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I. Introduction 

This past week, the United States Census Bureau released new data from its Current 
Population and American Community Surveys, providing estimates on poverty, household 
income, and number of persons lacking health insurance. 1   The New York Times ran an 
editorial summarizing the national experience:   
 

The economic party is winding down and most working Americans never even 
got near the punch bowl….The median household income last year was still about 
$1,000 less than in 2000, before the onset of the last recession. In 2006, 36.5 million 
Americans were living in poverty — 5 million more than six years before, when the 
poverty rate fell to 11.3 percent. 

And what is perhaps most disturbing is that it appears this is as good as it’s 
going to get.  

Sputtering under the weight of the credit crisis and the associated drop in the 
housing market, the economic expansion that started in 2001 looks like it might 
enter history books with the dubious distinction of being the only sustained 
expansion on record in which the incomes of typical American households never 
reached the peak of the previous cycle. It seems that ordinary working families are 
going to have to wait — at the very minimum — until the next cycle to make up the 
losses they suffered in this one…. 

 
In Connecticut, the recently- released Census Bureau data paint a picture consistent with the 
national experience.  The 2006 American Community Survey data show that Connecticut’s 
child poverty rate in 2006 remained statistically unchanged from its level in 2003 (10.7% in 
2006 compared with 10.8% in 2003), three years into Connecticut’s economic recovery and 
two years after General Assembly’s creation of a Child Poverty Council charged with 
reducing child poverty by 50%. 
 
Further, after three years of economic recovery, the share of Connecticut residents reporting 
that they had no health insurance had not decreased significantly.  In 2000-01, 9.4% of our 
residents reported lacking health insurance for a full year, compared to 10.2% in 2005-06 
(about 353,000 residents).  If one counted residents who lacked insurance for some part of 
the year, these numbers would be even higher.  
 
This report provides further detail on troubling economic trends.  It identifies stark 
disparities in economic opportunity and economic success across Connecticut’s 
communities, among residents who differ by race, ethnicity and gender, and among residents 
with different levels of educational attainment.  These disparities threaten Connecticut’s 
economic vitality, and place Connecticut’s families and communities under great, increasing, 
and unnecessary stress.  This report provides evidence that the current economy is 
contributing to these increasing disparities.   
 
The United States Census Bureau’s recent report on poverty, income and health insurance 
also weighed in on inequality, noting that Connecticut has the second highest level of 

                                                 
1  For more details on the Census data, see CT Voices’ Census 2007 Resource page at 
www.ctkidslink.org/census.html. 
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income inequality, behind only New York State.2  There also is greater recognition that this 
“pulling apart” is harmful.3  The concurrent declines in real wage growth and increases in 
productivity4 and profits have contributed to this ‘pulling apart.’ 
 
Figure I-1, below, shows the growth in Connecticut’s economy as measured by Gross State 
Product (GSP).  Although the most recent recession resulted in a period where GSP 
remained virtually steady, the period since the recession ended in 2003 has seen significant 
growth. 
 

Real GSP Growth, Connecticut, 1997-2006
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Figure I-1.  Source: CT Voices and Economic Policy Institute (EPI) analysis of Bureau of 
Economic Analysis data. 
 
Figure I-2, below, shows the growth of ‘gross operating surplus’ (profits) in the United 
States and Connecticut for the period from 1963 to 2005.  Notable in this chart is the fact 
that although Connecticut lagged the nation at the beginning of this time period, over the 

                                                 
2  As measured by the Gini index.  According to the US Census Bureau, “The Gini index is a summary 
measure of income inequality. It indicates how much the income distribution differs from a proportionate 
distribution (one where everyone would have the same income; for example, 20 percent of the population 
would hold 20 percent of the income, 40 percent of the population would hold 40 percent of the income, etc.). 
The Gini index varies from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates perfect equality.”  See US Census Bureau, Income, Earnings, 
and Poverty Data from the 2006 American Community Survey, (US Census Bureau, 2007). 
3  For more information on the “pulling apart” of family incomes in Connecticut, see Douglas Hall and Shelley 
Geballe, Pulling Apart in Connecticut: Trends in Family Income, 1981 –2002 (Connecticut Voices for Children, 2006). 
4  Productivity increases result both from the efforts of workers – working harder and more efficiently – and 
from capital investments in infrastructure and technology. 
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past few years, Connecticut has essentially caught up, with both national and state profit 
rates exceeding 1/3 of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 
 

Gross Operating Surplus (Profits) as % GDP
United States and Connecticut, 1963-2005
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Figure I-2    Source: CT Voices and EPI analysis of Bureau of Economic Analysis data.  (Data for 
1998-2000 are unavailable.  There also is a discontinuity at 1997, reflecting the shift from SIC to 
NAICS measurement of sector income.) 
 
As seen in Figure I-3, below, Connecticut’s productivity – measured as a function of 
inflation-adjusted GSP per worker – also has increased steadily in recent years, with the 
notable exception of the recessionary period from 2001 to 2002.   
 
Yet although Connecticut’s economy continues to grow (in profits, GSP, and productivity), 
this State of Working Connecticut 2007 report shows that real (inflation-adjusted) wages for 
Connecticut workers – across virtually the entire income spectrum - have lagged (at best) 
and deteriorated (at worst) in recent years.  Low and very low wage workers are learning less 
today than at any time since 1997.  The loss of economic ground has been particularly severe 
for some subgroups of Connecticut workers, such as those who lack a high school 
education, and minority workers. 
 
Until the benefits of an expanding economy are enjoyed by the people whose hard work 
creates that economic growth, we cannot truly say that Connecticut workers, Connecticut 
families, and Connecticut communities are being well served by that economy.   
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Real (inflation adjusted) GSP per worker, 
Connecticut, 1997-2005 
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Connecticut 71,931 73,823 73,843 75,894 75,908 74,880 75,452 78,379 79,080
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Figure I-3   Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of BLS data. 
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II. The Face of Working Connecticut 
 
Gender 
Connecticut’s labor force1 in 2006 was 53% male and 47% female.  Women make up a 
greater proportion of the labor force in Connecticut than they do in the nation as a whole, 
and the balance between the proportion of men and women is more equal in Connecticut 
than it is in the large majority of 
other states in the US.   
  
The labor force participation 
rate measures the proportion of 
the population that is either 
working or seeking employ-
ment.2  Using this measure, it is 
evident that the proportion of 
women who participate in the workforce is far smaller—both nationally and locally—than 
the proportion of men who participate in the workforce. (Table II-1.)  

  
Figure II-1, above, shows that between 1979 and 1997, the state’s gender gap in labor force 
participation declined by more than half.  Since 1997, however, the gap has remained 
                                                 
1  The labor force includes all persons who are either employed or unemployed. Workers are classified as 
employed or unemployed based on their employment status during a “reference week,” the week preceding the 
monthly sampling on which the Current Population Survey is based.  As discussed further in section IV, there 
may be individuals without jobs who are not considered “unemployed” (e.g., because they have stopped 
looking for work). These people are thus not considered part of the labor force as defined here. 
2  The labor force participation rate measures the labor force as a proportion of the civilian, non-institutional 
population (defined as persons aged 16 years and older who are not on active duty in the Armed Forces and 
not inmates of institutions).  

Connecticut's Labor Force Participation Rate by Gender 1979-2006
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Labor Force Composition by Gender 
Proportion Participation Rates 

  Male Female Male Female 
UNITED STATES 54% 46% 74% 59% 
NORTHEAST 53% 47% 72% 59% 
CONNECTICUT 53% 47% 75% 61% 
 

Table II-1   Source: CT Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current 
Population Survey data.   

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data Figure II-1 
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virtually constant, with male participation rates exceeding female participation rates by 
between 12 and 14 percentage points each year.  Between 2005 and 2006, participation rates 
for men in Connecticut increased by 1.6 percentage points from 73.5% to 75.1%, which is 
the first increase of this magnitude since 2000.  Participation increased among women by 0.5 
percentage points, but the difference was not statistically significant.    
 
While the patterns in Connecticut mirror national trends, both male and female participation 
rates in Connecticut exceed national rates, with Connecticut’s male labor force participation 
rate exceeding the national rate by 1.6 percentage points, and Connecticut’s female 
participation rate exceeding the national rate by 2.0 percentage points.  Among other states 
in New England, Connecticut’s male and female participation rates rank in the middle.  
However, the difference in labor force participation between Connecticut men and women, 
at 13.7 percentage points, is larger than in any other state in New England.  
 
With a larger proportion of Connecticut women in the workforce, the importance of family-
friendly policies that maximize the ability of parents to assure competent care of their 
children, while contributing to the economy, also has grown. 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
Connecticut’s workforce is less racially and ethnically diverse than the workforce of the 
nation as well as the workforce of the Northeast region, as shown in Figure II-2, below.  
Connecticut’s labor force is 76.8% White, 9.1% African-American, 10.0% Hispanic, and 
3.2% Asian/Pacific Islander, reflecting generally the racial/ethnic composition of the 
Connecticut population. (Data released by the United States Census Bureau shows that in 
2005, Connecticut’s population was approximately 75% White Non-Hispanic, 9% Black 
Non-Hispanic, 11% Hispanic/Latino (of any race), and 3% Asian/Native Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific Islander.)3  By comparison, the United States labor force is 69.1% White, 
11.0% African American, 13.7% Hispanic, and 4.4% Asian/Pacific Islander.   
 
Since 1980, the White share of the Connecticut labor force has declined from 91.1% to 
76.8%, while the Hispanic share has increased from 2.3% to 10.0%, the African-American 
share has increased from 6.0% to 9.1%, and the Asian/Pacific Islander share has increased 
to 3.2%.4  Figure II-3, below, shows the evolution of Connecticut’s labor force composition 
by race/ethnicity over the past quarter-century.   
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3  Labor force data on race and ethnicity are based on Economic Policy Institute (EPI) analysis of the Census 
Bureau’s Current Population Survey (CPS).  The CPS uses four race categories: White, Black, Asian or Pacific 
Islander, and American Indian, Aleut, Eskimo. A separate question determines Hispanic origin. In this report, 
"Hispanic" refers to any person with Hispanic origin, while "White", "Black", and "Asian / Pacific Islander" 
refer to non-Hispanic person of that race.    
4 The Asian/Pacific Islander share of the labor force in 1980 and 1985 was too small to meet sample size 
standards, though likely slightly higher than 0.0%.    



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  II-3 

 Figure II-2 

Figure II-3 

Racial Composition of Workforce in Connecticut, Northeast, US, 2006
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Connecticut’s labor force participation rates by race and ethnicity exceed national 
participation rates in every racial category; in some cases they are much higher.  Connecticut 
participation rates are 67.0% for Whites, 73.0% for African-Americans, 70.1% for Hispanics, 
and 73.4% for Asian/Pacific Islanders, as compared to national rates of 66.1% for Whites, 
64.0% for African-Americans, 68.7% for Hispanics, and 66.1% for Asian/Pacific Islanders.  
Figure II-4, below, shows how labor participation among Connecticut’s African-Americans 
in particular consistently has exceeded national rates. Since 1999, it has risen by 10.7 
percentage points, compared with a national decline of 1.7 percentage points.  Connecticut’s 
2006 African-American labor force participation rate of 73%, however, is still less than it was 
between 1985 and 1995, when rates hovered just below 80%. 

