
T h e  D i s t r ib u t io n  o f  

S o u t h e a s t e r n  I n c o m e

by William D. Toal

"T h re e  fundam ental p rin cip les o f equ ity  co n cern in g  the d istribution  o f in co m e  
are w id e ly  a c ce p te d : those w h o  p ro d u c e  the sam e a m oun t sh o u ld  b e  rew a rd ed  
equally  (horizon ta l e q u ity ); those w h o  p ro d u c e  m ore  sh o u ld  b e  rew a rd ed  m ore  
(vertical eq u ity) ;  and no individual or h o u se h o ld  sh o u ld  b e  fo rced  to fall b e lo w  
so m e m in im um  standard o f con su m p tio n  regardless o f p ro d u ctiv e  potentia l. 
A lth ough  there is fairly gen era l agreem en t on  these  p rin c ip les , the desirability o f  
any given am ount of inequality  in the in co m e  d istribution  rem ains a m atter of  
perso n a l ju d g m en t and o f socia l and politica l d eb a te ."
(The Annual Report of the Council of Econom ic Advisers, 1974)

Two questions are of importance in evaluating an econom y's performance:
Given limited resources, how much is being produced and w ho gets the benefits 
of this production? H ow  much is produced gets most of the attention. For 
example, the rapid growth of the Southeast has received much publicity. 
However, this region still produces less per person (measured by per capita 
income) than the national average.1 In other words, total production or income 
per person is smaller in the Southeast than nationally. But what about the 
distribution of Southeastern production and income? H ow  is the income pie 
sliced and how  evenly cut are the slices, especially when contrasted to national 
income distribution?

This article examines the distribution of Southeastern income, first com paring  
it to the U. S. as a whole. It explores why geographic differences in income  
distribution still exist. Finally, the article throws light on what happened to 
income distribution during the Sixties and why.

W hy the Interest in the Incom e Pie?

The optim um  distribution of income is debatable. But many believe that 
whatever the overall size of the income pie, the more evenly it is cut, the 
higher the level of econom ic well-being. Is the Southeast's income pie 
becom ing more evenly sliced over time? If so, what forces are responsible? This 
is of general interest, but particularly in the Southeast.

Distribution of income may also have important implications for econom ic  
growth. States or regions can obtain outside capital for econom ic growth 
much more easily than a country. By the same token, som e economists believe 
a less even distribution of income may reduce consumer spending and, as a

1The Southeast, as defined here, includes those states entirely or partially within the Sixth Federal 
Reserve District— Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee.

Monthly Review, V o l.  LIX, N o . 8. Free su b s c rip tio n  a n d  a d d itio n a l c o p ie s  a va ila b le  
u p o n  re q u e st to  th e  R esearch D e p a rtm e n t, Fed era l R e se rve  Bank o f  A tla n ta ,
A tla n ta , G e o rg ia  30303.
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C H A R T  I

Family Income Distribution (1969) Median Fam ily  Incom e 

(thous. $)
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U. S. Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Miss. Tenn.

U.S.

Gini Index of Family Income Concentration (1969)

Ala. Fla. Ga. La. Miss. Tenn.

Total .364 .393 .398 .381 .403 .427 .390

White .353 .365 .388 .362 .371 .380 .379

Black .397 .416 .389 .401 .429 .435 .400

Urban .357 .384 .396 .382 .396 .400 .377

Rural Nonfarm .363 .380 .390 .369 .402 .418 .377

Rural Farm .414 .419 .425 .420 .478 .472 .419

consequence, divert resources into capital invest
ment; this w ould boost econom ic growth.2

H ow  the income pie is sliced, therefore, may 
have implications for both econom ic well-being 
and growth. A  more uneven distribution of income 
might reduce well-being in the short run but may 
accelerate econom ic growth, which eventually 
w ould lead to greater well-being. However, at any

2The relationship, if any, between the distribution of income, 
savings, and economic growth in the Southeastern states will be 
examined in a forthcoming article.

given time, a specific distribution of income may 
result in a trade-off of less growth for more well
being or vice versa.

The Gini Index

This study draws on data from the 1970 Census of 
Population and utilizes the Gini index of income 
concentration. Briefly, this index measures the area 
between a line of perfect income equality and a 
line of actual income inequality (called the Lorenz 
Curve). This area, shaped like a banana, grows 
bigger as income inequality increases. Conse-
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quently, the higher the index, the greater the 
inequality in income.3

This study uses the family as the basic income- 
receiving unit, since family income is considered a 
better measure of econom ic w ell-being than per 
capita income. The Gini index has several limita
tions, however: Before-tax income, representative 
of a single year (1969), is used and nonm oney  
income sources are not accounted for.

