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I. Introduction – Economic Context 

The census's annual report card on the nation's economic well-being showed that a four-year-old 
expansion had still not done much to benefit many households. Median pretax income, $44,389, 
was at its lowest point since 1997, after inflation. Though the reasons are not wholly clear, 
economists say technology and global trade appear to be holding down pay for many workers. The 
rising cost of health care benefits has also eaten into pay increases.1 

[T]here is something about the flattening of the world that is going to be qualitatively different from 
other such profound changes: the speed and breadth with which it is taking hold….This flattening 
is happening at warp speed and directly or indirectly touching a lot more people on the planet at 
once….The great challenge for our time will be to absorb these changes in ways that do not 
overwhelm people, but also do not leave them behind.2   

Connecticut in a National and Global Economy 
 
The ‘state of working Connecticut’ is linked in important ways to the state’s broader 
economic context.  The Connecticut economy exists in the midst of a national economy, and 
importantly, also in the midst of a global economy.  On the one hand, in this global, ‘flat’3 
context, the range of matters over which state policy can make a real difference in 
determining the economic destiny of the state may be increasingly limited.  On the other 
hand, in the areas in which the state can make a difference, its role is arguably more important 
than ever.  Connecticut can ensure that its workforce – ‘working Connecticut’ – has the tools 
to excel in a flat world.  The state can and must play a key role in ensuring excellence in 
education and training, a healthy and vibrant workforce that has access to quality and 
affordable health care and child care, comprehensive assistance to ensure that periods of 
employment transition can be steps up the ladder to further economic success (rather than 
chutes into jobs that entrench the working poor), and an infrastructure that facilitates 
economic growth.  Such policies would not only protect the economic well-being of 
Connecticut’s families, but also would protect the state’s competitiveness in this global 
economy. 
 
Connecticut’s Vulnerable Economy 
 
In late June, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) released its quarterly 
analyses of each state, concluding that “no other state in the country has had such stagnation 
in employment [as Connecticut has experienced] during a national economic upswing”.4   

                                                 
1 David Leonhardt, “U.S. Poverty Rate Was Up Last Year,” New York Times, August 31, 2005. 
2 Thomas L. Friedman, The World is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty -First Century  (Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 2005), 
46. 
3 Thomas Friedman’s book, The World is Flat , has been on the New York Times bestseller list for nonfiction for 
20 weeks (as of September 4, 2005).  Friedman’s book analyzes 21st-century economics and foreign policy and 
presents an overview of globalization trends, noting that previous barriers to world trade and information flows 
have largely been removed, leaving what he describes as a ‘flat’ world.   
4 FDIC, FDIC State Profiles: Connecticut State Profile – Summer 2005 (FDIC, 2005).  
http://www.fdic.gov/bank/analytical/stateprofile/NewYork/CT/CT.xml.html. 
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State labor economist John Tirinzonie responded: “I wouldn’t call it stagnation….We’re not 
creating jobs as fast as we’d like to.”5   
 
Connecticut prides itself on leading the nation in per capita income), and has held that 
position for many years.  Being berated by the FDIC for weak employment growth, fueled 
by continuing shrinkage of manufacturing employment, was not welcome news for the state.  
Yet, as UConn economist Francis W. Ahking notes, “the problem that we face [in 
Connecticut] is not new; manufacturing employment has been declining in Connecticut for 
the last decade and a half.  Yet we seem to have done a poor job in replacing lost 
employment.  Let the FDIC report be a wake-up call to our policy makers.”6      
 
On median household income, another important measure of family well-being, Connecticut 
has rebounded in its state ranking after slipping considerably over a period of several years.  
Ranked 2nd in 1985, Connecticut slipped to 4 th in 1990, 7th in 1995, and 8th in 2000.  Since 
then, Connecticut has rebounded somewhat, ranking 3rd in 2003.7   
 
Connecticut’s economic vulnerability was further highlighted by the state’s collective sigh of 
relief in late August when the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
announced that the submarine base in Groton, Connecticut, would not be closed, as had 
earlier been proposed.  Connecticut had been bracing itself for what would have been a 
devastating blow to both the local economy in the New London area, but also the state 
economy.  Writing in the June Connecticut Economic Digest, Department of Labor Senior 
Economist Daniel Kennedy described the recommended closing of the Groton base as 
“[o]vershadowing any forecast or outlook for Connecticut’s economy over the next couple 
of years…[T]heir recommendation…fulfill[s]Connecticut’s worst fears.”8   
 
Connecticut’s Department of Economic and Community Development had estimated that 
losing the Groton base would have cost the state approximately $3.3 billion in Gross State 
Product (GSP), and approximately 31,500 direct and indirect jobs.  The state’s response to 
this threatened closure highlights the powerful impact that can be made when elected 
officials – including the Connecticut Congressional delegation, the Governor, and state and 
local officials – work together (regardless of partisan affiliation) and with the business 
community. 
 
Leaving the Workers Behind 
 
This report documents several areas in which working Connecticut faces troubling 
disparities.  Disparities among communities, between racial and ethnic groups, and between 

                                                 
5 Associated Press, “State’s Job Growth Stagnant, FDIC Says,” Hartford Courant, June 28, 2005. 
6 Francis W. Ahking, “Connecticut Leads the Nation in Per Capita Income but Last in Employment Growth,” 
The Connecticut Economic Digest , August 2005, Vol. 10 #8 (emphasis added). 
7 Two year data released August 30 2005 by the US Census Bureau show Connecticut’s median household 
income for 2003-2004 as $55,916, ranking the state third, behind New Hampshire ($56,973) and New Jersey 
($56,499). 
8 Daniel W. Kennedy, “Connecticut Employment Outlook to Fourth Quarter 2006,” in The Connecticut 
Economic Digest, Volume 10, #6., June 2005, cited in Douglas Hall, Employment Brief: The Potential Closure of the 
Groton Submarine Base (Connecticut Voices for Children, 2005). 
http://www.ctkidslink.org/pub_detail_245.html. 
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high and low wage workers plague the state, threatening Connecticut’s economic vitality, and 
placing Connecticut’s families and communities under great and unnecessary stress.   
 
Ironically, even when the economy appears to be performing well, these stresses persist.  A 
recent report by the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) highlights the fact that workers in the 
United States have not been fully sharing in what the research director for the Minneapolis 
Federal Reserve Bank has described as an economy that “looks so good…[that] it’s kind of 
boring around here.”9  Nationally, productivity has outstripped wage growth, creating what 
Bernstein and Price of the EPI characterize as “a fundamental imbalance in the expansion.”10  
 
This imbalance exists in Connecticut also.  Figure I-1 below shows that over both the most 
recent past – 2000 to 2004 – and over a longer time period – 1997-200411, Connecticut’s 
growth in productivity has exceeded its median wage growth.  Indeed, over the period 1997-
2004, growth in productivity was 44% greater than growth in median wages.  The 
Connecticut economy shares with the national economy this disconnect between 
productivity (a measure routinely used by economists to gauge the ‘health’ of an economy) 
and wages.  That is, although productivity has remained strong in Connecticut (despite a 
period of stagnation during the worst parts of the state’s recession), wages and employment 
have lagged behind.12  Productivity increases come both from workers – working harder and 
smarter – and from capital investments in infrastructure. 
 
Such uneven growth in an economy and its workers can sow seeds of discontent among 
those who are failing to share in a growing economy.  Philip Swagel, resident scholar at the 
American Enterprise Institute (a noted  conservative research group), recognizes that 
workers are not fully sharing in the economic recovery:  “It looks like the gains from the 
recovery haven’t really filtered down….The gains have gone to owners of capital and not to 
workers.”13  Bernstein and Price warn that “[w]hen those partially responsible for the growth 
in the economic pie – the American workforce – consistently end up with slimmer slices, a 
sense of unfairness dominates people’s sentiments about the state of the economy.”14  In 
Connecticut, the dimensions of this unfairness are multiple.  This report highlights many of 
the inequities that threaten “the state of working Connecticut” in 2005.    
 

                                                 
9 Minneapolis Star Tribune. “Economy Slows, but Experts Expect Revival,” July 2005, cited in Jared Bernstein 
and Lee Price, An Off-Kilter Expansion: Slack Job Market Continues to Hurt Wage Growth (Economic Policy 
Institute, 2005), 1. 
10 Ibid., 2. 
11 This time frame corresponds to the period in which Gross State Product has been calculated based on the 
NAICS system.  
12 http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/regional/gsp/.    
13 David Leonhardt, “U.S. Poverty Rate Was Up Last Year,” New York Times, August 31, 2005. 
14 Jared Bernstein and Lee Price, An Off -Kilter Expansion: Slack Job Market Continues to Hurt Wage Growth 
(Economic Policy Institute, 2005), 2 (available at http://www.epinet.org/docs/news/swx05/). 
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II. The Face of Working Connecticut 
 
Gender 
Connecticut’s 2004 labor force was 
comprised of 47% women and 53% men.   
The share of women in Connecticut’s 
labor force slightly exceeds the national 
average of 46% women and 54% men.  
 