Figure II-4 
 
 
Educational Attainment 
 
Connecticut’s labor force is 
highly educated: 36.8% of 
our workers hold Bachelor’s 
degrees or higher, 25.8% 
have some college 
education (but no degree 
higher than an Associate’s), 
and only 10.0% have less than a high school education, as illustrated in Table II-2, above.  
This compares favorably to national averages that show 29.5% with Bachelor’s degrees or 
higher, 28.5% with some college, and 12.3% lacking a high school degree.  Among the 50 
states, only Massachusetts (with 42.3%) and New Jersey (with 38.0%) had higher shares of 
their workforce holding bachelor’s degrees or higher in 2006. 

Share of Labor Force by Educational Attainment 2005 
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high school
High 

school 
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college 
Bachelor's 
or higher 

UNITED STATES 12.3% 29.7% 28.5% 29.5% 
NORTHEAST 9.9% 30.9% 24.2% 35.0% 
CONNECTICUT 10.0% 27.5% 25.8% 36.8% 
Table II-2 
Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current Population Survey data 

Labor Force Participation Rate for African Americans in Connecticut, 
NE, and US, 1979 to 2006
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Figure II-5 
 
Connecticut’s labor force has become significantly better educated since 1980.  The 
percentage of our labor force with no college education dropped by 20 percentage points 
over the last 26 years, while the percentage of the labor force with at least some college 
increased by 20 percentage points.  Though these trends are ubiquitous around the country 
and reflect the increasing value of a college education in a modern economy, Connecticut's 
labor force consistently has been more educated than the nation as a whole.     
         
Connecticut labor participation rates by educational attainment since 1980 have declined 
somewhat in all categories except for “some college,” where rates have remained constant.  
Among workers with only a high school degree, participation has fallen from 71% in 1980 to 
66% in 2006, and participation also has fallen among those with a Bachelor's or higher -- 
from 81% to 77%.   
 
Interestingly, participation rates for Connecticut workers with less than a high school degree 
appear to be on the rise since 2001, with a significant jump of 3.8 percentage points between 
2005 and 2006. (Figure II-6) 
 

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data
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Figure II-6 
 
Age 
 
Connecticut’s workforce is older than the national average and has consistently been so for 
many years.  As seen in Figure II-7 below, Connecticut has a smaller share of the workforce 
who are young (16-24 years) than the national average (12.6% vs. 14.8%),5 the same share of 
the workforce who are between 25 and 54 years old (68.4%), and a larger share of the 
workforce who are 55 years and older (18.9% vs. 16.8%).   

                                                 
5  As discussed further below, Connecticut has a greater proportion of young people going on to post-
secondary educational institutions than the national average.  This likely is one factor contributing to the 
relatively smaller share of our young population who is in the workforce.  

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data

Labor Force Participation Rates among those with less than a High 
School Education, 2001 to 2006
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Figure II-7 

  Figure II-8 
 
Trend data on the share of Connecticut’s workforce by age group, shown in Figure II-8 
above, reveal several noteworthy patterns.  Between 1979 and 1996, both the young (16-24) 
and older  (> 55) age groups were a steadily declining proportion of Connecticut’s labor 
force, while the middle age group (25-54) was a steadily increasing proportion of the labor 
force.  At around 1996, these trends concurrently changed: the older age group began 
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trending upward, the middle age group began trending downward, and the youngest age 
group leveled off.  Between 1996 and 2006, workers aged 25 to 54 - the ‘prime age’ 
workforce - declined from 74.6% to 68.4% of Connecticut’s labor force, a decrease of 9% 
(and 6.2 percentage points).  During this same period, the share of Connecticut’s workforce 
comprised of older workers increased by 50% (from 12.5% of the labor force to 18.9% of the 
labor force).  Figure II-9, on the following page, shows how time trends in labor force 
participation by age group had a similar transition point in 1996.  Not only did older workers 
begin composing more of the workforce, but they also began working more.  At the same 
time, younger and medium-aged workers began working less.  This suggests that the change 
in Connecticut’s workforce composition is not solely due to changes in the underlying 
population composition. 
 
One explanation for this change in workforce composition is likely the entry of the baby 
boom generation into the oldest age category.  The earliest baby boomers turned 55 in the 
late nineties near where the shift in the trend occurs.  Under this explanation, we would 
expect the increase in the older worker’s share of Connecticut’s workforce to level off by 
around 2010 and then begin to decline around 20176.   
 
The diverging trends of old and young presents a challenge for the future, as a comparatively 
large elderly population will be dependent on a comparatively smaller younger population to 
support a variety of programs and services on which older populations rely more heavily.  
However, the growth of Connecticut’s generally younger immigrant population may help to 
mitigate this imbalance.7 
 
Labor Force Participation Rates by Age 
Examining trend data, we see a marked decline in the labor force participation rate of 
Connecticut’s young people.  As illustrated in Figure II-9, below, between 1979 and 2006, 
the labor force participation rate of our 16-24 year olds declined by 11 percentage points, 
from 72% to 61% (in part reflecting increased enrollment in post-secondary education 
institutions).  While the overall change in the labor force participation rate of older workers 
has not been dramatic over this time period – increasing from 39% in 1979 to 42% in 2006 – 
the more recent trend is noteworthy.  The labor force participation rate of Connecticut 
workers aged 55 and older has grown significantly since hitting a 25-year low in 1997 of 
30.2%.  The 2006 participation rate for older workers represents a 12 percentage point 
increase since the 1997 low-point.  
 
It seems quite likely that this number will continue to grow as the aging baby boomers move 
into what would normally have been considered their ‘retirement years’.  Better health and 
economic necessity (along with a desire to remain actively employed and to continue to 
enjoy a certain standard of living) will result in a higher proportion of this older workforce 
actively working.   
 
                                                 
6  This prediction was made by designating anyone born between 1946 and 1964 (the post-war years when birth 
rates were exceptionally high) as a member of the baby boom generation and assumes an average retirement 
age of 65 years old.   
7 See Joseph Fishkin, Priscilla Canny and Douglas Hall, Immigration in Connecticut (Connecticut Voices for 
Children, 2005).  
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Figure II-9 Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey data 
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III. Job and Employment Trends 
 

Payroll Employment1  
 
Total Payroll Employment.   In July 2007, seven years after the state’s previous employment 
peak in July 2000, Connecticut finally recovered the jobs it lost in the last recession. 
Connecticut continues to show signs of modest economic growth, including continued 
employment growth.  Figure III-1, below, shows changes to Connecticut’s total non-farm 
employment between July 2000 and July 2007.  Over this seven-year period, Connecticut 
lost, and then regained, about 60,000 jobs.  Contrasting Connecticut’s experience with the 
nation’s experience is illuminating.  United States employment levels began to decline in 
February 2001, but all jobs lost in the recession were fully recovered by February 2005.  By 
July 2007, the nation had recovered three times the number of jobs lost in the national 
recession.  By comparison, in July 2007, Connecticut had just caught up to pre-recession 
employment levels.  
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60,100 jobs (99.8% of jobs 
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Figure III-1   Source:  Connecticut Department of Labor, LMI Data, August 2007. 
 

                                                 
1 “Payroll Employment” is the number of employed persons on established payrolls, working full or part-time, 
but excludes the self-employed and farm and agricultural workers. Persons who are on the payroll of more than 
one establishment are counted as employed at each site (i.e., multiple times). Increased payroll employment 
indicates some combination of job growth, population growth, and changes in people’s willingness to work.  
Similarly, decreased payroll employment would result from a contracting job market, as well as impacts from 
decreased population growth, and reduced willingness of people to work. Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Current Employment Statistics (CES) data.   
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This divergence between national employment trends and employment trends in 
Connecticut is illustrated in Figure III-2, below, which ‘normalizes’ the two employment 
trends using July 2000 as the base point.  By July, 2007, CT employment has returned to 
100% of its July 2000 level, while national employment has attained 105% of its July 2000 
level.  If Connecticut had been recovering jobs at the same rate as national trends since its 
employment recovery began in July 2003, there would be more than 44,000 additional jobs 
in Connecticut today. 
 
 

Diverging Employment Trends: Connecticut vs US, July 2000-July 2007
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Figure III-2  Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of monthly BLS data. 
 
By July 2007, Connecticut’s employment numbers looked like this: 
  

• 18,800 more jobs than there were one year earlier (July 2006). 
• 60,100 more jobs than at the end of Connecticut’s recession (July 2003). 
• Just 100 fewer jobs than at Connecticut’s employment peak prior to the recession 

(July 2000). 
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Connecticut’s Employment Growth Compared To The Nation, The Region, And Other States.  Last year 
we reported that Connecticut’s employment growth had lagged both national and regional 
trends.  This year’s comparative analysis suggests Connecticut has fully turned the corner, 
showing steady (if still modest) employment growth.  Connecticut’s June 2007 employment 
was 101.1% of its July 2006 employment, compared with 100.9% in the Northeast and 
101.3% for the nation.   

 
At the same time, concerns persist that even this modest economic growth may be in 
jeopardy.  The verdict expressed on the cover page of the June/July 2007 issue of New 
England Economic Indicators succinctly summarizes the position in which Connecticut may find 
itself:  “Growing…but slowing?…”.2  Governor M Jodi Rell noted in the press release 
accompanying the Connecticut Labor Department 2007 data that Connecticut’s economy 
remains vulnerable:  “Although our state is very close to full economic recovery, we need to 
be concerned about the national economy and its affect on our business culture.”3 
 

Change in Payroll Employment: July 06 to June 07 and 
 Since End of Connecticut’s Recession (July 2003)  

  

Employment 
Change (#000s) 
July 2006 to June 

2007 

Employment 
Change (%)  

July 2006 to June 
2007 

Employment 
Change (#000s) 
since end of CT 

recession  
(July  2003) 

Employment 
Change (%) since 

end of CT 
recession 

 (July 2003) 
UNITED STATES 1,786.0 1.3% 8,178.0 6.4%
NORTHEAST 220.5 0.9% 834.2 3.5%
Connecticut 18.2 1.1% 59.6 3.7%
Table III-1   Source: CT Voices and EPI analysis of monthly BLS data. 
 
Table III-1, above, compares Connecticut’s employment growth with that of the Northeast 
and the United States.  In the past year, Connecticut’s 1.1% growth in employment is 
comparable to the national growth rate of 1.3%.  This contrasts with the prior year, when 
Connecticut’s growth rate was barely a third of the national rate.  Comparing growth since 
Connecticut’s recession ended in July 2003, we see the state’s growth rate (3.7%) trailing the 
national rate (6.4%) by nearly three percentage points.    
 
Figure III-3, below, compares Connecticut’s employment change since July 2003 (the end of 
Connecticut’s recession) with changes in other states.  While last year’s comparison had 
Connecticut’s growth rate surpassing only seven states, by July 2007, Connecticut’s 3.7% 
growth rate over the period July 2003 to July 2007 exceeded growth in ten states, including 
Katrina-ravaged Louisiana and rust-belt states Michigan and Ohio.  The other states 
Connecticut surpassed include neighboring states Rhode Island, New Jersey, Massachusetts, 
Pennsylvania and Maine, and also Illinois.  Importantly, the clustering of Northeastern states 
at the bottom of the employment growth chart highlights the fact that Connecticut’s job 
growth challenges are far from unique; the problems are regional.  Despite Connecticut’s 
                                                 
2  Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, New England Economic Indicators, June/July 2007. 
3 M. Jodi Rell, Labor Situation: State Gains 800 Jobs in July; Employment Growth Continues on a Positive Track, August 
16, 2007. 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  III-4 

slow growth, Connecticut surpassed the regional growth rate for both New England states 
and Northeastern states over the period July 2003 to July 2007. 
 

