PROJECTIONS OF 1969 INCOME SIZE DISTRIBUTION FOR FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS
COMBINED FOR STATES AND SELECTED SMSA's

Joseph J. Knott and Mitsuo Ono, U.S. Bureau of the Census*

Introduction

The demand for information on levels and dis-
tribution of income of demographic units in
"smaller" geographic areas, such as Standard Met-
ropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) and counties,
has increased significantly in the past few years.
Although the 1970 Population Census will provide
such data for income year 1969, there is still a
need for current information each year after the
census. The purpose of this paper-is to outline
an estimation procedure that can be used to devel-
op projected income size distribution data for
these areas for consumer units (families and un-
related individuals combined). Projections of
1969 income size distributions for states and se-
lected SMSA's were computed by this estimation
method. Also included are some 1967 data for an-
alytical purposes.

The data presented herein are considered as
experimental information and do not represent
official estimates. We plan, at a later time,
to compare these projected data against official
estimates and to analyze the differences.

This document is divided into four parts.
The first part outlines the simple projection pro-
cedure used to obtain data on income size distri-
butions covering income year 1969 for states and
selected SMSA's as shown in table 1. The second
part analyzes these findings. The third part com-
pares these estimates with aggregate income ob-
tained from various sources. The last part brief-
ly presents a summary and direction for further
research.

Derivation of Projected Income Size Distribution
Data

Table 1 presents projections of median income
and income distribution for all states and a few
selected SMSA's for 1969, These estimates were
‘based upon a "naive" projection procedure, but it
appears to give reasonable results. The key idea
behind this procedure is that any cumulative in-
come (lognormal) distribution can be described by
two parameters, i.e., the median value (or the
"positional" parameter) and the overall variance
of the distribution (or the "shape of curve" pa-
rameter).l/ Thus, any change in a distribution
over two points in time can be classified under
the following:

Parameters
Case "Position"  "Shaps of curve"
1 8ame Same
2 Same Change
3 Change Same
4 Change Change

In turn, each of these parameters can be made
a function of certain socioceconomic variables at

*

the microeconomic level, e.g., the unemployment
rate, occupational and educational mix of family
heads, the propensity to work of wives and other
family members, the age mix of employed family
heads, etc. 2/ Also, for a given area, variables
can be regrouped under the "internal" and "extere
nal" effects. 3/ These effects are still under
study and are to be the subject of a future paper.

In Case I as shown below the median income
level and the relative shapes of the income distri-
bution curve are assumed to remain constant between
the two points in time, e.g., 1959 and 1969. This
type of stability can result from compensating
positive and negative factors. In Case II, the
medium income level remains constant but the dis-
tribution of income changes. In this example, the
1969 distribution is asaumed to be more equal than
the 1959 distribution. The decrease in the overall
"glope" of the 1969 distribution compared with the
1959 distribution reflects a smaller.variance of
the 1969 distribution than the 1959 distribution.
In Case III, the "shape" or variance of the dis-
tribution remains the same over the period but the
median income level increases between the two
points in time. (Case I may be considered a Case
IMIwith zero growth.) In Case IV, both the median
income level and the overall "slope" had increased
over the two points in time.

Case I
196
Income levels an
Median 1959
Under $15,000 | ___
Under 10,000 | __
Under 5,000 |-
Under 1,000
25% 50% 75%
Cunulative percent of
units
Case II 1959
Income levels 1969
Median

Under $15,000

Under 10,000 —

Under 5,000 |___

Under 1,000

25% 50% 75%

Cumulative percent of
units
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Case III

Income levels 1969
- Median 1959
Under $15,000 | __
Under 10,000 { ___
Under 5,000 |—m
Under 1,000 |
25% 50% 75%
Cumulative percent of
units
Cass IV 1959
Income levels
Median 1969
Under $15,000
Under 10,000
Under 5,000
Under 1,000
25% 50% 75%

Cumulative percent of
units

Two basic sources of statistical data were
used to analyze income distributions over time.
These were (1) income tabulations obtained from
the Current Population Survey conducted by the
Bureau of the Census and (2) statistical tabula-
tions of adjusted gross income data from the
Internal Revenue Service,