The labor force participation rates of 
Connecticut’s men and women have 
changed significantly over the past quarter 
century as seen in Figure II-1.  
  

Labor Force Participation Rates by Gender, 1979-2004
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Figure II-1  

                                                 
1 These differences in the proportions of men and women in the labor force are all statistically significant.  The 
labor force includes all those in the civilian noninstitutional population who are either employed or 
unemployed. 

  Gender 

  Male Female  
UNITED STATES 54% 46% 
NORTHEAST 53% 47% 
Connecticut 53% 47% 
Table 1: Share of Labor Force by Gender, 2004.1    
Source: CT Voices for Children and Economic Policy 
Institute analysis of Current Population Survey data 
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Since 1979, the labor force participation rate among men in Connecticut has declined from 
80% to 73%, while the participation rate among women has increased from 55% to 60%.2  
While the patterns in Connecticut mirror national trends, both male and female participation 
rates in Connecticut exceed national rates, with the male participation rate in Connecticut 
exceeding national rates by an average of 1.7 percentage points, and the Connecticut female 
participation rate exceeding national rates by double that margin, at an average of 3.4 
percentage points.   
 
With a growing proportion of women joining the workforce, the importance of family-
friendly policies that maximize the ability of parents to contribute to the economy while 
assuring competent care of their children has also grown, while the evolution of public 
policy has failed to keep pace.   
 
Race and Ethnicity 
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Figure II-2 
 
Connecticut’s labor force is less diverse in terms of race and ethnicity than the national 
average, as seen in Figure II-2 above.  It is 79.0% White, 8.6% African American, 9.0% 
Hispanic, and 2.4% Asian/Pacific Islander, reflecting fairly accurately the racial/ethnic 

                                                 
2 The labor force participation rate measures the labor force as a proportion of the civilian non-institutional 
population, ages 16+. 
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composition of the Connecticut population.3  By comparison, the United States labor force 
is 70.0% White, 10.9% African American, 13.1% Hispanic, and 4.2% Asian/Pacifi c Islander.  
 
Figure II-3 below shows how Connecticut’s labor force composition by race/ethnicity has 
evolved over the past quarter-century.   
 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Connecticut's Labor Force, by Race/Ethnicity
1979-2004

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 1.3% 2.0% 2.4%

Hispanic 2.0% 2.1% 4.6% 4.9% 7.9% 9.0%

African American 5.9% 7.8% 6.8% 6.7% 9.5% 8.6%
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Figure II-3 
 
Since 1979, the White share of the Connecticut labor force has declined from 91.5% to 
79.0%, while the Hispanic share has increased from 2.0% to 9.0%, the African-American 
share has increased from 5.9% to 8.6%, and the Asian/Pacific Islander share has increased 
from close to 0% to 2.4%.4 

                                                 
3 Labor force data on race and ethnicity are based on EPI analysis of the Current Population Survey.  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.  
Though the methodologies used differ somewhat in Census 2000 demographic data, the Connecticut 
workforce corresponds fairly closely to Connecticut’s total population distribution.  Those numbers show that  
non-Hispanic White alone individuals comprise 77.5% of Connecticut’s total population, non-Hispanic Black 
or African American alone individuals comprise 8.7% of the total population, Hispanics/Latinos comprise 
9.4% of the population, and “other” non-Hispanic (including Asian/Pacific Islander) comprise 4.4% of the 
population.  
4 The Asian/Pacific Islander share of the labor force in 1979 was too small to meet sample size standards, 
though probably slightly higher than 0.0%.  
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Educational Attainment 
Connecticut’s labor 
force is more highly 
educated than the 
national average, with 
37.0% holding 
Bachelor’s degrees or 
higher, 25.2% with 
some college 
education, and only 
9.8% with less than high school educations, as illustrated in Figure 5.  Comparable national 
figures show 28.8% with Bachelor’s degrees or higher, 28.5% with some college, and 12.5% 
lacking a high school degree.   Among the 50 states and the District of Columbia, only 
Massachusetts (with 39.8%) and the District of Columbia (with 51.7%), have higher shares 
of their workforce holding bachelor’s degrees or higher. 
 
Examining labor force participation rates by educational attainment over time we see 
significant shifts.  Labor force participation rates among those with a high school diploma or 
less than a high school diploma are down.   In 1979, 47% of those with less than a high 
school diploma were in the labor force.  By 2004 that number had declined to 41%.  The 
labor force participation rate among those with high school only has similarly declined, from 
71% in 1979 to 65% in 2003.   
 
The educational attainment of Connecticut’s labor force has changed significantly since 
1979.  As seen in Figure II-4 below, Connecticut’s labor force has embraced the message 
that it must educate itself to thrive in a knowledge-based economy.  While the largest share 
of Connecticut’s labor force in 1979 (accounting for nearly 40% of the labor force), held 
only a high school diploma, by 2004, the largest share of the labor force held a bachelor’s 
degree or higher (37%).  During the same period, the share with less than a high school 
education declined from 19.5% in 1979 to 9.8% in 2004.  These shifts together signal a 
recognition that a higher education is increasingly essential as an employment prerequisite. 
 
 

Educational Attainment 

  
Less than 

high school 
High 
school 

Some 
college 

Bachelor's 
or higher 

UNITED STATES 12.5% 30.2% 28.5% 28.8%
Northeast 10.5% 32.1% 23.9% 33.5%
Connecticut 9.8% 28.0% 25.2% 37.0%
Table 2: Share of Labor Force by Educational Attainment, 2004 
Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current Population Survey data 
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Educational Attainment of Connecticut's Labor Force, 1979-2004
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Figure II-4 
 

Age 
Connecticut’s workforce is aging.  As seen in Figure II-5 below, Connecticut has a smaller 
share of the workforce that is young (16-24 years) than the national average (13.2% vs. 
15.1%), a smaller share of the workforce that is between 25 and 54 years old (68.4% vs. 
69.3%), and a larger share of the workforce that are older workers, 55 years and older, (18.5% 
vs. 15.6%).5   
 
In fact, the proportion of Connecticut workers who are over age 55 is second highest in the 
nation, behind only New Mexico’s 18.6%.  Paired with a young workforce that is smaller 
than the national average, this presents a challenge for the future, as a comparatively large 
population will be dependent on a comparatively smaller population to support a variety of 
programs and services on which older populations rely more heavily.  However, the growth 
of Connecticut’s immigrant population may help to mitigate this imbalance.6 
  
Examining trend data, we see a marked decline in labor force participation rate among young 
people.  Between 1979 and 2003, the participation rate of 16-24 yer olds declined 15 
percentage points, from 72% to 57%, in part reflecting increased enrollment in post-
secondary education institutions.  During this same period, participation rates among 
                                                 
5 Each of these differences is statistically significant.   
6 See Joseph Fishkin, Priscilla Canny and Douglas Hall, Immigration in Connecticut (Connect icut Voices for 
Children, 2005).  
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workers 25-54 years of age increased from 81% to 84%.  A modest change, from 39% to 
40%, among workers ages 55 and older was not statistically significant. 
 
 

Share of Connecticut Labor Force by Age Group, 1979 to 2004
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Figure II-5 
 
Trend data on share of workforce, evident in Figure II-5 above, reveal a couple of 
noteworthy patterns.  The share of the workforce of ‘prime working age’ (25-54) increased 
between 1979 and 2004, while the share of the workforce that is young (16-24 years) 
decreased, and the share comprised of older workers (55 years and older) remained virtually 
unchanged.   
 