% Change in Employment Since CT's 
Employment Trough (July 2003-July 2007)
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Figure III-3   Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of BLS data, 
August 2007.  
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Employment by Sector – Changes in Types of Jobs Available.  Figure III-4, below, shows the 
distribution of jobs in Connecticut in 2006 by sector.  Connecticut’s largest employment 
sector in 2006 was Trade, Transportation and Utilities, with 310,800 jobs in 2006  (19% of 
all non-farm employment [NFE]).  Other sectors are Education and Health Services (17% of 
NFE), Government, (including Indian tribal government employment4),  (15%), Professional 
and Business Services (12%), Manufacturing (12%), Financial Activities (9%), Leisure and 
Hospitality (8%), Construction (4%), Other Services (4%), and Information (2%).  Despite 
employment fluctuations in each sector, the proportion of jobs in each sector has remained 
quite similar for a number of years.  
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Figure III-4.  Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of Bureau of  
Labor Statistics data, 2006.   
 

Figures III-5 and III-6, below, show changes in sectoral employment during two time 
periods.  This first is from 2000 to 2006, roughly the time since Connecticut’s previous 
employment peak.  The second presents a longer timeline, from 1990-2006, to place the 
more recent changes in context.  In both these periods, the continued erosion of 
Connecticut’s manufacturing sector is striking.   

As shown in Figure III-4, below, since 2000 (the year in which Connecticut’s employment 
peaked), Connecticut has lost 41,900 manufacturing jobs.5  Significant losses also have 
occurred in Professional and Business Services (-11,500), Information (-8,700) and Trade, 
                                                 
4 Indian tribal government employment also includes persons employed at Connecticut’s casinos at Foxwoods 
and Mohegan Sun. 
5 The Manufacturing sector is discussed in greater detail in a later section. 
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Transportation and Utilities (-6,700).  These losses have been somewhat offset by modest 
gains in Financial Activities (+1,300), Construction (+2,500), Other Services (+2,500), and 
Government (+3,700)6, as well as significant gains in Leisure and Hospitality (+11,200) and 
Education and Health Services (+34,600).   
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Figure III-5.    Source: Economic Policy Institute and Connecticut Voices for Children analysis of 
Bureau of Labor Statistics data, 2006. 

Longer-term trends, illustrated in Figure III-6, below, show that losses in manufacturing 
have taken a significant bite out of Connecticut’s total employment.  Connecticut shed 
107,000 manufacturing jobs between 1990 and 2006. 

Comparing the shorter term and longer-term employment trends by sector, two sectors 
merit attention.  Both Professional and Business Services, and Government, have seen 
relatively large gains over the longer time frame (1990-2006). However, over the more recent 
time frame (2000-2006), Professional and Business services had the second largest job loss, 
while Government employment had only very modest growth, and certainly was not the 

                                                 
6 As noted elsewhere in this report, Government employment includes Native American tribal employment 
(e.g., persons employed at Connecticut’s casinos).   
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driver of Connecticut’s employment growth.  If a single sector deserves that mantle, it would 
clearly be Education and Health Services, a sector that offset more than three quarters of the 
jobs lost by the manufacturing sector for both periods of time examined here, adding a total 
of 34,600 jobs in the period 2000-2006 and 82,200 jobs between 1990 and 2006.   
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Figure III-6   Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and EPI Analysis of BLS data. 
   

While the number of jobs lost (or gained) in various sectors is important, in some cases 
viewing the change in jobs as a percentage of peak employment (in 2000) is equally 
informative.  Comparing the numbers of jobs lost/gained between 2000 and 2006 (seen in 
Figure III-5 above), and the percentage of jobs lost/gained over the same period (seen in 
Figure III-7, below), two sectors merit comment.  Certainly the loss of 21.6% of the state’s 
manufacturing employment over a five-year period is significant.  Of perhaps equal greater 
concern, however, is the fact that the much smaller number of jobs lost in the Information 
sector actually represented an even larger portion – 23.1% – of total jobs in that sector.  
Connecticut can survive the loss of manufacturing jobs, but only if it is able to replace those 
jobs with higher skill, higher paying service jobs.  With both Professional and Business 
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Services and Information shedding jobs through recent years, Connecticut’s economic future 
is far from certain.   
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Figure III-7.   Source: CT Voices for Children and EPI analysis of BLS data.   

A closer look at Manufacturing.7  Connecticut’s modest loss of Manufacturing jobs in the last 
year continues a decades-old trend.8  However, as seen in Figure III-8, below, in the last few 
years Connecticut appears to be experiencing a period of relative employment stability in this 
sector, still shedding manufacturing jobs, but just not as rapidly.  Connecticut’s July 2007 
Manufacturing employment stood at 193,000, down 1,800 since July 2006.  Our rate of 
decline – 0.9% – compares to a national rate of decline of  1.2%. 

                                                 
7  This section is based on the monthly analysis of Bureau of Labor and Statistics (BLS) data by the Economic 
Policy Institute.  
8 University of Connecticut economist Steven Lanza notes that manufacturing’s share of Connecticut 
employment has declined from 63% of payroll employment after World War II to less than 15% of total 
employment at the turn of this century.   See Steven P. Lanza, “Teaching Old Dogs New Tricks: Does Job 
Retraining Work?  Is it Worth the Cost?” The Connecticut Economy  (Summer 2004), p. 6.  In 2006, manufacturing 
accounted for just 12% of total non-farm employment in Connecticut. 
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Overall, between January 1990 and July 2007, Connecticut lost 114,200 Manufacturing jobs 
(37.2% of the Manufacturing jobs in Connecticut in January 1990).   Between the July 2000 
peak in Connecticut’s overall employment and July 2007, Connecticut lost 43,900 
Manufacturing jobs (18.5% of its July 2000 total). 

Connecticut Manufacturing Employment, January 1990-July 2007 (Seasonally 
Adjusted, 000s)
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Figure III-8  Source: CT Voices and EPI analysis of monthly BLS data. 
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Map III-1, below, puts the loss of manufacturing jobs in Connecticut in a national context.  
While all but thirteen states lost manufacturing employment between 1990 and 2006, the 
Northeast was hit particularly hard.  Connecticut’s loss of 36% of its manufacturing jobs 
between 1990 and 2005 was 1.8 times the national average decline of 20%.  Map III-1 
highlights the huge variation in manufacturing employment changes across the country. 
Nevada leads the pack, more than doubling its manufacturing employment (+109% between 
1990 and 2006).  At the other end of the spectrum are eight states (plus the District of 
Columbia) coping with the loss of more than 30% of their manufacturing jobs.  The District 
of Columbia lost more than ¾ of its manufacturing employment during this period. 

 

% Change in Manufacturing Employment, 1990-2006
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-77% - -25%
-24.9% - -15%
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Map III-1  Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute Analysis of BLS Data. 

Map III-2, below, shows a more recent time frame, illustrating the decline in Connecticut’s 
manufacturing employment compared to other states since 2000.  Importantly, as a 
percentage of its 2000 manufacturing employment, Connecticut’s decline of 17.8% is 
comparable to the national rate of manufacturing job loss over this period.  Connecticut 
fares better than all of its New England neighbors, as well as New York, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania.  These states saw declines ranging from 22% in Vermont to 26% in Rhode 
Island and Massachusetts.9  

Although the Northeastern states have continued to lead the list of states losing 
manufacturing employment, Map III-2, below, shows that virtually the entire nation has 
been undergoing significant restructuring of its employment base since the turn of this 
century. 

                                                 
9 Manufacturing employment losses among Connecticut and its neighbors over this period are as follows: 
Connecticut, a 17.8% decline in manufacturing jobs; Vermont, - 21.0%; New Jersey, -24.7%; Massachusetts, –
25.1%; New York, -25.2%; New Hampshire, 26.1%; and Maine, –26.3%.    
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Map III-2  Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute Analysis of BLS Data. 
 
Wages and Wage Growth by Industry 
 
Table III-2, below, shows, by industry sector, average Connecticut annual wages,10 and 
changes in those wages between 2005 and 2006.  In every sector except ‘Total Government,’ 
2006 nominal annual wages exceeded wages in 2005.  However, despite many positive 
economic signs, Connecticut’s average growth in wages declined again in 2006, to 3.6% -- 
down from 3.8% growth in 2005 and 5.5% growth in 2004.  Wage growth across sectors was 
fairly evenly dispersed, with only one sector – Utilities – showing double-digit gains, of 
10.8%.   
 
Because Connecticut is relying increasingly on service jobs for employment, the 
heterogeneity of jobs in the sector is important to note.  At the high end of the wage scale 
are service jobs such as in Management of Companies and Enterprises (median wage of 
$137,835/year), Finance and Insurance ($135,366/year) and Utilities ($97,087/year).  At the 
low end are service jobs such as Retail Trade ($29,494/year) and Accommodation and Food 
Services ($17,245/year).  The fact that Total Government wages for 2005 ($48,149) fell below 
statewide averages reflects, in part, the inclusion in this sector of thousands of relatively low-
paying casino-related jobs.11 
 
 

                                                 
10 These data reflect nominal wages.  When the 2005 data are adjusted for inflation, we see that six sectors 
experienced wage erosion over this period, although only ‘Total Government’ (with a 3.9% decline in real 
wages) saw inflation-adjusted wage erosion of greater than 1%.  
11 “Government” includes Indian tribal government employment, so employees of the Foxwoods and 
Mohegan Sun casinos are among those classified as “government” employees. 
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NAICS Description of Employment Sector 
Wages 
2005 

Wages 
2006 

% Change 
05 to 06 

Statewide 52,957 54,843 3.6 
Total private  53,676 56,000 4.3 
Goods-producing  59,403 61,889 4.2 
Service-providing  51,705 53,505 3.5 
Management of companies and enterprises  130,952 137,835 5.3 
Finance and insurance  128,165 135,366 5.6 
Utilities  87,611 97,087 10.8 
Professional and technical services  75,986 78,046 2.7 
Wholesale trade  72,377 77,265 6.8 
Manufacturing  63,036 65,940 4.6 
Information  63,433 65,719 3.6 
Mining  57,546 61,463 6.8 
Construction  51,425 52,890 2.8 
Real estate and rental and leasing  46,716 49,744 6.5 
Total government  48,643 48,149 -1.0 
Educational services  44,888 46,486 3.6 
Health care and social assistance  41,681 43,002 3.2 
Transportation and warehousing  40,653 42,440 4.4 
Administrative and waste management  32,285 33,768 4.6 
Retail trade  28,756 29,494 2.6 
Other services, except public administration  27,702 28,302 2.2 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation  25,470 27,034 6.1 
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting  25,995 26,822 3.2 
Accommodation and food services  16,772 17,245 2.8 
       Table III-2          

Source: Connecticut Department of Labor data, as analyzed by CT Voices for Children.          
 
We again see a modest correlation between high wages and wage growth, with the highest 
paid sectors seeing wage gains that exceed the state average, although not to the extent they 
have in the recent past.  We also see that Utilities, which last year saw wage erosion of 10% 
this year leads the pack with growth of 10.8%.   
 
Impact of Connecticut’s Recent Job Gains and Losses on Wages and Annual Income 
 
The continued decline in the number of jobs in Connecticut in higher wage sectors such as 
Manufacturing ($65,940/year) and Information ($65,719/year), and this year’s significant 
decline of jobs in Utilities ($97,087/year) threatens to erode family incomes, making it harder 
for many Connecticut families to make ends meet.12   As noted in Table III-2, above, annual 
wages in these sectors significantly surpass the state average wage of $54,843/year.13  The 
Utilities sector presents a paradox as the sector with both the largest employment loss and 
                                                 
12  Wages are discussed at greater length in Chapter V of this report.     
13  Connecticut Departments of Labor and of Economic and Community Development,  “Connecticut 
Industry – 2005 and 2006,” The Connecticut Economic Digest, Vol. 12, #8 (August 2007), pp 2, 3.  
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the largest wage gain.  Losing jobs in manufacturing and these higher-end service sectors, as 
has occurred in the last several years, exacts a toll not only on Connecticut families, but also 
on the overall state economy. 
 