Findings from these analyses show that for
smaller population areas, e.g., counties, Case IV
is the more typical one. For larger population
areas, such as for states and for metropolitan
areas not experiencing large population structur-
al shifts, changes in income size distribution
‘tend to follow Case III where the "shape" of the
income distribution curve remains fairly constant
but median income levels increase over time, This
suggests that projections of income distributions
for many areas can be made using one paramster
(changes in median family income) instead of two.
Under these conditions, the problem resolves
itself in finding the most "efficient" carry-
forward of median family income and assuming that
the "shape" of the curve remained fairly constant
over time,

If it is assumed that the "shape" of the in-
come size distribution itself does not change,
what is needed then is some rate of increase which
is assumed to be constant over the entire distri-
bution. One method of computing this rate of in-
crease involves the following formula:
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PI
69

TR
70

Projection _

factor x 100

PI
59

TR
60

PI

OBE Personal Income for year 1,

TR, = Total Residsnt Population at time t.

cF
]

The above rate can then be applied to income
size class limits resulting in a projected distri-
bution.4/ The conventional incoms size distribu-
tion classes can then be obtained by interpolation,
assuming a linear distribution of units in .each
income class interval.

The assumptions involved in this simple pro-
jection procedure are: (1) The income level of
all units change at the same rate, (2) neutrality
of the internal and external effects on the shape
of the distribution, and (3) the rate of change
in income level of all units is equal to the rate
of change in per capita personal income. This
procedure was used to develop the data shown in
table 1.

Selected Analysis of Findings

In this second part, we attempt to evaluate
the projections presented in table 1 by comparing
them against national and regional data obtained
from the Current Population Survey (CPS). Shown
on Chart I are income distributions of consumer
units (families and unrelated individuals) ob-
tained from the 1960 census, 1960 CPS (both cover-
ing income year 1959), the March 1970 CPS, and
the projected 1970 census income distribution for
the United States (both covering income year
1969).

In table A below, the March 1970 CPS shows
a smaller percent of families and uarelated in-
dividuals with income under $3,000 and shows a
greater psrcent between $3,000 - $15,000 than the
projected 1970 census data. Data indicate that
the projected data tend to overstate, someswhat,
the ‘'percentage of units at the extremes.

In summary, the projections appsar to be
reasonable as compared with CPS data for the
United States. Also, projected data are found to
be consistent with regional CPS income size dis-
tribution data. We considsr the income data ob-
tained from the CPS to be a good approximation of
what the actual census will show.
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Reconciliation of Aggregate Income Obtained From
Income Distribution Data

In the third part, we compare aggregate total
money income computed from the 1360 census and
projected 1967 and 1969 data with two independent
sources of aggregate income: Adjustsd gross in-
come (AGI) and personal income. 5/ If the pro-
jected income size distributions for each state
ars reasonabls approximations of the actual dis-
tribution, then the 1969 ratio of census aggregate
total money income to the independent aggregate
income source should be close to the 1359 ratio.
This type of analysis can be used to identify
areas for which the simple projection procedurs
used in this paper would not be appropriate and
alternate projection methods would be necessary.

Table B below shows differences in the ratios
of aggregats total money income to adjusted gross
income (AGI). For 46 of the states, the absolute
value of the difference is lsss than .10,

Tabls B,--DISTRIBUTION OF THE DIFFERENCES IN THE
RATIOS OF AGGREGATE TOTAL MONEY INCOME TO AG-
GREGATE TOTAL ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME FROM'

1959 TO 1967 AND 1969 INCOME FOR THE 50 STATES
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1/

1959 to 1967 | 1959 to 1969

Nunmber |[Percent |Number [Percent

Difference
in ratios

Total........ 51‘ lO0.0 51 100-0
Less than .02...0. 16 31.4— 16 31.4
02 to .05....-‘0. 23 45.0 19 3703
e05 19 ¢10eeeceses 7 13-7 7 13.7
«10 and over..sss. 5 9.8 9 17.6

1/ The 1969 adjusted gross income data were
estimated by increasing the 1968 AGI by the aver-
age annual increase from 1959 to 1968.

Source: Unpublished tabulation.