Recent trends, however, are quite different.  The share of the ‘prime age’ workforce has 
decreased from 74.6% at its peak in 1996 to 68.4% in 2004, a decrease of 8%, while during 
this same period, the share of the workforce comprised of older workers increased 48%.     
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Figure II-6 
 
Figure II-6 above compares the age distribution of Connecticut’s workforce to both the 
workforce of the Northeast and the entire United States workforce.7   

                                                 
7 These age differences seen between Connecticut and both the Northeast and the United States, though 
consistent with previous findings, are not statistically significant. 
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Share of Labor Force Who Are Older Workers (55+)
2004
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Figure II-7 
 

As seen in Figure II-7 above, the share of Connecticut’s 2004 workforce comprised of older 
workers (18.5%) is second only to New Mexico’s 18.6%. 
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III. Job and Employment Trends 
 

Payroll Employment1 
 
Total Payroll Employment.   Two factors have emerged to make this year’s employment picture 
look better than last year’s.  Not only has Connecticut seen steady job growth (in every 
month except January 2005) since the release of State of Working Connecticut, 2004, but 
previous employment estimates by the Connecticut Department of Labor, that showed 
continued job loss persisting through July 2004 have been significantly revised showing 
Connecticut’s employment picture improving since September 2003.  Figure III-1below 
shows changes to Connecticut’s total non-farm employment between July 2000 and July 
2005.  The positive trend in Connecticut’s overall employment numbers must be tempered 
by the recognition that the state still has regained only approximately half (53%) of the jobs 
lost during a recession that lasted almost four times longer in Connecticut than the national 
recession (31 months versus 8 months). 
 

Employment in Connecticut:  July 2000 - July 2005 (in 000s)
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1. July 2000: Connecticut's 
employment peak prior to 
downturn: 1,700,200 jobs

2. March 2001: beginning of 
national recession.  Connecticut 
had already lost 17,600 jobs:  
1,682,600 jobs

4. September 2003: 1,638,800 jobs: Connecticut's lowest 
point of employment in this cycle.  Connecticut had 
lost 61,400 jobs over a period of 31 months (3.6% of 
workforce) including 37,400 since end of national 
recession.

3. November 2001: 8 month 
national recession ends: 
1,676,000 jobs

5. July 2005: 22 months into employment 
recoverey, Connecticut has regained only 
53% of jobs lost in recession: 1,671,100 
jobs

Source: Economic Policy Institute and Connecticut Voices for Children analysis of Bureau of Labor and 
Statistics data.

Figure III-1 
 

                                                 
1 “Payroll Employment” is the number of employed persons, excluding the self-employed and farm and 
agricultural workers.  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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By July 2005, Connecticut’s employment numbers looked like this: 
  

• 20,400 more jobs than there were one year earlier (July 2004). 
• 32,300 more jobs than at the end of Connecticut’s employment recession 

(September 2003). 
• 29,100 fewer jobs than at Connecticut’s employment peak prior to the national 

recession (July 2000). 
 
Whereas a year ago, Connecticut’s economic recovery remained in doubt, today, Connecticut 
is on the path to recovery, though economic forecasts for the state suggest it will be a 
recovery that fails to generate substantial employment growth.  Writing in the Summer 2005 
issue of The Connecticut Economy, economist Peter E. Gunther projects productivity growth, as 
measured by real GSP, at an average annual rate of 3.2% through 2007, while employment 
growth ‘trails’ productivity growth, at only an average annual rate of 1.2% through 2007.2    
 
Employment gains in June 2005 prompted Governor Rell to comment that “[t]he numbers 
this month – more jobs and a decrease in our unemployment rate – are encouraging, but 
they also underscore the continuing fragility of Connecticut’s economy.”  Moreover, she 
articulated a clear recognition that there is a meaningful role for the state to play in helping 
to shape the Connecticut economy:  “We are working every day to retain and increase the 
number of meaningful good-paying jobs in our state.”3 
 
Connecticut’s Job Growth Compared To The Nation, The Region, And Other States.  Last year’s report 
presented employment data that were unequivocally negative, with Connecticut employment 
losses at three times the rate of national losses.   
 

 
As shown in Table III-1 above, assessing how Connecticut is doing relative to either the 
nation or region this year depends in part on the period of time examined.  Nationally, the 
recession ended in November 2001.  Since that time, Connecticut has lost over 5,000 jobs, 

                                                 
2 Peter E. Gunther, “CCEA Forecast: Where Are We Now, And Where Are We Going?” The Connecticut 
Economy , Summer 2005, 22. 
3 Governor M. Jodi Rell, “State Gains 1,000 jobs in June: Unemployment rate decreases to 5.1 percent” Labor 
Situation (Office of Research, Connecticut Department of Labor, July 21, 2005).  

Change in Payroll Employment Since End of National and Connecticut Recessions 

  

Employment Change 
(#000s) since end of 

national recession 
(November 2001) 

Employment 
Change (%) since 
end of national 

recession 
(November 2001) 

Employment Change 
(#000s) since end of 

CT recession 
(September 2003) 

Employment 
Change (%) since 

end of CT 
recession 

(September 2003) 
UNITED STATES 2,907.0 2.2% 3,833.0 2.9% 
NORTHEAST 293.4 2.9% 304.6 3.0% 
Connecticut -5.1 -0.3% 32.3 2.0% 
Table III-1     
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for a decline of 0.3%, compared to national growth of 2.2%, and regional growth of almost 
3%.   
 

Change in Payroll Employment Since End of Connecticut's 
Recession (September 2003)
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 Figure III-2  Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and Economic Policy Institute analysis 
of Bureau of Labor Statistics data, 2005. 
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If one uses the end of the Connecticut recession as the base year, however, Connecticut’s 
July 2005 employment numbers look much better.  Employment growth of over 32,000 
leaves Connecticut with employment growth of 2.0% since the end of the Connecticut 
recession.  Over the same period of time, the regional rate of growth is 3.0%, and the 
national rate is 2.9%.  Connecticut’s 2.0% growth rate is by no means stellar.  Thirteen states, 
including regional neighbors New York, New Jersey, and Massachusetts experienced weaker 
employment growth over this period.   
 
In contrast, Connecticut’s job losing ‘recovery’ since the end of the national recession place 
Connecticut sixth among states.  Among other Northeastern states, only Massachusetts, with 
employment loss of 2.0%, fares more poorly.   
 
Employment by Sector -- Changes in Types of Jobs Available.  Figure III-3 below shows the 
distribution of jobs in Connecticut in 2004 by sector.   

Connecticut’s largest employment sector is Trade, Transportation and Utilities, with 308,300 
jobs in 2003 (19% of all nonfarm employment [NFE]).  Other large sectors are Education 
and Health Services (16% of NFE), Government, including Indian tribal government 
employment (15%), Professional and Business Services (12%), Manufacturing (12%),  
Financial Activities (9%), Leisure and Hospitality (8%), Construction and Mining (4%), 
Other Services (4%), and Information (2%) round out the remaining employment sectors.  



The State of Working Connecticut, 2005  III-5 

 

 

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

350,000

Composition of Connecticut Jobs, 2004

Trade Transportation and Utilities 308,300

Education and Health Services 268,400

Government 242,400

Professional and Business Services 197,700

Manufacturing 197,500

Financial Activities 140,700

Leisure and Hospitality 127,900

Construction & Mining 66,500

Other Services 62,700

Information 39,100

2004 Employment

Figure III-3  Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data, 2004 
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Figures III-4 and III-5 below show changes in sectoral employment during two time periods.  
This first is from 2000 to 2004, roughly the time since Connecticut’s employment peak just 
prior to the national recession.  The second presents a longer timeline, from 1990-2004, 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 over 38,000 manufacturing jobs (i.e. 16.1% of all 
manufacturing jobs).4  Significant losses also have occurred in Professional and Business 
Services (-18,200) and Trade, Transportation and Utilities (-9,200).  Smaller losses have been 
sustained in Information (-7,300) and Financial Activities (-2,300).  These losses have been 
somewhat offset by modest gains in Government (+600,)5 Construction and Mining 
(+1,300), and Other Services (+1,700), and significant gains in Leisure and Hospitality 
(+6,800) and Education and Health Services (+23,200).   