W here the Southeast Stands

As we might expect, the Southeast's income was 
less evenly distributed than the nation's at the turn 
of the decade (1969). The chart points out that 
each Southeastern state had lower than national 
average family incomes. To some views, lower 
income areas typically have more uneven 
distributions. This is indeed the case in the 
Southeast (see chart). W hat is surprising is just how  
uneven this distribution is in each state. Mississippi 
has the most uneven distribution in the nation; 
overall, the six Southeastern states are am ong  
the bottom nine in the country in this respect.

W hy Such Uneven Distribution?

W hat are some of the forces affecting income  
distribution and how  well do these forces explain 
the Southeast's uneven distribution? Several studies 
have thrown light on these questions.4 Some of the 
most notable factors were level of econom ic  
development, racial make-up, extent of urbaniza
tion, and importance of different income types 
(i.e., the functional distribution of income). In some 
of these studies, age and educational levels, as 
well as occupational makeup of the labor force, 
were found to be related to income distribution.
In seeing how these factors apply to the Southeast, 
particular attention will be paid to econom ic  
development, racial mix, urban-rural make-up, and 
income sources.

M any of the forces mentioned above and their 
importance to the Southeast are shown in Table 1. 
None is perfectly associated with income distribu
tion (shown in the first line); but, let us see 
just what influence, if any, econom ic development, 
racial make-up, rural-urban mix, and sources of

3A more complete description of the Gini index and its graphic 
interpretation is given in the Appendix.

4See: Almand Al-Samarrie and Herman P. Miller, "State Differentials 
in Income Concentration," The American Economic Review, Vol. 
LVII, No. 1, March 1967, pp. 59-72; D. V. Aigner and A. V. Heins, 
"On the Determinants of Income Equality," American Economic 
Review, Vol. LVII, No. 1, March 1967, pp. 175-181; James E.
Jonish and James B. Kau, "State Differentials in Income 
Inequality," Review of Social Economy, Vol. 31, No. 2, October
1973, pp. 179-190; and Tom S. Sale, III, "Interstate Analysis of the 
Size Distribution of Family Income, 1950-1970," Southern 
Economic Journal, Vol. 40, No. 3, January 1974, pp. 434-441.

income have on the Southeast's uneven income  
distribution.

Economic Developm ent
Does higher econom ic developm ent tend to 
equalize an area's distribution of income? A  number 
of studies have examined this relationship, often 
with conflicting results.5 However, greater mobility, 
both geographic and industrial, greater wage  
standardization (through unionization), more 
education, and the declining importance of 
agriculture generally go with higher econom ic  
development. And each of these characteristics 
would seem to contribute to equalizing the slices 
of the income pie.

D o  we find this relationship between income  
distribution and econom ic developm ent when we  
examine the Southeast? The answer is yes and 
maybe. Two of the more frequently used measures 
of econom ic developm ent are average income and 
importance of manufacturing, though neither 
measures econom ic developm ent perfectly. W hen  
applied to the Southeast, however, both show  
this region to be less developed than the nation as 
a whole (see Table 1, lines 2 and 3). Looked at 
strictly on a regional basis, then, the Southeast 
is less developed econom ically and has a more 
uneven income distribution than the nation as a 
whole. However, in individual Southeastern states, 
any relationship between income distribution and 
econom ic development is loose at best. The most 
one can say is that those states with higher 
econom ic development (approximated by income  
and manufacturing importance) generally have 
somewhat more evenly sliced income pies.6

'Several of the articles mentioned in the previous footnote examine 
the influence economic development has on income distribution. 
They refer to this hypothesized relationship as the Kuznets thesis, 
based on Simon Kuznets' empirical observations on economic 
development and income distribution among countries. See Simon 
Kuznets, "Economic Growth and Income Inequality," The 
American Economic Review, Vol. XLV, March 1955, pp. 1-28;
------------------ z "Quantitative Aspects of the Economic Growth
of Nations: VIII, Distribution of Income By Size," Economic 
Development and Cultural Change, January 1963, Part 2, pp. 1-80.

f,For the six Southeastern states, the Spearman rank correlation 
coefficient between the Gini index and percent of employment in 
manufacturing of -.6000 was considerably higher than the rank 
correlation coefficient of the Gini index with median family 
income of -.3714. However, neither rank correlation coefficients 
are significantly different from zero at the 95-percent level of 
confidence.

