in the form er m arket and the largest in the latter. 
First M iss iss ipp i National Bank, Hattiesburg, is the 

on ly  large regional system  represented in m ore  
than tw o o f the m ajor markets. It is the largest 

organ ization  in Forrest County, its hom e office  
county, the second  largest in the B ilox i-G u lfpo rt  

S M S A , and the fourth largest in both the 
P ascago u la -M o ss  Point and Jackson ban k in g  
markets. H an cock  Bank and Bank o f M iss iss ipp i 
are each the largest organ ization  in its respective 

hom e office county, w h ile  G ren ada  Bank and  
Bank o f C larksda le  are not represented in any  

m ajor market.
The virtual absence o f m u ltip le  representation  

in M iss is s ip p i's  m ajor ban k in g m arkets by the 
state's large regional system s, in part due to the 
restrictions inherent in the state's current ban k in g  
statutes, portends m erger activity in these markets 
and acqu isition  activity in the event legislation  
a llo w in g  m u ltibank  h o ld in g  com pan ies w ere to be 
passed. W ith  the exception o f Lee C ounty, each 
m ajor ban k in g  market has several sm aller banks that 
cou ld  serve as attractive entry points for the large  
regional system s not already represented there.
Such  activity w o u ld  tend to decrease ban k in g  
resource concentration  in these markets. ■

M iss iss ip p i’s 20 Largest Bankidg Organizations 

(Cumulative Percent of State Deposits Held)
P e rc e n t P e rc e n t

50 50

40 40

30 30

20 T 20

10
■

10

o --------L -  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 l

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

N u m b er o f O rg a n iza t io n s
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B a n k i n g  S t r u c t u r e  
i n  T e n n e s s e e

by B. Frank King

Tennessee 's ban k in g  structure, like A la b a m a 's  and Florida's, sh o w s the distinct 
im print o f recent m u ltibank  h o ld in g  com p an y  expansion. Yet such expansion  
has, so far, left m ore large banks out o f m u ltibank  organ izations than have  
hold i ng com p an y  m ovem ents in the other tw o states and has not yet involved  
so large a p roportion  o f the state's banks or deposits.

Econom y and  Ban k in g  Laws

Tennessee 's per capita personal incom e ranks third am on g  the Southeastern  
states; it is 83 percent o f national per capita incom e. Popu lation  grow th from
1964 through 1974 w as on ly  sflgh tfy "be f6 \vthaf o f the nation, w h ile  incom e  
grow th  w as w ell above  the national grow th rate and second on ly  to Florida 
in the Southeast. M an u factu rin g  em ploym en t as a percentage of total em ployed  
is greater in Tennessee than in any of the other Southeastern states or in the 
nation as a w hole.

Tennessee ranks second  behind Florida am o n g  Southeastern states in 
percentage o f popu la tion  in m etropolitan  areas. Sixty-three percent o f its peop le  
live in six standard m etropolitan  statistical areas (SM SA 's). In the Southeast 
on ly  M iss iss ip p i has few er S M S A 's .  Thus, Tennessee 's m etropolitan  areas have, 
on average, considerab ly  larger p opu lation s than those in other Southeastern  
states. Banks in S M S A 's  ho ld  69 percent o f deposits in the state and operate  
half o f the state's bank offices.

The state's branch ing laws are sim ilar to those o f G eo rg ia  and Louisiana. 
Ind iv idua l banks m ay have branches on ly  w ith in  the counties in w hich  their 
hom e office is located. T w o  banks are exem pted from  this stricture by a 
grandfather clause in state banking law; each has single  branches in several 
counties but may open no new  branches outside  its hom e county.

M u lt ib a n k  h o ld in g  com pan ies m ay operate in Tennessee; however, they are
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TABLE 1

Summary of Tennessee Structure

No. Banks No. Bank Offices No. Organizations
June
1974

Change
1964-1974

Dec.
1974

Change
1964-1974

June
1974

Change
1964-1974

330 14.2% 1,063 174.0% 279 -1 .4 %

Deposits Pop. Per Bank Office Income Per Bank Office
June 1974 Change Dec. 1974 Change Dec. 1974 Change
($ million) 1964-1974 (000) 1964-1974 ($ million) 1964-1974

11,572.3 165-6% 3.9 -59 .8 % 17.4 -6 .5 %

subject to certain restrictions under a new  h o ld in g  

com p an y  law effective in early 1974. W ith  certain 

exceptions, until 1980 these com p an ies m ay not 
acquire banks that have been in operation  for 

less than five years. (Excepted from  this 
restriction are banks in D avid son , H am ilton , Knox, 
and Shelby  C ou n tie s— the central counties o f the 
Nashville, Chattanooga, Knoxville, and M e m p h is  
S M SA 's ,  respectively.) Th is effectively precludes 

m ultibank com p an ies from  p ro v id in g  additiona l 
com petitive alternatives in any but four counties 
w here m ost m u ltibank com pan ies already operate. 
M u lt ib a n k  com pan ies a lso  m ay not acquire  
externally m ore than I 6V 2 percent o f w hat am ounts  

to dem and  and savings deposits o f ind ividuals, 
partnerships, and corporations.

Ban k in g  Structure

Tennessee ranks second  or third a m o n g  the 
Southeastern states in m ost overall banking  
m easures. It has 330 banks w ith deposits o f $11.6 
b illio n .1 These banks operate 1,014 offices. In 
num ber o f banks, the state ranks third to Florida 
and G eo rg ia ; in deposits, it ranks second  to Florida; 
and in n um ber o f offices, it ranks second  to 
Georgia.