                                                 
4 The Manufacturing sector is discussed in greater detail in a later section. 
5 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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Figure III-4    Source: CT Voices’ analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data, 2004 

Longer-term trends, illustrated in Figure III-5, below, show that losses in manufacturing 
have taken a significant bite out of Connecticut’s total employment.  Connecticut has shed 
100,800 manufacturing jobs since 1990 (82% of them in durable goods manufacturing).  
Connecticut’s continuing decline in manufacturing jobs since its most recent recession 
merely continues a decades-old trend.6   

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 (1990-2004). Over the more recent time 
                                                 
6  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. 
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frame (2000-2004), Professional and Business services has been the second largest 
employment loser, while Government employment has seen very little change, and certainly 
has not been a driver of employment growth.   
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Figure III-5      
 
While the number of jobs lost (or gained) in various sectors is important to note, in some 
cases, viewing the change in jobs as a percentage of peak employment (in 2000) is more 
telling.  Comparing the numbers of jobs lost/gained between 2000 and 2004 (seen in Figure 
III-4 above, and the percentage of jobs lost/gained over the same period (seen in Figure III-6, 
below), two sectors merit comment.  Certainly the loss of 16% of the state’s manufacturing 
sector employment over a four year period is alarming.  Of perhaps even greater concern, 
however, is the realization that the much smaller number of jobs lost in the Information 
sector also represented 16% of that sector.  Evidently, hopes that Connecticut’s declining 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2005  III-9 

manufacturing jobs might be replaced by higher end service jobs7 may seem to be unfulfilled 
when viewing this 16% decline in Information sector jobs alongside an 8% loss of 
Professional and Business Services jobs.    
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Figure III-6  Source: Connecticut Voices’ analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data, 2004. 

A closer look at manufacturing.8.  Despite significant gains in overall employment, the 
manufacturing sector’s news is not nearly as rosy.  Indeed, if one looks at the trend over the 
                                                 
7 All employment sectors have a mix of jobs that are both ‘high-end’ (requiring advanced skills and paying 
relatively high wages) and ‘low end’ (requiring lower skill levels and paying relatively low wages).  This sector 
tends to have a greater concentration of high-end jobs.   
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past 15 years, one sees that for the manufacturing sector, the best news that Connecticut has 
seen has been periods of employment stability.  As seen in Figure III-7 below, Connecticut is 
currently experiencing such a period of stability.  Connecticut’s manufacturing employment 
has hovered around the 197,400 mark seen in July 2005 for approximately two years (since 
August 2003).   This period of stability follows five years of losses, which in turn followed a 
period of decline and stability (1990-1998).  Overall, between January 1990 and July 2005, 
Connecticut has lost 107,300 manufacturing jobs (35% of the manufacturing jobs in 
Connecticut in January 1990).   Between the July 2000 peak in Connecticut’s overall 
employment and July 2005, Connecticut lost 39,600 manufacturing jobs (16.7% of its July 
2000 total). 

Connecticut Manufacturing Employment, January 1990 - July 2005
(Seasonally Adjusted, 000s)
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Figure III-7 

                                                                                                                                                 
8 This section is based on monthly analysis of Bureau of Labor and Statistics (BLS) data by the Economic 
Policy Institute.  See www.jobwatch.org. 
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Map III-1 below puts the loss of manufacturing jobs in Connecticut in a national context.  
While all but nine states lost manufacturing employment between 1990 and 2003, the 
Northeast was hit particularly hard.  Connecticut’s loss of 33% of its manufacturing jobs 
between 1990 and 2003 was almost double the national average loss of 18%.   

 

Hawaii

Alaska

% Change in Manufacturing Employment, 1990-2004

-66% - -25%

-24% - -18%

-17% - 0%

1% - 20%

21% - 90% CT = -34%
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Map III-1 

Figure III-8 below looks at a more recent time frame, showing the decline in Connecticut’s 
manufacturing employment compared to other states since Connecticut’s employment peak 
in July 2000.9  As a percentage of July 2000 manufacturing employment, Connecticut’s 
decline of 17% is not only less than the national average loss of 18%, but also notably less 
than Vermont’s 18%, and a cluster of regional states (New Hampshire, New Jersey, New 
York, Maine, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts), with losses ranging between 21% and 
23%10.  

                                                 
9 Seasonally adjusted manufacturing employment data are not available for all states.  
10 These five states saw losses during this time frame that ranked 8th through 3rd highest among the states.  
Connecticut ranked 22nd among the 39 states for which data were available.  
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Percentage Change in Manufacturing Employment, 
July 2000 to July 2005
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Figure III-8 
 



The State of Working Connecticut, 2005  III-13 

Wages and Wage Growth by Industry 
 
Table III-2 shows average annual wages and changes in average annual wages between 2003 
and 2004 in Connecticut by industry sector.   In all sectors except mining, 2004 wages 
exceeded those for 2003.  Connecticut’s average wage growth of 5.5% between 2003 and 
2004 paints a picture that is perhaps overly rosy.  Three sectors – management of companies 
and enterprises, finance and insurance, and utilities saw growth rates far exceeding this rate, 
with increases of 14.9%, 13.7%, and 21.6%, respectively.  Two sectors – information, and 
total government saw gains slightly exceeding the state average.  However, fifteen sectors 
enjoyed wage gains less than the state average.   
 
The table below highlights the fact that just as there are “two Connecticuts” – one very 
wealthy and one very poor – there are also two service sectors, one with very high wages and 
one with very low wages.  At the high end of the wage scale are sectors such as management of 
companies and enterprises ($121,243), finance and insurance ($118,484) and utilities ($97,305) and 
at the low end are sectors such as retail trade ($28,534) and accommodation and food 
services ($16,600). The fact that total government wages for 2004 ($47,249) fell below statewide 
averages reflects, in part, the inclusion in this sector of hundreds of relatively low paying 
casino-related jobs.11 
 

 
Wages  

Industry Sector (NAICS Description) 2003 2004 
03-04 Change 

(%) 
All Sectors Statewide 48,335 50,992 5.5
Management of companies and enterprises 105,495 121,243 14.9
Finance and insurance 104,248 118,484 13.7
Utilities 80,053 97,305 21.6
Professional and technical services 70,821 73,085 3.2
Wholesale trade 66,462 68,965 3.8
Manufacturing 58,052 61,068 5.2
Information 57,467 60,969 6.1
Mining 56,047 55,233 -1.5
Construction 48,044 49,598 3.2
Total government 44,754 47,249 5.6
Real estate and rental and leasing 42,961 44,466 3.5
Educational services 43,792 44,440 1.5
Health care and social assistance 38,980 40,402 3.6
Transportation and warehousing 36,906 38,824 5.2
Administrative and waste management 30,204 31,334 3.7
Retail trade 27,880 28,534 2.3
Other services, except public administration 26,810 27,112 1.1
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 24,757 25,372 2.5

                                                 
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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Wages  
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 23,582 24,171 2.5
Accommodation and food services 16,048 16,600 3.4
Source: Connecticut Department of Labor, CT Economic Digest, August 2005 

Table III-2                   
 
Table II-2 above and Figure III-9 below also show a very strong correlation between wages 
and wage growth – another example of Connecticut’s growing divide.  The three sectors 
with the highest wages – managements of companies and enterprises, finance and insurance, 
and utilities – are also the three sectors that saw the greatest wage growth between 2003 and 
2004. 
 
 

Connecticut's Growing Divide: Average CT Sectoral Wages and 
% Change in Wages, 2003-2004
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Impact of Connecticut’s Recent Job Gains and Losses on Wages and Annual Income 
 
The continued erosion of high wage jobs in Connecticut in sectors such as manufacturing 
($61,068), finance and insurance ($118,484), and management of companies and enterprises 
($121,243) threatens family wages (and therefore family incomes) in Connecticut.12   As 
noted in Table III-2, above, wages in these sectors far surpass the state average wage of  
$50,992.13  Clearly, losing jobs in these sectors, as has occurred in the last several years, 
exacts a toll on the state economy. 
 
As shown in Table III-3 and Figure III-10 below, the industry sectors in which Connecticut 
lost the most jobs between 2003 and 2004 pay more, on average, than the industry sectors in 
which Connecticut had the greatest job gains over this period.   The average 2004 wage in the 
five employment sectors showing largest employment losses was almost $83,000, compared 
with an average wage of just $38,181 for jobs in the five sectors with the highest 
employment gains in 2004. 