For the six Southeastern states, percent of employment in 
manufacturing may be a poor proxy for economic development, 
particularly in Florida. In fact, the rank correlation coefficient 
between median family income and percent of employment in 
manufacturing is negative. Consequently, this variable may be a 
proxy for some force other than economic development, possibly 
the extent of unionization as shown in Table 1. The rank correla
tion between extent of manufacturing and extent of unionization 
in the Southeastern states is +.7143.

Using some unpublished county Census data on family income 
concentration, a significant inverse rank correlation between 
county family incomes and their distributions was found for each 
Southeastern state.
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F O R C E S  IN F L U E N C IN G  T H E  D IS T R IB U T IO N  O F  F A M IL Y  IN C O M E

T A B L E  1

M ississippi Louisiana Florida Alabama Tennessee Georgia U. S

Gini Index of 
Family Income 
Concentration .427(1) .403(2) .398(3) .393(4) .390(5) .381(6) .364

Median Family 
Income $6,071(6) 7,530(3) 8,267(1) 7,266(5) 7,447(4) 8,167(2) 9,590

% Employed in 
Manufacturing 25.9(4) 15.0(5) 14.1(6) 28.6(2) 30.6(1) 27.2(3) 29.9

% of Population 
Nonwhite 37.2(1) 30.2(2) 15.8(6) 26.4(3) 16.1(5) 26.1(4) 12.5

% of population 
Urban 44.5(6) 66.1(2) 80.5(1) 58.4(5) 58.8(4) 60.3(3) 73.5

% of Income 
From property 11.3(4) 15.0(2) 17.4(1) 11.2(5) 11.8(3) 11.1(6) 14.3

% of population 
Over 65 Years Old 10.0(2) 8.4(5) 14.5(1) 9.8(3.5) 9.8(3.5) 8.0(6) 9.9

Median School Yrs. 
Completed 
(25 & over) 10.9(5) 10.8(3) 12.1(1) 10.8(3) 10.6(6) 10.8(3) 12.1

% Nonfarm Labor 
Force Unionized 14.9(6) 19.2(3) 15.1(5) 22.6(2) 23.5(1) 17.7(4) 30.9

*AII sta tistics are for 1970 except the Gini index and medium fam ily incom e data, which are for 1969.
The num bers in parentheses are rankings by Southeastern states for each statistic  from highest num erical value to 
lowest.

Source: U. S. Department of Com m erce

Racial M ake-up
Does racial make-up influence income distribution? 
Other studies have found blacks not only have 
lower average incomes but also more unevenly 
distributed incomes than whites. These two charac
teristics imply that a close relationship should  
exist between racial make-up and overall income  
distribution. The greater the percent of nonwhites, 
the more unevenly distributed incomes should be.

This relationship between racial make-up and 
income distribution w ould appear to jibe quite well 
with the Southeast's income distributions. In each 
Southeastern state and the nation as a whole, 
average incomes of black families are below  those 
of white families, and the income distribution of 
blacks is more uneven than for whites (see chart).
The net result is a close relationship between per
cent of nonwhite population and distribution of 
family income. Each Southeastern state has a more 
uneven income distribution and relatively more 
nonwhites than the U. S. as a whole. And even 
am ong the Southeastern states, racial com position  
and unevenness of income distribution seem to 
move together (see Table 1, lines 1 and 4).7

7The rank correlation coefficient between the Gini family income 
concentration index and the percent of the population which is

However, racial make-up only partially explains 
the Southeast's uneven income distribution. Even 
within racial groups, family incomes are distributed 
more unevenly in the Southeast than nationally 
(see chart). Consequently, other forces must also be 
responsible for these differences.

