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The past decade and a half has seen significant 
changes in the organization, structure, and bal- 
ance sheet composition of Fifth District banking. 
This article describes major developments that 
have occurred in these areas since the early 
1960’s. Some of the factors contributing to 
change, such as basic shifts in demand for bank 
services and Federal laws and regulations, are 
national in scope. Consequently, the pattern of 
change in the Fifth District has been similar to 
that in the U. S. banking industry as a whole. 

In recognition of the similarity between changes 
in Fifth District and U. S. banking, measures of 
change taken across the entire banking industry are 
used in this article as benchmarks against which to 
evaluate District developments. Special regional 
factors are used to help explain differences in the 
nature andjor degree of banking change in the Dis- 
trict as compared to the nation. These factors include 
regional economic differences and diverging state 
laws governing financial activities. 

The question of how District banking has evolved 
in the period since the early 1960’s is of special 
interest today, not only because the changes have 
been great but also because the banking environment 
may undergo major modifications in the years ahead. 
There is, for example, active consideration of Federal 
financial legislation having profound significance for 
banking. Examples of topics under consideration by 
the Congress include expanded thrift industry 
powers, NOW accounts, and revision of the Glass- 
Steagall Act and the McFadden Act. The evolution 
of the Fifth District banking industry during the 
period considered here will influence its response to 

possible future legislative changes. 

BANKING ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE 

Banking is organized under a variety of institu- 
tional forms, which in&de unit banking, branch 
banking, and group banking (bank holding com- 
panics) . Federal and state banking laws prescribe 

the types of organization under which banking can 
be conducted, while the actions of regulatory bodies 
determine the extent to which expansion is permitted 
under any given type. The number, size, and size 
distribution of these organizational types are among 
the chief determinants of banking structure. Banking 
structure reflects the degree of competition existing 
in banking markets and this, in turn, affects the 
efficiency with which a given market operates [;!I. 

The concept of banking structure is relevant only 
when applied to a well-defined market for banking 
services. Market definition can be difficult since it 
depends on a number of factors including geography, 
commuting patterns, and the particular type of service 
being examined. When discussing the general array 
of banking services offered by a regional grouping of 
banks, a conventional simplification is to view bank- 
ing markets in terms of political subdivisions. This 
approach is followed here, with the five Fifth District 
states and the District of Columbia taken as repre- 
senting geographically distinct banking markets. 

Common measures of banking market structure 
include: (1) th e number of banks in the market, 
with consideration of their status as independent 
banks or holding company affiliates; (2) the number 
of banking offices in the market; (3) the extent: of 
deposit concentration among the largest banking or- 
ganizations ; and (4) the absolute size of the banks 
operating in the market. Each of these four measures 
will be examined in this article. It is becoming in- 
creasingly important, however, to include nonbank 
thrift institutions among the competing firms when 
evaluating banking market structure. Since many of 
their services are substitutes [8], banks and thrifts 
enter into direct competition in a number of product 
areas. Therefore, the number, size, and growth of 
nonbank thrift institutions will also be reviewed. 

Changes in U. S. Banking Organization and 
Measures of Banking Structure Between It960 
and 1976, the number of banks in the U. S. has 
increased by nine percent and now totals 14,697. As 
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shown on Table I, this increase is the net result of 
new bank formations offsetting mergers and liqui- 
dations. Although nlergers have been numerous, a 
significant number of the merged banks have I,een 
converted to branches, thus Jnitigating the impact of 
merger activity on reduction in the nurnher of bank- 
ing offices. De 4toz~o branching has occurred at a 
rapid pace andt tOgetlXi with merger-conversions, 
has led to a 221 percent increase in the number of 
bank branches. A key factor in the increase in 
branches, of course, has heen the prevalence of state 
laws permitting such activity. Currently, 21 states 
allow statewide branching, while 15 allow Iiniitecl 
branching. Fourteen states have unit banking laws 
that prohibit or se\:ereIy restrict branching. 

Perhaps the most significant organizational de- 
velopment in cornrnercial banking over the past 
decade and a half has been the spread of the bank 
holding conq>any. From the passage of the Bank 
Holding Compnny Act of 1956, which significantly 

expanded the degree of regulation of mrltibank 
holding conqx~nies, until 1965, no espansion in these 
organizations occurred. Talde II shows 47 rnultibank 
holciing companies in OpeiatiOn in 1960 with control 
0ver 8.0 percent of total connnerci;d bank deposits.’ 
Subsequent to 1965, however, bank holding coni- 
pany activity increased sul)stantially. The share of 
total deposits conrrolled by hank holding conipanies 
clin~bed to GS.1 percent in 1974 before receding 
siightl~ to GG. 1 percent in 197G. A recent study [G] 
concludes that the hank holding company niovenient 
has had proconlpetitive effects in both banking and 
nonbanking nxrkets, and suggests that there has been 
an increase in tile (!LUIltity and quality of services 
provided to the public. 

1 Data or: the nnmhcr and size of one-bank holding 
compaxies are xot available for years prior to 1970. The 
8.0 percent deposit share figure, therefore, somewhat 
understates the proportion of deposits controlled by all 
bank hoiding companies. 

Table I 

CHANGES IN NUMBER OF COMMERCIAL BANKS AND BRANCHES 

Ail Commercial Banks 

Number of banks (12-31-59) 

New honks formed 

vergers ond absorptions 

Votuntory liquidations and 
suspensions 

Other losses 

Net change 

Number of banks (12-31-76) 

Branches and Facilities 

Number of branches and 
facilities (12-31-59) 

New branches 

Conversions, new facilities 
ond replacements 

Branches and facilities 
discontinued 

Other gains 

Net change 

Number of branches and 
facilities (12.31-76) 

UNITED STATES AND FIFTH FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICT 

1960-J 976 

United 
state5 

Fifth 
District 

13,486 957 

3,602 254 

2,239 421 

140 

12 

i-1,211 

14,697 

9,790 

20,630 

2,356 

1,707 

335 

+21,614 

31,404 

* Does not include four unmanned drive-in facilities. 

2 

-169 

788 

1,131 

3,005 

440 

216 

+ 3,229 

4,360 

District of 
Columbia 

12 

7 

3 

North 
Maryland Carolina F - 

140 192 

27 31 

54 130 

South 
Carolina 

145 

22 

75 

Virginia 

309 

130 

156 

Wed 
Virginia 

159 

37 

3 

1 1 

i4 -27 -99 -54 -27 +34 

16 113 93 91 282 193 

64 226 452 

73 529 1,115 

5 59 131 

8 25 86 

1-70 +563 + 1,160 

134 789 1,612 

134 255 

422 a39 27 

79 166 

35 62 

+466 

600 

+ 943 

1,198 

$27 

27* 

Source: Federal Deposit insurance Corporation and Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond. 
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Table II 

SUMMARY OF BANK HOLDING COMPANIES 

UNITED STATES AND FIFTH FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICT 

1960 and 1976 

December 31, 1960 

Deposits 
controlled/ 

Number of Number tot01 area 
multibank’ 

Deposits 
of banks controlled deposits 

Area companies controlled (million $) (percent) 

United States 47 426 18.274.0 0.0 

Fifth District 22 9 275.5 2.2 

District of Columbia 1 2 156.1 10.2 

Maryland 1 1 27.2 1.1 

North Carolina - 

South Carolina - 

Virginia 2 6 92.2 2.8 

West Virginia 

December 31, 1976 

Deposits 

Number of 
controlled/ 

Number of 
companies 

Deposits total area 
banks controlled deposits 

Multibank One-bank controlled (million %) - - (percent) -- 

29% 1,504 3,791 553,649.0 66.1 

172 34 169 3 1,878.4 62.1 

1 2 3 1,904.7 49.0 

4 8 25 6,833.3 72.1 

1 9 13 9,127.0 69.4. 

1 5 7 2,223.9 so.:! 

12 4 115 11,625.4 78.3 

6 6 164.1 3.0 

’ Prior to passage of the 1970 amendments to the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, only multibank holding companies were required 
to register with the Federal Reserve. 

’ District total does not equal the sum of state figures because it has been corrected for duplicofions; 
have subsidiary banks in more than one state are included in the total only once. 

that is, holding companies that 
One holding company controls banks in the District of 

Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. 

Source: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System and Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond. 

There are two distinct divisions within the bank 
holding company movement, namely the multibank 
holding company and the one-bank holding company. 
The one-bank holding company, which was not 
brought under regulatory control until passage of the 
1970 amendments to the Bank Holding Company 
Act, became a popular organizational form in the 
later 1960’s. Their number increased rapidly, and 
these organizations moved into several types of non- 
banking activities prohibited to their multibank coun- 
terparts. The 1970 amendments to the Bank Hold- 
ing Company Act, however, provided for equal regu- 
latory treatment of multibank and one-bank holding 
companies and set guidelines to be followed by the 
Federal Reserve in approving lines of activity which 
bank holding companies might enter.’ 

Over the sixteen year period 1960 to 1976, total 
deposits held by U. S. commercial banks have in- 
creased at an annual rate of 8.4 percent (see Chart 
la). The average commercial bank deposit size has 

2 A detailed discussion of the historical development of 
bank holding companies and of the legislative changes 
bringing them under supervisory control can be found 
in 171. 

increased from $17.1 million to $57.1 million (see 
Chart lb). Over the same period total deposits of 
insured savings and loan associations rose a.t an 
annual rate of 10.2 percent, while the number of 
insured S&L’s declined slightly, from 4,098 to 4,078. 
The average deposit size of insured savings and loan 
associations grew from $14.3 million in 1960 to $68.0 
million in 1976. 