Industry Sector 

03-04 
Employment 
Change (#) 2004 Wage 

Annual Sectoral 
Wage Gain/Loss 

Largest Employment Losses by Sector       
Manufacturing -2,410 61,068 -$147,173,880
Total government -2,216 47,249 -$104,703,784
Finance and insurance -2,049 118,484 -$242,773,716
Management of companies and enterprises -1,924 121,243 -$233,271,532
Information -733 60,969 -$44,690,277

Top Five Employment Losing Sectors: 
Total Job Loss and Average Wage, Total 
Annual Wage Loss -9,332 82,792 -$772,613,189
Largest Employment Gains by Sector       
Construction 3,909 49,598 $193,878,582
Administrative and waste management 2,833 31,334 $88,769,222
Health care and social assistance 2,773 40,402 $112,034,746
Accommodation and food services 1,850 16,600 $30,710,000
Educational services 1,364 44,440 $60,616,160

Top Five Employment Gaining Sectors: 
Total Job Gain and Average Wage, Total 
Annual Wage Gain 12,729 38,181 $486,008,710
Source: Connecticut Department of Labor, CT Economic Digest, August 2005 

Table III-3 
                                                 
12 Wages are discussed at greater length in Chapter Vof this report.     
13 “Connecticut Industry – 2003 and 2004,” The Connecticut Economic Digest , Vol. 10 (8), (Connecticut 
Department of Labor and the Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development, August 
2005), pp. 2-3.  
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Increased Employment in Low Wage Jobs, Decreased Employment in High Wage Jobs: 
Average CT Sectoral Wages and % Change in Employment, 2003-2004
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Figure III-10 
 
Unionization Rate 
 
In 2004, 16.6% of the Connecticut workforce was represented by unions, a slight increase 
from the 2003 level of 16.4%.  As shown in Figure III-11 below, Connecticut has had a fairly 
stable rate of union coverage since 2000, following a period of modest erosion of coverage.  
In 2004, only eleven states had a greater share of their workforces covered by collective 
bargaining agreements.  Connecticut’s union coverage surpasses the national rate of 13.8%, 
but is less than the average rate in the Northeast (20.0%).  The Northeast has a 
concentration of states with high rates of unionized workers (led by New York’s 26.4%, the 
highest rate in the country in 2004).14 
  
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.  As seen in Figure III-12 below, national data 
show that this has been less true over the course of the past seven years.  During this time 
period, benefits for union workers have outstripped non-union workers for two years, have 

                                                 
14 Note: These data also include individuals who are covered by collective bargaining agreements but who may 
not themselves be union members.  If one were to look only at union membership, Connecticut’s 15.3% for 2004 
surpasses the national rate of 12.5%, and is less than the regional rate of 18.8% for the Northeast. 
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been surpassed by non-union workers in two years, and have been virtually identical to non-
union workers in three years.15  As noted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, total national 
compensation gains16 for union workers over the year ending June 2005 were down 
significantly from the prior year, from 6.0% to 2.9%, including benefit cost increases of just 
4.1%.  As noted in the BLS report, this modest increase “decelerat[ed] sharply compared 
with the gain of 11.3 percent in June 2004.”17    
 
It remains too soon to know what impact recent developments in the North American labor 
movement will have at the state level.  The departure of the Service Employees International 
Union (SEIU), the Teamsters, and the United Food and Commercial Workers from the 
national AFL-CIO might catalyze a revitalization of labor, or might presage a fracturing that 
further detracts from the power of organized labor in America.   
 
 

Union Coverage, 1995-2004:
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Figure III-11 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
15 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment Cost Index, June 2005.  www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/eci.pdf. 
16 Wages and salaries, and benefit costs.   
17 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment Cost Index, June 2005.  www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/eci.pdf. 
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IV. Unemployment, Long-term Unemployment, and Underemployment1 

 
Unemployment 
 
Connecticut’s 5.4% unemployment rate in June 2004 remains more than double the 2.4% 
rate Connecticut enjoyed in June 2000, prior to its most recent recession. Map IV-1, below, 
shows the variation in unemployment throughout Connecticut.  While last year’s report 
(June 2004) indicated there were eleven Connecticut towns with unemployment rates of less 
than 2%, one year later, in June 2005, every Connecticut town had an unemployment rate of 
3% or higher.  Over the same time period, the number of cities and towns with 
unemployment rates exceeding 6% has increased from 15 to 18. 
 

Connecticut Unemployment Rates, June 2005
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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 who have 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-timers, 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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Connecticut’s largest 
cities have the 
highest 
unemployment rates 
in the state, led by 
Hartford’s 10.3%, 
Waterbury’s 8.3%, 
and Bridgeport’s 
8.2%.  Moreover, 
there has been 
significant 
consistency over 
time in the 
Connecticut towns 
with the highest 
levels of 
unemployment.  
This year’s “top ten” 
list adds Bloomfield 
and East Hampton, 
dropping New 
London and Derby.  
Moreover, half of the towns on the “top ten” unemployment list – Hartford, Bloomfield, 
East Hampton, Waterbury and New Haven -- also appear on the list of the top ten increases 
in unemployment in the four years since Connecticut’s June 2000 employment peak. 
 
Map IV-2, below, shows the change in Connecticut’s unemployment rate, by town, between 
June 2000 and June 2005.  While most of Connecticut’s largest cities have the highest rates 
of unemployment and the greatest increases in unemployment since June 2000, high levels 
of unemployment growth also plague the Naugatuck Valley and Northeastern Connecticut.   
 
Whereas last year’s map of unemployment increases showed several clusters of towns with 
unemployment growth exceeding 3 percentage points since June 2000, this year the clusters  
of towns have grown, and in many cases merged together, highlighting the extent to which 
the challenges faced by Connecticut’s inner cities are felt like shock waves in the surrounding 
towns. 
 
Significant clusters of rising unemployment can be found around Windham (where Chaplin 
and Columbia are joined this year by Franklin, Mansfield, Hampton, Ashford and Eastford, 
each with increases exceeding 3 percentage points since 2000).  Similar growth in 
unemployment can be seen around Hartford (where Bloomfield, Windsor and East Hartford 
are joined by West Hartford, Windsor Locks, merging with a cluster joining New Britain and 
Waterbury and suburbs Plymouth, Bristol and Plainville), and New Haven (where West 
Haven is joined this year by Hamden, North Haven and East Haven also exceeding three 
percentage point increases in unemployment).  Even last year’s northwestern cluster of 
growing unemployment -- Barkhamsted, Winchester and Torrington – has grown to 
encompass high unemployment growth in neighboring North Canaan, Canaan, and Norfolk.   
 

Top Ten Increases in 
Unemployment Rate Among CT 

Towns, June 2000 to 2005 

Towns  
Rate 

Increase 
Hartford 4.9% 
Bloomfield 4.7% 
East Hampton 4.7% 
Waterbury 4.1% 
Middlefield 4.0% 
New Haven 4.0% 
North Canaan 3.9% 
Winchester 3.9% 
Chaplin 3.8% 
Canaan 3.7% 
Source: CT Department of Labor, 
LMI, 2005 
Table IV-1 

Top Ten Unemployment 
Rates Among CT Towns, June 

2005 

Towns  
June 2005 
Rate (%) 

Hartford 10.3% 
Waterbury 8.3% 
Bridgeport 8.2% 
New Haven 7.9% 
New Britain 7.8% 
Ansonia 7.3% 
Bloomfield 7.3% 
Windham 7.3% 
East Hampton 7.0% 
East Hartford 6.8% 
Source: CT Department of 
Labor, LMI, 2005 
Table IV-2 
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Change in Connecticut's Unemployment Rates
June 2000 to June 2005 (Change in %)
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Map IV-2 

 

Impact of Education on Unemployment.  Table IV-3 below shows the strong association between 
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 
was that a worker would be unemployed. 
 
Nationally, those lacking a high school degree experienced unemployment rates in 2004 that 
were four times greater than those experienced by persons with bachelor’s degrees or higher 
(12% as compared to 3%).  In Connecticut the ‘education premium’ was even more 
significant.  Those with less than a high school education experienced unemployment rates 
that were five times greater than for those with a bachelor’s degree or higher.   
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Table IV-3 
 
Although the ‘education premium’ is apparent in each state, Figure IV-1 below highlights the 
extent to which those lacking a high school education face the brunt of unemployment in 
each state.  Evidently, Connecticut’s economy is particularly different for those lacking a 
high school education.  Only five states (and the District of Columbia) have higher 
unemployment rates among those lacking a high school education.  
 