Urbanization
Does urbanization affect the distribution of 
income? Though it probably does, opinions differ 
on exactly how  and in what direction urbanization 
impacts on income distribution. One view says 
that urbanized areas have a more even income 
distribution than rural areas, particularly farms. 
Nonfarm wage and salary incomes, most of which 
are earned in urban areas, typically are higher and 
more evenly distributed than farm incomes. Like
wise, urban areas generally have somewhat higher 
education levels and greater concentration of
nonwhite for the six Southeastern states was +.6000. Although 
of the expected direction, this correlation was again not 
significantly different from zero at the 95-percent level of 
confidence. Using the unpublished county data mentioned in 
footnote 6, a significant rank correlation was found between these 
two variables for four of the six Southeastern states, Florida being 
a notable exception.
There is yet another facet contributing to the Southeast's more 
uneven than national family income distribution: The difference 
in family incomes between blacks and whites is greater in the 
Southeastern states than it is for the nation as a whole (see chart).
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white-collar workers than rural areas, which tends 
to make urban incomes more evenly distributed.

On  the other hand, urbanization is also seen 
to contribute to a more uneven income distribution 
compared with rural areas. One sees most 
dramatically the contradiction of poverty am ong  
affluence in cities, where ghettos attest that 
urbanization does not, of itself, even out income 
distribution.

For the Southeast, urban areas do have more 
even income distribution than farms. W ith some 
exceptions, rural nonfarm areas fall somewhere 
in between (see chart). Since the Southeast is 
generally less urbanized than the rest of the nation, 
one might think there is a relationship between 
urbanization and income distribution. But in looking  
at the individual Southeastern states, there appears 
to be little if any relationship (see Table 1, lines 
1 and 5).

Property Incom e
W hat about the source of income itself and its 
impact on a region or state's distribution of income? 
The importance of property as an income source 
would seem to have a close bearing on distribution. 
Property and its income is much more likely to 
occur from windfalls or inheritance, with a bigger 
chance that it will be more unevenly distributed 
than wages and salaries. It seems reasonable to 
expect that the more important property income is, 
the more uneven distribution of income should be.

This thesis is verified to some extent in exam
ining the individual Southeastern states (see Table 
1, lines 1 and 6). It explains particularly well 
Florida's uneven income distribution. Property 
as a source of income is very important in Florida, 
perhaps because of the older average population. 
There is apparently a close relationship between 
the proportion of a state's over-65 population and 
the importance of property as an income source 
(see Table 1, lines 6 and 7).

Any implications drawn so far are based on a 
very small number of observations, the six 
Southeastern states. As such, any conclusions 
drawn are very "iffy "; to enlarge our sphere of 
observations, we can look at the distribution of 
family incomes in thirty-three Southeastern 
metropolitan areas.

Metropolitan Incom e Distribution

There are large differences am ong these 
metropolitan areas in income distribution. Table 2 
shows W est Palm Beach with the most uneven 
distribution and Atlanta with the most even. 
Generally, size of income, race, and property in
come are the three factors associated with these 
differences. (Urbanization was obviously not a 
significant characteristic, since metropolitan areas 
are largely urban.) These results, then, follow  closely

M ETROPOLITAN AREA FAM ILY INCOM E 

DISTRIBU TIO N  (1969)

Metropolitan 
Area

ALABAMA
Birmingham 
Gadsden 
Huntsville 
Mobile 
Montgomery 
Tuscaloosa

FLORIDA
Fort Lauderdale 
Gainesville 
Jacksonville 
Miami 
Orlando 
Pensacola 
Tallahassee 
Tampa-St. Petersburg 
West Palm Beach

GEORGIA
Albany 
Atlanta 
Augusta 
Columbus 
Macon 
Savannah

LOUISIANA
Baton Rouge 
Lafayette 
Lake Charles 
Monroe 
New Orleans 
Shreveport

M ISSIS SIP P I
Biloxi-Gulfport 
Jackson

T E N N E S S E E
Chattanooga 
Knoxville 
Memphis
Nashville-Davidson

T A B L E  2

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce

the inferences drawn when we made state-by- 
state comparisons. However, these characteristics 
actually explain only a little more than one-third 
of the difference in metropolitan area income  
distributions.

Property income is a particularly important 
influence in Florida's metropolitan areas, where 
property income is abnormally large and distribu
tion is most uneven. W est Palm Beach is a case 
in point.

Changes In Distribution

Are there any signs that the Southeast's income 
pie may become more evenly distributed in the

Gini Index of Fam ily  
Income Concentration
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years ahead? Recent changes give us a clue. W e  see 
that in the Sixties a movement toward more even 
income distribution in the Southeast did occur.
In fact, in the past decade, distribution changed 
more in this region than for the U. S. as a whole. 
Each Southeastern state showed some movement 
toward more even income distributions, with the 
largest changes taking place in M ississippi and 
Georgia. O n ly  Florida showed very little change.