Changes in Fifth District Banking Organization 
and Structure The number of commercial ‘banks 
operating in the Fifth Federal Reserve District has 
declined by 18 percent since 1959, to a total of 788 
at year-end 1976. This declining trend, shown in 
Table I, is in direct contrast to the moderately in- 
creasing trend that characterized U. S. bankin.g over 
that period. The decline in the number of Fifth 
District banks has been the result of strong merger 
activity, which has been only partially offset by new 
bank formations. Branching in the District, however, 
has followed the expansionary trend reflected in 
banking statistics for the nation as a whole, only with 
greater strength. Since the end of 1959, there has 
been a 285 percent gain in the number of branches. 
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Chart la 

PERCENTAGE ANNUAL RATE OF CHANGE IN TOTAL DEPOSITS: 1960-1976 
COMMERCIAL BANKS AND INSURED SAVINGS & LOAN ASSOCIATIONS 

Percent 
U. S. and Fifth Federal Reserve District 

0 
United Fifth District of Maryland North South Virginia West 

states District Columbia Carolino Carolina Virginio 

Chart lb 

AVERAGE COMMERCIAL BANK AND INSURED S&L DEPOSIT SIZE: 1960 AND 1976 
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Chart 2 

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DEPOSITS HELD BY FIVE LARGEST COMMERCIAL BANKING ORGANIZATIONS 

Percent 
Fifih Federal Reserve District, 1960 AND 1976 
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Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond. 
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Bank holding company formation and expansion, 
shown in Table II, has also been quite vigorous in 
the Fifth District. Holding company activity in the 
District in 1960 was negligible, with only two multi- 
bank holding companies operating nine subsidiaries 
and controlling only about two percent of total bank 
deposits in the District. By the end of 1976, Ii 
multibank and 34 one-bank holding companies oper- 
ated 169 banking subsidiaries with control over 62 
percent of District deposits. Nevertheless, the pro- 
portion of bank holding company controlled deposits 
in the Fifth District still fell short of the proportion 
of such deposits measured on a national basis by 
about four percentage points. 

Deposits held by commercial banks in the Fifth 
District, as shown in Chart la, grew at an annual 
rate of 9.3 percent from 1960 to 1976, significantly 
faster than the national average. Whereas the aver- 
age sized Fifth District bank in 1960 was, at $13.0 
million, smaller than the national average, the reverse 
is now true. Chart lb shows that at year-end 1976 
the average sized commercial bank in the District, 
measured in terms of total deposits, reached $63.6 
million. The annual rate of increase in deposits held 
by Fifth District insured savings and loan associ- 
ations since 1960 has been 9.6 percent, somewhat 
faster than the commercial bank deposit growth rate. 
The number of insured S&L’s has increased slightly, 
from 408 to 430, and at year-end 1976 the average 
size insured S&L in the Fifth District was $48.1 
million. Deposits held in S&L’s totaled $20.7 billion, 
roughly 40 percent of the $52.0 billion held in com- 
mercial banks. 

Consideration of the changing banking organiza- 
tion of the Fifth District tends to obscure some 
important differences between states. In fact, Tables 
I and II contain striking contrasts in terms of the 
patterns of change that have taken place among the 
five Fifth District states and the District of Columbia. 
These differences, and the factors underlying them, 
help explain changes in bank deposit concentration 
among the states, as shown in Chart 2.3 

District of Columbia Washington, D. C. consti- 
tutes a rather special case from the bank structure 
standpoint. Its compact geographic limits, metro- 
politan character, and high degree of nonresident 
employment introduce special analytical consider- 
ations. Washington, D. C. is also unique in that the 
laws governing banking, and financial intermediation 

a For analytical purposes the District of Columbia will 
be considered the equivalent of a state. 

more generally defined, are primarily Federal laws 
[ 11. Enforcement of these laws is the responsibility 
of Federal authorities, i.e., the Comptroller of th’e 
Currency and the Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 
These Iaws permit unlimited branching throughout 
the District of Columbia, and do not prohibit bank 
holding company activities. 

Sixteen banks operated in the District of Columbia 
at year-end 1976, an increase of four since 1960. 
While the limited geographic area provides less natu- 
ral scope for branching than exists in other Fifth 
District states, the number of branches nevertheless 
increased by 109 percent over this period. The limited 
geographic scope, combined with liberal branching 
provisions, has tended to discourage holding company 
activity. At year-end 1960 one multibank holding 
company controlled two banks which held 10.2 per- 
cent of total deposits in the District of Columbia. 
-4t year-end 1976 the holding company population 
included one multibank holding company controlhng 
only one District of Columbia bank,4 and two one- 
bank holding companies. The banking affiliates of 
these companies accounted for nearly half of all 
District of Columbia deposits at year-end 1976. 

Total District of Columbia commercial bank de- 
posits increased at an annual rate of 6.0 percent from 
1960 to 1976, considerably below that for the entire 
Fifth District or the U. S. Nevertheless, in 1976 
the average sized District of Columbia bank, at 
$242.S mihion, was still significantly larger than the 
$63.6 million Fifth District average, and the $57.1 

million U. S. average as well. 

The number of insured S&L’s operating in the 
District of Columbia declined substantially between 
1960 and 1976, falling from 24 to 16, while total 
deposits of these institutions grew at an annual rate 
of only 6.5 percent. At year-end 1976 the average 
deposit size for District of Columbia insured S&L’s 
was $153.9 million. This is by far the largest average 
size insured S&L for any Fifth District state. 

The concentration of deposits in the District of 
Columbia has not changed materially between 1960 
and 1976. The five largest banking organizations 
held 89.5 percent of total banking deposits at the end 
of 1976, down from 89.9 percent in 1960. 

Deposit concentration figures for the District of 
Columbia, it should be noted, may not have the same 
significance for bank competition as comparable 
figures for other Fifth District states. It is estimated 

4 This multibank company also owned banks in Virginia 
and Maryland. 
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that half of the District of Columbia’s labor force 
resides outside the city limits and has easy access 
to the services of many blaryland and Virginia banks 
that do not operate in Washington, D. C. Hence 
District of Columbia bar&s clearly compete wirh these 
Xaryland and Virginia banks and, from an analytical 
standpoint, it is misleading to consider the District of 
Columbia boundaries as strictly defining a banking 
market. A more realistically defined market would 
include with Washington, D. C. its surrounding 
metropolitan areas. Accordingly, the S9.5 percent 

concentration ratio probably overstates the degree of 
deposit concentration in the market in which District 
of Columbia banks compete. In fact, a recent study 
of Fifth District banking market concentration [ 101 
taking this broader approach concludes that there 
has been a reduction in banking concentration in the 
Washington, D. C. Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area (SNSA) , which includes parts of Maryland 
and Virginia, between 1970 and 1976. 

Maryland The banking laws of Maryland permit 
statewide branching and merger. The code is silent 
on the subject of bank holding companies, but bank 
holding company formations and acquisitions are 
allowed in practice. 

The number of commercial banks operating in 
Maryland has declined by about 19 percent from 
1960 to 1976. Branching activity has been more 
vigorous than in the nation at large, but somewhat 
slower than :he pace set for the entire Fifth District. 
Since 1960 the number of branches has increased bq 
249 percent. 

In 1960 only one multibank holding company that 
controiled I. 1 percent of statewide bank deposits 

operated in Xaryland.5 By year-end 19i6 the 
number of multibank holding cotnpanies grew to four 
Gth control o\-er 17 banks. There were, in addition, 
eight one-bank holding companies. The percentage of 
total commercial bank deposits under bank holding 
company control at year-end 1976 stood at 72.1, the 
highest share for any Fifth District state escept 
Virginia. 

The average annual rate of increase in Maryland 
commercial bank deposits has been 5.7 percent since 
1960. This is the lowest growth rate in the Fifth 
District except for Il’ashington, D. C., but, nonethe- 
less, above the national average. T1:hereas the aver- 
age size Maryland commercial bank was only slightly 
larger than the average size U. S. bank in 1960, the 

5 This multibank company also owned banks in Virginia 
and Washington, D. C. 

difference has widened considerably. At year-end 
1976 the average size commercial bank in Maryland 
reached $83.8 miiiion. 

Total deposits held by insured S&L’s in Maryland 
have increased at an annual rate of S.9 percent since 
1960. Also, there has been a slight reduction in the 
nuntber oi S&L’s, from 80 to 76. Xaryland S&L’s, 
with an average size of $57.2 million at year-end 
1976, now hold S4.3 billion in deposits or roughly 46 
percent oi those held by banks. Maryland is the only 
state in the Fifth District that charters mutual savings 
banks, of which rhere were three at the end of 1976 
holding $1.2 biliion in total deposits.6 The combined 
deposits of insured S&L’s and MSB’s equaled almost 
60 percent of commercial bank deposits at year-end 
1976. 

The five largest banking organizations operating in 
Maryland at year-end 1960 were all commercial 
banks without holding company connections. These 
institutions coiiectively held 55 percent of commercial 
bank deposits in the state. By 1976 the five largest 
banking organizations included two multibank hold- 
ing companies, W:O one-bank holding companies, and 
one commercial ijank without holding company ties, 
and these together held 61.5 percent of total deposits 
in the state. Mergers and bank holding company 
acquisitions n;)pear to have contributed to the in- 
crease in deposit concentration to an important 
extent [ 31. 

A’ortJz Caro/it:a Sorth Carolina banking law 
allows branch banking and mergers on a statewide 
basis and is silent on the subject of bank holding 
companies. Holding companies exist, however, and 
are a significant factor in the structure of the state’s 
markets for financial services. 

Large, but not generally statewide, branch banking 
systems operated in North Carolina well before 1960. 
Beginning in the early 1960’s the pattern of branch- 
ing changed as several of the larger banking organi- 
zations began to expand their networks throughout 
the state. This movement, although not in conflict 
with the letter of the state’s banking law, was in- 
hibited by t-he w;?;v the law was enforced, however. 
The result has been a somewhat unique pattern of 
branching and merger activity. 