  

Unemployment Rate by Educational Attainment: Connecticut, US, and Northeast Region, 
2004 

  
Less than high 

school High school Some college 
Bachelor's or 

higher 
UNITED STATES 11.8% 6.1% 4.8% 2.9% 
NORTHEAST 12.4% 5.6% 4.9% 3.2% 
New England 13.2% 4.8% 4.4% 3.0% 
Maine 14.0% 4.9% 3.1% 2.8% 
New Hampshire 9.6% 3.8% 3.6% 2.1% 
Vermont 11.8% 4.1% 3.1% 1.8% 
Massachusetts 13.3% 5.2% 4.9% 3.2% 
Rhode Island 10.5% 5.9% 4.7% 3.3% 
Connecticut 15.3% 4.2% 4.6% 3.0% 
Middle Atlantic 12.1% 5.9% 5.1% 3.2% 
New York 12.3% 6.2% 5.3% 3.7% 
New Jersey 10.3% 5.0% 5.1% 2.9% 
Pennsylvania 13.1% 6.1% 4.9% 2.8% 
Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current Population Survey data 
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Unemployment Rates, those with less than 
high school education, 2004
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Figure IV-1 
 
Unemployment by gender.  Table IV-4 below compares Connecticut’s 2004 overall 
unemployment rate, and unemployment rates for women and men, to corresponding rates 
for the region and the nation. In 2004, Connecticut’s 4.9% overall unemployment rate was 
less than both the national average (5.5%) and the regional average (5.3%).  Unemployment 
rates in 2004 for Connecticut women and men also were less than corresponding regional 
and national rates for women and men. Comparing unemployment rates by gender, 
Connecticut mirrors national trends, with Connecticut men unemployed at a slightly higher 
rate in 2004 than Connecticut women (5.1% of men compared to 4.7% of women).   For 
both men and women, 2004 unemployment rates were lower than was the case in 2003.   
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Unemployment Rate by Gender: Connecticut, 
US, and Northeast Region, 2004 

  All Male Female  
UNITED STATES 5.5% 5.6% 5.4% 
     
NORTHEAST 5.3% 5.6% 5.0% 
New England 4.8% 5.3% 4.3% 
Maine 4.7% 5.1% 4.2% 
New Hampshire 3.7% 4.0% 3.3% 
Vermont 3.7% 4.0% 3.4% 
Massachusetts 5.1% 5.9% 4.2% 
Rhode Island 5.4% 5.5% 5.2% 
Connecticut 4.9% 5.1% 4.7% 
     
Middle Atlantic 5.5% 5.8% 5.3% 
New York 5.8% 5.9% 5.8% 
New Jersey 4.8% 4.7% 4.9% 
Pennsylvania 5.6% 6.3% 4.8% 
Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current 
Population Survey data, 2004 
Table IV-4 

 

Unemployment by race and ethnicity.  Disparities in unemployment by race and ethnicity are 
striking in Connecticut.  As shown in Figure IV-2, the 2004 unemployment rate among 
Connecticut’s African-American workers was 8.0%, almost double the rate of its white 
workers (4.1%).  The unemployment rate of Connecticut’s Hispanic workers, at 9.3%, was 
more than double the rate of its white workers.  While these unemployment ratios largely 
mirror national patterns, the relative rates of Hispanic and African American unemployment 
are reversed in Connecticut compared to the national pattern, in which African American 
workers have higher rates of unemployment than do Hispanic workers. 
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Figure IV-2 
 
Long Term Unemployment2  
 
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-5 indicates the 
proportion of all the unemployed who 
were “long-term” unemployed.3  In 
Connecticut, as in the region and nation, 
about a quarter of all persons who were 
unemployed in 2004 had been 
unemployed for more than 26 weeks.  Although Connecticut men faced long term 
unemployment at approximately the same rate as the national average, a higher proportion 
of Connecticut’s unemployed women faced long-term unemployment in 2004.  This 
apparent gender difference in Connecticut’s long term unemployed was not statistically 
significant.4  
 
 

                                                 
2 Data limitations prevent an examination of long-term unemployment by age, race/ethnicity, or education in 
Connecticut. 
3  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 CPS is based.  The long-term unemployed are 
individuals who had been unemployed for more than 26 weeks at the reference week.   
4 Because these Connecticut findings are a) contrasting with both regional and national findings, where men 
have a higher share of long-term unemployment than do women, and b) not statistically significantly different, 
caution is urged in drawing conclusions based on these data.     

 
Long-term unemployment share, 2004 

 All Women Men 
UNITED STATES 21.8% 20.5% 23.0% 
NORTHEAST 23.9% 21.8% 25.5% 
Connecticut 25.1% 27.2% 23.4% 
Table IV-5 
Source: United States Census Bureau, Current Population 
Survey 
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Underemployment 
 
The underemployment rate is a more comprehensive measure than the unemployment rate of 
prevailing conditions in the labor market.  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 who 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.   

As seen in Figure IV-3 below, Connecticut’s underemployment rate in 2004 (9.1%) was 4.2 
percentage points (86%) higher than its unemployment rate (4.9%).  Underemployment was 
also higher regionally by 3.6 percentage points (8.9% underemployment compared to 5.3% 
unemployment) and nationally (9.6% underemployment compared to 5.5% unemployment).   

While underemployment is a problem for Connecticut families, preventing them from 
working as much as they would like to, it also represents a significant underutilization of 
labor in the economy and depresses wages.  
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Connecticut, US and Northeast, 2004

Underemployment 9.6% 8.9% 9.1%

Unemployment 5.5% 5.3% 4.9%

UNITED STATES NORTHEAST Connecticut

 Source: Connecticut Voices for Children and EPI analysis of Current Population Survey data. 
Figure IV-3 
 
Underemployment by race and ethnicity.  The pattern of disparity in unemployment by race and 
ethnicity is also found in underemployment rates.  In 2004 the underemployment rate among 
Connecticut’s African-American workers was 17.8%, compared to 16.5% of Hispanic 
workers, and 7.2% of White workers.   
 
Underemployment by gender, age, and level of educational attainment.  Table IV-6, below, highlights 
differences in Connecticut’s underemployment rates by gender, age, and level of educational 
attainment.   Underemployment rates exceeding 15% for younger workers, African-
American and Hispanic workers, and workers with less than a high school education are of 
concern at both the individual and societal level.  These workers want to do more to support 
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themselves and their families.  Their inability to do so not only leaves them less well off, it 
also represents important underutilization of capacity at the level of the Connecticut 
economy.    
 
 

Undemployment rates by Demographic Groups, 2004 

  
United 
States Northeast Connecticut 

All 9.6% 8.9% 9.1% 
Male 9.6% 9.0% 9.0% 
Female 9.6% 8.7% 9.2% 
16-24 yrs 19.1% 18.0% 19.8% 
25-54 yrs 8.0% 7.4% 7.4% 
55 yrs and older 7.1% 7.0% 7.7% 
White 7.8% 7.5% 7.2% 
African-American 16.3% 15.7% 17.8% 
Hispanic 13.2% 12.2% 16.7% 
Asian/Pacific islander 7.9% 7.6% (a) 
Less than high school 19.8% 18.6% 21.6% 
High school 10.9% 9.9% 9.8% 
Some college 8.4% 8.3% 8.9% 
Bachelor's or higher 5.0% 5.2% 5.3% 
Source: EPI Analysis of Current Population Survey Data 
(a) Insufficient data to meet standards for inclusion. 
 
Table IV-6  

 
 
Unemployment Insurance 
 
Connecticut’s current unemployment insurance system (UI), while arguably better than the 
systems in many states, no longer meets the needs of workers in today’s economy.  Thomas 
Friedman, in his best-selling book, The World is Flat, supports enhancing existing UI systems 
with a system of wage insurance that smooths transitions from one job to the next, 
providing benefits that encourage workers to attain the education and training they need to 
ensure that employment transitions are a step up for workers, rather than a step down the 
economic ‘chutes’ that typically accompany periods of unemployment.5 

                                                 
5 The World is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty-First Century  (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2005). 
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Unemployment Insurance Benefit Levels: Average weekly 
benefit as a percent of the state's average wage, 2004
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Figure IV-4 
 
As seen in Figure IV-4 above, Connecticut’s unemployment insurance benefit levels, 
expressed as a percentage of the average state wage, are among the lowest in the country.  
Because Connecticut is a very expensive place to live, for the unemployed, the high cost of 
living in Connecticut quickly eats away at any family assets.6   
  
Unemployment Insurance Recipiency Rates and Exhaustion Rates 
 
The unemployment insurance (UI) recipiency rate is the share of unemployed workers 
receiving UI benefits.  Two things about Connecticut’s UI recipiency rates merit attention.  
The first concerns Connecticut’s UI recipiency rates over time, and shifts in Connecticut’s 
state rank in this area.  As seen in Figure IV-5, twenty-five years ago, Connecticut’s UI 
                                                 
6 Douglas Hall, Connecticut Family Asset Scorecard, 2005, (Connecticut Voices for Children, 2005).   
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recipiency rate was approximately equal to the national average.  In 1980, Connecticut 
ranked 33rd among the states, with 41% of unemployed workers receiving UI.  By 1990, 
Connecticut’s rate had increased to 51%, and its rank to 7th.  By 2000, Connecticut’s 
coverage had grown to almost 70%, and the state was ranked 1st.  After peaking in 2001 at 
70%, Connecticut’s UI recipiency rate has plunged 20 percentage points, and to 8th overall.   
 