Consistent with the pattern of recent years, as seen in Table III-3 below, the industry sectors 
in which Connecticut lost the most jobs between 2005 and 2006 pay more, on average, than 
the industry sectors in which Connecticut had the greatest job gains over this period.   The 
average 2006 wage in the five employment sectors showing largest employment losses was  
$67,847, compared with an average wage of just $45,717 for jobs in the five sectors with the 
highest employment gains in 2006. 
 

Industry Sector 

2005-2006 
Employment 
Change (# of 

jobs) 

2006 
Median 
Wages

Annual 
Aggregate 

Sectoral Wage 
Gain/Loss 

I: Largest Employment Losses by Sector       

Utilities  -1,908 97,087  $  (185,241,996)
Manufacturing  -1,544 65,940  $  (101,811,360)
Retail trade  -1,034 29,494  $    (30,496,796)
Information  -338 65,719  $    (22,213,022)
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting  -304 26,822  $      (8,153,888)

Top Five Employment Losing Sectors: 
Total Job Loss, Average Wage, & Total 
Annual Wage Loss -5,128 67,847  $ (347,917,062)

II: Largest Employment Gains by Sector       

Total government  11,494 48,149  $   553,424,606 
Health care and social assistance  4,392 43,002  $   188,864,784 
Accommodation and food services  3,266 17,245  $     56,322,170 
Professional and technical services  3,106 78,046  $   242,410,876 
Administrative and waste management  1,963 33,768  $     66,286,584 

Top Five Employment Gaining Sectors: 
Total Job Gain, Average Wage, & Total 
Annual Wage Gain 24,221 45,717  $ 1,107,309,020 
Table III-3  Source: Connecticut Department of Labor, CT Economic Digest, August 2007. 
 
Union Membership and Coverage 
 
In 2006, 16.5% of the Connecticut workforce was covered by unions,14 down slightly from  
2005’s 17.0% coverage rate.15  As shown in Figure III-9, below, Connecticut’s rate of union 

                                                 
14  The proportion of workers who are “covered” by unions includes workers who are union members as well 
as workers who are covered by collective bargaining agreements but who may not themselves be union 
members.   
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coverage has fluctuated between 16.4% and 17.7% since the turn of the century.  Despite 
occasional gains, Connecticut’s overall trend – like that of the nation and region – has been 
downward.  In 2006, ten states had a greater share of their workforces covered by collective 
bargaining agreements than Connecticut.  Although Connecticut’s union coverage surpasses 
the national rate of 13.1%, it is less than the average rate in the Northeast (19.5%).  The 
Northeast has a concentration of states with high rates of union-covered workers (led by 
New York’s 25.4%, the second highest rate in the country in 2006, behind only Hawaii).16 
  

Union Coverage, 2000-2006
Connecticut, Northeast, and United States

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

22%

Northeast 20.9% 21.1% 20.2% 19.9% 20.0% 20.3% 19.5%

Connecticut 17.4% 16.7% 17.7% 16.4% 16.6% 17.0% 16.5%
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Figure III-9  Source: CT Voices for Children and EPI analysis of BLS data. 
 
Because unions bargain collectively for wages and benefits, unions historically have been 
able to secure wages and benefits for their members that exceed those of workers in 
comparable jobs in non-unionized settings.  National data show that over the course of the 
past six years, growth in total compensation (wages, salaries and benefit costs) for union 
workers has outstripped that of non-union workers for four years, but has been slightly 
surpassed by non-union workers in two years.17   
 
As reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, nationally the total gain in compensation 
(wages, salaries and benefit costs) for union workers over the year ending June 2007 was 
2.1%, down from 3.0% in each of the previous years.  Over the same period, compensation 
for nonunion workers increased by 3.3%, up from 2.8% last year and 3.1% in the previous 
year.  
 

                                                 
16 If one were to look only at union membership, Connecticut’s 15.6% of workers in 2006 surpasses the national 
rate of 12.0%, but is less than the regional rate of 18.4% for the Northeast. 
17 United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment Cost Index, June 2007, available at:   
www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/eci.pdf. 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  IV-1 

IV. Unemployment, Long-term Unemployment, and Underemployment1 

 
Unemployment 
 
Connecticut’s 4.8% unemployment rate in July 2007 is roughly the same as the 4.7% 
unemployment rate at this time last year.  Unemployment in Connecticut remains more than 
two percentage points higher than the 2.6% rate Connecticut enjoyed in June 2000, prior to 
its most recent recession. Map IV-1, below, shows the variation in unemployment 
throughout Connecticut. 
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Map IV-1 
                                                 
1 The unemployment rate is the percent of the labor force that is on layoff or seeking employment.  It is the 
proportion of the civilian labor force that had no employment in the reference week, were available for work 
(except for temporary illness) and had made specific efforts to find employment sometime during the four-
week period ending with the reference week.  (Persons who were waiting to be recalled to a job from which 
they had been laid off are classified as unemployed even if they had not been actively looking for work).  The 
more comprehensive underemployment rate includes the unemployed, and also discouraged workers (people who 
looked for work at some point over the previous year but have given up due to lack of prospects), involuntary 
part-time workers, and a smaller group of people who want to work but who have not looked for work in the 
four weeks preceding the survey because they face a barrier to employment, such as lack of transportation or 
lack of child care.  
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Some of Connecticut’s largest cities have its 
highest unemployment rates, led by Hartford’s 
9.1% (down from 9.3% in 2006), New Haven’s 
7.7% (up from 7.3% in 2006), and New 
Britain’s 7.6% (up from 7.0%).  Moreover, 
there has been significant consistency over 
time in the Connecticut towns with the highest 
levels of unemployment.   
 
Significant clusters of relatively high 
unemployment speak to the regional nature of 
employment and unemployment in 
Connecticut.  High unemployment towns are 
often in close proximity to other high 
unemployment towns.  Hartford, for instance, 
is surrounded by towns (most of them 
extending to the north along the I-91 corridor) 
with unemployment rates exceeding 4%.  
 
Clusters of relatively high unemployment are 
evident in a few non-urban areas also, notably 
towns in eastern Connecticut and towns 
throughout the Lower and Central Naugatuck Valley.   
 
Impact of Education on Unemployment.  There is a strong association between the level of 
educational attainment and rates of unemployment in Connecticut, the Northeast, and 
nationally.  Specifically, the lower the level of educational attainment, the more likely it is 
that a worker will be unemployed.  In 2006, the strength of this association was stronger in 
Connecticut than it was in any other state in the Northeast, and in some cases it was much 
stronger.   
 
In Connecticut, those lacking a high school degree experienced unemployment rates that 
were close to 6 times greater than those experienced by persons with bachelor’s degrees or 
higher.  By comparison, in Massachusetts the unemployment ratio between these education 
groups was half that size.  Nationally, unemployment was four and a half times higher for 
those without a high school degree compared with those with a bachelor's or higher.  Table 
IV-2 and Figure IV-1, below, show unemployment by education in Connecticut compared 
to national and regional averages.  Unemployment among those without a high school 
education is almost 12% in Connecticut, which is the highest in the region.  Unemployment 
among those with a bachelor's degree or more is 2.0% in Connecticut, which is tied with 
New York for the lowest in the region.     

Top Ten Unemployment Rates Among CT 
Cities/Towns, July 2007 

TOWN July 2007 
Unemployment Rate

HARTFORD  9.1% 
NEW HAVEN  7.7% 
NEW BRITAIN  7.6% 
WATERBURY  7.4% 
BRIDGEPORT  7.3% 
WINDHAM  6.9% 
EAST HARTFORD  6.3% 
ANSONIA  6.2% 
DERBY  5.8% 
NEW LONDON  5.8% 

Table IV-1 
Source: CT Department of Labor, LMI, 2007 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  IV-3 

                         Table IV-2  
 

Figure IV-1

Less than 
high 

school
High 

school
Some 

college
Bachelor's 
or higher

UNITED STATES 9.9% 5.4% 4.0% 2.2%

NORTHEAST 10.3% 5.5% 4.4% 2.3%
New England 9.8% 6.1% 4.2% 2.5%
Maine 10.6% 5.5% 3.8% 2.3%
New Hampshire 8.9% 3.4% 3.4% 2.1%
Vermont 9.1% 4.4% 3.1% 2.1%
Massachusetts 8.4% 7.5% 5.2% 2.8%
Rhode Island 11.3% 5.8% 4.5% 2.7%
Connecticut 11.8% 5.5% 3.4% 2.0%

Middle Atlantic 10.5% 5.3% 4.5% 2.3%
New York 11.0% 5.4% 4.0% 2.0%
New Jersey 9.7% 5.7% 5.5% 2.5%
Pennsylvania 10.1% 4.9% 4.6% 2.7%

Unemployment Rate by Educational Attainment: Connecticut, 
US and Northeast Region, 2006

Unemployment in Connecticut, Northeast, and US by Education, 2006
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8.0%

10.0%

12.0%

14.0%

UNITED STATES 9.9% 5.4% 4.0% 2.2%

NORTHEAST 10.3% 5.5% 4.4% 2.3%

Connecticut 11.8% 5.5% 3.4% 2.0%

Less than high 
school High school Some college Bachelor's or higher

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute 
analysis of Current Population Survey Data.

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current 
Population Survey Data. 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  IV-4 

Connecticut unemployment rates for those who have not finished high school appear to 
have been climbing over the past quarter century, while unemployment rates for all other 
educational categories have remained flat.  Figure IV-2, below, shows this trend, as well as 
the pronounced volatility of unemployment among the least educated, which over the years 
has ranged between 5% in 1988 to over 16% in 1996.  This demonstrates the high sensitivity 
of the uneducated to fluctuations in the economy.  
 

Figure IV-2

Connecticut Unemployment Rate by Educational Attainment, 1979-2006

0.0%

4.0%

8.0%

12.0%

16.0%

1979 1982 1985 1988 1991 1994 1997 2000 2003 2006

Less than
high school

High school

Some
college

Bachelor's
or higher

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current 
Population Survey Data. 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  IV-5 

  Figure IV-3 

 

Unemployment by Race/Ethnicity.  Figure IV-3, above, shows unemployment by race in 
Connecticut, the Northeast and the United States.  Minorities, particularly African-
Americans, show higher unemployment rates than Whites both in Connecticut as well as in 
the rest of the country.  Unemployment rates for African-Americans and Hispanics in 
Connecticut are two and a half times higher than the rate for Whites.  It is noteworthy that 
the unemployment rate of Hispanics is markedly higher in Connecticut, at 8.2%, than it is in 
the Northeast and the US, where the rates are 6.7% and 5.2%, respectively.  Looking back, 
Connecticut and other states in the New England have had a high rate of Hispanic 
unemployment compared to national and regional rates since 19932  
 
Figure IV-4, below, shows that although there are large unemployment disparities by race, 
the differences look to be narrowing since 1979.   

                                                 
2  Because unemployment rates represent people who are still actively looking for work, these differences may 
reflect racial/ethnic differences in a variety of job-related factors such as educational attainment, educational 
requirements of available jobs, and location of available jobs. 