A s  in the other Southeastern states, m ost parts 
of Tennessee have few  ban k in g alternatives. O f  
its 96 counties, 34 have one  or tw o banks; 75 have 
four or fewer. O n ly  tw o counties have 11  or m ore  
banks.

Popu lation  per bank office in Tennessee is the 

second  low est o f all Southeastern states and low est 
o f the region 's cou ntyw ide  branch ban k in g states. 
From 1964 through  1974 Tennessee show ed  the 
sharpest fall in popu la tion  per bank office and

TABLE 2

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TEN N ESSEE’S BANKS 
(as of June 1974)

No. Banks
in County No. Counties

0 0
1 or 2 34
3 or 4 41
5 or 6 13

7 to 11 5
11 to 15 2

16 or more 0

the largest abso lu te  and percentage increase in 
num ber o f bank offices in the Southeast. Yet w h ile  
bank offices increased by 675, the num be r o f  
banks in the state grew  by o n ly  41; this is less, 
abso lu te ly  and proportiona lly, than in any other  
Southeastern state except M iss issipp i.

The rate o f increase in Tennessee 's num be r o f 
bank offices from  1964 through  1974 w as slightly  
greater than the rate o f increase o f personal incom e. 
Thus, incom e per bank  office fell slightly. O ve r  
the sam e period, deposits per bank  office rem ained  
constant.

A lth o u gh  the num bers o f banks and bank  offices 
rose from  1964 through  1974, the n um ber o f bank  
organ ization s declined  by four. The form ation  
and expansion  o f m u ltibank  h o ld in g  com p an ies  
w ere responsib le  for this phen om enon . In 1964 

on ly  one  such com p an y  had its headquarters in 
the state. By 1974, e ight such o rgan ization s  

headquartered in Tennessee held 59 subsid iaries 
w ith deposits o f $5.5 b ill io n .2

’ Unless otherwise noted, banking data are for June 28, 1974, 
and reflect holding company acquisitions consummated through 
May 31, 1975.

2Two Tennessee banks are owned by out-of-state multibank 
holding companies that may not acquire more banks in 
Tennessee. These are not included in our discussion of 
multibank companies and their subsidiaries.
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T A B L E  3

Tennessee Banks by Size and Holding Company Sta tu s1

Deposit
Size All Banks

Banks in Multibank 
Holding Companies Other Banks

Class 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million) Number

Deposits 
($ million)

750 or more 4 3,438.8 3 2,575.2 1 863.6

500 - 750 1 747.6 1 747.6 0 0.0

250 - 500 4 1,400.5 2 748.2 2 652.3

100 - 250 5 700.8 0 0.0 5 700.8

75 - 100 3 268.0 2 173.5 1 94.5

50-75 12 714.1 4 243.8 8 420.0

25 - 50 49 1,723.4 18 626.2 31 1,097.2

0 -2 5 252 2,579.3 29 413.9 223 2,165.4

Total 330 11,572.7 59 5,528.4 271 6,044.1

’ Deposits as of June 28, 1974; acquisitions consummated and dispositions carried out through May 31, 1975.

A lth o u gh  m u ltibank  com pan ies in Tennessee  

have grow n  rapidly, they have acqu ired a sm aller  
proportion  o f the state's large and m ed ium -sized  
banks than have m u ltibank com pan ies in A labam a  

and Florida. These m u ltibank  organ ization s ho ld  
four-fifths o f the banks w ith deposits o f over 
$50 m illion ; in Tennessee they ho ld  on ly  two-fifths. 
M u lt ib a n k  com p an y  subsid iaries w ith deposits of 
over $50 m illion  ho ld  90 percent o f deposits o f 
banks in that size class in A labam a, 84 percent in 

Florida, and 62 percent in Tennessee.

Three o f Tennessee 's nine banks w ith deposits 
of $250 m illion  or m ore are not yet in m u ltibank  

com pan ies w ith headquarters in the state; none  
of its five banks in the $100- to $250-m illion  

deposit size range are. In the $50- to $100-m illion  
deposit class, on ly  one-th ird  o f the banks are 
m ultibank com p an y  subsid iaries.

M u lt ib a n k  h o ld in g  com pan ies ho ld  about 
one-sixth o f the state's banks w ith deposits of 
less than $50 m illion. The 250 sm aller banks that 
are not subsid iaries o f m u ltibank  organ izations  
have deposits o f $3.3 billion, a lm ost 30 percent 
of total deposits in the state. M o st  o f these banks 
are located outside  m etropolitan  areas.

Tennessee 's eight m u ltibank  h o ld in g  com pan ies  

ho ld  59 banks w ith deposits o f $5.5 billion, a lm ost  

half the total state deposits. M o st  o f their banks have  

been acqu ired since 1971. Prior to that, on ly  one  
m ultibank  com pany, w ith nine banks, existed 

in the state.