Until the mid-1960’s the Korth Carolina banking 
commission foilowed a conservative policy with re- 
spect to the approval of branching applications. 
Emphasis was placed upon a provision of the branch- 

6 There is no provision for Federal chartering of mutual 
savings banks. 
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ing code calling for investigation of local market 
capacity to support existing and proposed new bank- 
ing offices. This provision required disapproval of 
branch applications that might lead to excessive 
competition between, and resulting failure of, banks 
within a given local market. As a result, the state 
banking commission was reluctant to allow expand- 
ing banks entry into new markets through de nova 

branching [4]. The statewide expansion movement 
that began in the early 1960’s, therefore, relied 
heavily on branching through merger. There were 
192 banks operating in North Carolina in 1960, and 
31 new banks began operation between that year and 
1976. Over the same period 130 banks were merged 
out of existence, resulting in a net reduction of 99 
banks. This 52 percent drop in the number of banks 
operating in the state was by far the largest such 
decline in the Fifth District. The merger activity 
that contributed so heavily to this decline was con- 
centrated in the period 1960-1966. 

The pace of de nova branching accelerated sharply 
in the later 1960’s. 1,115 new branches were au- 
thorized between 1960 and 1976, 870 of these after 
1966. The 257 percent increase in number of 
branches was somewhat below the Fifth District 
average, but still significantly above that of the U. S. 
banking industry. There is recent evidence of a shift 
by state regulatory authorities back to the earlier 
emphasis on local market capacity to support exist- 
ing banks along with newly proposed branch facilities. 
A recent increase in the rate of branch application 
denial by the North Carolina banking commission 
suggests at least a temporary slowing in de nova 

branch expansion.? 

There were no multibank holding companies oper- 
ating in North Carolina in 1960, and only one, con- 
trolling 13 banks, in 1976. The combined deposits 
controlled by this one multibank hoIding company 
and nine one-bank holding companies accounted for 
69.4 percent of statewide commercial bank deposits 
on December 3 1, 1976. 

Developments leading to a greatly reduced number 
of banks have profoundly affected the average scale 
of operation of the North Carolina banking industry. 
Statewide commercial bank deposits grew at an 
annual rate of 9.8 percent between 1960 and 1976. 
Due to the large reduction in the number of banks, 
however, the average size North Carolina commer- 
cial bank increased at an unusually rapid 14.7 percent 
annual rate, from $16.0 million to $142.9 million. At 

7 The News and Observer, Raleigh, N. C., November 24, 
1974. 

year-end 1976 the average bank size in North Caro- 

lina ranked second in the District only to the average 

hai& size in \Vashington, D. C. 

Insured S&L’s are more numerous in Sorth Caro- 
lina than in any other state in the Fifth District, al- 
though their numbers increased only slightly, from 
157 in 1960 to 161 in 1976. Total deposits held by 
insured S&L’s increased at an average annual ra.te 
of i0.2 percent between 1960 and 1976. Deposits 

held in Sort11 Carolina insured S&L’s exceeded the 
individual totaIs of all the other Fifth District states 
at year-end 1976. .At $5.6 billion, these deposits 
equaled 43 percent of those held at commercial banks 
in the state. 

As might be expected from the foregoing summary. 
the concentration of bank deposits in Sorth Carolina 
has increased noticeahlz since 1960. The percentnge 
of total deposits held by the five largest bank.ing 
organizations rose from 52.8 in 1960 to 65.0 in 1976. 
11’hereas all five of the largest organizations in 1960 
were commercial banks with no holding cornpan) 
connections, in 1976 the four largest mere one-tlank 
holding companies. The multibank holding cornpan> 
form of organization does not appear to have <con- 
tributed to banking concentration in Korth Carolina 
to any significant degree. The evidence suggests. 
however, that bank mergers may have been important 
in this respect [ 31. 

Sozftlz Carolina Statewide branching is permitted 

l)y the banking laws of South Carolina, as are bank 

mergers. Holding company activity is not addressed 

in the banking code but is permitted de facto. 

Between 1960 and 1976 there were 75 bank mer- 
gers in South Carolina and 22 new bank formations. 
These developments, along with the loss of one bank 
that ceased operation, have resulted in a net decline 
of 37 percent from 1960, a percentage decline ex- 
ceeded only by Xorth Carolina among Fifth District 
states. At the same time branch expansion in South 
Carolina has been vigorous, with the number of 
branches increasing 348 percent. This is the largest 
proportionate increase for any state in the District 
and almost one and a half times the percentage in- 
crease in the nation. 

The bank holding company movement has not been 

as important in South Carolina as in most of the 

other Fifth District states. There were no bank 

holding companies in the state in 1960, and in 1976 

there was only one multibank holding company con- 

trolling two banks. There were also five one-bank 

holding companies operating in 1976. Together 
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these holding companies controlled 50.2 percent of 
commercial bank deposits. 

Commercial bank deposits grew at an annual rate 
of 9.6 percent in this period, significantly higher than 
the national average and somewhat higher thau the 
Fifth District average. The large decline in numbers 
of banks has led to a rapid 12.9 percent average 
annual rate of increase in the average commercial 
bank deposit size. At year-end 197G the average size 
of a South Carolina commercial bank stood at $49.2 
million, compared to $7.1 million in 1960. 

Growth in the thrift industry was very rapid in 
South Carolina in the 1960-1976 period. Insured 
S&L deposits rose at an annual rate of 11.1 percent, 
a rate higher than the national average and exceeded 
in the Fifth District only hy Virginia. The number 
of insurecl S&L’s increased by three to reach 70 in 
1976. At year-end 1976 the average deposit size of 
South Carolina insured S&L’s stood at $43.6 million. 

The concentration of deposits among the five 
largest banking organizations rose from 51.3 percent 
at year-end 1960 to 61.3 percent at the end of 1976. 
The four largest banking organizations in 1976 were 
unaffiliated commercial banks, and the fifth largest 
was a multibank holding company. This suggests 
that the increase in concentration has been primarily 
due to mergers [ 3 1. 

Yir@& Early in this century Virginia enacted 
banking laws permitting statewide branching, either 
de IZOC’O or through merger. These provisions were 
made more prohibitive in subsequent years, however. 
From 1948 to 1962 branching was limited to the 
home office city, town or county, while mergers were 
restricted to banks located in the home office city or 
county and in adjoining counties. Mergers were also 
permitted with any bankin g institution located within 
25 miles of the acquiring bank. The law required, 
however, that each party to a merger must have been 
in operation at least one year. Legislation passed in 
1962 substantially liberalized existing banking laws 
and led to profound changes in the organization and 
structure of Virginia banking. A primary factor 
leading to the 1962 changes was a feeling that laws 
restricting expansion placed Virginia banks at a com- 
petitive disadvantage vis-a-vis larger banks in con- 
tiguous jurisdictions that allowed unlimited branch- 
ing [5]. 

The 1962 changes permitted de nuvo branching: 
(a) within the city or county of the parent bank; 
(b) within cities contiguous to the city or county of 
the parent bank ; (c) within counties contiguous to 
the city of the parent bank, up to five miles from the 

city limits ; and (d) at certain Federal and state 
installations. Also, branching through merger was 
permitted statewide. The law remains silent on the 
sul,ject of bank holding companies, but such activity 
Iras been allowed de facto. 

Virginia banking structure at the beginning of the 
1’960’s was characterized hy a large number of small 
banks. Enactment of the 1962 legislation led to a 
wave of mergers resulting in the disappearance of 
many of these small banks. Between 1960 and 1976 
a total of 156 mergers occurred. This consolidating 
trend was largely offset, however, by the prolifer- 
ation of newly formed banks, the net result being a 
modest nine percent reduction in banks. Although 
geographically limited, de nova branching nonetheless 
progressed rapidly, there being a 270 percent gain in 
number of branches over the period. 

Xuitibank holding company activity has been more 
evident in Virginia than in any other Fifth District 
state. This is largely due to the nature of the laws 
governing mergers. Briefly, merged banks them- 
selves become branches of the lead bank in the merger 
and therefore lose their ability to expand geographi- 
cally. Banks acquired by bank holding companies, on 
the other hand, retain their de novo branching privi- 
leges. The multibank holding company form of 
organization has, therefore, offered advantages to 
expanding financial institutions unavailable with the 
merger technique. The number of multibank holding 
companies operating in Virginia has increased from 
two in 1960 to 12 in 1976. These 12 multibank hold- 
ing companies controlled 111 banks and, when com- 
bined with the four one-bank holding companies oper- 
ating on the same date, accounted for 75.3 percent 
of statewide commercial bank deposits. The propor- 
tion of bank holding company controlled commercial 
bank deposits is thus substantially higher than the 
national average and the highest in the Fifth District. 

The healthy financial climate that supported heavy 
new bank formation concurrent with merger and bank 
holding company consolidating trends is reflected in 
the rate of Virginia’s bank deposit growth since 1960. 
Commercial bank deposits increased at an annual rate 
of 9.9 percent, second in the Fifth District only to 
?Vest Virginia and much higher than the national 
average. The average size Virginia bank in terms of 
deposits is now $52.3 million, which represents a 10.4 
percent annual rate of increase from 1960. 

While the banking climate in Virginia has been 
healthy, that for the thrift industry has been robust. 
Total deposits held by insured S&L’s have increased 

at an annual rate of 12.5 percent, the fastest growth 

rate for any group of financial intermediaries in the 
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Fifth District, and substantially above the national 
average for either banks or S&L’s. Virginia insured 
S&L’s have increased in number from 53 in 1960 to 

77 in 1976. State law permits S&L’s to branch on 

an unlimited geographic basis, and this factor ma\ 

have aided Virginia thrifts in their efforts to compete 

with commercial banks for deposits [S] . At year-end 

1976 the average size for an insured S&L stood at 

$52.0 million, approsimately the same as that for 

commercial banks. 

On December 31, 1960, the five largest banking 
organizations in Virginia, all commercial banks, ac- 
counted for 27.7 percent of total deposits. This 
concentration measure subsequently rose to 5 1.6 per- 
cent in 1976, the degree of change being the largest 
of any state in the Fifth District. All five of the 
largest banking organizations are now multibank 
holding companies. External growth, or growth 
attributable to mergers and acquisitions, accounted 
for two-thirds of the deposit increase at the three 
largest Virginia banking organizations between 1961 
and 1971. This is the largest proportion of deposit 
growth due to external factors for any Fifth District 
state [ 31. Although the degree of change in concen- 
tration of bank deposits in Virginia has been larger 
than that for any other Fifth District state, the 
current concentration percentage of 51.6 percent is 
nonetheless relatively low. In fact, among the Fifth 
District states it is lower only in l\Test Virginia, the 

District’s only unit banking state. 