Unemployment in Connecticut, Northeast, and United States, by Race, 2006
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10.0%

White 3.8% 3.9% 3.3%

African-American 9.0% 8.3% 8.3%

Hispanic 5.2% 6.7% 8.2%

UNITED STATES NORTHEAST Connecticut

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of 
Current Population Survey Data. 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  IV-6 

Figure IV-4 
 
 
Long Term Unemployment3  
 
Long Term Unemployment by Gender 
 
Long-term unemployment is a measure of the 
number of persons who have been unemployed 
for a period of more than 26 weeks. Table IV-3 
shows the proportion of all the unemployed 
who could be classified as long-term 
unemployed in 2005 and 2006.  Numbers with 
asterisks represent statistically significant 
changes from the previous year. In 
Connecticut, about a fifth of all persons who 
were unemployed in 2006 had been 
unemployed for more than 26 weeks.  Broad 
declines in long-term unemployment across the 
nation have put Connecticut, whose long-term 
rate fell less dramatically, beside New York 
(22.2%) as the states with the highest long-term 
unemployment in the region. 
 

                                                 
3  Data limitations prevent an examination of long-term unemployment by age, race/ethnicity, or education in 
Connecticut (given small sample sizes). 

Connecticut Unemployment Rate by Race, 1979-2006
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Hispanic
African-American
White

2005 2006
UNITED STATES 19.6% 17.6%*

NORTHEAST 22.2% 19.5%*
New England 19.3% 16.4%*
Maine 16.7% 14.2%
New Hampshire 13.7% 12.4%
Vermont 15.0% 14.6%
Massachusetts 20.5% 16.2%*
Rhode Island 15.9% 14.0%
Connecticut 21.4% 20.3%

Middle Atlantic 23.3% 20.6%*
New York 26.8% 22.2%*
New Jersey 20.7% 18.2%
Pennsylvania 19.8% 20.2%

Change in Long-Term Unemployment Share 
Between 2005 and 2006

*Numbers with asterisks are significant at p <.05

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current 
Population Survey Data. 

Source: CT Voices and EPI analysis of Current Population 
Survey Data. 

Table IV-3
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Underemployment 
 
The underemployment rate is a more comprehensive measure of prevailing conditions in the 
labor market than the unemployment rate.  The underemployed include not only the 
unemployed, but also discouraged workers (people who looked for work at some point over 
the previous year but have given up due to lack of prospects), involuntary part-timers (those 
working part-time who would rather be working full-time, but cannot find full-time work), 
and a smaller group of conditionally interested workers who want to work but who have not 
looked for work recently because they face a barrier to employment, such as lack of 
transportation or child care.   
 
Figure V-5, below, compares Connecticut to the Northeast and the rest of the United States 
when looking at total underemployment, which is represented by the unemployed (in blue) 
in addition to the other previously mentioned measures of underutilized labor (in orange).  
We see that Connecticut has an underemployment rate of 7.8%, which is equal to the 
underemployment rate of the Northeast and less than the national underemployment rate of 
8.2%.  We can also see that while Connecticut's unemployment rate is less than that of the 
Northeast, overall underemployment rates are the same.    
 
While underemployment is a problem for Connecticut families, preventing them from 
working as much as they would like to, it is also a problem for our economy – essentially 
leaving important labor resources idle.  Underemployment also acts to depress wages as 
there is an excess supply of labor; anything short of ‘full-employment’ places downward 
pressure on wages. 
 

Figure IV-5 

U n d e re m p lo y m e n t  in  U S , N o rth e a s t ,  a n d  C o n n e c t ic u t  in  2 0 0 6

3 .8 % 3 .7 % 3 .4 %

3 .6 %
3 .2 % 3 .5 %

0 .0 %

1 .0 %

2 .0 %

3 .0 %

4 .0 %

5 .0 %

6 .0 %

7 .0 %

8 .0 %

U N IT E D  S T A T E S N O R T H E A S T C O N N E C T IC U T

D is c o u ra g e d
W o rk e rs  +
In v o lu n ta ry  P a r t-
T im e  +
C o n d it io n a l ly
In te re s te d
W o rk e rs

U n e m p lo y e d

7 .8 %7 .8 %
8 .2 %

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current 
Population Survey Data. 
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Underemployment by gender, age, race and ethnicity and level of educational attainment.  Table IV-4, 
below, shows differences in Connecticut’s underemployment rates by gender, age, 
race/ethnicity, and level of educational attainment.  Disparities in underemployment rates 
mirror disparities in unemployment.  For example, in 2006 the underemployment rate 
among Connecticut’s Hispanic workers was 15.0%, compared to 13.9% for African 
American workers, and 6.1% for White workers.  Of particular concern are the 
underemployment rates that exceed 10%, for: younger workers (17.8%), African-American 
and Hispanic workers (13.9% and 15.0%), and workers with less than a high school 
education (19.6%). The underemployed are workers who, by definition, want to do more to 
support themselves and their families.  Their inability to do so not only leaves them less well 
off, but it also represents important underutilization of capacity in the Connecticut economy.   
 

Underemployment Rates by Demographic Groups, 
Connecticut, Northeast and United States, 2006 

  United States Northeast Connecticut 

All 8.2% 7.8% 7.8% 
Male 8.1% 7.8% 7.6% 
Female 8.5% 7.9% 8.0% 
16-24 yrs 17.2% 17.2% 17.8% 
25-54 yrs 6.8% 6.5% 6.7% 
55 yrs and older 6.0% 5.9% 5.1% 
White 6.9% 6.7% 6.1% 
African-American 14.3% 13.1% 13.9% 
Hispanic 10.4% 11.8% 15.0% 
Asian/Pacific islander 6.0% 5.8% (a) 
Less than high school 17.0% 17.1% 19.6% 
High school 9.7% 9.2% 9.7% 
Some college 7.3% 7.5% 6.8% 
Bachelor's or higher 4.0% 4.1% 3.8% 
(a) Insufficient data to meet statistical standards for inclusion  
 

         Table IV-4 
 
Connecticut’s underemployment rates by educational attainment further highlight the state’s 
‘education premium.’   Among Connecticut workers with less than a high school diploma, 
nearly one fifth were underemployed in 2006, a rate that is more than five times greater than 
the underemployment rate of those with a bachelor’s degree or higher.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute 
analysis of Current Population Survey Data. 
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Long- and Short-term Unemployment Trends  
 
Figure IV-6a, below, shows unemployment in Connecticut, the Northeast, and the United 
States since 1979.  Nationally, unemployment has gradually fallen over this time frame, going 
through 10-year cycles of high and low employment periods.  Connecticut has historically 
had low unemployment compared with the nation and the Northeast region.  However, in 
recent years (Figure IV-6b), Connecticut's unemployment rate has converged to be roughly 
equal to the national average.  In 2000, Connecticut's unemployment rate was 1.8 percentage 
points lower than the national average.  By 2006, Connecticut's unemployment rate was only 
0.3 percentage points lower.        
 

Figure IV-6a 
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Between 2005 and 2006, Connecticut’s overall unemployment rate declined by 0.7 
percentage points, from 5.0% to 4.3%.  Figure IV-7, below, illustrates that over this period, 
unemployment declined the most among many groups where unemployment was the 
highest: the young, those without a high school degree, and Hispanics.  However, 
unemployment among African Americans (8.3%, in 2006) did not change. 
 

*Numbers with asterisks and red bars are statistically significant changes since 2005 
 
Figure IV-7 

Change in Unemployment by Demographic, 2005-2006
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V. Wages, Wage Trends, and Demographics 
 
Wage Trends 
 
The following figure shows trend data for real (inflation-adjusted) hourly wages for 
Connecticut’s very low-wage workers (10th percentile),1 low-wage workers (20th percentile), 
median-wage workers (50th percentile), high-wage workers (80th percentile), and very high 
wage workers (90th percentile).  By definition, fully 10% of Connecticut workers earn wages 
below the “very low” wage level, while fully 10% of Connecticut workers earn wages above 
the “very high” wage level.   
 

Figure V-1 

                                                 
1 The “very low” wage is the wage of the worker at the 10th percentile of wages. That is, the hourly wage for a 
“very low” wage worker is the wage at which 10% of wage earners earn less and 90% of wage earners earn 
more. Similarly, the hourly wage for a “low wage” worker is the wage at which 20% of wage earners earn less 
and 80% earn more, the “median wage” is the wage at which 50% of wage earners earn less and 50% of wage 
earners earn more, the “high” wage is the wage at which 80% of wage earners earn less and 20% of wage 
earners earn more, and the “very high” wage is the wage at which 90% of wage earners earn less and 10% of 
wage earners earn more. “Wage” is defined as either the hourly straight-time wage rate or, for workers not paid 
on an hourly basis, straight-time earnings divided by the corresponding hours. Straight-time wage and salary 
rates are total earnings before payroll deductions, excluding premium pay for overtime and for work on 
weekends and holidays, shift differentials, and non-production bonuses such as lump-sum payments provided 
in lieu of wage increases.  By definition, “wage” also does not include unearned income (dividends, capital 
gains, interest), which, if included, would markedly increase the total incomes of the highest wage earners. 

Connecticut Hourly Wages by Decile 1981-2006
 (2006 Dollars)
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90th percentile $27.44 $32.40 $35.77 $36.01 $38.43 $38.64 

80th percentile $21.24 $25.12 $27.74 $27.38 $29.78 $29.91 

50th percentile (Median) $13.76 $15.90 $17.30 $16.76 $18.36 $17.75 

20th percentile $9.17 $9.82 $10.96 $9.92 $11.17 $10.14 

10th percentile $7.80 $7.87 $8.74 $7.73 $8.72 $8.12 

1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data
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These data show that wage earners at the 10th, 20th, and 50th percentiles experienced real wage 
decline between 2001 and 2006, while wage earners at the 80th and 90th percentiles had 
modest real wage increases.    
 
Table V-1, below, shows changes in real (inflation-adjusted) hourly wages of Connecticut’s 
low, median, and high-wage workers over the period 2001 to 2006.2  The lowest wage 
earners in Connecticut have had consistent decreases in real wages over this period.  In fact, 
10th percentile earners have experienced wage declines in all but one of the five years 
displayed.  20th percentile earners (“low” wage workers) experienced real wage declines in 
every year since 2001—Connecticut is the only state in the nation where this is the case.  
Median and higher wage earners experienced increasing wages until 2003, but then their real 
wages also declined every year since.   
 
Looking at hourly real wage change since 2001, there appears to be a correlation between the 
wage bracket and the severity of real wage loss. (Figure V-II)  The lowest wage workers 
made significantly less in 2006 than in 2001 (10th percentile workers close to 7% less, 20th 
percentile workers 9% less) (adjusted for inflation). By comparison, high wage and very high 
wage workers earned slightly more per hour in 2006 than they did five years earlier.  

    Table V-1  (Dollar amounts shown in 2006 dollars) 
    

 Figure V-2     

                                                 
2 The cross-state wage comparison uses 2001 as a base year since this is when the last national recession began.  
The 2001-2006 comparison captures the impact of the recession and subsequent recovery across states. 

Percent change in wages by  decile  in  C onnecticut, 2001 to  2006
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Percentile 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

10th percentile $8.72 $8.75 $8.68 $8.60 $8.48 $8.12
20th percentile $11.17 $11.01 $10.84 $10.62 $10.43 $10.14
50th percentile (Median) $18.36 $18.25 $18.68 $18.50 $17.82 $17.75
80th percentile $29.78 $30.23 $31.92 $30.93 $30.84 $29.91
90th percentile $38.43 $38.87 $41.22 $39.97 $39.70 $38.64

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data.  
*A state rank of 50 represents the greatest  wage decline. 