This move toward more equal family income 
was not shared by every other state in the U. S.; 
in fact, there was only a slight move toward less 
inequality nationally. In twelve states family income 
distribution actually grew more uneven. Conse
quently, the Southeast's move toward more even 
distribution of the family income pie is all the 
more impressive. These changes should continue 
if the past is any indication of the future.

W hy These Changes?

CHANGES IN FAMILY INCOME DISTRIBUTION

T A B L E  3

Mississippi

Georgia

Tennessee

Alabama

Louisiana

Florida

U. S.

Gini Index 
of Family Income 

Distribution

Percent Change 
In Median Family 

Income 
(1969/1959)

1969 1959* Change

.427 .466 -.039 110.5%

.381 .418 -.037 94.1

.390 .424 -.034 88.6

.393 .424 -.031 84.6

.403 .420 -.017 76.3

.398 .399 -.001 75.1

.364 .371 -.007 69.4

1959 are obtained from the Al-Samarrie

p. 63.

M any of the same factors that influence geographic 
income distribution may have been responsible for 
the change in the Southeast's income distribution 
in the Sixties. For example, the fastest grow ing  
Southeastern states (measured by family income) 
also experienced the biggest drop in income 
inequality. M ississippi was the leading example 
followed by the other five states, matching growth 
in income with reductions in inequality; next to 
Mississippi was Georgia, then Tennessee, Alabama, 
Louisiana, and Florida (see Table 3). Incom e growth 
has apparently had some impact, then, on lessening 
income inequality in Southeastern states. (At least 
differences in individual state growth rates 
correspond to income distribution changes.)

The Southeast's changing racial make-up also 
may have been responsible for changing income  
patterns. In the Sixties, each Southeastern state's 
nonwhite population declined as a percent of total 
population. This is in opposition to what happened 
nationally, where the nonwhite percentage in
creased. These changes are related to migration  
patterns, particularly by blacks. Each Southeastern 
state was a net loser of blacks through migration 
in the Sixties; the rest of the country, recipients of 
this migration, generally gained blacks.

Because blacks have lower and more uneven 
incomes than whites, we should then expect to 
find a close relationship between black out
migration and any change in income distribution. 
This seems to be true for every Southeastern state. 
Mississippi, with the sharpest change in family 
income inequality, had the greatest black out
migration rate. Florida, on the other hand, had 
the smallest migration and the least change in 
distribution. Thus, black out-m igration and a general 
narrowing of the black and white family income 
gap are additional elements in reducing South

eastern income inequality.8
Continued urbanization and declining farm 

employment were still other contributing in
fluences. Though still less urbanized than the nation 
as a whole, the Southeast's rapid urbanization 
and sharp farm employment decline in the Sixties 
probably aided the movement toward more equal 
incomes. Also, a general reduction in the income 
difference between urban and rural areas helped 
reduce inequality.

Summary and Implications

Income remains less evenly distributed in the 
Southeast than in the rest of the nation. But in the 
Sixties, this region made significant progress in 
raising income levels closer to the national average 
and in spreading income more evenly throughout 
its population. This move toward a more even 
income distribution was actually faster than 
nationally. But substantial geographic differences 
remain. Income in the Southeast was most uneven 
in Mississippi and least in Georgia. However, 
incomes in all six states were am ong the most 
unevenly distributed in the nation. The Southeast's 
rural areas generally showed more uneven

KOf course this out-migration is itself related to other influences 
such as higher wages and job availability in other parts of the 
country. Indirectly these higher wages in other regions may be 
partially responsible for the changes in Southeastern family income 
distribution.

Furthermore, this black out-migration may be responsible for the 
close association of the growth in family incomes and changes in 
the distribution of these incomes. That is, this out-migration 
affects both the growth in average family income levels and the 
changes in the distribution of income and is responsible for the 
latter two factors moving so closely together.
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distributions than urban areas, although there 
were exceptions. There were also sharp differences 
am ong metropolitan areas, though income was 
generally more evenly distributed than in non
metropolitan areas. Despite rather high incomes, 
metropolitan areas in Florida had greater inequality 
than those in the other five states.