The difference in the ratios of aggregate
total money income to personal income between
1959 and 1969 are presented below in table C,
Overall, data show that the 1969 ratio of 8ensus
money income to total personal income remains
fairly similar to the 1959 ratio.

Tabls C.--DISTRIBUTION OF THE DIFFERENCES IN THE
RATIOS OF AGGREGATE TOTAL MONEY INCOME TO PER-
SONAL INCOME BETWEEN 1959 AND 1969 FOR THE 50
STATES AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA -

Difference in ratios Number Percent

Total..'l"l."l.QO 51 .-l-OO.O
Less than .Ol........... 16 31:4
lOl to .02....&..!...'.. 12 23‘5
.02 to .03...........'.. 10 19.6
003 to .os-.‘.‘..lll...‘ 8 15l7
«05 and OVeTresscsscscnss 5 9.8

Source: Unpublished tabulation.
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Summary and Direction for Future Study

Empirical projections of income size distri-
bution for small areas involve analysis of the com-
plex interaction of many institutional changes.,

In trying to probe for an empirical model by which
these projections can be made, we classified changes
in the form of income size distributions iato four
basic types. These models cover changes essential-
ly in two parameters: (1) The median income level
(the positional parameter) and (2) the "shape" of
the curve (the variance parameter). Empirical evi-
dence, however, shows that among the four models,
only two are typically found., Thus, empirical data
for large areas show that, as a ruies only the posi-
tional parametsr tends to change while the "shape
of the curve" parametsr vremains fairly constant.,
Using this finding, projections of income distri-
bution were developed and tested against independ-
ent sources. This comparisen showed that, overall,
the projections appear reasonabls., However, the
wltimate test is to compars them against actual
census results. This will be done at a later date.
Also, more work is planned to determine what
changes in socioecononic variablss are associated
with changes in the two parameters noted above.

FOOTNOTES
1/ A theoretical model can be shown simply as

followa: Income distribution = £(M,V)
Wnere M = Median income
V = Variance

2/ TFor exampls, see "State Differentials in
Income Concentration" by Ahmad Al-Samarries and
Herman P, Miller in The American Economic Revisw,
March 1967.

3/ The "internall effect relates to changes in
the income distribution resulting from the income
upgrading or downgrading of the population within
an area, assuming no changes in income distribu-
tion due to migrants. The "external" effect re-
latss to changes in iancome distribution due to mi-
grants only. These two effects intsract with each
other in generating different types of incoms size
distribution curves for small areas at different
points in time.

4/ Other ways of projecting median family income
are:

a. Imputing the growth rate of median income
of a region to its subareas.

b. Imputing a growth rate of median income
based upon the avsrage growth rate over
some past period.

See technical appendix for the projection proce~
durs used. For a graphic projection technique, -
see "A Graphic Technique for Projecting Family In-
came Size Distribution" by Mitsuo Ono, Proceedings
of Social Statistics Section, American Statistical
Association, 1969,

5/ The comparison of the aggregate total money
income with personal income is not strictly inde-
pendent for this particular set of projections be-
cause we used per capita personal income to derive
the projection factor for these projections.




Table 1.-PHJJECTEDIJ 1969 INCOME SIZE DISTRIBUTION FOR FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS

2 000
Reglon, State (including D.C.), ?g;j Total ggdggo ’3&, ’5’220 ‘7’220 ‘10%200 Olz;dooo Modtan? | Meand/
and SUSA 2000 ) 44,999 | $6,999| 95,999 | 14,999 | over | (d0iave) | (doliare)
United States ....veuesvncvvnscsesannan] 65,431 | 200,0 2064 | 10,9 | 10,9 | 18.1 21.9 17.9 8,317 | 10,072
Northeast,......... . 100,0 | 16,5 | 9.4 | 109 | 19.8 | 23.9 | 19.6 | 9,062 | 10,753
North Central...... 1000 | 19.0 | 9.9 | 100 | 18.6 | 23.6 | 18.6 | 8,823 | 10,285
SOUtRa e vveensrnnernss 00,0 | 25.5 | 13.2 | 12,0 | 161 | 185 | .8 | 6,88 | 9,198
Westeeoeoessns ';‘;;;;‘;;;;. R R EER] LERXRR] 11,821 100.0 18.8 10.4 10.9 18.7 23.0 18.3 8,625 10,115
MAING. . eususrsesernssssssscocnconnsonnn 323 | 100,0 21,9 | 13.5 | 14e7 | 20,6 19.3 9.8 6,962 8,150
New HAMPShITe.esoeseeesensennnonnssss . 245 | 100,0 | 19.2 | 10,7 | 13.1 | 2.7 22,5 12,8 7,963 | 9,066
Vermont........... teereeereninenneenand U5 | 100,0 22,5 | 11.6 | 12.4 | 189 21,2 | 13,5 | 7,551 | 9,207
Massachusettse.eeeeeeeesseenocensseeess 1,880 | 100,0 16,7 9.4 | 10,7 | 19.8 2447 18.8 9,068 | 10,579
Rhode I8180d.eeseoesecccnocenoocnoccens 317 | 100,0 19,9 | 11.0 | 12.2 | 20.2 22,6 1.2 8,059 9,415
CONNECticUtseeessscesecsconssoscrcecnns 985 | 100,0 13,3 703 9.0 | 19,1 26,9 2o | 10,254 | 12,113
New YOTKesesessooosaooraaosaes ceveeened 6,27 | 100,0 16,2 944 | 10.8 | 18,9 23.4 2.1 9,181 1-1:152
New Jersey.e.ceeceees ceveencersessesasees 2,318 100,0 1.l 8,0 9.8 19,3 2549 2.8 9,822 1,471
Pennsylvani;.;'i;l‘.é;.;.;i. cecsssasesness] 3,768 | 100,0 17.7 9.8 | 11,6 | 2.5 23.1 16.3 8,542 9,927
0. nur
Ohio..... ceeesenssnassansossesssssssses] 3,31 | 100,0 | 17.3 | 87| 947 | 19.8 | 25.6 | 19.0 | 9,241 | 10,474
Indianf.eeecccecoceocencee vesnnns veesead 1,658 100,0 18,3 9 1044 19,3 2463 18,3 8,902 10,266
T111n018cesacsecncaces cevececaseesesssd 3,688 | 100,0 17.2 847 946 | 1749 245 22,2 9,480 | 11,133
Michigan......eeeeesss 100,0 | 16,6 | 8,4 83| 185 259 | Rk | 9,75 3299
Wisconsin,...eeeess 100,0 18,7 | 10,1] 10,7 | 20,3 FTAA 1547 8,610 9,682
Minnesotf..e.esseessss . 208 | 100,0 | 20,3 | 11,0 10,9 | 18,0 | 22,9 | 16,8 | 8,313 | 9,914
TOWAeeseeoseernsonnnnsennnnacsneesenees 925 | 100,0 | 22,3 | 12,0] 11,6 | 181 | 203 | 9 | 7,704 | 9,441
