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Figure  1 :  Map  of  Connec t icut  To wns  

State Capital 



The State of 
Connecticut does not 
currently make public 
town level income 
statistics. 
 
A forthcoming report 
by the Connecticut 
State Data Center 
estimates that the 
Decennial Census does 
not report a significant 
portion of the state's 
income.  This report 
uses 1999 Connecticut 
State personal income 
tax revenues to estimate 
town level Adjusted 
Gross Income (AGI). 
 
Data for all 169 towns 
can be found at our 
website http://
ctsdc.uconn.edu 
 
Extreme poverty is 
defined as having 
income that is below 
50% of the poverty 
threshold. 
 
Poverty may be 
understated in 
Connecticut as Census 
poverty thresholds do 
not take regional  
cost-of-living into 
account. 

 This report is the second in the series titled The Changing 
Demographics of Connecticut - 1990 to 2000.  In the preceding report, Part 1: 
Comparing Connecticut to National Averages, it was shown that Connecticut's 
statewide averages, whether in terms of income, poverty, or racial 
composition, provided a misleading description of the stateõs 
socioeconomics. 
 In this report a more representative description of town 
demographics is provided.  Each town has been assigned to one of five 
town groups.  These five town groups reflect separate and distinct 
Connecticuts and allow the reader to more easily see the separate 
socioeconomic trends within the state.  Specifics on the methods used to 
make town group assignments are detailed in the Methodology section at 
the end of this the report. 
 This report is based predominately on data gathered by the  
U.S. Census Bureau in the 1990 and 2000 Decennial Census.  More 
recent data from estimates or projections are not used as they have an 
unacceptable level of error or uncertainty and may not cover all towns. 
 Some paragraphs are preceded with reference numbers such as  
33-34.  These numbers refer to the figure/s that coincide with the 
discussion in the corresponding paragraph/s. 
  
  

In t roduct ion 
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The Top Ten Socioeconomic Issues 
 

1. Gains in income were becoming increasingly concentrated in 
Wealthy Connecticut.  Between 1990 and 2000, the population of 
Wealthy Connecticut decreased from 6.8% to 5.4% of the stateõs total 
population partially due to the reclassification of five towns from 
Wealthy to Suburban.  Per capita income in Wealthy Connecticut went 
from 2.1 times the state average in 1989 to 2.5 times the state average in 
1999.  Furthermore, true income levels for Wealthy Connecticut are higher than 
what is reported here as the Census does not report capital gains.  Consequently, 
income growth is even more concentrated in Wealthy Connecticut than 
what is reported here. 

2. Connecticutõs racial minorities are concentrated in Urban Core 
towns.  In 2000, the Urban Core accounted for 19% of the stateõs 
population.  However, 54% of all Hispanics and 55% of all Blacks lived 
in the Urban Core.  Also in 2000, 55% of all Whites lived in towns that 
were at least 90% white.  Furthermore, 78% (132 of 169) of towns were 
at least 90% White. 

3. Rural Connecticut is transforming into Suburban Connecticut.  
Between 1990 and 2000, 824 sq. miles of Rural Connecticut became 
Suburban.  This was a loss of 28% of Rural Connecticut.  Please note 
that this report does not define rural areas by land use.  Rural areas are 
a socioeconomic classification that includes the area of entire towns. 

4. Between 1990 and 2000, Suburban Connecticut became less racially 
diverse due to a decrease in the percentage of minority residents.   

5. Rural Connecticut experienced increasing poverty, low income 
growth, and lagging educational attainment. 

6. The Urban Periphery had the largest growth in population between 
1990 and 2000.  The Urban Periphery experienced increasing poverty 
and mixed income growth trends. 

7. The socioeconomic conditions in the Urban Core were extremely 
stressed during the 1990õs.  Between 1990 and 2000, the population of 
the Urban Core grew by 125,643 or 24%.  In 2000, the poverty rate was 
19.4% as compared with the statewide average of 7.6% and the national 
average of 12.1%.  Also in 2000, 29% of all children in the Urban Core 
lived in poverty.  Educational attainment in the Urban Core was below 
the national average.   

8. The percentage of stateõs population living in extreme poverty grew 
from 2.8% to 3.7% during the 1990õs.  The largest increase was in the 
Urban Core where extreme poverty increased from 8.5% to 9.8%. 

9. Between 1990 and 2000, statewide public school enrollment in grades 
1-12 increased by 95,320 students or 21.9%.  The largest increases in 
public school enrollment were 45,837 students, or 36.3%, in the Urban 
Periphery and 33,337 students, or 45%, in the Urban Core. 

10. The Urban Periphery most closely reflected the typical Connecticut in 
both 1990 and 2000.  Mixed socioeconomic trends in the Urban 
Periphery could foretell the future of Connecticut. 