West Virginia The banking laws of West Virginia 
regarding branching, merger, and holding company 
activity are among the most restrictive in the nation. 
Branching is prohibited, except that banks may open 
one deposit-taking facility within ,J,OOO feet of the 
home office location. The change in code alIowing 
such facilities was passed in 1972. Mergers are not 
explicitly prohibited. by law, but are approved only 
on the condition that the resulting bank operate from 
one location only. Until 1975 the banking code did 
not deal with the subject of bank holding companies,, 
and in the, early 1970’s two West Virginia banking 
groups seeking to form multibank holding companies 
obtained a ruling from the State Attorney General 
sanctioning their plans. The legislative reaction to 
this development was passage ‘of a law in 1975 es- 
plicitly prohibiting the formation of multibank hold- 
ing companies. 

As a result of these restrictive legal provisions, the 
organization and structure of West Virginia banking 
has changed very little since 1960. Only three 
mergers occurred, and 27 branch-type facilities were 

opened. Demand for bank deposit services has been 
quite strong, however, leading to the formation of 3’7 
new banks. The net increase of 31 banks between 
19GO and 1976 represents a gain of 21 percent, the 
only increase in the Fifth District except for that ,in 
1Y’ashington, D. C. Six one-bank holding companies 
have been formed since 1960, and at the end of 1976 
they controlled three percent of commercial bank 
deposits in the state. 

Total commercial bank deposits increased at an 

annual rate of 10.4 percent between 1960 and 1976, 

the fastest rate in the District and far above the 

national average. At year-end 19i6 the average size 

commercial bank in West Virginia was $28.5 million, 

the smaIlest in the Fifth District and only about half 

the national average. 

Insured S&L’s have not enjoyed the same deposit 
growth as have \Yest Virginia commercial banks. 
Insured S&L deposits have increased at an annual 
rate of S.7 percent, the lowest rate of increase for any 
Fifth District state except Rrashington, D. C. and 
well below the national average. The nun1be.r of 
insured S&L’s has increased from 27 to 30, and the 
average deposit size has risen from $7.0 million to 
$21.1 million. The rules governing branching by 
Federally chartered S&L’s, which are administered 
by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, allow ,what 
amounts to statewide branch expansion. State char- 
tered \\‘est Virginia S&L’s, like banks, are prohibited 
from branching [S]. It is no surprise, therefore, that 
29 of the 30 insured S&L’s operating in the state as 
of year-end 1976 \vere Federally cllartered.s These 
29 institutions operated 40 branches and in this 
respect held a distinct competitive advantage over 
commercial banks and state chartered S&L’s. 

BALANCE SHEET COMPOSITION 

As financial intermediaries, commercial banks 
supply financial services to both providers of funds 
and users of ‘funds. Changing patterns of demand 
for these financial services have provided part of the 
impetus behind the changes in banking organization 
and structure discussed earlier. For example, the 
trend to+ard increased numbers of banking offices 
and increased bank size evidently have been responses 
to grooving customer demands for deposit and loan 
services. Noreover, consolidation trends leading to 
increased concentration have in part resulted from a 

*At year-end 1976 there were also seven state chartered 
S&L’s not insured by the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation. 
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desire to achieve the increased scale of operation 
needed to service a groukg number of large cor- 

porate cu3omers. 

Esnminazion of the 1.~~1~ balance sheet provides 
Oil62 Of the nl0st (Iii-KC 11lcms Of yiening changing 
patter;?s of demand for bank services. Such a11 

esaminatioij is tindertakeil :iere tllro::.gll an analysis 
oi key ratio.;, rhnt esplniz the changing composition 
Of IYXlilk sources ntld uses Of iUtldS. Bank capital 
adequacy1 \vllic!l hns attrncted increased attention in 
recent xears 3s a result of baiance sheet changes, will 
also !Je esanlined. The influence of the business 
cycle on the hank halance sheet is substantial and 
may distort long-term. or trend, analysis that is based 
on comparison of oniy t\vo data points. Since the 
econom>- was near 3 business cycle trough at the end 
of 1960, the base point used in these comparisons is 

vear-end 19G2. Year-end i962 and year-end 1976 2 
are simiiarly situated in c~ciicd recoveries. 

Changes in Sources of Funds Deposits, of course, 
constitute the fundamental SOUiCe of the commercial 
banking industry’s loanable funds. \t‘hile deposits 
rentain vitally important, they have since 1962 de- 
clined as a proportion of the industry’s total liabilities. 
This trend is illustrated in Table III, which sho~vs 
that total deposits of all U. S. commercial banks 
constituted 96.0 percent oi total liabilities in 1962 
but only 88.0 percent in 1976. The estetlt to which 
this trend has developed is of interest because it 
signals a change in the nature of IXltlliiIlg. away from 
almost totni reliance on deposits toward increasingly 
aggressive competition for funds in more interest rate 
sensitive markets. 

The decline in importance of deposits as a source 
of funds has also taken place in the Fifth District. 
but not to the extent that it has in banking in general. 
Total deposits of Fifth District commercial banks 
equaled 97.0 percent of total liabilities in 19G2, but 
this ratio fell to 92.6 percent in 1976. Tl~us, District 
hanks rely upon deposits to a greater estent than do 
U. S. banks generally, a condition that also holds for 
every state in the District. Only in North Carolina 
does the ratio of total deposits to total liabilities fall 
below 90 percent. South Carolina and Virginia are 
the states that continue to rely most heavily on de- 
posits as a source of funds. 

Important changes have occurred not only with 

respect to total deposits, but also with respect to the 

makeup of the deposit base. Demand deposits as a 

proportion of total deposits at all U. S. commercial 

banks have decIined dramatically from 62.5 percent 

in 1962 to 40.2 percent in 1970, with a symmetricai 

increase in the itnportance of time and savings de- 
posits. This is also shown in Table III. The trend 
toward substitution of time for demand deposits has 
been of greater significance in the Fifth District than 
in the TI. S. 1Vhile the year-end 1976 ratio of de- 
mand deposits to total deposits is the same for the 
District as for the U. S., the Fifth District ratio 
declined from a higher year-end 1962 ratio. 

There is a good deal of variety, however, in the 
composition of deposits among Fifth District states. 
In 1Yashington, D. C. and South Carolina, for ex- 
:m@e. demand deposits remain relatively more im- 
portant than time deposits. North Carolina held a 
significantly greater proportion of demand deposits 
to totr:,l deposits in 1962 than did a number of other 
states. but subsequently its ratio has moved closer 
to the naGona1 and District averages. Developments 
in Naryland have been roughly parallel to those in 
the 1:. S., while in Virginia demand deposits continue 
to play a less important role than is the case in most 
other Fifth Disrrict states and in the U. S. The most 
drnmaric change in deposit composition has taken 
place ii1 11’est \‘irginia. Whereas demand deposits 
accounted for nearly two-thirds of total deposits in 
1962. they fell to less than one-third of total deposits 
in 1976 

The strong credit demands prevailing through the 
1960’s and into the 1970’s have encouraged banks to 
develop sources of funds supplementing the tradi- 
tional base deposits. The result has been the wide- 
spread acceptance of liabilities management, the 
practice of re1yir.g upon purchased funds such 
as large negotizhle CD’s and Federal funds, to 
support credit expansion. While primarily a large 
bank pheiionlenon, liabilities management is none- 
theless reflected in consolidated regional balance 
sheets. The bottoin line of Table III shows managed 
liabilities, defined to include net purchases of Federal 
funds, the balance sheet item “other liabilities for 
borrowed funds,” and large negotiable CD’s, as a 
percent of total liabilities. For all U. S. commercial 
banks this proportion at year-end 1976 was 18.2 
percent, almost twice the Fifth District average. The 
three Fifth District states having the largest average 
size commercial banks, Washington, D. C., Mary- 
land,, and Xorth Carolina, each had managed liability 
to total liability ratios above the District average. 

Negotiable CD’s, which are issued mainly by large 

banks, represent the most important source of man- 

aged funds in the Fifth District. At the same time, 

large District banks maintain limited reliance on net 

FederaI funds purchases as a source of lendable bal- 

ances. The year-end 1976 balance sheet shows four 
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Measure 

Total deposits/Total liabilities 

Demand deposits/ 
Total deposits 

Time & savings deposits/ 
Total deposits 

Managed liabilitiesl/ 
Total liabilities 

Table III 

CHANGES IN SOURCES OF FUNDS, 1962 AND 1976’ 
ALL COMMERCIAL BANKS 

UNITED STATES AND FIFTH FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICT 

United 
States 

96.0 88.0 

62.5 40.2 

37.5 59.0 

- 10.2 I 
Fifth 

District 

97.0 92.6 

65.6 40.2 

34.4 59.8 

- 9.5 I 
District of 
Columbia 

98.0 93.7 

70.3 53.0 

29.7 47.0 

- 10.6 

Maryland 

98.3 91.4 

65.5 39.9 

34.5 60.1 

- 10.2 

North 
Carolina 

94.6 89.7 

69.3 41.3 

30.7 58.7 

- 14.3 

South 
Carolina 

97.3 94.7 

79.0 53.4 

20.2 46.6 

- 5.6 

Virginia 

97.3 94.7 

56.9 35.7 

43.1 64.3 

- 9.5 

’ In each category, figures to the left are for December 28, 1962; figures to the right are for December 31, 1976. 

2 Managed liabilities = net purchases of Federal funds -t other liobilities for borrowed funds + large negotiable CD’,. 

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond. 