Trying to explain these differences, we reached 
conclusions similar to other researchers. Race and, 
to a much lesser extent, urbanization were in
fluencing factors. However, even after these factors 
are considered, regional and state differences re
main. W e found income and extent of manufac
turing— influences reflecting econom ic develop
ment— to be other determinants of income 
distribution. The importance of property income  
was likewise closely associated with inequality, 
particularly in metropolitan areas.

Income growth appeared closely related to 
changes in income distribution in the Sixties. Also, 
the change in racial make-up of the population, 
associated with black migration, was found to have 
a particularly strong influence. Those areas with 
the largest black out-m igration showed the sharpest 
changes (toward less inequality).

This study further showed that income differ
ences between the Southeast and the rest of the

nation and am ong the Southeastern states and 
metropolitan areas cannot be entirely explained 
by the social, demographic, and econom ic influ
ences mentioned. Indeed, they fail to account 
for even the greatest portion of these differences 
and changes. O ne  cannot underestimate the impact 
mere chance and the historical development of 
institutions in the region have had on income  
distribution. The Southeast's agrarian background, 
coupled with its delayed industrialization and past 
reliance on the institution of slavery, probably  
still has an impact on distribution.9

However, as econom ic development continues 
and per capita income approaches national levels, 
this income becomes more evenly distributed.
As a result, the population increasingly shares in 
the region's econom ic growth, as was the case 
in the Sixties. W e  can probably expect econom ic  
development in the Southeast to continue this 
trend toward more even income distribution in 
the years ahead, with a net result of greater 
overall econom ic well-being. ■

8Thomas R. Atkinson, “Money Income Distribution —  South vs. 
Non-South," Southern Economic Journal, Vol. XXIII, July 1956,
pp. 26-27.

1 2 0 A U G U ST 1974, M O N TH LY REVIEW

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

August 1974



A P P E N D IX

M e a s u r i n g  I n c o m e  D i s t r i b u t i o n

H ow  do we measure income distribution? The 
most frequently used method is to rely on data 
furnished by the Census of Population, which gives 
the number of families or persons in different 
income intervals (see Chart A-1). Here the number 
and percent of families and the percent of family 
income for each income interval are shown. 
Com parisons can then be made of the percent of 
family income and percent of families in various 
income intervals for different geographic units 
or for the same unit at different points in time. 
For example, com paring the data in Chart A-1 with 
similar data for the U. S. as a whole (not shown), 
we find that in 1969 the Southeast had both a 
greater percentage of families and of family income  
in the lowest interval (i.e., less than $1,000) while 
it had a smaller percentage of both families and

family income in the highest income interval (i.e., 
greater than $25,000). This of itself does not tell us 
much about differences in income distribution 
between the Southeast and the U. S., since the 
Southeast's median family income is lower than 
the nation's. O n ly  when equal percentages of fam i
lies are used to compare percentages of total family 
income can a meaningful comparison about dif
ferences in income distribution be obtained. Chart 
A-2 shows such a standardization by graphing the 
cumulative percent of families. If perfect equality in 
family income was present, any given percent of 
families w ould have the same percent of family 
income. For example, 10 percent of the families 
would have 10 percent of the income. In other 
words, a perfectly even distribution of income, in 
which everyone received the same income, would

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

C H A R T  A-1

Distribution of Southeastern Family Income (1969)

Percent of Fam ily  Income

• LJL I____I I J
15 10

So u rce :  197 0  C e n s u s  of P o p u la tio n

J I J A

Income Interval
Number 

of Fam ilies

Less than $1000 233184

$1000 —  $1999 352643

$2000 —  $2999 381393

$3000 —  $3999 410215

$4000 —  $4999 415147

$5000 —  $5999 441939

$6000 —  $6999 435313

$7000 —  $7999 432062

$8000 —  $8999 416151

$9000 —- $9999 367803

$10000 -  $10999 352906

$11000 — $11999 286842

$12000 -  $12999 272218

$13000 -  $13999 197976

$14000 -  $14999 148480

$15000 -  $19999 445391

$20000 -  $24999 181919

$25000 + 191031

Percent of Fam ily Units

X , .