 Contrary to popular perceptions, Connecticut is not balanced in 
terms of socioeconomics.  In particular, individual towns can be 
categorized into one of five distinct, enduring, and separate groups.  The 
groups are: 
 
 Å Wealthy Connecticut has exceptionally high income, low   
 poverty, and moderate population density.   
 Å Suburban Connecticut has above average income, low   
 poverty, and moderate population density.   
 Å Rural Connecticut has average income, below average poverty,  
  and the lowest population density.  
 Å The Urban Periphery of Connecticut has below average 
  income, average poverty, and high population density.  
 Å The Urban Core of Connecticut has the lowest income, highest 
 poverty, and the highest population density.   

The Top 10 Socioeconomic Issues 



3. In this example, the ESP is calculated by dividing the groupõs 
percentage male or female by the corresponding statewide percentage 
male or female and then determining the difference from the statewide 
total percentage (100% or 1.0).  The ESP for the male population in the 

The Equal Share Line
(where ESP = 0%) 
marks where the share 
of a variable does not 
differ from the 
statewide average. 
 
Surplus or high share:  
The group has more 
than its equal share 
when the ESP value is 
greater than 0%  
 
Shortage or low share:  
The group has less than 
its equal share when the 
ESP value is below 0%  

Thames Group is calculated at 4.2% ((0.50/0.48)-1.0).  The ESP for the 
female population in the Thames Group is calculated at ð3.8% 
((0.50/0.52)-1).   
These ESPõs indicate that there is a 4.2% surplus of males in the 

Thames Group - relative to the groupõs share of the statewide 
population.  Whenever the ESP is above 0% it is referred to as a surplus 
- the group has more than its equal share. 

Also, there is a 3.8% shortage of females in the Thames Group - 
relative to the groupõs share of the statewide population.  Whenever the 
ESP value is below 0% it is referred to as a shortage - the group has less 
than its equal share.   

Apparently, the anecdotal evidence was correct and the Thames 
Group did have disproportionately more men (4.2%) than women        
(-3.8%) than was normal for Connecticut. 
 The ESP is used throughout this report.  It is a very important 
measure.  It can reveal small populations with a surplus 
(disproportionate high share) relative to their population size.  It can 
also reveal large populations with a shortage (disproportionate low 
share) relative to their population size. 
 The underlying assumption of the ESP is that socioeconomic 
variables (gender, race, wealth, poverty, etcé) are shared, or distributed, 
equally throughout the state with no deviation (ESP = 0%).  The 
resulting implication is that the statewide average would be an accurate 
measure of any socioeconomic variable at any location in the state.  For 
example, the statewide average percentage of males, at 48%, and 
females, at 52%, would be the same in every town in the state.  
Obviously, this is not reality.  However, using this assumption creates a 
common reference point, a ruler, from which to measure true variations 
among groups by using the ESP.  

The Equa l  Share Percentage  
(ESP) 

This report relies heavily on the use of the Equal Share Percentage
(ESP) for making comparisons between town groups.  The ESP provides 
an apples-to-apples comparison of socioeconomic variables, such as 
income, between groups having different population sizes.   

Assume that you want to compare the size of the male versus female 
population of towns on the Thames river - the Thames Group.  The 
towns in the Thames Group include New London, Groton, Waterford, 
Ledyard, and Montville. 

There has been anecdotal evidence that the population of the 
Thames Group had disproportionately more men than the statewide 
average.  However, the total population of the Thames Group was 
significantly less than the statewide population, which made it difficult to 
make a comparison.  Also, a common reference point is needed that will 
account for the average male and female percentages statewide.   

2. The 2000 Census reported a statewide percentage of 48% male 
and 52% female for Connecticut.  By contrast, Census 2000 reported the 
Thames Group to be 50% male and 50% female.  In 2000, the total 
population of the Thames Group was only 117,963 as compared to a 
statewide total population of 3,405,565.  By how much did the  
male-female population in Thames Group differ from the statewide 
average? 
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Assembl ing the F ive Groups 
5. Median Family Income.  Initially, per capita income, median family 
income, and median household income were all used for grouping. 
Ultimately, it was determined that median family income was the best 
single measure.  Per capita income and median household income 
tended to produce misleading results in areas dominated by colleges or 
universities. 