50-State 
Rank 

48 50 46 49 44 45 36 36 37



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  V-3 

Table V-1 also shows a most troubling trend in Connecticut's wages in recent years.  Real 
hourly wages for very low, low, median, high and very high workers were less in 2006 than 
they were in 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005.  That is, Connecticut wage earners from the 10th 
percentile through the 90th lost economic ground over the period 2002 to 2006, despite the 
state’s economic recovery.  This most recent five-year trend differs significantly from hourly 
wage changes in the 1980s, when low, median, and high wage Connecticut workers all 
enjoyed real wage growth of 14.9% or more.  It also contrasts with real wage changes in the 
1990s, when Connecticut’s wage growth began to pull apart: low wages declined, median 
wages increased slightly, and high wages grew the most. 3  In short, in the 1980s Connecticut 
wages all grew.  In the 1990s, Connecticut wages grew apart.  But since Connecticut’s most 
recent economic recovery began, real wages have declined for the state’s low-, medium-, and 
high-wage earners alike.    
 
Figure V-2, above, shows Connecticut’s rank among the other 50 states in each wage 
category.  In each category, the state that showed the greatest wage gain was ranked 1st, and 
the state that showed the least wage gain (or greatest wage loss) was ranked 50th.  Since the 
last national recession in 2001, Connecticut has ranked in the bottom 15 states for wage 
“gain” in every decile.  
 
The wage gap between high and low wage earners in United States has been widening rapidly 
over the past three decades.4  Figure V-1, above, illustrates Connecticut’s widening income 
gap.  Compared to 1980 wages, 2006 wages were 39% higher for Connecticut's very high 
wage earners, 35% percent higher for high wage earners, 26% higher for the median wage 
earner, 9% higher for low wage earners, and only 6% higher for the lowest wage earners.  In 
2006, the gap between the wages of the very rich and the very poor in Connecticut ranked in 
the upper fifth of such differences among states, with hourly wages for 90th percentile wage 
earners at 4.8 times the wages of 10th percentile earners.  By comparison, in 1979, 
Connecticut’s 90th percentile wage earners made only 3.5 times the wages of its 10th 
percentile workers.       
 
Wage Trends in Connecticut, the Northeast and the United States    
 
Connecticut is known for having relatively high wages compared to the rest of the nation.  
In 2006, Connecticut’s hourly wages remained among the highest of state hourly wages at 
the median, as well as for very low, low, high and very high wage levels.  Connecticut’s very 
low wage (wage at the 10th percentile) of $8.12 was fourth highest in the nation, although it 
slipped from third highest in 2005.  Connecticut’s low wage of $10.14 also slipped to fourth 
highest in the nation in 2006, behind Alaska ($10.36), Maryland ($10.34) and New 
Hampshire ($10.30).5  Connecticut’s median hourly wage of $17.75 ranked second highest 
among states, behind only New Jersey's median wage of $17.99.  Connecticut’s high hourly 
                                                 
3 Between 1979-1989, real hourly wages of Connecticut’s low wage workers increased by 15.1%, the wages of 
median wage workers increased by 14.9%, and the wages of of high wage workers increased by 15.6%.  By 
comparison, from 1989 to 2000, real hourly wages of Connecticut’s low wage workers declined by 6.4%, while 
median wage workers had 2% real wage growth and high wage workers enjoyed 8.2% growth.  S. Geballe, State 
of Working Connecticut 2001 (CT Voices for Children, 2001), p. 30. 
4  S. Rattner, “The Rich Get (Much) Richer,” BusinessWeek, August 8, 2005. p. 90. 
5 Connecticut’s low wage was third highest among states in 2006, tied for second highest in the nation in 2004, 
5th highest in 2003 and 2nd highest in 2002.   
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wage (wage at the 80th percentile) of $29.91 ranked fourth in the nation, with New Jersey at 
the top with $32.68.  Finally, Connecticut’s very high wage (wage at the 90th percentile) also 
ranked fourth highest with a wage of $38.64, behind Massachusetts ($39.79), Maryland 
($40.78), and New Jersey ($41.53). 
 
Figures V-3, V-5, V-7, V-10, and V-12 below show how Connecticut’s real hourly wages 
(low, median, and high) compare with regional and national hourly wages since 1980.  In 
each wage group, Connecticut’s wages initially were roughly comparable to regional and 
national hourly wages, but then grew to exceed both.  However, falling real wages in 
Connecticut since 2002 have reduced somewhat Connecticut’s relative wage advantage. This 
new trend is particularly troubling for our lowest wage earners, who have the least financial 
flexibility and whose quality of life is more affected by fluctuations in income in a high cost 
state like Connecticut.  
 
Very Low Wages 
 
Connecticut’s 2006 very low (10th percentile) hourly wage of $8.12, the fourth highest in the 
nation, was equal to the very low wage in New England, $0.28 higher than the very low wage 
in the Northeast, and $0.65 higher than the average national very low wage.  Connecticut’s 
comparatively high state minimum wage ($7.65) has helped boost Connecticut’s low wages 
relative to other states.  Only Washington ($7.93) and Oregon ($7.80) had higher minimum 
wages in 2006.  The extent to which a comparatively higher minimum wage in Connecticut, 
(which is still low by historical standards), is responsible for higher wages at the lower 
deciles, however, is not clear.  A sharp decline in real wages between 2005 and 2006 has 
brought the 10th percentile wage in Connecticut down to equal the 10th percentile wage in 
New England for the first time since before 1980.   
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Figure V-3 
 
The persistent decline in Connecticut’s very low wages since 2002 contributes to what 
appears to be a gradual narrowing of Connecticut's wage advantage over national and 
regional averages since the late 1980s.  Connecticut's very low wages, which used to be 35% 
higher than the national average in 1989, are now just shy of 9% higher. 
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Change in Very Low Wage (10th Percentile) since 2001
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Figure V-4  
 
The decline in Connecticut's wages at the 10th percentile is quite pronounced when 
compared to the rest of the country.  Between 2005 and 2006, very low wages in 
Connecticut dropped 4.2%—the largest such drop in the Northeast—while very low wages 
in the United States rose by 0.5%.  The decline in Connecticut's very low wage over the last 
five years (2001-2006) is even greater.  With a 6.9% decline, Connecticut's very low wage 

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data 
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earners lost more economic ground than in all but two other states in the country.  Utah      
(-7.5%) and Minnesota (-7.6%) both experienced greater very low wage decline. (Figure V-4) 
 
Low Wages 
 
In 2006, Connecticut’s low (20th percentile) hourly wage of $10.14 was $0.10 higher than the 
low wages in New England, $0.35 higher than the low wages in the Northeast, and $1.04 
higher than the average low wage among states.  Only three states in the country had higher 
low wages than Connecticut in 2006.  As was the case for very low wages, Figure V-5 below 
shows signs that Connecticut’s and regional/national low wages are converging due to a 
steady decline in Connecticut wages in this category since 2001.  Low wages nationally have 
remained relatively constant. 
 

Figure V-5 
 
As with Connecticut's very low wages, low wages between 2005 and 2006 fell further in 
Connecticut than in all other states in the region except Massachusetts.  Low wages dropped 
2.9% in Connecticut, 3.3% in Massachusetts, and only 0.2% nationally.  Since 2001, the wage 
loss for low wage earners in Connecticut is conspicuous as being the worst in the country.  
Connecticut's low wage earners in 2006 made 9.2% less than its low wage earners did in 
2001.  The state with the next largest such drop is Alaska, where low wages fell 6.2%—a 
three percentage point difference.  Figure V-6, below, shows wage change between 2001 and 
2006 for low wage earners, ranked by state.  
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Change in Low Wage (20th Percentile) since 2001
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Figure V-6 
 
 
 
 

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  V-9 

Median Wages 
 
Connecticut’s median hourly wages continued to exceed both national and regional median 
wages in 2006, as seen in Figure V-7 below. Although only $0.52 hour higher than the 
national median hourly wage in 1980, Connecticut’s median hourly wage of $17.75 in 2006 
exceeded the national average by $2.94/hour.  Compared to other states, Connecticut’s 2006 
median hourly wage ranked second highest behind New Jersey, where the median wage climbed 
to $17.99. 
 

Figure V-7 
 

Figure V-8, below, shows the change in Connecticut’s median wage between 2001 and 2006 
compared with this change in the other 50 states.  Only six other states saw greater median 
wage loss than Connecticut: Virginia, Utah, Kentucky, South Carolina, Missouri, and 
Minnesota.    
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Figure V-9 
 
As seen in Figure V-9, above, Connecticut’s median wage earners pulled away from their 
national counterparts during the period from 1979-80 through 1990-91.  However, the 
difference between Connecticut’s median hourly wage and the national average has remained 
relatively constant since then.  Whether the convergence of median wages seen in 2005/2006 
indicates a new trend remains to be seen in future years.  
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High Wages 
 
After steady growth over most of the past quarter century, we see a third year of declining 
high wages (the wage paid at the 80th percentile) in Connecticut, together with a slight 
decline at the national level also, as seen in Figure V-10, below.  The difference between 
Connecticut’s high hourly wage and the national average increased from $0.53 in 1980 to a 
peak of $6.56 in 2003, before declining to $4.93 in 2006.  The decline in Connecticut’s high 
wage since its peak in 2003 is more than 9%.  
 
Connecticut’s high average hourly wage of $29.91 in 2006 exceeded both the national and 
regional average high wages. Among the 50 states, it is fourth highest in the country behind 
Massachusetts ($30.05), Maryland ($30.56), and New Jersey ($32.68).  

Figure V-10 
 
Figure V-11, below, shows the change in Connecticut’s high wage between 2001 and 2006 
compared with this change in the other 50 states.  By this measure, fourteen states did worse 
than Connecticut and thirty-five states did better.     
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Change in High (80th Percentile) Wage Since 2001
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Very High Wages 
 
Connecticut’s very high (90th percentile) average hourly wage of $38.64 in 2006 exceeded 
both the national and regional average very high wage. The amount by which Connecticut’s 
very high wage exceeded the 50-state average of very high wages has trended upward since 
1980, when the two were virtually the same.  The difference was at its peak in 2003, at $7.56, 
but has since moderated to a difference of $4.86.  Among the 50 states, Connecticut’s very 
high wage in 2006 was fourth highest, behind New Jersey’s $41.53, Maryland’s $40.78, and 
Massachusetts’ $39.76.  It also trailed the District of Columbia’s $48.20.  Like Connecticut's 
high wages, its very high wages have fallen since 2003.    
 
 

Figure V-12 
 
Because the wage data in this report do not capture changes in wages above the 90th 
percentile, some insight into the rate of growth in income can be gleaned from Connecticut 
personal income tax data from the Connecticut Department of Revenue Services (which 
includes unearned, as well as wage, income).6  These data show that while those at the very 
highest income levels (those with incomes exceeding $500,000) experienced some growth in 
their average incomes between 2001 and 2005, the growth was modest. 
 
 

                                                 
6 Connecticut Department of Revenue Services, Connecticut Individual IIncome Tax Reports, 
http://www.ct.gov/drs/taxonomy/ct_taxonomy.asp?DLN=40821&drsNav=|40821|&drsPNavCtr=|40876|
#40876.  
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Change in Very High (90th Percentile) Wage Since 2001
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 Figure V-13 
 
Figure V-13, above, shows the real change in Connecticut’s very high wage between 2001 
and 2006 compared with the change in the other states.  By this measure, thirteen states did 
worse than Connecticut and thirty-six states did better.    