The second thing to highlight regarding Connecticut’s UI coverage, as measured by 
recipiency rates, is that even at its peak of 70%, fully 30% of Connecticut’s unemployed 
workers did not receive unemployment insurance benefits.  In 2004, fully half of 
Connecticut’s unemployed workers went without UI coverage.  To compete in the global 
economy, Connecticut’s working people need to have access to benefits that allow them to 
transition between jobs without putting at risk their family assets. 
 
 

Unemployment Insurance Recipiency Rates, Connecticut and US, 1979-2004
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Figure IV-5 
 
 
 
The unemployment insurance (UI) exhaustion rate is an estimate of the share of workers who 
received UI benefits for 26 full weeks, exhausting their eligibility under federal guidelines.7 
As seen in Figure IV-6 below, between 1979 and 1989, Connecticut’s exhaustion rates were 
significantly lower than the national rates.  While Connecticut’s 2004 rate of 34% is lower 
than the national rate of 39%, Connecticut’s recent advantage over the national rates pales 
beside that enjoyed during this earlier period.   
 
 
 

                                                 
7 The federal government had previously been offering extended eligibility for UI benefits.  This program, 
Temporary Extended Unemployment Compensation (TEUC), has been discontinued. 
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Unemployment Insurance Exhaustion Rates: Connecticut and US, 1979-2004
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Figure IV-6 
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V. Wage Trends, Wages and Demographics 
 
Wage Trends 
The following table 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.   
 

Very Low to Very High:  Connecticut Hourly Wages, 1980-2004 ($ 2004) 
Wage Decile 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

10th percentile: "Very Low Wages" $7.16 $7.57 $8.18 $7.26 $7.79 $8.17 $8.20 $8.13 $8.05 
20th percentile: "Low Wages" $8.64 $9.26 $9.84 $9.59 $9.96 $10.46 $10.32 $10.15 $9.95 
50th percentile: "Median Wages" $13.08 $14.23 $15.72 $16.10 $16.42 $17.20 $17.10 $17.49 $17.33 
80th percentile: "High Wages" $20.58 $22.62 $25.35 $26.17 $26.91 $27.90 $28.33 $29.89 $28.98 
90th percentile: "Very High Wages" $26.00 $29.60 $31.16 $34.44 $35.63 $36.00 $36.43 $38.60 $37.45 
Table V-1 
 
These data suggest2 that, since 2001, both low wage and very low wage workers have had a 
decline in their real (inflation-adjusted) wages, while high and very high wage earners 
continued to enjoy wage growth.  Notably, wage earners at the 10th, 20th, 50th, 80th, and 90th 
percentiles all evidently saw real wage decline between 2003 and 2004.   
 
Figure V-1 below shows real wage trends at the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles, from 1979 to 
2004.  While median wages made modest gains over this period, very high wages gained 
steadily, and very low wages remained stagnant throughout.   

                                                 
1 The “very low wage” is the wage of the worker at the 10th percentile of wages. That is, the hourly wage for a 
“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. 
2 Small sample sizes in these specific data limit the precision of the estimates of these changes in wages. 
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Wage Trends, 1979-2004
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Figure V-1 
 

Another perspective on Connecticut’s wage trends over time can be seen in Figure V-2, 
below which compares changes in real (inflation-adjusted) hourly wages of Connecticut’s 
low (20th percentile), median (50th percentile), and high-wage ($80th percentile) workers from 
1980 to 2004 (rather than the 10th, median, and 90th percentiles).  The very modest gains by 
low wage workers over this time period are clearly dwarfed by significant gains among 
Connecticut’s high wage earners. Workers at the 80th percentile enjoyed real wages in 2004 
that were $8.40 per hour greater than in 1980, an increase of 41%.  By comparison, real wage 
growth for median wage workers over the same period was $4.25 per hour (32%), and for 
low-wage workers just $1.31 per hour (15%). 
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 Source: United States Census Bureau, Current Population Survey 
Figure V-2 
 
 
Figure V-3, below, demonstrates the ongoing and significant “pulling apart” of 
Connecticut’s wages.  The difference between 10th percentile wages and 90th percentile wages 
grew from $18.84/hour to $29.40/hour between 1980 and 2004.  The 2004 gap is smaller 
than the 2003 gap.  If Connecticut is in fact holding the line on the “pulling apart” of wages, 
that would represent a significant and positive development. 
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Table V-4, below, compares changes in real hourly wages between 1980 and 1990 and 
between 1990 and 2004 for the various wage deciles.  Two points merit mention.  First is the 
extent to which growth in high and very high wages has outstripped growth in low and very 
low wages throughout both periods.  Also noteworthy are the differences in real wage growth 
evident in the two time periods.  Over the 1980s, real wages increased about 14% for low 
and very low wage workers, compared to gains of 20% and more for median and higher 
wage workers.  Since 1990, however, real wage gains have been far more uneven, with 
Connecticut workers in very low wage jobs actually losing economic ground, while those in 
very high wage jobs enjoy real wage gains equal to those of the 1980s.  In short, Connecticut’s 
low wage and very low wage workers increasingly are being “left behind” by Connecticut’s economy.   
 

Changes in Connecticut's Hourly Wages, 1980-2004 ($ 2004) 

Wage Decile 1980 1990 2004 
$ Change, 
'80 to '90 

% Change, 
'80 to '90 

$ 
Change, 
'90 to 

'03 

% 
Change, 
'90 to 

'04 

10th percentile: "Very Low Wages" $7.16 $8.18 $8.05 $1.02 14% ($0.13) -2% 
20th percentile: "Low Wages" $8.64 $9.84 $9.95 $1.20 14% $0.11 1% 
50th percentile: "Median Wages" $13.08 $15.72 $17.33 $2.64 20% $1.61 10% 
80th percentile: "High Wages" $20.58 $25.35 $28.98 $4.77 23% $3.63 14% 
90th percentile: "Very High Wages" $26.00 $31.16 $37.45 $5.16 20% $6.29 20% 
Table V-2 
 
Wage Trends in Connecticut, the Northeast and the United States    
Connecticut’s 2004 wages have regained their traditional position at or near the lead of the 
pack of states.  Connecticut’s low wage (wage at the 20th percentile) was tied with New 
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Hampshire for first in the nation in 2004, at $9.95 (trailing only the District of Columbia, at 
$10.84)3, as was Connecticut’s median wage, at $17.73.  Connecticut’s high wage (wage at the 
80th percentile), $28.98, trailed both New Jersey and DC.  
 
Figures V-4, V-5, and V-7 below show how Connecticut’s real hourly wages (low, median, 
and high) compare with regional and national hourly wages over time. In each wage group, 
Connecticut’s wages have exceeded both national and regional wages, after starting at 
very similar points in 1980. 
 
Low wages 
 In 2004, Connecticut’s “low” (20th percentile) hourly wage was $0.82/hour higher than the 
“low” wages in the Northeast, and $1.30 higher than the average national low wage.  
Connecticut’s comparatively high state minimum wage has helped boost Connecticut’s low 
wages relative to other states.   Only Washington ($7.35), Oregon ($7.25), and Alaska ($7.15)  
have higher minimum wages in 2005.   

Low Wages (20th Percentile), 1980-2004
($ 2004)
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United States $7.97 $7.67 $7.71 $7.61 $8.52 $8.61 $8.64 $8.69 $8.65 

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Figure V-4 
 
 
Median Wages 
Connecticut’s median hourly wages continued to outpace both national and regional median 
wages in 2004, as seen in Figure V-5 below. Although only $0.67 hour higher than the 
national median hourly wage in 1980, Connecticut’s median hourly wage in 2004 exceeded 
the national average by $3.34/hour.  Compared to other states, Connecticut’s 2004 median 

                                                 
3 Connecticut’s low wage was 5th highest in the nation in 2003 and 2nd highest in the nation in 2002.   
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hourly wage ranked highest, as it did in 2000 (though behind the District of Columbia’s 
$17.78).   
 