MiSS0Urieeeceescoccceccecccrssccoscosena 1’594 100.0 25.’0 12.7 11.7 18.3 1901 12.9 7,0” 8’583
North Dakotf..eesesesescscesccscsoacns 188 | 100,0 21,2 | 12,7| 12.2| 18.0 20,2 15.6 7,613 9,575
SOUth DAKOtBeessoeerennoecsanssoreennes 20 | 100,0 24,0 | 12.8] 14| 15.9 20,0 15.9 75320 »440
Nebraskfeeesessococsseessscsossescsacas 491 100,0 2.0 13,0 12,8 18,3 20,3 o5 7,479 9,377
KANSASeesesescsssorascocssossssscsssons 751 | 100,0 2,1 )] 1.6] 15| 18,7 2.4 159 7,965 9,731
- South
BlAWATC s sevvccssssscssccccssccscscccone 17 100,0 19,9 11,1 12,7 20 20
Maryland............................... 1’n5 1«).0 16‘4 8.8 9:8 17:2 23.2 ]2.15:8 Z’Zgg ]3'888
District of Columbifeeceeccesccoccocensl 306 100,0 19.3 10,9 12,5 19,1 18. e ? 2734
Virgini@..eeeeeccoceccccccccscccces cooel 1,444 lm:o a.B 12.1 1-1.3 15°9 19'2 ig‘]g- 3'37”; ig,gz;
West Virginifeecesesesoscesosocesecoaes 100.0 : * * * ® ° ? ?
North Carolinf...eeeee sececsecscccssans 1,4%(3) 100:0 gg:g 5:11: 11%:2 12:2 ig.g lli.g 2’315’71 3’93;3
South CAroling....eeecesssesseresceeens] 725 | 100,0 | 27,9 | 129 | 17 | 150 | 1709 | s | &5 | &'me
GOOTEZ18 e v e eenernnenn e «of 1,350 | 100,0 | 2.3 | 13.6| 12| 157 | 182 | 16.2| 7000 | 950
Florida.....eevvens vevererneneeneneed 2,3% | 100,0 | 23,8 | Li.8| 13.9 | 7.2 | 1704 | 29| e6m | 8’763
Kentucky. .o.veunn. erereeeeterennaeeans 97 | 100,0 | 28,3 13.6| 11,6 | 15.8| 177 | 13.0| 6.3 | 8546
TeNNOSS60. e urvenerernrnnnenrnensnenenes| 1,176 | 10000 | 2704 | 13,7 | 1203 | 1507 | 1707 | 1303 | 642 | 8éss
Alabama.eensnrnenensn veveeeneeeeneenes| 984 | 200,0 | 285 [ 13,8 1359 | 1507 | 1704 | 1206 | 62263 | &350
Mississippieeececeseess teesesssseseseneas 621 100,0 36, 15,3 | 11.3 13,0 1345 10,3 4’722 7’179
ATKANERS e snvnnvnrnrrnrnrnesnes veeeeeed| 591 | 200,0 | 3204 | 16,3| 12,8 | L5 | W0 | 100 | Sam9 | 747
Loulslana.......vess vevereenennenennees 1,060 | 2000 | 27,8 | 4.5 | 121 | 155 | 17.2 | 130 | 625 | 2l4es
OK1hOm« s v vnsensnnes ceeed) 8531 200,0 | 26,5 | 13,6 | 12,0 [ 17,0 | 18.0 | 128 | 6,644 | &)
TeXa8ceeeeose .'.‘;e.s.{' cesse 3,5% 100,0 2443 12,8 12,0 16.8 19,2 14.9 7,153 9’195
Montanf..esecesesosescsccccsocscscescces
Tahoue .o ooonenoninoooi] 27 | 30000 | sod | Tao | 9| B | B3| 14| BB | 822
WYODINgseeeoesscaoesooanons ceveesseesss 107 | 200.0 18,0 | 1.6} 13.2 | 2.9 22,1 13 7098, 9.