Source: CT Voices and EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data 
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Wage Inequality 
    
Growing inequality in wages contributes to the growing inequality of family income that 
threatens the fabric of Connecticut’s communities and families.7  Over the course of the past 
quarter century, the gap between low and high hourly wages in Connecticut has grown 
considerably in both absolute and relative terms.   
 
Figure V-14, below, demonstrates the ongoing and significant “pulling apart” of 
Connecticut’s wages.  The absolute real difference between 10th percentile wages and 90th 
percentile wages grew from $20.22/hour to $30.52/hour between 1980 and 2006.  To put it 
in relative terms, 90th percentile wages went from being 3.6 times larger than 10th percentile 
wages in 1980, to being almost 4.8 times larger in 2006.  The ratio of very high to very low 
wages in Connecticut (“the very high-very low wage ratio”) was consistent with the 
comparable national wage gap in the early 1980s.  Between 1984 and 1994 Connecticut’s 
wage gap dipped below the national gap. However, following a six-year climb in Connecticut’s 
very high-very low wage ratio (between 1989 and 1995) Connecticut’s ratio surpassed the 
national ratio and has remained higher ever since 1995.    

Figure V-14 
 

                                                 
7 Douglas Hall and Shelley Geballe, Pulling Apart in Connecticut: An Analysis of Trends in Family Income, 1981-2002 
(Connecticut Voices for Children, 2006). 
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Since the beginning of the decade, the relative difference between Connecticut's lowest wage 
earners and highest wage earners has been increasing even as the higher wage groups 
(excepting the top 1%) stagnate.  Since 2004, for example, the real wage difference between 
the 90th and 10th percentile wage earners decreased by almost a dollar from $31.37 to $30.52. 
However, the proportional difference actually grew from 4.65 to 4.76, as the very low wage 
workers had greater relative wage loss than did the very high wage workers.  
 
Connecticut’s very high-very low wage ratio is quite high compared to other states. In 2006, 
Connecticut had the 8th greatest gap between very high and very low wages (ratio of 4.76), 
behind only California (5.28), New Jersey (5.17), Virginia (5.02), New York (4.94), Maryland 
(4.80), Massachusetts (4.86), and Illinois (4.79). 
 
Importantly, this measure of wage inequality markedly underestimates family income 
inequality in a state of Connecticut’s wealth for a number of reasons. First, it fails to take 
into account the significant non-wage (e.g., dividend, interest, and capital gains) income of 
Connecticut’s highest income families.  Second, “very high” wages in this report refers to the 
average wages of the worker at the 90th percentile. That is, fully 10% of Connecticut’s 
workers earn more than the “very high” wage reported here and, in some cases, much more. 
In a state like Connecticut, which has very significant individual income and wealth, there is 
likely a long “tail” in the upper levels of our income 
distribution.8  Tracking trends only in the 90th percentile 
wage fails to capture changes in wages and incomes at 
these very high levels.  The 99th percentile wage, for 
example, may have incomes that far exceed the 95th 
percentile wage that may, in turn, far exceed the 90th 
percentile wage.  
 
Wages and Demographics 
 
Table V-2, to the right, displays the 2006 median wage by 
gender, race/ethnicity, and education in Connecticut.  It 
is evident that there are wide wage disparities in every 
demographic category.  Although the differences by 
education are understandable given the premium our 
economy places on educated workers, the disparities by 
gender and race are troubling.     
 
Wages and Gender.  Figure V-15, below, shows the 
wages of men and women in Connecticut at each wage 
decile in 2006.  Men make more than women at every 

                                                 
8 This problem does not exist at the low end of the wage scale; “very low” wages have a lower bound 
($0/hour). 

Demographic
50th 

percentile 
(Median)

All $17.75

Gender
Male $20.04
Female $15.20

Race / ethnicity
White $19.26
African American $12.99
Hispanic $11.77

Education
Less than high school $9.79
High school $14.86
Some college $15.54
Bachelor's or higher $26.39
Table V-2 Source: CT Voices and EPI 

Analysis of Current 
Population Survey Data 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  V-18 

decile, though the relative difference is smaller at the lowest two deciles where women make 
roughly 90 cents for every dollar that men make.  By comparison, the highest eight deciles of 
women make between 75 and 80 cents for every dollar men make.  At the median, male 
wages are almost five dollars higher than female wages with men earning $20.04 to women's 
$15.20 per hour.   
 
Compared with other states, Connecticut is in the bottom fifth when ranked by median wage 
equity by gender, and is far below other states with a comparably educated workforce (such 
as New York and Maryland).  A comprehensive look at wage differences between men and 
women across all deciles shows that Connecticut is less equitable than national and regional 
averages.  On average, across all deciles, Connecticut women earn wages that are 80.1% of 
what men earn.  By comparison, on average women across the United States earn 82.8% of 
what men earn, and women in the Northeast earn 83.1% of what men earn.9   
 

Figure V-15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
9 These numbers were calculated by taking an average, for each geographic category, of the proportion of 
female wages to male wages in each of the ten deciles (10th through 90th)  
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The gap between male and female wages has been narrowing across the country for decades.    
The relative amount that women have been earning at the median in the United States has 
increased from 63% in 1979 of what men make to 82% in 2006, and has not yet shown signs 
of slowing. (In fact, recent analysis of wages by gender have found that women are earning 
more than men in some cities such as New York, Houston, and Los Angeles.)  Connecticut, 
however, has not experienced a sustained reduction in the gender wage gap in the last 10 
years, as shown in Figure V-16, below.  Regrettably, the gap between women's and men’s 
wages in Connecticut was larger in 2006 than in 1995.  Were the gender gap in wages still 
closing in Connecticut at the average rate of progress since 1979, Connecticut would have 
equal wages by 2046.  However, given that the gap has widened since 1995, even this distant 
target of wage equity appears optimistic. 
 

Figure V-16 
 
Wages and Educational Attainment.  Education is a strong predictor of income in Connecticut. 
Those with a Bachelor’s degree or higher enjoy median wages, at $26.39 per hour, that are 
more than double the $9.79 paid to workers lacking a high school education.  Compared 
with national and regional averages, median wages are higher in Connecticut for every 
educational category except for workers who did not earn a high school degree (where 
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Connecticut's wages are slightly higher than the nation's and slightly lower than wages for 
the Northeast Region). See Figure V-17, below. 

Figure V-17 
 
Data from 1979 show that the difference in among median wages among Connecticut 
workers with varying levels of education has been enlarging.  Figure V-18, below, shows that 
the real median wage of Connecticut’s highest educated has grown from $20 an hour to 
about $27 an hour.  However, for its least educated, real hourly wages have fallen from 
$12.50 to about $10.00.  Workers with only a high school education and workers with 
“some” college have increased from around $12.50 to about $15 per hour.  
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Figure V-18 
*Data are not available for the “less than high school” category between 1991 and 2001. 
 
It is possible that the divergence of wages by education is partly due to the changing 
educational composition of the population.  If the highest education category is comprised 
increasingly of workers with advanced degrees beyond the Bachelor’s degree, this could help 
explain the steady rise in wages. Census data, however, show that the make-up of the highest 
educational bracket in Connecticut did not change much between 1990 and 2000.  In 1990, 
40% of the highest education category held a master's degree or higher, and in 2000 that 
percentage rose only slightly to 42%.  Barring other possible explanations, it appears that the 
value of a college education in Connecticut has steadily risen since 1979, while the cost of not 
attaining a high school degree also has increased. 
 
Interestingly, there is no substantial wage difference between median wage earners with 
“some” college education and wage earners with only a high school degree.  Figure V-19, 
below, shows Connecticut wages at each decile for three different levels of educational 
attainment.  At the upper deciles, people who have completed some college but not received 
a bachelor's have financial benefit over people who only have a high school degree, but at 
lower deciles that advantage is marginal to non-existent.  Since the “Some College” category 
includes both people with Associates Degrees (25%) and people who started college but 
never received a degree (75%), analytical conclusions on these data are limited.  However, it 
suggests the importance of college completion in general, and of a four-year degree in 
particular.         
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  Figure V-19 
 
Wages and Race/Ethnicity.  Figure V-20, below, shows wage disparities for Connecticut, the 
United States, and the Northeast, by race and ethnicity.  While the wage advantage enjoyed 
by White workers is striking at the state, regional, and national levels, it is particularly 
noteworthy in Connecticut where the median wage for white workers is $19.26 compared to 
$12.99 for African American workers and $11.77 for Hispanic workers.10  White workers not 
only enjoy a marked advantage over their non-white counterparts in Connecticut, but they 
also have a significant wage advantage over white workers at the national and regional levels.  
In contrast, Connecticut’s African-American and Hispanic workers enjoy a very modest 
wage advantage compared to their national counterparts, and slightly lag their regional 
counterparts.   

                                                 
10 These wage differences may well reflect, at least in part, racial/ethnic differences in a variety of work-related 
factors, including educational attainment. 
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Figure V-20 

As illustrated in Figure V-21, below, the particularly high wages of Connecticut’s white 
workers results in a larger wage gap by race than is observed in most other states.  
Nationally, median wages for African-American and Hispanic workers are 78.1% and 69.8%, 
respectively, of median wages of white workers.  In Connecticut the wage disparity at the 
median wage is much more pronounced. African-American workers earn just 67.4% of 
White workers’ wages at the median while Hispanic workers earn 61.1%.  Although similar 
comparisons at other wage deciles would be helpful, available data are not sufficient for such 
analysis. 
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      Figure V-21 

 

African-American and Hispanic Median Wage as a Percent of White 
Median Wage in US, Northeast. New England, and Connecticut
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VI. Wage Inadequacy 
 
Many Connecticut families who work in full-time, year-round jobs earn wages that leave 
them below the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) ($20,615/year for a family of 4 in 2006).1  

Figure VI-1 
Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis of US Census 
Bureau Current Population Survey. 
 
As seen in Figure VI-1, above, in 2006 16.8% of Connecticut workers earned a 
“poverty” wage (or less).  The “poverty wage” is the wage needed, when working full 
time year round, to generate an income that meets the federal poverty threshold for a 
family of four.  In 2006, the percentage of people earning a poverty wage (or less) in 
Connecticut rose 0.4 percentage points from the 2005 rate of 16.4% and is the highest it 
has been since 1999. 
 
The percentage of the Connecticut workforce earning less than a poverty wage has risen 
by 2.2 percentage points since its most recent low point in 2001.  By contrast, the 

                                                 
1  This is a weighted average.  The Federal Poverty Threshold varies both by size and composition.  The 
weighted average number results in a single number for all family compositions at a single-family size.  The 
unweighted FPL for a four-person family composed of two parents and two related kids is $20,444.   
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Connecticut, Northeast, United States, 2006
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percentage of the national and regional workforce earning less than a poverty wage has 
declined over this time.   
With 16.8% of workers earning poverty wages, Connecticut nonetheless compares 
favorably to workers in the Northeast (almost 19.8% poverty-level) and nationally 
(23.3% – almost one in four workers).  Fortunately, poverty-wage rates in Connecticut, 
the Northeast, and the United States generally have declined since the high rates of the 
early 1980’s.  Unfortunately, for families struggling to make ends meet, earning a poverty 
level wage falls far short of meeting a family’s basic needs, particularly in a high cost state 
like Connecticut.   
 