Fifth District states, Washington, D. C., South Caro- 
lina, Virginia, and West Virginia, as net sltppliers of 
Federal funds. In Maryland and North Carolina, 
however, net purchases of Federal funds equaled 
about 20 percent of total managed liabilities, con- 
siderably above the U. S. average of 14 percent.” 

Changes in Uses of Funds In the years since 
1962 the asset side of the banking industry’s balance 
sheet has also undergone significant change. Demand 

for bank loans has led to a balance sheet shift in favor 
of loans as opposed to other investments, and banks 
have attempted to minimize nonearning assets such 
as cash balances. Fifth District developments along 
these lines have roughly paralleled national develop- 
ments. 

As shown in Table IV, banks generally have un- 

dertaken policies to minimize holdings of nonearning 

assets. Cash and due from banks as a percent of 

total assets for all commercial banks in the U. S. 

declined from 18.2 percent in 1962 to 13.2 percent 

in 1976. Cash minimization has been even more 

0 It may initially appear confusing to speak of a positive 
net Federal funds position for the banking industry as a 
whole. This is a result of thinking of the Federal funds 
market in the limited traditional sense of transfers of 
reserves, in the form of deposits at the Federal Reserve, 
between commercial banks. Today, Federal funds trans- 
actions involve a number of different types of institutions, 
including nonbank financial institutions, e.g., savings and 
loan associations, and even nonfinancial businesses. 
Transactions need not even go through a Federal Reserve 
deposit account to be classified as Federal funds. The 
banking industry’s positive net position, therefore, repre- 
sents borrowings from nonbank participants in the 
market for Federal funds. 

west 
Virginitr 

-- 
98.5 93.2 

62.0 31.6 

38.0 68.4 

- 8.4 

intensively followed in the Fifth District, every st:ate 
holding a lower proportion of cash balances to total 
assets than the national average at year-end 1976. 
This aspect of balance sheet management seems 
especially important in \1’est Virginia, cash consti- 
tuting only 8.4 percent of total assets at year-end 
1976. 

Total net loans, or total loans adjusted to exclude 
valuation reserves against possible loan losses, have 
grown more rapidly than securities holdings siince 
1962. Total net loans equaled 47.2 percent of total 
assets at all U. S. banks in 1962, and increased to 
51.2 percent. of total assets in 1976. The movement 
of this ratio for all Fifth District banks has closely 
paraIleled the movement in the U. S. ratio. Within 
the Fifth District, Maryland and Virginia are the 
states where loans constitute the largest fraction of 
total bank credit. On the other hand, loans play a 
substantially less important role in West Virginia 
than in the District or in the nation. 

A number of changes have developed among the 
major types of loans made by commercial banks. 
Real estate loans, defined to include all loans secured 
by real property, have became much more important 
between 1962 and 1976. The ratio of real estate loans 
to total gross loans has risen even faster in the Fifth 
District than in the nation as a whole. Real estate 
loans now account for more than a third of the 
average bank loan portfolios in Washington, I>. C., 
Maryland, Virginia, and West Virginia. 

At the same time, there seems to have been some 
decline in importance in business lending relative to 
other types of lending, both in the nation and in the 
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Fifth District.l” At year-end 1976 one-third of all 
bank loans on a national basis were made for com- 
mercial and industrial purposes, a reduction from 
34.1 percent at year-end 1962. One-quarter of all 
bank loans in the Fifth District were for commercial 
and industrial purposes at year-end 1976, down from 
27.1 percent at year-end 1962. Among the Fifth 
District states, commercial lending approaches the 
importance it has nationally only in North Carolina. 
In West Virginia, business lending accounts for an 
unusually low portion of the average bank’s portfolio. 

Loans to individuals, or consumer loans, have been 
and remain much more important to Fifth District 
banking than to U. S. banking. In the District such 
loans as a percent of total loans have increased 
slightly since 1962 and now account for almost one- 
third of all loans outstanding. For the U. S. banking 
industry, loans to individuals remained fairly steady, 

10 The declines in the national and Fifth District com- 
mercial and industrial loan to total gross loan ratios at 
least partly reflect the unusually strong cyclical depres- 
sion in business loans existing near the end of 1976. 
Taking the cyclical factor into account suggests the 
importance of commercial and industrial loans may have 
remained fairly steady over the years. 

Measure 

Cash 8 due from banks/ 
Total assets 

Net loons, tot& 
Total assets 

Real estate loons/ 
Gross loons, total 

Commercial 8 industrial loans/ 
Gross loans, total 

Loons to individuals/ 
Grass loons, totoi 

Farm loans/ 
Gross loons, total 

Loons to other financial 
institutions/Gross loans, total 

Tot01 securities/Total assets 

U. S. Government securities/ 
Total securities 

Municipal securities/ 
Total securities 

between 21 and 22 percent of total gross loans from 
1962 through 1976. Washington, D. C. and Virginia 
have experienced declines in the relative importance 
of consumer lending over the period being considered, 
while the other Fifth District states have experienced 
increases. The magnitude of the increase has been 
especially important in South Carolina, where con- 
sumer loans now make up over 40 percent of the 
loan portfolio. 

The involvement of banks in farm lending for 
purposes other than acquisition of real estate has 
remained steady on a national basis since 1960, oper- 
ating loans accounting for a little over four percent 
of total loans at both year-end 1962 and year-end 
1976. In the Fifth District, however, the relative 
importance of farm lending has declined from its 
initially low 2.2 percent in 1962 to only 1.5 percent 
in 1976. 

Lending to financial institutions other than banks, 
a category that includes REIT’s and S&L’s, is not of 
major importance in the U. S. as a whole or in the 
Fifth District. It should be noted, however, that 
such lending is almost twice as important to District 
banks as is, for instance, farm lending. Washington, 

Table IV 

CHANGES IN USES OF FUNDS, 1962 AND 1976 ’ 
ALL COMMERCIAL BANKS 

UNITED STATES AND FIFTH FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICT 

United Fifth District of 
states District Columbia Maryland 

North South 
Carolina Carolina Virginia 

West 
Virginia 

18.2 13.2 17.4 10.7 17.9 12.6 16.4 10.2 19.7 11.5 18.9 12.2 15.9 10.4 15.6 8.4 

47.2 51.2 46.8 52.5 49.2 49.8 46.1 57.1 47.7 50.4 42.0 50.6 48.7 55.6 40.8 46.2 

24.0 27.3 26.5 33.7 27.4 34.1 33.8 39.9 15.8 22.2 20.1 24.6 29.4 38.6 37.4 42.0 

34.1 33.4 27.1 25.2 24.0 22.4 24.1 22.4 34.6 33.3 31.4 27.5 25.2 23.5 18.3 16.2 

21.4 21.6 31.4 32.6 26.5 21.0 27.0 28.4 32.3 34.6 32.4 41.2 34.2 31.8 37.1 30.6 

4.2 4.2 2.2 1.5 

5.6 2.8 

33.8 26.6 

0.0 0.0 2.9 2.3 2.9 1.5 1.7 0.8 

5.9 4.9 

32.2 24.2 

13.6 13.6 

31.1 26.8 

1.9 0.8 2.7 2.6 

6.1 3.0 4.7 2.6 

35.5 22.0 30.2 27.0 

4.2 0.7 3.7 1.8 2.4 0.4 

37.2 28.9 33.5 25.0 41.8 345 

69.4 55.4 73.0 49.3 

20.5 49.0 

86.7 50.4 73.9 42.2 65.1 52.8 69.5 52.4 70.1 46.8 01.9 52.3 

25.9 41.9 10.9 48.0 20.0 56.5 24.5 43.5 22.3 47.3 22.9 52.6 15.5 46.6 

’ In each category, figures to the left ore for December 28, 1962; figures to the right we for December 31, 1976, 

source: Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond. 
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D. C. banks are heavily involved in lending to non- 
bank financia1 institutions. This contrasts sharply- 
with the West Virginia situation, where loans to 
financial institutions other than banks were almost 
nonexistent at year-end 1976. 

-4 primary method employed by banks to satisfy 
secularly increasing loan demand has been liquida- 
tion of securities. Across the U. S. banking industry 
between December 28, 1962 and December 31, 1976, 
holdings of securities as a percent of total assets have 

declined from 32.2 to 24.2, with a comparable decline 

occurring in the Fifth District. Substitution. of loans 

for securities has been especially strong in Maryland, 

where the total securities to total assets ratio fell by 

13.5 percentage points. West Virginia banks held 

an unusually large proportion of securities to total 

assets at year-end 1976. 

Within the securities portfolio itself, substitution 
of tax-free municipal securities for L. S. Govern- 
ment securities has been important. These changes 
are shown on the bottom two lines of Table IV. 
Although stiI1 dominant in the banking industry’s 
security portfolio, holdings of TJ. S. Government se- 
curities nevertheless declined substantially from 69.4 
percent of total securities at year-end 1962 to 55.4 
percent at year-end 1976. Holdings of municipal 
securities rose from 25.9 percent of total securities to 
41.9 percent over the same period. This substitution 
process has been even stronger in the Fifth District, 
so that at year-end 1976 holdings of municipals al- 
most equaled holdings of U. S. Government securities 
in importance. It appears that municipal securities 

now pIa?- an especially important role in 1Iaryland 
ai!d J’irginin banking. 

Capital Adequacy Since 1962 bankiOng assets 
have grown rapidly: and there have been important 
cllnnges in the risk characteristics of these assets. 
At the same time, management philosophy at larger 
banks has shifted toward the concept of liabilities 
management. 11Me these developments hal-e been 
important in heiping meet the nation’s capital needs. 
they have also introduced a new dimension of risk 
Into banking. -4s fiduciaries, banks are necessarily 
sensitive to changes in risk. The same is true :r’or 
regulatory authorities, who are charged with insuring 
that hanking is conducted in a fundamentally sound 
manner. A central issue in consideration of the 
soundness of the banking industry is capital adequacy. 