Tennessee 's largest m u ltibank  com p an y  m easured  
by deposits— First Tennessee National Corporation , 
M e m p h is— has 12 subsid iaries and $1.2 b illion  in

deposits. A no ther m u ltibank  com p an y— H am ilton  

Bancshares, Inc., C h attano oga— has 16 subsidiaries. 
Each o f the five largest m u ltibank  com pan ies  
has deposits o f m ore than $800 m illion  and eight 
or m ore subsid iaries. These com pan ies are am o n g  
the six largest organ ization s in the state. Four o f 

the five have at least one  subsid iary  in three o f 
the four largest S M S A 's  in the state. In all, these 
five com pan ies account for nine-tenths o f the 
subsid iaries and the deposits o f m ultibank  
com pan ies headquartered in Tennessee.

The sixth largest m u ltibank  com p an y  in Tennessee  

is on ly  about on e -ha lf the size o f the fifth largest.
It has recently d isposed  o f tw o subsid iaries. The  
other tw o m u ltibank  com pan ies are sm all; each  

has tw o banks that operate ten offices in two  
con tigu ou s counties. O n e  is in the M e m p h is  area; 
the other, in the Knoxville  area.

Tennessee 's fifth and eighth largest banking  
organ izations are on e -bank  h o ld in g  com panies. Its 
ninth and tenth largest are independent banks. 
Each has headquarters in an S M SA .

Like m u ltibank  com p an ies in other Southeastern  
states, those in Tennessee have concentrated on  
the state's m etropolitan  areas in their quest for 

subsid iaries. How ever, at least one  o f the tw o  
largest and tw o o f the four largest banks in each  
m etropolitan  area other than Nashville  remain  
outside  m u ltibank  com pan ies. M u lt ib a n k  com pan ies  

ho ld  a majority o f deposits in on ly  tw o S M SA 's .
These organ ization s ho ld  a sm aller percentage of 
S M S A  deposits than d o  m u ltibank  organ izations in 

A labam a  and Florida.
D ep osits  o f the 91 banks w h ich  operate 520 

offices in Tennessee 's S M S A 's  are $8.0 billion. O f
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TABLE 4

Tennessee’s 20 Largest Banking Organizations1

Cumulative
Deposits ____________ %  State’s_____________  %  of state’s

Rank Name ($ million) Banks Offices Deposits Banks Offices Deposits

1 First Tennessee National Corporation 1,229.7 12 70 10.6 3.6 6.9 10.6

2 First AmTenn Corporation 1,027.3 8 48 8.9 2.4 4.7 19.5

3 Third National Corporation 989.6 8 47 8.6 2.4 4.6 28.1

4 Tennessee Valley Bancorp, Inc. 908.6 11 53 7.9 3.3 5.2 36.0

5 Union Planters Corporation 863.6 1 37 7.5 .3 3.7 43.5

6 Hamilton Bancshares, Inc. 809.3 16 67 7.0 4.8 6.6 50.5

7 United Tennessee Bancshares Corporation 424.1 3 33 3.7 .9 3.3 54.2

8 Ancorp Bancshares, Inc. 342.3 1 19 3.0 .3 1.9 57.2

9 Hamilton National Bank of Knoxville 310.0 1 16 2.7 .3 1.6 59.9

10 Park National Bank of Knoxville 227.6 1 9 2.0 .3 .9 61.9

11 First National Bank of Sullivan, Kingsport 136.1 1 11 1.2 .3 1.1 63.1

12 Memphis Trust Company 120.3 1 12 1.0 .3 1.2 64.1

13 Commercial and Industrial Bank, Memphis 115.7 1 13 1.0 .3 1.3 65.1

14 Pioneer Bank, Chattanooga 101.2 1 12 .9 .3 1.2 66.0

15 Valley Fidelity Bank and Trust, Knoxville 94.5 1 8 .8 .3 .8 66.8

16 Barrettville Bank and Trust Company 74.5 2 10 .6 .6 1.0 67.4

17 Bank of Maryville 73.1 1 6 .6 .3 .6 68.0

18 First National Bank of Jackson 67.3 1 5 .6 .3 .5 68.6

19 Tennessee National Bancshares, Inc. 65.5 2 10 .6 .6 1.0 69.2

20 National Bank of Commerce of Jackson 60.6 1 5 .5 .3 .5 69.7

1 Deposits are as of June 28, 1974; subsidiaries owned on May 31, 1975.

these banks, 25 w ith deposits o f $4.7 b illion  are 
subsid iaries o f m u ltibank  com panies. M u lt ib a n k  
com panies, thus, ho ld  three-fifths o f deposits in 
S M S A 's  as com pared  to one  quarter in n o n SM S A 's .

Concentration  o f bank deposits on  a statew ide  
basis has been rem arkably constant in Tennessee  
over the past decade, despite the d im in u tion  in 
the n um ber o f bank organ izations and the 
con so lida tion  o f banks into m u ltibank  h o ld ing  
com panies. In 1964 the three largest organ izations 

held 31 percent o f deposits in the state; in 1974 
they held 28 percent. In 1964 the five and ten 
largest organ ization s held 44 and 61 percent of 
deposits in the state, respectively; in 1974 they 
held 43 and 62 percent, respectively. The twenty  
largest organ ization s held 70 percent in each year.

Prospective D eve lop m e n t

In the absence of changes in b ranch ing law, the 
num ber o f banks in Tennessee is likely to continue  
to increase s low ly  even after m u ltibank  h o ld in g  
com p an ies are a llow ed to open  de novo banks in 

all counties in 1980. The already low  popu lation

and incom e per bank  office ind icate that the rate 
of grow th  in n um ber o f bank  offices w ill p robab ly  
be lim ited by the rate o f grow th  o f personal 
incom e in the state.