Wage Inadequacy and Connecticut’s Self-Sufficiency Standard 
 
Connecticut’s Self-Sufficiency Standard, originally released by the Office of Policy and 
Management in 1999, defines the hourly/monthly wage necessary for a family to be 
economically self-sufficient in Connecticut.  The Standard presents self-sufficiency wages 
for multiple family types and for 12 regions in the state.2  An updated Self-Sufficiency 
Standard was released in 2005, this time through the Connecticut Office of Workforce 
Competitiveness (OWC).3  
 
The Self-Sufficiency Standard includes costs for housing, childcare, food, transportation, 
health care, taxes, and miscellaneous expenses.  (The estimated expenses for a single 
parent family with one infant and one school-aged child are shown in Figure VI-2 
below).  It assumes that working adults (whether married or single) work full-time, and 
therefore includes costs associated with employment (transportation, taxes, and for 
families with young children, child care).  It takes into account the fact that many costs 
differ not only by family size and composition, but also by the age of the children in the 
family.  It incorporates regional and local variation in costs and includes the net effect of 
taxes and tax credits.   
 
The Connecticut Self-Sufficiency Standard is now widely viewed as a more accurate 
measure of what it takes to “get by” in Connecticut than the federal poverty threshold.  
The federal poverty threshold is based on the cost of a single item (food) and assumes a 
fixed ratio between food and non-food expenses (food costs are assumed to be 1/3rd of 
all expenses, a now outdated notion).  Moreover, the federal poverty threshold is a 
national measure; it fails to take into account significant differences in the cost of living 
both between and within states.  In a high-cost state like Connecticut, the federal poverty 
threshold is likely to underestimate the number of people who have less than they need 
to meet essential needs.  The FPL also does not take into account the expenses 
associated with parental work.   
 
By comparison, the Self-Sufficiency Standard is based on the costs of each basic need, 
determined independently, and adjusted for regional cost differences.  Importantly, while 
the original Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut provided data based on twelve 
regions, the revised standard provides data for Connecticut’s urban centers, as well as 
                                                 
2  Pearce and Brooks, The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut (1999).  The Economic Policy Institute 
produces similar numbers using their basic family budget calculator.  Updated basic family budget data were 
released September 1, 2005 for over 400 communities nationwide.  See 
http://www.epi.org/content.cfm/datazone_fambud_budget. 
3  Diana Pearce, The Real Cost of Living in 2005: The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut (2005). 
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separate regional data.  This more comprehensive data by locale comes at the expense, 
however, of the rich data for multiple family types that were in the original standard.  
The revised standard provides information for only seven family types. 
 
United States Census data show that one in four Connecticut children (25%) live in 
families with incomes under 200% of the FPL, which is roughly equivalent to the lowest 
local self-sufficiency standard in Connecticut.  Many more children live below self-
sufficiency in areas of the state with a higher cost of living (see below).   
 

Monthly Costs, Single Parent, One Infant and One 
School Aged Child, Hartford Suburbs, 2006
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30%Food 
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Housing 
22%
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$301

$342
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$973
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$248

* Incorporates federal child tax credit ($167) and child care tax credit ($100)

 
Figure VI-2 Source: Diana Pearce, The Real Cost of Living in 2005: Self-Sufficiency 

Standard for Connecticut (2005).  
 
Table VI-1, below, shows the Self-Sufficiency Standard for two family types: a single- 
parent family with one infant and one school-aged child; and a two-parent family with 
two school-aged children.  Even in the most ‘affordable’ regions of the state (Hartford 
for a two- parent family with two school-aged children, and Windham for a single-parent 
family with an infant and a school aged child), the annual income needed to achieve self-
sufficiency is more than double the FPL.  For a two-parent family with two school-aged 
children, the income required to meet self-sufficiency needs ranges from more than 
double the FPL in the Hartford region (2.2 times FPL) to more than triple the FPL in 
Upper Fairfield (3.2 times FPL).  For a single-parent family with one infant and one 
school-age child, the income required to meet self-sufficiency ranges from more than 
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double the FPL in Windham (2.6 times FPL) to more than four times the FPL in Lower 
Fairfield (4.0 times FPL).   
 

Connecticut's Self-Sufficiency Standard, 2005 ($ 2006) 

  
Adult + Infant 
+ School Age

2 Adults + 2 
School Age 

Children 
Waterbury $47,983 $50,852 
Greater Waterbury $57,337 $59,950 
Danbury $55,213 $57,670 
Greater Danbury $57,965 $60,321 
Northwest Corner $50,414 $52,776 
Bridgeport $49,610 $48,105 
Stratford $55,539 $57,546 
Stamford $61,181 $59,018 
Naugatuck Valley $54,950 $56,963 
Upper Fairfield  $64,248 $65,588* 

Lower Fairfield $65,632* $63,423 
Hartford $44,141 $44,067** 
Hartford Suburbs $53,035 $55,988 
North Central $51,874 $54,947 
New Haven $45,647 $44,849 
Upper Connecticut River $51,501 $53,988 
Greater New Haven $52,907 $55,753 
Lower Connecticut River $52,241 $54,727 
Windham $41,871** $45,241 
Greater Windham $45,674 $48,532 
New London $41,999 $45,437 
Greater New London $44,158 $47,249 
Federal Poverty Level $16,243 $20,445 
Table VI-1   
Note: High(*) and low(**) thresholds are bolded for each 
family type.  Source: Diana Pearce, The Real Cost of Living in 2005: 
The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut (2005).   
 

Table VI-2, below, shows the relationship between Connecticut’s 2006 average wages at 
the various percentiles (10, 20, 50, 80, 90) and the wages required to meet the family self-
sufficiency needs in each of the twenty-three regions specified in the Self-Sufficiency 
Standard for Connecticut.   
 
As is evident from this table, the hourly wages of at least 1 in 5 Connecticut workers is 
less than is needed for a family of four to be economically self-sufficient -- even if both 
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parents work full-time, full-year.  The hourly wages of at least half of Connecticut’s 
workers is less than is needed for a family of three to be economically self-sufficient -- 
even if the single parent is working full-time for the full year. 
 

2006 Connecticut Hourly Wages ($ 2006) 
Very Low wage workers (10th percentile) $8.12  
Low wage workers (20th percentile) $10.14 
Median wage workers (50th percentile) $17.75  
High wage workers (80th percentile) $29.91  
Very high wage workers (90th percentile) $38.64  

Hourly Wage Needed by Each Adult to 
Achieve Self-Sufficiency 

Region/City Family Type: Adult + 
Infant + School Age

Family Type: 2 Adults 
+ 2 School Age 

Children 
Waterbury $22.72 $12.04 
Greater Waterbury $27.15 $14.19 
Danbury $26.14 $13.65 
Greater Danbury $27.45 $14.28 
Northwest Corner $23.87 $12.49 
Bridgeport $23.49 $11.39 
Stratford $26.30 $13.62 
Stamford $28.97 $13.97 
Naugatuck Valley $26.02 $13.49 
Upper Fairfield  $30.42 $15.53* 
Lower Fairfield $31.08* $15.01 
Hartford $20.90 $10.43** 
Hartford Suburbs $25.11 $13.25 
North Central $24.56 $13.01 
New Haven $21.61 $10.62 
Upper Connecticut River $24.39 $12.78 
Greater New Haven $25.05 $13.20 
Lower Connecticut River $24.74 $12.96 
Windham $19.83** $10.71 
Greater Windham $21.63 $11.49 
New London $19.89 $10.76 
Greater New London $20.91 $11.19 
Table VI-2   
Note: High(*) and low(**) thresholds are bolded for each family type.  Source: 
Diana Pearce, The Real Cost of Living in 2005: The Self-Sufficiency Standard for 
Connecticut (2005).   
 

 



 

The State of Working Connecticut, 2007  VII-1 

VII.  Conclusion 

These three principles seem to be broadly accepted in our society: that economic opportunity 
should be as widely distributed and as equal as possible; that economic outcomes need not 
be equal but should be linked to the contributions each person makes to the economy; and 
that people should receive some insurance against the most adverse economic outcomes, 
especially those arising from events largely outside the person's control. 1 

(Ben Bernake, Federal Reserve Chairman, 2007) 
 
The findings in this report, the seventh annual State of Working Connecticut report, highlight 
that none of these three principles, articulated by Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernake, 
are at work in Connecticut.  Economic opportunity is not widely distributed and equal.  
Rather, low and very low wages have been in decline for several years - despite our economic 
recovery.  Economic outcomes are not linked to the contributions each person makes to the 
economy.  Rather, wages have remained stagnant or even declined while productivity and 
profits have continued to grow.  People do not have adequate insurance against the most 
adverse economic outcomes.  Rather, the safety nets required to ensure such insurance have 
been systematically (and sometimes deliberately) eroded by both the federal and state 
governments.   
 
After four years of economic recovery, Connecticut has finally regained all the jobs it lost 
during the recession years at the beginning of this economic cycle.  During the recovery 
phase, Connecticut’s rate of job growth has been weak to moderate at best.  Indeed, if 
Connecticut had gained jobs at the same rate as the nation since July 2003, there would be 
more than 44,000 jobs more in Connecticut today than there are.  Connecticut can do better.  
To ensure that Connecticut’s working families share in the prosperity of this state, some 
changes in direction may be necessary. 
 
Connecticut Voices for Children recommends that Connecticut: 
 
• Greatly increase our public investment in education.  Since post-secondary education clearly is a 

key to higher earnings and steady employment, barriers to college must be reduced 
including by investing more in pre-school and K-12 education to reduce the state’s 
enlarging achievement gap, targeting interventions to curb the number of youth who 
drop out of high school, increasing funding for college scholarships, and expanding 
financial support to our public colleges and universities to limit tuition increases.   
Assuring that Connecticut’s workforce remains one of the most highly educated in the 
nation not only helps Connecticut families, but also keeps Connecticut economically 
competitive. 

 
• Re-think the state’s economic development strategy; implement a comprehensive economic development 

plan that focuses on increasing higher-wage jobs and assuring a well-educated, healthy workforce. In the 
last decade, the state’s economic development efforts have been fragmented, lacking a 
cohesive strategy.  There also has been little competent assessment of the economic 

                                                 
1   Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernake, “Transcript: Chairman Ben Bernake Delivers Remarks Before the 
Greater Omaha Chamber of Commerce,” in Washington Post.com¸ February 2, 2007, available at: 
www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/02/06/AR2007020600882.html. 
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returns to current state economic development investment, particularly in itinerant 
economic activity (e.g., the movie tax credit) and the creation of low-wage jobs.  The 
success of state economic development initiatives (whether through grants, loans or tax 
benefits) should be measured by the number of higher-wage jobs created and the 
preparedness of our workforce; not just increased productivity.  Economic development 
resources not achieving these purposes should be re-deployed. 

 
• Ramp up supports for the families of low-wage workers and workers who have lost their jobs.  With 

household costs rising and wages shrinking, the state must do more to help low-wage 
families make ends meet.  Restoring funds cut in the last recession for programs that 
reduce family expenses (e.g., child care subsidies, housing subsidies, energy assistance), 
assuring affordable health insurance for all who are uninsured, making the state tax code 
more equitable (e.g., providing income tax deductions for dependent children, a 
refundable state earned income tax credit), expanding the supply of housing that is 
affordable for low-wage families and curbing predatory lending practices all will reduce 
poverty’s adverse impacts on children living in families earning low wages.  Expanding 
the coverage and benefits of our unemployment insurance program, and providing wage 
insurance for workers who lose their jobs, also can help cushion families from economic 
catastrophe. 

 
Today’s Working Connecticut falls far short of the ideals articulated by Federal Reserve 
Chairman Ben Bernake.  These recommendations will help create the economic conditions 
necessary to ensure continued – and shared – prosperity for all.     
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