 The process of determining group membership for each town was 
both data-driven and exploratory.  Group membership was determined 
by combining towns with similar population density, income, and 
poverty.  This was determined by using statistical analysis and familiarity 
with Connecticut towns.  Specifics on the methods used to make group 
assignments are detailed in the Methodology section later in the report. 
 It is important to note that race was not used to determine group 
membership.  Any trends in group membership that appear to be racially 
linked are, in fact, associated with either population density, income, 
poverty, or some combination of these variables. 
 The process began with nine socioeconomic input variables and 
seven town groups.  Through numerous iterations it was determined 
that having five separate town groups would most clearly and accurately 
describe population distributions in Connecticut.   
 Ultimately, group assignment for each town was culled from nine to 
three socioeconomic variables - population density, median family 
income, and poverty.  For the purposes of this report, the distinctness 
of each of Connecticut's 169 towns could be explained by using these 
three variables.   
 
4. Population Density.  No matter whether we use terms like city, 
town, urban center, or rural area, the character of Connecticut's towns is 
affected by population density.  In 2000, town population ranged from a 
low of 693 in Union to a high of 139,529 in Bridgeport.  The land area 
of towns ranges from a low of 5 square miles in Derby to a high of 62 
square miles in New Milford.  The result was a population density that 
ranged from a low of 24 people-per-sq.-mile (psm) in Union to a high of 
8,721psm in Bridgeport. 
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Figure 4: Population Density by Town Group 
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6. Poverty.  There are numerous socioeconomic variables that can be 
used to measure poverty.  However, it was determined that òthe 
population below the 100% poverty thresholdó was sufficient to 
measure poverty at the town level. 
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Figure 5: Median Family Income by Town Group 
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Poverty status is 
determined by the  
U.S. Census using 
income thresholds that 
are òé the same for all 
parts of the 
country  - they are not 
adjusted for regional, 
state or local variations 
in the cost of living.ó  
 
The U.S. Census 
Bureau may undercount 
poverty in Connecticut 
because of the higher 
cost-of-living in this 
state. 
 
Some towns in Group 1 
have significant income 
from capital gains that 
is not included in the 
Decennial Census 
income statistics.   
 
True income levels for 
Group 1 are higher than 
what is reported by the 
1990 and 2000 Decennial 
Census. 
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Figure 6: Percentage of Population Living in Poverty by Town Group 
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Group Charac ter is t ics 

 7. In 2000, 44 towns were reclassified from their 1990 groups into 
different groups.  Nonetheless, the five groups still remained clearly 
distinguishable in both 1990 and 2000.  Note in the graph below that the 
relative positions of the five groups remained similar even though some 
individual towns changed groups in 2000.   
 7. Figure 7 below shows groups in 1990 and 2000 plotted by their 
ESPõs for poverty versus their ESPõs for family income.  The changes 
between 1990 and 2000 were as follows: 
 

 In Group 1 the share of poverty remained virtually unchanged  
   but the share of family income grew significantly.   

 Group 2 experienced a drop in its share of poverty and had     
   an increase in its share of family income.  

 Group 3 had a slight increase in its share of poverty and a     
   decrease in its share of family income.  

 In Group 4 the share of poverty remained virtually unchanged   
   and there was a slight decrease in the share of family income.  

 Group 5 experienced a decrease in its share of poverty and a   
   slight decrease in its share of family income.  This does not mean      
   that the rate of poverty decreased in group 5.  It does mean that  
   the rate of poverty increased in other groups. 

 Between 1990 and 
2000, Group 1 
(Wealthy) increased its 
share of family income 
from an 111% surplus 
to a 160% surplus. 
 
Between 1990 and 
2000, Group 2 
(Suburban) increased its 
share of family income 
from a 7% surplus to a 
17% surplus. 
 
Between 1990 and 
2000, Group 3 (Rural) 
had a decrease in its 
share of family income 
from a 5% shortage to 
a 12% shortage. 
 
Between 1990 and 
2000, Group 4 (Urban 
Periphery) had a 
decrease in its share of 
family income from an 
11% shortage to a 14% 
shortage. 
 
Between 1990 and 
2000, Group 5 (Urban 
Core) had a decrease in 
its share of family 
income from a 40% 
shortage to a 45% 
shortage. 