The existence o f several large independent  
banks in the state's m etropolitan  areas leads one  
to expect so m e  add itiona l m u ltibank  co m p an y  
form ations as w ell as attem pts by existing com p an ie s  
to acquire such banks. T w o  recent acqu isition  
attem pts have invo lved larger banks in S M S A 's .  

O n e  w as denied  by the Board o f G ove rn ors o f 
the Federal Reserve System ; the other w as  
approved  but has not yet been consum m ated. 
There are other attractive locations and banks, so  
that substantial further attem pts to conso lidate  

banks into m u ltibank  o rgan ization s can be expected. 
Since m u ltibank  com p an ies m ust acqu ire existing 
(rather than de novo) banks in m ost areas, these 
further acqu isitions m ust add to the concentration  
of the state's deposits in its largest organ izations.

Further con so lida tion  is likely to be slow er  
than that o f the past four years. Several larger banks 
and h o ld in g  com p an ies are retrenching in order
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TABLE 5

Banking in Tennessee’s S M S A 's 1

No.

SMSA
Deposits 

($ million)
%  State’s 
Deposits Banks

Multibank
Holding

Companies

%  Deposits Held 
by Multibank 
Companies2

Nashville-Davidson 2,979.0 25.7 39 6 85.5

Memphis3 2,544.3 22.0 17 6 53.0
Knoxville 1,099.6 9.5 16 4 23.1

Chattanooga3 985.7 8.5 10 2 46.4

Kingsport-Bristol3 270.3 2.3 6 1 12.1

Clarksville-Hopkinsville' 129.5 1.1 3 1 27.6

’ Banks and deposits as of June 28, 1974; banks owned by holding companies as of May 31, 1975. 
20nly companies with headquarters in Tennessee.
'Tennessee portion only.

to so lve internal p rob lem s rather than attem pting
to buy new  ones. O n e  m u ltibank  com p an y  has Tennessee’s 20 Largest Banking Organizations
d isposed  o f tw o subsid iaries and ann ou nce d  its (Cumulative Percent of State Deposits Held)

intention o f d isp o s in g  o f a third. A  large one -bank Percent Percent
com p an y  w hich  had approval to m erge w ith a
sm all tw o -ban k  com p an y  d id  not consum m ate 70 —  - 70
that m erger and has m ade no new  applications.
O th er m u ltibank  com p an ies have slow ed  or stopped
their flow  o f acquisitions. Consequently, prob lem s 60 1974 60
that exist m ainly  in the h o ld in g  com p an ies and A r
larger potential lead banks are likely to slow J Y L964
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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 ,  u n l e s s  i n d i c a t e d  o t h e r w i s e . )

La te s t Month 
1975

One Tw o  One 
Month M onths Y ear 

Ago Ago Ago

S IX T H  D IS T R IC T

IN CO M E AND S P E N D IN G  

M an ufacturing  P a y ro ll'

C r o p s ...................................................
L ive s to ck  ......................................

In s ta lm en t C red it a t B a n k s * / 1

R ep aym ents

Aug. 183.9 177.0 175.5 180.1
Ju n e 176 199 172 174
June 230 234 227 232
Ju n e 163 94 165 59

Aug. 618 609r 665 624
Aug. 619 646r 697 597

E M P LO Y M EN T AND PRO D U CTIO N

Nonfarm  E m p lo y m e n t ................................ Aug. 129.9 129.7 129.2 134.9
M an ufacturing  ............................................ Aug. 109.4 108.1 108.2 118.9
- N ondurable G o o d s ................................ Aug. 109.0 107.7 108.1 115.9

F o o d ............................................................... Aug. 100.5 101.7 101.9 103.9
T e x t i l e s .................................................. . Aug. 102.1 99.4 100.2 112.2
Apparel ................................................... . Aug. 107.4 104.6 105.2 114.1
Pap er ......................................................... . Aug. 105.2 104.6 103.2 115.2
P r in tin g  and Pu b lish in g  . . . Aug. 122.8 122.4 122.8 131.3
C h e m i c a l s ............................................ . Aug. 107.3 106.4 106.1 112.7

Durab le G o o d s ...................................... - Aug. 109.9 108.5 108.3 122.6
Lb r ., Wood P rods ., Fu rn . & F ix . Aug. 97.5 96.2 94.8 109.9
Stone , C lay , and G lass  . . . Aug. 115.2 114.9 114.9 130.5
P r im a ry  M e t a l s ................................ . Aug. 101.6 100.6 100.8 115.9
F a b rica ted  M e t a l s .......................... . Aug. 119.8 118.9 117.7 132.7
M a c h in e r y ............................................ . Au<?. 143.8 142.4 146.0 163.1
Tran sp o rta tio n  Equip m ent . Aug. 103.7 101.7 98.7 108.5

N o n m a n u fa c tu r in g ...................................... . Aug. 137.1 137.3 136.6 140.5
C o n s t r u c t io n ...................................... . Aug. 119.6 119.9 122.7 148.5
Tran sp o rta tio n  ................................ . Aug. 121.6 122.1 122.2 125.6
T r a d e ......................................................... . Aug. 135.1 135.0 134.9 139.9
F in ., in s ., and real est . . . . . Aug. 149.3 149.4 149.7 154.2
S e r v i c e s .................................................. . Aug. 155.0 154.4 154.7 154.9
Federa l G overnm ent . . . . . Aug. 106.2 106.1 104.7 104.7
S ta te  and Lo cal G overnm ent . Aug. 147.1 147.5 142.7 140.6