C010T8d0eesssssccsscccoassacsccnsassns 732 100,0 204 | 12.1 12,6 19'9 21.0 13.9 ’ 2231
New MexicOeseecocococes eeeesescscccsces 292 100,0 23,0 12.6 13.0 18.9 19.2 N 75733 2,105
AriZonBeececcescccccccce eececscce 551 100.0 a:l u:a n:3 18:7 m:; ig:g g’% g’g
Utah. .. ool 3208 | 200,0 | 18.2| 9.6 | 121 | 23.6 | 23.1 | 134 | &35 | 9302
Nevada..coeosveenenee 1 176 | 100,0 17,7 | 10,7 | 12.1 | 19.7 22,8 17.1 8145 10,0:
Washington..eeeseseenes ceeeeseeol 1,157 | 200.0 18.5 | 1001 9.8 | 194 * % »433 2054
OregoN.eeecsccsccccsccscccssnces eecesce ’704 100:0 19:7 10:5 u:B 29L-2 %‘g }_2.2 g’eu?i 10’107
Californifeceeccecececcses ceseecssesasel 7,002 100,0 18,2 10,1 10.4 17:9 23:5 19:9 8’926 18’5’]{12
ﬁ::l;eiz.. Ceerereeresennnannnns seeceseeel 112 | 100,0 | 22,1 | 12,6 | 89| 132 | 17.9 | 25.4 | 8,46 | 11,149
reeneenne s enneeeneens ceceesel 235 | 200,0 | 16,0 | 11.2 | 1.2 | 159 | 19.8 | 259 | 9,157 | 12,911
New York - SCA 2/ ............ .| 5,520 | 100.0 1.5 8.9 | 10,7 | 18.9 2446 22.5 9,558 | 11,161
Chicago = SCA 6/.veves.. ceeeess| 1,752 | 100,0 14.7 7.8 9.3 | 17.8 26,7 23,7 | 10,007 | 10,439
Los Angelss - Long Beach...............| 2,402 | 100,0 | 15.8 | 9.1 | 9.7 | 173 | 24.8 | 23.1| “9le62 | 11,131
Boston, MassachusettS..eceeeescccoass . 933 100,0 16,3 8.8 9.5 17,7 25,1 22.8 9,662 11,157
Baltimore, Maryland........ tececessaaas 620 100.0 16.8 9.1 10.8 19.6 24,6 19.1 9,071 10,340
Washington, D.Cessrssenssnvenseesnnend] 945 [ 20000 | 408 | 8.6 | 2004 | 1701 | 226 | 2606 | oi45 | 11,966
Detroit, MichigaNeeeeeeeereeoconseesess] 15267 100.0 13.4 7.2 6.8 15,2 28,5 28,8 11,283 | 12,619
Omaha, Nebraska - IoWaseecoessessecssess] 179 | 100,0 17.5 | 10.4 | 11.8 | 21.6 23.4 15,2 8,445 9,500
Columbia, South CarolinG..seecessesesss 98 | 100.0 31.3 | 13.6 | 12,5 | 149 15.8 11.8 5,800 7,604
Knoxville, Tennessee.s......eseesrenss] 121 | 200.0 | 23.0 | 1204 | 1202 | 183 | 2009 | 209 | 7ms | 8545
Nashville, Tennessee...ceeceese. sesessss] 152 | 100,0 23,1 | 12,0 | 11.9 | 16.6 20,6 15.8 75540 9,081
HOUSEON, TEXASesesnerssnsnensenenennens| 542 | 2000 | 1707 | 10.8 | 1204 | 29.6 | 22.8 | 167 | &)38, | 10,675
Denver, ColoradO.esesssessccsssssccssse) 422 | 100.0 19.2 | 10,6 | 12,2 | 20,5 22,9 14,6 8,178 9,897