Since the early 1960’s the banking industry as a 

whole has suffered a decline in the relation between 

capital and assets. This decline is illustrated in 

Table V for two key capital ratios, equity capital to 

total assets and equity capital to risk assets.*l The 

equity capital to total asset ratio for all U. S. wm- 

mercial banks declined from 8.9 percent on Decem- 

ber 28, 1962 to 7.6 percent on December 3 1, 1’37G1 

while the equity capital to risk asset ratio declined 

from 14.9 percent to 10.4 percent. Similar changes 

have occurred in these ratios in the Fifth District 

but with differences in degree. 

11 The ratios and their nleaning are described ix? detaii 
in [9]. 

CHANGES IN CAPITALIZATION, 1962 AND 1976 ’ 
ALI COMMERCIAL BANKS 

UNITED STATES AND FIFTH FEDERAL RESERVE DISTRICT 

Measure 
United Fifth ’ District of 
states District Columbia Maryland 

North 
Carotina 

Equity capitoi2/Total assets 

Equity capital ‘/Risk assets 3 

Equity capital ’ -l- senior debt/ 
Total assets 

Equity capital 2 -t senior debt/ 
Risk assets ’ 

0.9 7.6 

14.9 10.4 

8.9 8.1 9.0 

14.9 11.0 

1 
In each category, figures to the left are for December 28, 1962; figures to the right are for December 

2 
Includes stock, surplus, undivided profits, and valuation reserves. 

3 Risk assets = total orsetr~ - cash and due from honks - U. S. Government securities. 

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond. 

South 
Carolina 

9.4 8.6 

17.0 11.9 

9.4 9.2 

17.0 12.6 

1, 1976. 

Virginia 

9.0 8.0 

14.8 10.2 

9.0 8.3 

14.8 10.6 

west 
Virginia 

103 a.7 

21.5 11.7 

10.9 8.8 

21.5 12.0 
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The Fifth District equity capital to total asset 

ratio has declined less than the national average. 

This indicates that bank assets in the District have 

grown faster than capital, but that the historical 

capital/asset relationship has been better preserved 

in the District than in the nation as a whole. Wash- 

ington, D. C. departs from the declining pattern, 

equity having grown faster than total assets over the 

period in question. Consequently, banks in Washing- 

ton, D. C. averaged an unusually high 9.2 percent 

equity capital to total asset ratio on December 31, 

1976. All other District states had average equity 

capital to total asset ratios above the national norm 

on that date except for Korth Carolina, whose ratio 

equaled 7.4 percent. 

The decline in the Fifth District equity capital to 

risk asset ratio is greater than the decline in the 

national average ratio. Nevertheless, the Decem- 

ber 31, 1976 ratios for the District and the nation 

are still quite close. The size of the Fifth District 
decline is directly related to unusually sharp reduc- 

tions in holdings of cash and U. S. Government 

securities relative to total assets, both key compon- 

ents of the risk asset computation. These declines 
are shown in Table IV. Maryland and Korth Caro- 

lina are the Fifth District states having the lowest 

equity capital to risk asset ratios at year-end 1976. 

In the years folIowing 1962, senior debt has been 

used increasingly by banks to supplement capital 

positions. Debt, however, is not a perfect substitute 

for equity [9]. As a result, bank regulators have 

generally not viewed debt on an equal footing with 

equity in assessing the adequacy of bank capital. The 

extent of debt utilization is shown in the bottom 

two lines on Table V. 

The average December 31, 1976 equity capital to 

total asset ratio for all U. S. banks is raised by 0.5 

percentage points to 8.1 percent when senior debt is 

included in the computation. The Fifth District ratio 

is also increased by 0.5 percentage points, to 8.5 per- 

cent. Inspection of the equity plus debt ratios by 

state shows that the utilization of debt as a capital 

account supplement has been very limited in Mary- 

land and ivest Virginia, but of somewhat greater 

importance in 1Vashington, D. C. and Virginia. In 

Korth Carolina and South Carolina debt has been 

utilized to a much greater extent than in the Fifth 

District or in the nation as a whole. 

CONCLUSION 

The organization and structure of Fifth District 

banking has been significantly influenced since 1960 

by deposit growth trends, branching, mergers, and 

bank holding company activity. Changes in these 

factors have not been uniform across the five District 

states and Washington, D. C., however. Their com- 

bined effect has been to sharply increase the scale of 

banking operations in Maryland and North Carolina, 

and to increased deposit concentration in these two 

states plus South Carolina and Virginia. Deposit 
concentration has declined in West Virginia, and 

there is evidence that suggests that this has also 

occurred in a broadly defined District of Columbia 

banking market. 

The Fifth District bank balance sheet has under- 

gone a number of important changes since 1962, in- 

cluding changes in sources and uses of‘ funds and in 

capital structure. Again, however, the changes have 

not been entirely uniform across the five states and 

1Vashington, D. C. Deposits remain more important 

as the primary source of funds in District banking 

than in U. S. banking, although the composition of 

deposit funds is quite similar for the region and the 

nation. Important exceptions are the District of 

Columbia and South Carolina, where demand de- 

posits make up an unusually large portion of total 

deposits. Loans have increased in importance 

throughout the District, as they have in U. S. bank- 

ing, but play a smaller part in total bank credit in 

West Virginia than in other areas. Real estate and 

consumer loans play an unusually strong role in 

Fifth District bank lending, except that in North 

Carolina real estate loans are of lesser importance 

and business loans of greater importance. Invest- 
ment in securities has declined in importance, al- 

though Fifth District bank holdings of tax-free mu- 

nicipal securities have increased in importance. 

The ratio of capital to total assets at Fifth District 

banks has decIined since 1962, but not by as much 

as the decline for all U. S. banks. Among the five 

District states and Washington, D. C., only North 

Carolina had a 1976 capital to total asset ratio lower 
than the national average. While debt has been 
empIoyed as a capital supplement in the District, its 

utilization has been almost entirely limited to North 

Carolina and South Carolina. 
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THE IMPACT OF LARGE TIME DEPOSITS 

ON THE GROWTH RATE OF M1 

Timothy Q. Cook 

The relationship between interest rate movements 
and the grolvth rate of 31, has changed in recent 
years.’ In the 1960’s large increases in short-term 
interest rates \yere associated with sharp declines in 
the growth rate of LIZ. For instance, nhen the three- 
month Treasury bill rate rose from 4.17 percent in 
the fourth quarter of 196.5 to 5.21 percent in the 
fourth quarter of 1966, the (annualized) quarterly 
growth rate of Me dropped from 10.3 to 3.6 percent, 
a decline of 6.7 percentage points. (The growth 
rate of Mz is shown in Chart 1.) Similarly, the rise 
in the three-month bill rate from 5.55 percent in the 
fourth quarter of 1965 to 7.35 percent in the fourth 
quarter of 1969 was accompanied by a decline of 9.7 
percentage points in the MZ growth rate, from 11.0 
percent to 1.3 percent. 

In the 1970’s, however, increases in interest rates 
of similar or greater magnitude have had a much 
smaller impact on M-3 growth rates. Thus, when the 
three-month bill rate jumped from 4.22 percent in 
the third quarter of 1972 to 8.32 percent in the third 
quarter of 1973, the growth rate of M2 only declined 
from 10.7 to 7.9 percent. And when the three-month 
bill rate rose from 4.63 percent in the first quarter of 
1977 to 6.11 percent in the fourth quarter of 1977, 
the M, growth rate experienced a relatively mild 
decline from 9.9 percent to 7.6 percent. 

This article argues that large time deposits greater 
than $100,000 constitute the main factor responsible 

1 The monetary aggregates discussed in this paper are 
Mt, M2, and M4. MI equals currency plus private de- 
mand deposits adjusted; M2 equals MI plus bank time 
and savings deposits other than large negotiable CD’s at 
weekly reporting banks; and M4 equals M2 plus large 
negotiable CD’s at weekly reporting banks. M3 equals M2 
plus deposits at mutual savings banks and savings and 
loan associations plus credit union shares. 

for the change in the relationship between interest 
rates and Ms. Although some of these large time 
deposits are excluded from MZ, a large portion are 
included. This is illustrated in Chart 2, which shows 
successive subdivisions of Md. In the first stage in 
Chart 2, R/I1 is broken down into M2 and negotiable 
CD’s of $100,000 or more issued by large weekly 
reporting banks. In the second stage, MP is divided 
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Chart 2 

~OSl?~O~ OF LARGE TlME DEPQSITS IN THE MONETARY AGGREGATES 

Small time depaoritr 

Other time and 

rwingr deposits 
Other time deposits 

into Ml and other time and savings deposits. Other 
time and savings deposits are in turn divided into 
savings cleposits and other tillie deposits. As shown 
in stqe four of the chart. other time deposits include 
(I> stl2all time deposits less th:m ~100.000 and (2j 
those large tii22e deposits greater thr?n $100,000 that 
are included in 11,. The Intter category k composed 
of negotiable and nonnegotiable tiiile deposits greater 
than $100,000 at nonweekly reporting banks and 
nonnegotiable time deposits greater than S100.000 at 
weekly reporting banks. 

Most analyses of the behnYior of II:! go no fur- 
ther than stage two. \\‘hen one gets to stage four. 
however, it becomes clear that X:! contains z2 sig- 
nificant amount of laige tin2e deposits greater than 
$100,000 szot szrbjcct fu infcrcst m fe cL7ifiag.s. (These 
ceiiings were suspended in June 1970 for maturities 
less than 90 days and in May 1973 for all otl2er ma- 
turities.) In fact, as of October 1977, $SO.S billion 
or 55 percent of total large time deposits were in- 
cluded in Mg. 