Farm  E m p lo y m e n t ............................................ . Sept. 90.5 91.7 95.6 83.1
U nem p lo ym ent R ate

(P e rce n t of W ork Fo rce)- . . . . . Aug. 9.8 9.2 9.3 5.5
Insured  U nem ploym ent

(P e rce n t o f Cov. E m p . ) ......................... . Aug. 5.1 5.6 6.6 2 .3
Avg. W eekly H rs . in Mfg. (H rs .) . . . Aug. 40.0 39.5 39.4 40.1
C on structio n  C o n t r a c t s * ......................... . Aug. 150 198 216 198

R e s id e n t ia l ......................................................... : Aug. 125 151 135 162
A ll o t h e r ............................................................... . Aug. 175 245 296 232

Cotton C o n s u m p t io n * * ................................ . Ju ly 73.5 64.4 61.4 76.5
M an ufactu ring  Production . . . . . Ju ly 142.6 141.5 141.5 151.9

N ondurab le G o o d s ...................................... . Ju ly 144.2 142.7 142.9 151.5
Food ......................................................... . Ju ly 127.7 130.7 134.2 135.3
T e x t i l e s ................................................... . Ju ly 141.1 137.0 138.7 150.6
Apparel .................................................. . Ju ly 124.9 124.2 119.9 135.6
Pap er ......................................................... . Ju ly 134.5 130.9 131.1 139.0
P r in t in g  and P u b lish in g  . . . Ju ly 127.7 127.5 125.9 136.0
C h e m i c a l s ............................................ . Ju ly 160.2 158.3 157.6 167.7

Durab le G o o d s ............................................ . Ju ly 139.9 139.6 139.5 152.6
Lu m b er and W o o d ......................... . Ju ly 143.6 141.3 140.7 156.6
F u rn itu re  and F ix tu re s  . . . . Ju ly 127.7 122.9 120.7 159.4
S tone , C lay , and  G la s s  . . . . Ju ly 140.1 141.1 139.3 160.5
P r im a ry  M e t a l s ................................ . Ju ly 100.5 98.7 99.1 108 .9
Fab rica te d  M e t a l s ......................... . Ju ly 111.3 111.6 111.6 123.5
N o n e lectrica l M ach inery  . . . Ju ly 147.7 148.7 148.7 152.6
E le c tr ic a l M ach inery  . . . . Ju ly 226 .6 235 .5 241.1 2 55 .6
T ran sp o rta tio n  Eq u ip m ent . Ju ly 133.6 129.2 126.9 134.4

F IN A N C E  AND B A N K IN G  
Loan s*

B an k  D e b its */*

. Aug. 264 263 264 279

. Aug. 242 241 241 264

. Aug. 223 222 220 214
194 191 192 187

. Aug. 307 306 306 304

IN CO M E
M an ufac tu ring  P a y r o l l s ......................................Aug.
Farm  C ash  R e c e ip t s ............................................ Ju n e

EM P LO Y M EN T

N o n m an u factu rin g

190.3
226

180.4
311

179.6
193

191.7
207

. Aug. 121.6 120.9 119.0 123.8

. Aug. 109.9 107.4 107.4 119.3

. Aug. 126.9 127.1 124.3 125.8

. Aug. 130.4 129.8 128.8 138.9

. Sept. 110.1 119.9 118.9 98.2

La te st Month 
1975

U nem ploym ent R ate  
(P e rce n t of W ork F o rc e )***  . . . .  Aug. 9 .2  

Avg. W eekly  H rs. in  Mfg. (H rs .) . . . Aug. 40 .0

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

M em ber B an k  L o a n s ............................................ Aug. 264
M em ber B an k  D e p o s i t s ................................Aug. 225
B an k  D e b i t s * * .........................................................Aug. 282

FLO R ID A

INCOM E

M an ufacturing  P a y ro lls  ................................Aug. 186.5
Farm  C ash  R e c e ip t s ............................................ Ju n e  179

EM P LO YM EN T

Nonfarm  E m p lo y m e n t ......................................Aug. 149.9
M an ufacturing  ...................................................Aug. 118 .8
N o n m a n u fa c tu r in g ............................................ Aug. 155.9

C o n s t r u c t io n ...................................................Aug. 133.2
Fa rm  E m p lo y m e n t ...................................................S ep t. 100.1
U nem p lo ym ent Rate

(P e rce n t of W ork F o rc e )** *  . . . .  Aug. 11.9
Avg. W eekly H rs . in Mfg. (H rs .) . . . Aug. 39.4

F IN A N C E  AND BA N KIN G

O ne Tw o  One 
Month M onths Y ea r 

Ago Ago Ago

N o nm anu factu ring

Farm  Em p loym ent 
U nem p lo ym ent R ate

Avg. W eekly  H rs . in Mfg. (H rs .) 

F IN A N C E  AND BA N KIN G

B an k  D eb its**

EM P LO YM EN T

N onfarm  E m p loym ent

U nem p lo ym ent Rate 
(P e rce n t of W ork F o rc e )** *  . 

Avg. W eekly  H rs . in Mfg. (H rs .)