4 

Figure 7: 1990 to 2000 Group Changes in Poverty and Income 
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Read As:  Between 1990 and 2000, 
Group 2 (Suburban) experienced a 
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 7. Between 1990 and 2000, the most striking issue among the five 
Connecticuts was the unmatched increase in the share of family 
income for Wealthy Connecticut.  Also, note the increasing separation in 
poverty and income between Groups 3-4 and Group 2.  This suggests a 
trend of increasing disparity between towns in Groups 3-4 and Group 2.  
 4-8,11. Group 1 had the lowest share of poverty in 1990 and the 
highest share of family income in both 1990 and 2000.  Group 1 towns 
can be characterized as having exceptionally high income, low 
poverty, and moderate population density.  The single variable that 
best distinguishes this group is its high income or wealth.  This is 
Wealthy Connecticut. 
 4-8,11. Group 2 had a low share of poverty in both 1990 and 2000.  
Its share of family income was the second highest in both 1990 and 
2000.  Group 2 towns can be characterized as having above average 
income, low poverty, and moderate population density.  Towns in 
this group are best distinguished as suburbs of more densely populated 
urban areas. This is Suburban Connecticut. 
 4-8,11. Group 3 had a low share of poverty in both 1990 and 2000.  
It had a near to equal share of family income in 1990 and 2000.  Group 
3 towns can be characterized as having average income, below 
average poverty, and the lowest population density.  Rural towns 
with low population density distinguish this group.  This is Rural 
Connecticut. 
 4-8,11. Group 4 had a near to equal share of poverty in both 1990 
and 2000.  Its share of family income was slightly low in both 1990 and 
2000.  Group 4 towns can be characterized as having below average 
income, average poverty, and high population density.  This group 
had the largest population of the five groups.  In 2000, 36% of the 
state's population lived in this group.  These towns are best described as 
transitional towns between the urban cores and the suburbs.  Group 4 
towns are peripheral to the urban cores.  This is the Urban Periphery 
of Connecticut. 
 4-8,11. Group 5 had the highest share of poverty in both 1990 and 
2000.  It also had the lowest share of family income in both 1990 and 
2000.  Group 5 can be characterized as having the lowest income, 
highest poverty, and highest population density.  The single most 
distinguishing characteristic is the extremely high population densities of 
towns in this group.  These towns are the densely populated Urban 
Core of Connecticut.  
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Mapping the F ive Groups 

 The location of towns was not taken into account when assembling 
the Five Connecticuts.  Resulting geographic patterns are a consequence 
of population density, income, and poverty as previously discussed. 
 8. In 1990, the majority of Connecticut towns were classified as 
Rural with 91 towns.  The Suburban group had the second highest 
number of towns at 37.  The Urban Periphery was third with 23 towns 
and Wealthy Connecticut was fourth with 13 towns.  The Urban Core 
had the smallest number of towns with 5. 

In 2000, 5 towns were 
reclassified from 
Wealthy to Suburban. 
 
In 2000, 9 towns were 
reclassified from 
Suburban to Urban 
Periphery. 
 
In 2000, 28 towns were 
reclassified from Rural 
to Suburban. 
 
In 2000, 2 towns were 
reclassified from Urban 
Periphery to Urban 
Core. 
 
The land area of 
Suburban Connecticut 
expanded by 714 sq. 
miles between 1990 and 
2000. 
 
The land area of Rural 
Connecticut shrank by 
824 sq. miles between 
1990 and 2000. 
 
The land area of the 
Urban Periphery 
expanded by 195 sq. 
miles between 1990 and 
2000. 
 
The land area of the 
Urban Core expanded 
by 39 sq. miles between 
1990 and 2000. 

Figure 8: Map of 1990 Town Groups 

Group 1 - Wealthy - 13 Towns 

Group 2 - Suburban - 37 Towns 

Group 3 - Rural - 91 Towns 

Group 4 - Urban Periphery - 23 Towns 

Group 5 - Urban Core - 5 Towns 

Figure 11: Map of 2000 Town Groups 
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 9-10. In 2000, a total of 44 towns were reclassified as shown in the 
table below.  Wealthy Connecticut lost 5 towns to Suburban 
Connecticut.  Suburban Connecticut lost 9 towns to the Urban 
Periphery.  Rural Connecticut had the largest reclassification with 28 
towns becoming Suburban.  The Urban Periphery lost 2 towns to the 
Urban Core.   
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Figure 10: Map of Towns Reclassified in 2000 

Group 2 - Suburban - 33 New Towns 

Group 4 - Urban Periphery - 9 New Towns 

Group 5 - Urban Core - 2 New Towns 

 10-11. In 2000, the number of towns in Wealthy Connecticut 
narrowed by 5 towns going from 13 to 8.  All 5 towns went to Suburban 
Connecticut.  Suburban Connecticut lost 9 towns but gained 33 towns 
with a net expansion of 24 from 37 to 61 towns.  Rural Connecticut 
shrank losing 28 towns, from 91 to 63, to Suburban Connecticut.  The 
Urban Periphery lost 2 towns to the Urban Core but also gained 9 towns 
from Suburban Connecticut for a net expansion of 7 towns.  The Urban 
Core gained 2 towns from the Urban Periphery. 

Group 1 - Wealthy - 8 Towns 

Group 2 - Suburban - 61 Towns 

Group 3 - Rural - 63 Towns 

Group 4 - Urban Periphery - 30 Towns 

Group 5 - Urban Core - 7 Towns Read Chart As:  In 2000, five 
towns were reclassified from 
Wealthy to Suburban. 

= 44 