Chart 3 shows that large time deposits escluded 
from I& behave very similarly over time to those 
included in 312. Both fell rapidly in 1969 as market 
interest rates rose above Regulation Q ceilings for 
large time deposits of $100,000 or greater. Similarly, 
both increased sharply following the removal in June 
1970 of Regulation Q ceilings on large time deposits 

with maturities less than 90 days. Since then, the 
gron-th rates oi both categories of large time deposits 
have been ~ositkcl~ correlated \Yith interest rate 

Iesels. For example. large increases in both cate- 
wries nccompnnied the rise ir? interest rates in 1’377. b 

The positive relationsl2ip between market interesr 
rates and the growth of inrge time deposits stems 
p:!rtially from rhe response of commercial banks to 
chnnges in rhe flo~ss of small time and savings de- 

posits induced by interest rnte movements. t\‘hen 
ititerest rates rise relative to the rates paid on saskgs 
deposits and small time deposits (\silich are con- 
strained bx Regulation Q ceilings j. inflows of funds 
into these tlepo4ts contrxt. Ennks try to offset &ese 
reduced inllon-s 1.1~ I)iddin,g more aggressivel>. for 
Inrge time deposits. IShiCli are not subject to interest 
rate ceilings. Con\-erseI>-, n-hen inflows of sai-ings 
deposits and smaI1 time deposits espand, banks are 
contei2t to le: infio\\-s of large time deposits decline.’ 
Chari 4 illustrates this bekwior by comparing ,quar- 
terly changes in the sum of savings and small time 

2 Oi course:. this bcizal-ior is to some estent conditioned 
by :!x state or’ 10x1 den~a:ld. Banks issue lar.ge time de- 
posits not Oll!~ to offset deciines i:l inflo~vs or small rime 
and savings deposits. but also to iinance increzses iC 
commcrci2i 2nd industrial !oarS. Large increzses in &ese 
loaxis tend to Itc associated \vi:lr PCiiOds oi rising interest 
rates. Tilis is a second channel underiCng the positive 
rela?io!~~hip noted in the test bet\vCen ihtciest rate5 2nd 
the gron-th rate of iargc time cicposits in The 1970’s. 
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deposits to quarterly changes in large time deposits 
included in Mz. The inverse relationship between 
the two series is remarkably close. In fact, the corre- 
lation coefficient between the two series from the 

).. “.‘,:2O.- 
,_.. j 

: :a, ::i 
a;: !, 1: 

;;“ 
.,:.<16 ,- . _.. .‘.(” “, 

first quarter of 1972 through the fourth quarter of 
1977 is -.91. (The correlation coefficient between 
the growth rates over the same period is -.89.) 
This phenomenon was particularly evident in 1977. 
As the growth rate of savings plus small time de- 
posits plummeted in response to the rise in interest 
rates, the impact on bank funds was ‘largely offset 
by a sharp rise in the growth rate of large time de- 
posits not subject to interest rate ceilings. 

Chart 5 illustrates the influence of large time de- 
posits on the growth rate of Mz in recent years. The 
chart compares the quarterly growth rates of Ma 
and MX*, the latter aggregate consisting of Mz less its 
large time deposit component. The two growth rates 
often diverge by three percentage points or more. 
For example, the Ma growth rates in the second and 
third quarters of 1973 were 8.1 and 7.9 percent, 
respectively, while the corresponding M2* growth 
rates were only 2.8 and 2.7 percent. Furthermore, 
large time deposits have greatly lnoderated the cycli- 
cal swings of iU2 since 1971. For instance, from the 
second quarter to the third quarter of 1977 the 
growth rate of M 2* fell from 10.9 to 7.9 percent, 
while the growth rate of Mz actually rose from 9.2 to 
10.3 percent. In the fourth quarter of 1977 the 
growth rate of NZ * fell further to 4.8 percent, but 

p . ,:J? ~.--!A M, Growth Rate -1 1 , AI i A 
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the surge of large time deposits maintained the 
growth rate of M.12 at 7.6 percent. 

Prior to the June 1970 change in Regulation Q, 
large time deposits did not moderate cyclical swings 
in M3, because as interest rates rose above Regula- 
tion Q ceilings on deposits greater than $100,0001 the 
growth rate of large time deposits would fall below 
that of the rest of 112. In fact, in the period of rapidly 
rising interest rates from the fourth quarter 1968 to 

the fourth quarter oi 1969 the growth rate of 39, 
dropped by 2.9 percentage points NLOYE than the 
growth rate of Mp* because of the rapid run-oii of 
large time deposits. Consequently, the 1970 change 
in Regulation Q emerges as the major factor under- 
lying the change in the relationship between the 
movements of interest rates and the growth rate of 
~MZ in the 1970’s as compared with the latter half of 
the 1960’s. 

CONCLUSION 

This article has demonstrated that movements in 
Iarge time deposits significantly affect the quarterly 
growth rate of Mz, frequently increasing or decreas- 
ing it by three or more percentage points. Further- 

more, since the 1970 change in ReguIation Q, large 
time deposits have substantially moderated cyclical 
movements in Ms. 

At least three conclusions can be drawn from 
these observations. First, large time deposits ex- 
cluded from 312 and those included in iiq2 are very 
similar in their characteristics and in the regulations 
that apply to them. Therefore, it makes little sense 
to include one component of large time deposits in 
&Is or any other monetary aggregate while es&ding 
the other component. Large time deposits should 
either be excluded altogether, as in Mz*:, or fully 
included, as in MC. 

Second, failure to distinguish between MC and ht* 
could create policy problems. Since the 1970 change 
in Regulation Q, the response of X2* to a change 
in interest rates has been greater than the corre- 
sponding Mz response. Consequently, if the mone- 
tary authorities are focusing on HZ, the response of 
AI,* to a policy change might Iead to a greater 
impact on the economy than desired.3 A second 
policy problem might occur if the monetary author- 
ities are using past (i.e., 1960’s] data to forecast the 
reIationship betn.een 112 and economic activity. 
Given the significant change in the behavior of 312 
in the 1970’s, it seems cj~~ite likely that this relation- 
ship has changed. I-or instance, the decline in the 
growth rate of M- preceding the very deep recession 
in 1974 was relatively small in comparison to the 
sharp drop in the & growth rate preceding the much 
milder recession beginning in 1969. (See Chart 1.) 

Lastly, empirical studies of the behavior of bank 
liabilities generally aggregate large time deposits 
other than negotiable CD’s at weekly reporting banks 
with small time and savings deposits, primarily be- 
cause the data are published in that form. However, 
given the similar behavior of negotiable CD’s at 
weekly reporting banks and other large time deposits 
on the one hand, and the disparate behavior of other 
large time deposits and small time and savings de- 
posits on the other hand, a more appropriate pro- 
cedure is to aggregate the two categories of large 
time deposits. 

e This point is made by Roger M’aud in “CD Behavior 
and the Use of Broader S/fonetary Aggregates” (Journal 
of Money, Credit and Banking, August 1977, Vol. IX, 
n-0. 3, 183-490) with respect to t!w differential behavior 
of &fx, 15s and 513, on one hand, and 114 and Xs 
(which include CD’s) on the other. Whether the failure 
to distinguish between Lfs and Mz* creates policy diffi- 
culties ultimately depends on which aggregate (if either) 
1s a more appropriate intermediate target of monetary 
policy. 

20 ECONOMIC REVIEW, MARCH/APRIL 1978 



A Replay of 1977 . . . 

FARM FINANCIAL AND CREDIT CONDITIONS 

Sada L. Clarke 

Last year was a difficult one for many Fifth 
District farmers and farm lenders. Drought was a 
leading contributor to farmers’ woes and, in combi- 
nation with low prices-especially for cattle, cotton, 
grain, and soybeans-and high costs, created financial 
problems for many producers. By the same token, 
the overall quality of farm loan portfolios deteriorated 
at a number of banks. Large numbers of farm oper- 
ators are reported to be in reasonably good shape, 
however, and all Fifth District bankers appear to be 
dealing successfully with most cases of problem farm 
loans. While many farm borrowers had loan repay- 
ment difficulties and many had to request loan re- 
newals or extensions, no Fifth District bank expects 
to have to absorb any losses from loans to farmers. 
Farmers’ demand for credit from traditional lenders 
continued fairly strong throughout the year, but bank 
supplies of loanable funds were generally ample. 

Financial Conditions Vary Widely Farmers’ fi- 
nancial conditions in 1977 varied, to a large degree, 
according to the extent and the severity of the 
drought in their area. Some were hit hard. Others 
will almost surely count it a fairly good year. But 
when cash receipts from all crop and livestock mar- 
ketings are in, it is expected that total cash farm 
income in 1977 will be 5 percent or more below the 
$5.5 billion of 1976. 

Geographically, farm financial conditions varied 
not only from state to state but also from area to area 
within the states. Some farmers in Virginia and the 
Carolinas, for example, suffered extensive drought 
damage, while those in Maryland and West Virginia 
appear to have had few problems with the dry 
weather. Piedmont farmers felt the brunt of the 
drought in North Carolina. Virginia producers from 
Northern and Central Virginia and the Shenandoah 
Valley were seriously affected. But drought damage 
covered most areas of South Carolina. 

Farm financial conditions varied almost as much 
by type of farm as by geographical area. With last 

Note: This article is based on summary reports of this 
Bank’s Quarterly Survey of Agricultural Credit Condi- 
tions in 1977 and on the latest statistical information 
from the U. S. Department of Agriculture, the Farm 
Credit Administration, and the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Richmond. 

FEDERAL RESERVE 

summer’s dry weather and searing heat, yields per 
acre of most major field crops were below those of a 
year earlier. Drought hit the corn crop and pasture- 
lands hardest, cutting corn output 40 percent from 
1976 levels and searing summer pastures. These 
conditions, plus sharply lower corn and cattle prices, 
severely reduced the income of cash-grain producers 
and beef cattle farmers, many of whom were forced to 
sell their cattle early because of the lack of forage. 
Cow-calf operators were especially hard hit. 

Most cotton farmers will probably remember 1977 
as a very poor year. Hard hit by drought and low 
yields per acre, cotton production dropped 25 percent 
below the 1976 level. The reduced crop, coupled with 
prices substantially below the costs of production per 
bale, left many cotton growers in serious debt situ- 
ations that required renewals or estensions of loan 
repayment dates. 