F IN A N C E  AND BA N KIN G

B an k  D eb its*/*

M IS S IS S IP P I

E M P LO Y M EN T

264 264 254 
2 24  221 206 
291 287 267

187.3
125

150.5
118.2
156.7
135 .4

99.7

10.4
39.7

1 84 .0
212

148.8 
117.5
154.8
141 .8
107.8

10.5
39.6

M an u fac tu ring  P a y ro lls  ................................Aug. 169.0
Farm  C ash  R e c e ip t s ............................................ Ju n e  178

EM P LO YM EN T

160.7
197

159.7
188

193.5
202

158.6
129.0 
164.3
200.0 

93.5

6.3
40.2

. Aug. 286 286 288 316

. Aug. 249 247 244 248

. Aug. 318 315 314 330

169.1
153

Aug.
Aug.
Aug.
Aug.
Sep t.

123.8
100 .8
134 .3  
114.9
102.3

122.9
99 .2

133.8
113.4
112.3

124.1 
100 .0
135.2 
116.9
109.3

129.6
110 .6  
138.3 
140.5

97.1

Aug.
Aug.

9 .2
40.0

9 .0
39.8

8 .8
39.3

5.0
39.8

Aug.
Aug.
Aug.

244
192
354

241
191
359r

239
193
364

270
188
344

Aug.
Ju n e

173.1
165

166 .4
324

165.7
131

158 .8
154

Aug.
Aug.
Aug.
Aug.
Sep t.

117 .3
103 .8
120.2

96.6
71 .4

117.3
103.5
120.2
95.5
75 .4

117 .5
104 .0
120 .4

97.4
80.9

117.2
104 .0
119 .9

98.2
87.7

Aug.
Aug.

9 .0
39.7

8.3
38.5

8.2
38.3

6 .9
40.3

. Aug. 

. Aug. 
Aug.

244
205
279

241
205
263

246
205
271

252
189
248

• Aug.
• Ju n e

2 10 .7
189

2 08 .8
293

202 .8
173

201 .1
186

. Aug.

. Aug.

. Aug.

. Aug.

. Sep t.

127.2 
122.8
129.2 
100 .6

67.8

126.1
120.2
128.7
101 .0

64.9

125.2
119.3 
128 .0
109 .4  

75.8

131.5
133.5
130.5
139.5 

76.3
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One Two One
Latest Month Month Months Year

1975 Ago Ago Ago

Unemployment Rate
(Percent of Work Force)*** . . . . Aug. 8.2 8.6 8.1 4.1

Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg. (Hrs.) . . . Aug. 39.8 39.9 39.3 39.6

INANCE AND BANKING
Member Bank L o a n s * .................. 261 261 260 264
Member Bank Deposits* . . . . 226 225 219 218
Bank Debits*/* * ............................... 267 280 266 262

Latest Month
1975

One Two One 
Month Months Year 

Ago Ago Ago

EMPLOYMENT
Nonfarm E m p lo y m e n t.................. . . Aug. 125.2 125.2 125.2 130.3

M a n u fa c tu r in g ........................... . . Aug. 108.7 107.8 108.2 120.3
Nonm anufacturing...................... . . Aug. 134.5 134.9 134.7 135.9

C o n s tru c t io n .......................... . . Aug. 130.3 131.2 127.1 134.9
Farm Em ploym ent........................... 101.3 97.1 96.7 93.4
Unemployment Rate

(Percent of Work Force)’ . . . 9.3 8.5 8.5 5.0
Avg. Weekly Hrs. in Mfg. (Hrs.) . . . Aug. 40.7 39.9 40.0 40.2

T E N N E S S E E

M anufacturing P a y r o l l s ...................... Aug.
Farm Cash R e c e ip t s ............................... June

FINANCE AND BANKING

183.9
181

177.4
59

177.5
158

183.4
204

. Aug. 272 272 271 272
218 219 218 203
267 262 257 290

‘ Daily average basis fPreliminary data r-Revised N.A. Not available‘For Sixth District area only; other totals for entire six states 
“ ‘ Seasonally adjusted data supplied by state agencies.

Note: All indexes: 1967=100.
Sources: Manufacturing production estimated by this Bank; nonfarm, mfg. and non mfg. 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 Div., McGraw-Hill Information Systems Co.; 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.
’Data benchmarked to June 1971 Report of Condition.
’Revised to  reflect 1974 benchmarks and new seasonal factors.

Technical Note: The use of multiplicative seasonal factors to ad just for seasonal influences causes a distortion of the unemploy­
ment numbers for August 1975. Because the adjustm ent is based on the number of unemployed, when unemployment is 
high the factors overstate seasonal influences. In August, this adjustm ent results in a seasonally adjusted unemployment rate 
higher than would be the case if the true seasonal pattern alone were removed.