■
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C H A R T  A-2  

Lorenz Curves and Income Inequality
P e rce n t of F a m ily  In co m e

c. Percent of Family Units d.

appear as the straight line rising from the origin 
of the graph at a forty-five degree angle. The 
actual data from Chart A-1, plotted in cumulative 
percentages, is shown by the colored line in 
Chart A-2-a. Here we can see that 20 percent of 

" the households obtain far less than 20 percent 
of the total family income; 40 percent of the 
families, far less than 40 percent of the total 
family income, etc. Thus, income is distributed 
much less equally than if perfect equality were

present. In general, the greater this graphed line 
is bowed away from the straight forty-five degree 
line, the greater is the inequality in income distri
bution. This line, which plots cumulative percent
ages of families, is called a Lorenz Curve. Plotted 
in black is the Lorenz Curve for the United States 
derived from national data similar to that shown  
in Chart A-1 for the Southeast. As can be seen 
from these graphic measures, in 1969 the nation's 
distribution of family income was more even than
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that of the Southeast. As long as these Lorenz 
Curves do not intersect, they give us a clear 
comparison of income distribution. The curve 
which is more bowed out, in this case the South
east's curve, represents the more unequal state of 
inequality in income distribution.

Chart A-2-b reproduces the Southeast's Lorenz 
Curve for both 1969 and 1959. The more bowed  
1959 curve indicates that family income distribution 
has grown more even in the Sixties. Chart A-2-c 
shows Lorenz Curves for white and black South
eastern families in 1969. The more bowed Lorenz 
Curve for blacks shows their income to be less 
evenly distributed than white family income.

W hen Lorenz Curves intersect, comparisons

of income distribution become more uncertain.
In these cases, a quantifiable measure of income 
distribution is needed. The Gini concentration 
index is derived from the Lorenz Curve. It measures 
a ratio of the area between the straight forty-five 
degree line and the Lorenz Curve, the shaded area 
in Chart A-2-d, to the total area bounded under 
the straight forty-five degree line. The higher this 
index, the more concentrated or uneven the 
distribution of income. In 1969, the Southeast's 
Gini concentration index was .395, as compared to 
.364 for the U. S. These indexes confirm the 
graphic approach shown in Chart A-2. Throughout 
the body of this article, Gini concentration indexes 
have been used to analyze family income 
distribution.

B a n k  

A n n o u n c e m e n t s

Ju n e  13, 1974

THE C O U N T Y  B A N K
Palmetto, Florida
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember.

Ju n e  17, 1974

FIRST C IT IZ E N S  BA N K
Fayetteville, Georgia
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember. Officers: 
T. B. McLeod, president; Alton D. Brown, chairman of 
the board; Travis R. Hardy, vice president; H. Crawford 
Hewell, cashier. Capital, $525,000; surplus and other 
funds, $247,000.

J u ly  1, 1974

A M E R IC A N  C ITY  BA N K
Tullahoma, Tennessee
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember. Officers: 
Duane Thorpe, president; George S. Vibbert, Jr., vice 
president. Capital, $400,000; surplus and other funds, 
$400,000.

J u ly  1, 1974

EAST R ID G E  C ITY  BA N K
East Ridge, Tennessee
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember.

J u ly  10, 1974

BARNETT B A N K  OF N O R T H  PEN SA C O LA
Pensacola, Florida
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember. Officers: 
Allan L. McLeod, Jr., president; Mary Lor Hobby, vice 
president and cashier; Rudolph Polise, Jr., assistant vice 
president. Capital, $400,000; surplus and other funds, 
$200,000.

J u ly  12, 1974

PEOPLES B A N K  O F  GRACEV ILLE
Graceville, Florida
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember. Officers: 
Robert F. McRae, Sr., chairman; Donald R. Graham, presi
dent; Marvin T. Dixon, cashier. Capital, $250,000; surplus 
and other funds, $200,000.

Ju ly  15, 1974

B A N K  OF V IC K SB U R G
Vicksburg, Mississippi
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember.

Ju ly  15, 1974

U N IT E D  SO U T H ER N  BA N K  OF M O R R IS O N
Morrison, Tennessee
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember.

J u ly  17, 1974

AT LA N T IC  W ESTSIDE B A N K  OF  
PALM  BEACH  C O U N T Y
West Palm Beach, Florida
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember.

J u ly  24, 1974

G A D S D E N  M A LL  B A N K
Gadsden, Alabama
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember.

J u ly  25, 1974

B A N K  OF C A N T O N M E N T
Cantonment, Florida
Opened for business as a par-remitting nonmember. Officers: 
J. Barnett Jones, president; Ms. Willigem Crocker, vice 
president and cashier. Capital, $370,000; surplus and other 
funds, $555,000.
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