tri on, e tradi
the projected income class.

Ihe projection groéedure was to multiply the income class limits
ional income class 1imits were then obtained by interpola

X

a pro{ection factor to obtain a projected income dis-

ion assuming a linear distribution of units in

2/ The 1970 number of families -and unrelated individuals was estimated by assuming a proportional increase with total resi-

dent population from 1960 to 1970.

Computed on the basis of $1,000 intervals under $10,000.
Computed by assuming midpoint to be the mean for each income class below $15,000; the mean of the $15,000 and over income

interval was estimated assuming a Pareto relationship.
5/ New York - Northeastern New Jersey Standard Consolidated Area.
6/ Chicago - Northwestern Indiana Standard Consolidated Area.
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APPENDIX

General Procedure for Projecting an Income Size
Distribution for 1959 to 1969 1/

Step 1.--Obtain a beuchmark income size distribu-
tion for geographic area. Table a gives the in-
come size distribution for families and unrelated
individuals by total money income for Maine in 1959,

Step 2.--Accumulats the distribution, Table b
shows the accumulated distribution for Maiae.

Step 3. Obtain a projection factor by one of the
methods discussed in the paper. The projection
factor used in the paper for Maine from 1359 to
1969 is 1.731.

Step 4.--Multiply the income class limits by the
projection factor,

The projected distribution (table ¢) is ob-
tained by multiplying the class limit in table b
by the projection factor. For exampls:

$1,000 x 1,731 = $1,731
$2,000 x 1.731 = $3,462

$15,000 x 1,731 = $25,965
$25,000 x 1,731 = $43,275

Table a.--FAMILIES AND UNRELATED
INDIVIDUALS IN MAINE FOR 1959

Table b,--ACCUMULATED

Step 5.--Obtain the "conventional" income class
limits ($1,000, $2,000, ..... $8,000, etec.) by
assuming the units are linearly distributed with-
in the projected income class,

0 + 1,900-0 & (41,872-0) = 24,189
T,731-0

41,872 + 2,000-1,731 £(80,094-41,87
’ 3,462-1,731 (60,094-41,872
) = 47,812

: 25,000-17,310
: +
Under 25,000: 299,233 25,965-17,310

299,233) = 311,596

Step 6.--Disaccumulate the projected incoms size
distribution either as an absolute or a percent.
Table e gives the orojected 1769 income size dis-
tribution for families and unrelated individuals
for Maine.

Under 1,000:

Under 2,000:

x (313,148-

1/ The computer program can be obtained by
writing to Joseph Knott, Population Division, U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Washiagton, D.C. 20233

Table c.--PROJECTED 1969 ACCUMU-
LATED INCOME SIZE DISTRIBUTION

Inconme Number Income Number Income Number
Totaleeeesessosss| 318,316

Under $1,000..000000..| 41,872 Under $1,000...00...] 41,872 Under $1,731eveveeseces| 41,872
1,000 - 1,999.c0000e0.]| 38,222 Under 2,000..¢s....] 80,094 Under 3,462..0000000...] 80,094
2,000 - 2,999.400s000s) 37,131 Under 3,000..40¢000.{117,225 Under 5,193¢.c0000000.(117,225
3,000 - 3,999, cc0040..] 41,100 Under 4,000¢400....]158,325 Under 6,924.00000000..]158,325
4,000 = 4,999.0000000.] 39,420 Under 5,000.cc0000.]197,745 Under 8,655.cc0ceeee0.| 197,745
5,000 - 5,999.0-..-..0 35,94—7 IInder 6,0000...-.0. 233,602 Under 10,386........... 233’692
6,000 - 6,999¢0000000.]| 26,749 Under 7,000..0..0..]260,441 Under 12,117..0000v00..]| 260,441
7,000 = 7,999 c000cees| 18,366 Under 8,000........(278,807 Under 13,848.c0000000..)278,807
8,000 - 8,999.4.000000] 12,552 Under 9,000.¢444...]/291,359 Under 15,5790 ce0eseeese| 291,359
9,000 ~ 9,999 000esess| 7,874 Under 10,000..0.....|299,233 Under 17,310..0000000..299,233
10,000-14,999-..--..-. 13,915 Under 15,000........ 313,148 Under 25’9650.00‘1"00. 313,148
15,000-24,999¢ccseesss 3,823 Under 25,000.00000.4]316,971 Under 43,275¢e00000eeesf 315,971
25,000 and OVer..eeses| 1,345 Totalesesssosss 313,316 Totalesesssosossos| 318,310

Table d.--1969 INCOME SIZE DIS-
TRIBUTION (CONVENTIONAL CLASS

Table e,--PROJECTED PERCENTAGE
INCOME SIZE DISTRIBUTION FOR

LIMITS) 1969
Income Number | Percent, Income Percent
Totel..... | 100.0
Under $1,000....| 24,189 7.6 Under $1,000.ccc000 7.6
Under 2,00000.. 47,812 1500 1’000 - l,9990'0.conn 704
Under 3,000....| 69,893| 22.0 2,000 - 2,999:00000s 7.0
Under 4,000.... 91’634 28.8 3,000 - 3,9990.000.. 6.8
Under 5,000-00- 113,085 35'5 4,000 - 4,999-00000- 6.7
Under 6,0000... 136,386 42.8 5,000 - 5,999¢c¢colc 7.3
Under 7,000....|160,056| 50.3 6,000 - 6,999...c0... 7.5
Under 8,0000... 182’829 57:4 7,000 - 7,999.0--0.. 7.1
Under 9,000....|204,909| 64.4 8,000 - 8,999....... 7.0
Under 110,000.... 225,676 70-9 9,000 - 9,999000--.. 6.5
Under 15,000....|287,160| 90.2 10,000-14,9994cceee. | 19.3
Under 25’0000000 311’597 9709 15,000-24,999--o.... . 7-7
Total......|318,316|100,0 25,000 and over..... | 2.1
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