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

( I n  T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o l l a r s )

P e rce n t Change Pe rce n t Change

August
1975

July
1975

August
1974

Aug.
1975 
from 

July Aug. 
1975 1974

Year
to

date 
8 mos. 
1975 
from 
1974

STANDARD METROPOLITAN 
STATISTICAL AREAS’

Birmingham . . . .  4,650,630 5,170,596 4,780,326 -10 -  3 +  14
Gadsden . . . . 111,127 124,053 110,038 -10 + 1 + 2
Huntsville . . . . 381,442 406,739 405,553 -  6 -  6 +  9
M o b i l e .................. 1,375,618 1,512,023 1,276,185 -  9 +  8 +  18
Montgomery . . . 811,103 918,624 723,791 -12 + 12 +  19
Tuscaloosa . . . 275,700 293,111 246,162 -  6 +  12 +  10

Bartow-Lakeland-
Winter Haven 819,986 952,991 811,934 -1 4 + 1 + 6

Daytona Beach 410,238 511,109 464,607 -20 -12 +  7
Ft. Lauderdale- 

Hollywood . . . 1,718,094 1,964,912 2,078,725 -1 3 -1 7 -  6
Ft. Myers . . . . 350,047 406,875 372,086 -1 4 -  6 +  8
Gainesville . . . 240,730 250,956 286,812 -  4 -1 6 -  3
Jacksonville . . . . 4,683,920 5,041,127 4,987,018 -  7 -  6 -  l r
Mel bourn e- 

Titusville-Cocoa 388,511 423,534 427,928 -  8 -  9 -  2
Miami .................. 6,863,257 7,785,764 7,607,661 -12 -10 -  3
O r la n d o .................. 1,562,267 1,768,463 1,606,996 -12 -  3 +  2
Pensacola . . . . 511,494 555,938 553,363 -  8 -  8 +  8
Sarasota . . . . 472,517 542,581 565,091 -1 3 -1 6 -  3
Tallahassee . . . . 1,016,175 1,072,849 930,696 -  5 + 9 +  10
Tampa-St. Pete . 4,258,811 4,527,062 3,921,328 -  6 + 9 +  3
W. Palm Beach . 1,003,868 1,238,881 1,180,645 -1 9 -1 5 -  7

A l b a n y .................. 184,743 203,450 193,295 -  9 -  4 -  4r
A t l a n t a .................. 19,988,137 22,143,628 18,417,971 -10 + 9 +  8
A u g u s ta .................. 572,449 655,544 648,654 -1 3 -12 +  2
Columbus . . . . 478,190 527,033. 485,011 -  9 -  1 +  0
Macon .................. 868,215 875,730 855,937 -  1 +  1 +  7
Savannah . . . . 1,003,360 1,087,007 670,866 -  8 +50 +63

Alexandria 315,029 350,428 291,563 -10 + 8 +  11
Baton Rouge . . . 1,909,241 2,092,284 1,890,973 -  9 +  1 +  19
Lafayette . . . . 396,936 424,233 333,414 -  6 +  19 +30
Lake Charles . . 240,792 322,552 270,508 -2 5 -11 + 9
New Orleans . . . . 5,990,043 6,076,185 5,167,248 -  1 + 16 + 12

Biloxi-Gulfport . . 281,550 327,324 277,549 -1 4 + 1 + 14
Jackson .................. . 1,847,085 1,970,327 1,860,830 -  6 -  1 + 2

Chattanooga . . . . 1,286,858 1,389,649 1,321,984 -  7 -  3 -  8
Knoxville . . . . 1,529,949 1,622,208 2,123,910 -  6 -2 8 -1 6
Nashville . . . . 4,390,548 4,684,317 4,428,973 -  6 -  1 +  11

OTHER CENTERS
Anniston . . . . 127,541 140,945 124,377 -10 + 3 + 7

August
1975

July
1975

August
1974

Aug. 
1975 
from 

July Aug. 
1975 1974

Year
to

date
8 mos. 
1975 
from 
1974

D o t h a n .................. 214,832 205,865 199,746 +  4 +  8 -  4
Selma .................. 83,184 93,164 81,950 -11 +  2 -  2

Bradenton . . . . 179,107 210,719 211,788 -1 5 -1 5 -  3
Monroe County 79,392 114,352 92,236 -3 1 -1 4 +13
O c a la ...................... 189,228 220,404 193,013 -1 4 -  2 +  9
St. Augustine . . 44,033 45,720 57,224 -  4 -2 3 -21
St. Petersburg . . . 1,023,950 1,057,230 940,139 -  3 +  9 -  3
Tampa .................. 2,304,020 2,388,692 2,027,773 -  4 +  14 +12

Athens .................. 161,578 178,611 169,052 -10 -  4 +  1
Brunswick . . . 123,705 131,546 89,272 -  6 +39 +21
Dalton .................. 178,518 168,756 185,381 +  6 -  4 -11
Elberton . . . . 30,070 30,934 23,890 -  3 +26 +  16
Gainesville . . . 175,654 191,853 175,028 -  8 +  0 +  9
Griffin .................. 68,906 80,671 88,045 -1 5 -22 -1 3
LaGrange . . . . 38,627 39,194 43,260 -  1 -11 -1 6
Newnan .................. 46,432 48,591r 53,938 -  4 -1 4 —15r
Rome .................. 175,809 182,420 151,473 -  4 +16 +  7
Valdosta . . . . 114,763 125,187 117,583 -  8 -  2 +  5

Abbeville . . . . 18,143 18,421 16,367 -  2 +11 +  9
B u n k i e .................. 15,939 16,352 14,750 -  3 +  8 +21
Hammond . . . . 114,399 108,450 94,489 + 5 +21 +25
New Iberia . . . 78,208 93,660 72,912 -1 6 +  7 +27
Plaquemine . . . 27,185 33,105 25,977 -1 8 +  5 +18
Thibodaux . . . . 61,361 67,773 41,511 -  9 +48 +64