Producers of flue-cured tobacco-the chief money 
crop-came through the year in fairly good shape. 
Although reduced acreage aud lower yields per acre 
combined to cut production 17 percent, the season’s 
average’ prices were at record levels, offsetting much 
of the smaller output. Growers’ total net income was 
down sharply, however, because of higher production 
costs. As one banker describing the flue-cured situ- 
ation last fall said, “Good prices, low poundage, but a 
high cost crop to produce . . . . Some farmers may 
need to borrow again before Christmas because they 
will probably have little left after paying their debts.” 

Peanut farmers appear to have done almost as well 
as in 1976. By and large, the peanut crop escaped 
serious drought damage. Both yields per acre and 
total production were down only slightly, while prices 
held near the support level. Moreover, as a precau- 
tion against crop losses, most peanut farmers now 
carry crop insurance. 

Soybean producers may not have fared as well as 
peanut farmers. Total output was up 16 percent over 
1976, but production was spotty. Yields averaged 
slightly higher but were so low on some farms that 
the soybeans in many instances were cut for hay. 
More importantly, soybean prices were down sharply. 

Poultry and egg producers, on the other hand, had 
a comparatively good year. In general, the second 

BANK OF RICHMOND 21 



half was more proiit:~l~Ie than the first. The year 
was also 2 relatively good one for hog farnlers. \Yitll 
cheap corn ant1 fairly goocl prices, they fared escep- 
tionnIIy weI1 until prices l)egan to decline in the fall. 

Dairymen who \\-ere liot adversel? affected 1,) 
drought had a rather prosperous Fear. Eqxmdetl 
mill; production and higher suI)port prices ior ~li;lnu- 
fxturing milk euhanced dairy income. \Vith declines 
in feed costs more than offsetting gains in cosrs of 
other production inputs, net income front tlairying 
increased. Financial conditions were, of course, much 
less favorable for dairymen whose pastures, hay, ant! 
other feed crops were dntunged by drought. 

Farm Loan Demand Strong Farmers’ demand 
for credit from traditional farm lenders continued 
fairly strong throughout the year even though nl:un~ 
were able to qualify for Federal drought clisxster 
1OZlllS. Bankers surveyed indicated that the general 
increase in demand for loans stemmed in part from 
the continued tightening of the cost-price squeeze. 
On top of the rise in the costs of regular production 
inputs, many crop farmers were also faced with 
unusual insect and disease outbreaks that required the 
outlay of additional, and oftentimes borrowed, funds. 
Because of low farm prices, there was a big demand 
for loans to build on-farm storage facilities so that 
farmers could hold their corn and soybeans for higher 
prices. 

The weather-related problems mentioned earlier 
also strengthened farmers demand for loans. Be- 
cause of last summer’s swere and widespread 
drought, and as insurance against recurring droughts. 
many farmers sought financing for heavy imest- 
ments in mechanized irrigation equipment. Drought 
also forced many livestock producers \vho normally 
grow their own feed to borrow funds to buy hay and 
other feed. Moreover, the drought-reduced output 
and low prices made it necessary for increased num- 
bers of crop farmers to refinance short- and inter- 
mediate-term loans into long-term debt. 

These observations appear to be supported by 
available statistical evidence. Outstanding short- and 
intermediate-term loans held by all comnercinl hanks 
at midyear were 17 percent above a year earlier. 
Loan volume held by the production credit associ- 
ations on the same date .was up some 16 percent. 
Farmers reduced their borrowing from PCAs sharply 
in the second half of the year, however, mainly be- 
cause they bought less machinery and equipment. 
As a result, the volume of loans made by PCAs for 
all of 1977 showed only a 12 percent increase over the 
previous year-well below the 18 percent recorded 
in 1976. PCA loans outstanding for 1977 as a whole 

registered a gain of 13 percent. While the volume of 
Ior& iilnde by ~PCAs ;osc at a slower rate than :in 
1970. loans outstanding increased at the same rate. 

loth commercial banks and the Federal land banks 
recorded year-to-yenr increases in outstanding farm 
real estate loans by mid-1977. \VhiIe the volume of 
outstanding loans held by banks was tip 13 percent 
over nlidyear 1976, the xn~ount held by the FLI?s 
registered an 11 percent gain. The volume of new 
money loaned by the FL& sho\ved a iiiuch larger 
increase over 3 year earlier in the second half of the 
year than in the first and for the entire year recorder! 
a I6 percent upturn. The 1977 increase in the vol- 
ume of lending contrasts sharply with the 10 perc’ent 
decline iii 1976. IVith the lower cash flows of many 
crolj farnlers. the big jump in Federal land bank 
lending, especially in the fourth quarter, suggests 
that these institutions may xell have increased tlleir 
refinancing of short-term loans former!y held b> 
other lenders. Loans outstanding of the FLBs at 
sear-end 1977 were 11 percent al)ol-e the leyel. of 
the previous year. This gain was the same as %nt 
recorded the year before. 

Loan Fund Supplies Ample \\%ile the demand 
ior farm loans in 1977 ~33 fairly strong, bank 5Ulk 
plies of loatxkble funds ior making kori- and inter- 
mediate-term loans ro farmers were generally nde- 
cpte to meet the demand. There n-ere indications. 
hoisex.er. that loan fund supplies \vere perhaps not ns 
abundxnt as i!l 1976. E\-en so, bnnl;ers’ regular farnl 
customers aplxu-entlv did 301 iinc! it difficult to get 
needecl credit. OnI;- once clxing the year did Oile 

of the surveyed IxinI;s report that it had hXi1 forced 
to refuse or redrtce n farm lom because of 2 shortage 
of funds. XIoreo\.er, bankers indicating that the! 
were actively seeking ue\r farm loan 2CCOtilltS U:iW.i!>~ 

ranged from around IO to SO percen: 0:’ those re- 
portin, Q-up significantly from a year earlier. 

li’itli ban!; loan funds genernliv am:$e, loan re- 
ferral activity remained weak th&ighdl:t the year. 
Fen hankers as A rule made referrals to corresponcl- 
ent banks. presunlabl> because rnr:n~~ of the sa~.npled 
banks are either large bmnc!l banks or bank holding 
companies. IVhile more banks nzlcle reierr:.k to 
nonbank credit agencies, the nur:ll)er of these referrals 
was not unusual until the fourth quarter. n-hen ilearly 

three-tenths of the bankers-highest proportion in 
the past two yenrs- reported that loan referrals to 

these nonbnnk credit agencies were nbo\-e average. 
Banks’ loan-to-deposit ratios are importan.: indi- 

cators of credit a~!iInbility. IYhen they are high. 
banks generally have less money to lend. In general, 
the reverse is true when they are low. LOail-to- 
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deposit ratios of banks reporting during the year 
averaged 64.9 percent versus 62.3 percent in 1976, 
suggesting as pointed out earlier that District banks 
in 1977 had somewhat smaller supplies of loan funds 
than in 1976. Each quarter, however, while a good 
many bankers rated their current ratios above de- 
sired levels, an even larger proportion considered 
their ratios to be too low. 

The SEA or FmHA drought disaster loan pro- 
grams provided additional loan fund assistance 
during the year. Bankers in general encouragecl 
farmers to apply for these low-interest loans. While 
the many who qualified waited to receive loan funds 
from the government agencies, hankers made addi- 
tional loans to their farm customers if necessary or 
estended existing ones. Bankers expected that the 
farmers in return would use these disaster loan funds 
to pay off their 1977 hank loans. In this way, 
bankers said they would be able to finance their 
regular farm customers again in 1978. 

Some bankers currently report that while they 
continue to receive FmHA disaster futids as payment 
on loans, they are coming in slower than expected. 
Others say that applications to obtain drought 
disaster loans are still being processed in their areas. 

Interest Rates Mixed By and large, bank interest 
rates charged on farm loans in 1977 showed mixed 
trends, edging upward in the second and fourth quar- 
ters and easing slightly in the third. Rates on inter- 
mediate-term loans proved to be the exception hl 
continuing to rise throughout the year. 

Interest rates banks charged on all types of farm 
loans in the fourth quarter averaged slightly higher 
than a year earlier, with rates on intermediate-term 
loans showing the biggest gain and those on feeder 
cattle loans the smallest. Rates of 9 percent and over 
on short- and intermediate-term loans were charged 
by a much greater proportion of bankers reporting 
than was the case a year earlier. 

Average interest rates charged by banks during 
1977’s fourth quarter were as follows: for feeder 
cattIe loans, 8.94 percent ; other farm operating loans, 
S.98 percent ; intermediate-term loans, 9.46 percent ; 
and long-term farm real ‘estate loans, 9.42 percent. 
As is customary, several of the larger banks reported 
that they priced their loans in the range of prime 
rate +l percent and prime +2 percent on a floating 
rate.* 

Repayment Rates Deteriorate, Renewals Rise 
Drought-reduced crop output and the tightening 
cost-price squeeze combined to create cash-flow 
problems for many Fifth District farmers. Reporting 
hankers, as a result, experienced much slower loan 
repayment rates and a sharp increase in requests for 
renewals or extensions of existing loans as the year 
progressed. By the fourth quarter, rates of loan 
repayments m:ere the slowest and the number of re- 
newals or extensions were the highest since this 
quarterly farm credit survey began a little more than 
two years ago. 

These problems were confined primarily to Vir- 
ginia and the Carolinas-states where crop output 
suffered from extensive drought damage and extreme 
heat last summer. Maryland bankers in recent 
months also pointed out the likelihood of some loan 
extensions in scattered areas of the Eastern Shore, 
but these were not expected to become problem loans. 

By and large, .the majority of bankers required 
average amounts of collateral most of the year. 
Roughly one-fourth of the respondents, however, 
stepped up their collateral requirements to above- 
average levels during the fourth quarter, suggesting 
perhaps that the risks of making farm loans were 
rated as somewhat higher. 

* The rate of interest is described as “floating” when the 
rate is tied to some other rate (such as the prime rate 
or a market interest rate) and neither the bank nor the 
borrower knows the exact rate of interest to be charged 
over the life of the loan. 
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