Hattiesburg . . . 150,536 174,348 146,079 -1 4 +  3 +  11
Laurel .................. 84,495 89,255 80,661 -  5 +  5 -  2
Meridian . . . . 127,313 143,791 135,525 -11 -  6 +  2
N a tc h e z .................. 56,064 57,762 62,631 -  3 -10 -  2
Pascagoula-

Moss Point . . 182,045 168,819 159,113 +  8 +  14 +  7
Vicksburg . . . . 74,671 86,458 86,011 -1 4 -1 3 -10
Yazoo City . . . . 37,368 58,638 44,888 -3 6 -1 7 -  7

Bristol .................. 127,747 157,195 146,840 -1 9 -1 3 +  4
Johnson City . . 173,946 191,599 153,980 -  9 +  13 +  2
Kingsport . . . . 314,725 338,001 320,580 -  7 -  2 +  8

DISTRICT TOTAL . . . 88,886,530 97,824,664r 90,241,774 -  9 -  2 +  5

Alabama . . . . . 10,821,582 11,920,463 10,408,698 -  9 +  4 +14
F l o r i d a ................. . 26,319,833 29,412,752 28,291,301 -11 -  7 -  0
G e o r g ia .................. . 27,058,839 29,911,179r 26,717,786 -10 +  1 +  7
Louisiana’ . . . . 10,511,715 11,058,167 9,589,479 -  5 +  10 +  15
Mississippi’ . . . . 3,710,758 4,030,631 3,715,633 -  8 -  0 +  4
Tennessee- . . . . 10,463,803 11,491,472 11,518,877 -  9 -  9 +  2

■Conforms to SMSA definitions as of December 31, 1972.
’District portion only, 
r-revised

Figures for some areas differ slightly from preliminary figures published in "Bank Debits and Deposit Turnover" by Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.
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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
Seas. Ad)

Moving Avg

*Seas. adj. figure; not an index
Latest plotting: August, except mfg. production, July, and farm cash receipts, June.

The Southeast's e co n o m ic  recovery continued, but so m e  w eaknesses lingered. Business b o rro w in g  advanced  
at the larger banks. Im pressive  ga ins w ere registered in em p loym en t and  m an ufacturin g  payrolls, but  

rising prices eroded, m u ch  o f the increase in co n su m e r incom es. Prospective  net farm  in com e  w as  

squeezed by rising costs, and  construction  activity lagged.

Both em p loym en t and  u ne m p loym e nt rose in 
A ugust. M an u factu r in g  industries show ed  hefty job  

ga ins w h ich  w ere shared abou t equally  by the d u r­
able and n ondurab le  sectors. D istrict m anufacturing  
payro lls leapt upw ard, ou tstr ipp ing the nation 's rec­
ord  increase in percentage terms and rising above  
the year-earlier level for the first tim e in 1975. The 
average factory w orkw eek  posted its strongest ad ­
vance in a six -m onth  series o f gains. N o n m a n u ­
facturing em p loym en t w as off a bit, though  the 
service sector p icked up and construction  losses 
slow ed.

In com e s o f m anufacturing  em p loyees rose in 
A u g u st  for the fifth successive  m onth ; how ever, 
in com e  ga ins in the first half fell short o f  price  
increases. N e w  auto registrations eased in July after 
su rg in g  in June. C on tin u e d  w eaken in g in auto sales 

in A u gu st  is suggested  by bank instalm ent lend ing  
for au tom o b ile  purchases, w h ich  declined  for the 
first tim e since M arch. D epartm ent store sales in 
July increased very little, a lthough  a m arked rise 
in n onau to  con su m er go o d s  instalm ent b o rro w in g  

du ring  A u gu st m ay presage stronger retail sales.

Prices received by  farm ers held steady in A ugust, 
but prices paid  rose, p lac in g  a tighter squeeze on  
present and  prospective  net farm  incom e. Pre­
lim inary data for Septem ber sh o w  price declines

for grains and soybean  crops, but livestock prices 

have increased from  A u gu st  levels. H ow ever, feeder 
calf prices rem ain b e low  year-ago  levels and  a lm ost  

tw o-th irds under the Sep tem ber 1973 level. The  
p ro lon ged  depression  in the cattle industry is 
threatening the eco n o m ic  survival o f  so m e  cattle 
producers. Agricu ltura l loan v o lu m e  con tinued  to 
increase; som e  interest rates have risen.

A cc o rd in g  to pre lim inary  data, com m ercia l and  
industrial firm s are step p in g  up their use o f bank  
lines o f credit. S ince m idsum m er, business loans  
have posted sm all gains. By the end  o f Septem ber, 
m ost o f the larger banks had raised their prim e  
lend ing rate to 8 percent. Passbook  sav ings account  
gains appear w eaker; other con su m er tim e d e ­
posits rose in A ugust. Banks con tinued  to take on  
large am ou nts o f new  Treasury debt, w h ile  reducing  
their h o ld ings o f  other securities.

The value o f construction  contracts w as d o w n  
sharp ly in A ugust, w ith  bo th  residential and  n o n ­
residential sectors weak. N onresiden tia l contracts 
declined  to their low est level o f the year. Pervasive  

declines b rou gh t the value o f residential contracts 
d o w n  after six straight m onths o f gains. D ec lin e s  
in deposit in flow s at n on b an k  thrift institutions in 
m id -A u gu st  persisted through  Septem ber, a cco m p a ­
nied by rising m ortgage  rates.

Note: Data on which statements are based have been adjusted whenever possible to eliminate seasonal influences.
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