 

Median Wages (50th Percentile), 1980-2004
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Figure V-5 
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Difference Between Connecticut's Median Hourly Wage and the 
National Median Hourly Wage: 1979/80 -- 2003/2004
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Figure V-6 
 
As seen in Figure V-6, above, Connecticut’s median wage earners pulled away from their 
national counterparts during the period from 1979-80 through 1990-91.  Although the gap 
has remained since then, the relative growth has stagnated, leaving a relatively constant gap 
for more than a decade.     
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High Wages (80th Percentile), 1980-2004
($ 2004)
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Figure V-7 
 
High Wages 
The slight decline in high wages seen for both Connecticut and the Northeast does not 
significantly detract from the considerable growth seen at this wage level throughout the past 
quarter century.  Of these three wage categories, only the “high” wage (80th percentile) group 
demonstrates considerable growth in average real hourly wages throughout the period -- in 
Connecticut, the Northeast, and the United States. The difference between Connecticut’s 
“high” hourly wage and the national average increased from $0.50 in 1980 to $3.12 in 2004, 
with much of this growth occurring throughout the 1980s.   
 
Connecticut’s “high” average hourly wage of $28.98 in 2003 exceeds both the national and 
regional average “high” wages. Among the 50 states, it is second only to New Jersey’s $29.79 
(though it also trails the District of Columbia’s $32.56).   
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Wage Inequality    
Growing inequality in wages is a basic contributor to the growing inequality of family 
income that threatens the fabric of Connecticut’s communities and families.4 Since 1980, the 
gap between low and high hourly wages in Connecticut has grown considerably in absolute 
terms.  The growing gap between very high (90th percentile) and very low (10th percentile) wages 
is even more pronounced.  
 
Expressing the gap between very high and very low hourly wages as a ratio, one finds that 
growth in the wage gap accelerated in Connecticut between 1980 and 1995, but since then 
has remained fairly steady, as seen in Figure V-8 below.   Specifically, in 1980, the wage gap 
ratio was 3.6 (i.e. the 90th percentile wage was 3.6 times greater than the 10th percentile wage).  
By 1990, the wage gap ratio had increased slightly, to 3.8.  However, by 1995, the wage gap 
ratio had increased to 4.7.   Since then, it has fluctuated some, but has returned to a ratio of 
4.7 in both 2003 and 2004.    
 
Connecticut’s “very high”/”very low” wage gap ratio surpassed the national ratio only after 
1990.  It remains quite high compared to other states.   In  2004, Connecticut had the 7th 
highest gap between very high and very low wages (ratio of 4.7), behind only California (5.1), 
New Jersey (5.0), New York (4.9), Maryland (4.8), Virginia (4.8), and Massachusetts (4.7).  
The highest inequality ratio in 2004 was in the District of Columbia (5.3).  
 
 

                                                 
4   Douglas Hall and Shelley Geballe, Pulling Apart in Connecticut: An Analysis of Trends in Family Income 
(Connecticut Voices for Children, 2002). 
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Ratio of Very High (90th Percentile) to Very Low (10th Percentile) 
Hourly Wages, 1980-2004
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Figure V-8 
 

 
 
 
 
Importantly, wage inequality markedly underestimates family income inequality in a state of 
Connecticut’s wealth, as it fails to take into account the significant non-wage income of 
Connecticut’s highest income families and the actual wages of Connecticut’s highest wealth 
families.5 
 
Wages and Demographics 
 
Wages and Gender. Figure V-9 below shows the median wage by gender in Connecticut, the 
United States, and the Northeast.  Although both Connecticut men and women enjoy higher 
median wages than do their counterparts regionally and nationally, the gap between median 
wages for men and women is larger – both in real and relative terms – in Connecticut.  At 
the median, women nationally receive wages that are just 82 cents for every dollar that men 

                                                 
5   “Very high” wages in this report are 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. In a state like Connecticut, which 
has very significant individual wealth (a long “tail” in the upper levels of income distribution) this measure fails 
to capture an important dimension of the state’s highest wages. While “very low” wages have a lower bound 
($0/hour), “high” wages have no upper limit. In addition, our state’s wealthiest residents also enjoy substantial 
non-wage income. For both these reasons, the measure of wage inequality used in this report will substantially 
underestimate the true level of income inequality between high and low income Connecticut families. 
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at the median receive.  Regionally, that drops to 80 cents on the dollar, and in Connecticut, 
the median wage for women, $14.76, is just 74% of the male median wage of $19.89. 
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UNITED STATES NORTHEAST Connecticut

 Figure V-9 
 

Although the gap between median wages for Connecticut men and women grew in 2003 and 
2004, Figure V-10 shows a dramatic ‘closing of the gap’ over time since 1979.  There 
remains, however, a long way to go before median wage parity is achieved for men and 
women in Connecticut, and clearly the task is not aided by setbacks such as those over the 
past two years. 
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Women's Median Wages as Percentage of Men's Median Wages:
Connecticut, 1979-2004
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Wages and Educational Attainment.  Further evidence that ‘education pays’ can be seen in 
Figure V-11 below.  In Connecticut, the United States, and the Northeast, those with a 
Bachelor’s degree or higher enjoy median wages that are more than double those paid to 
workers lacking a high school education.   Notably, although Connecticut enjoys an 
advantage in median wages for each level of educational attainment (as a proportion of 
national median wages), Connecticut’s advantage is greatest for those with a high school 
diploma, followed by those with a bachelor’s degree or higher.    
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Wages and Race/Ethnicity.  Figure V-12 below shows the wage disparities for Connecticut, the 
United States, and the Northeast, based on race and ethnicity.  While the wage advantage 
enjoyed by White workers is stark at the state, regional, and national levels, it is particularly 
noteworthy in Connecticut.  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, the wage advantage enjoyed by 
Connecticut’s African American and Hispanic workers relative to their regional and national 
counterparts is much less pronounced.  
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VI. Wage Inadequacy 
 
Many Connecticut families earn wages that are not only inadequate to meet their self-
sufficiency needs, but are so low as to leave them below the federal poverty level 
($19,307/year for a family of 4 in 2004)1. 
 

Work Status of Poor Families with Children
(# of families)

21,000 families 
working more than 

26 weeks7,000 families not 
able to work

10,000 families able 
to work but not 

working

8,000 families 
working 13 weeks or 

less
4,000 families 

working more than 
13 weeks but less 26 

weeks

Source: 2003 American Community Survey data, from Douglas Hall, Poverty Despite Work 
in Connecticut, 2005, (Connecticut Voices for Children, 2005). 
Figure VI-1 
 
As seen in Figure VI-1 above, 76% of Connecticuts 43,000 poor families with a parent 
able to work had a parent in the workforce in 2003.  In Connecticut, 69,000 people live 
in families in which parents work more than 26 weeks of the year, including 40,000 
children.  Employment is not adequate to lift these working families out of poverty.   
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
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.   
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Wage Inadequacy and Connecticut’s Self Sufficiency Standard 
 
Connecticut’s Self-Sufficiency Standard, released by the Office of Policy and 
Management in 1999, defines for multiple family types and for 12 regions in the state, 
the hourly/monthly wage necessary for a family to be economically self-sufficient in 
Connecticut.2 
 
The Self-Sufficiency Standard includes costs for housing, childcare, food, transportation, 
health care, taxes, and miscellaneous expenses. 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.  It 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 1/3 rd of 
all expenses, a now outdated notion).  Moreover, the federal poverty threshold is a 
national measure, and fails to take into account significant differences both between, and 
within, states in the cost of living.  It 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 
 
Table VI-2, below, shows the self-sufficiency standard for a Connecticut family of four 
(two parents and an infant and a school aged child), inflation adjusted to accommodate 
changes since 1998.  Even in the most ‘affordable’ region – Hartford – the annual 
income needed to achieve self-sufficiency is more than double the federal poverty level 
(FPL).  For the family composition shown in the table, the income required to meet self-
sufficiency needs ranges from more than double the FPL in the Hartford region (2.3 
times FPL), to more than triple the FPL in Stamford-Norwalk (3.1 times FPL).   

                                                 
2 Pearce and Brooks, The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut (1999).  An updated Self Sufficiency 
Standard for Connecticut will be released by Connecticut’s Office of Workforce Competitiveness in the 
Fall of 2005.  The Economic Policy Institute produces similar numbers using their basic family budget  
calculator.  Updated basic family budget information were released September 1 for over 400 communities 
nationwide.  See http://www.epi.org/content.cfm/datazone_fambud_budget. 
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CT Self-Sufficiency Standard for Family with Two 
Working Parents with One Infant and One School-Aged 

Child (2004$) 

Region 

Average annual 
income needed for 

economic self-
sufficiency 

Federal Poverty 
Threshold 

Hartford  $            44,530  $19,157 
Middletown  $            45,087  $19,157 
Northeast  $            45,741  $19,157 
Bristol  $            45,978  $19,157 
Waterbury  $            46,395  $19,157 
New Haven  $            46,646  $19,157 
Southeast   $            47,189  $19,157 
Torrington  $            47,217  $19,157 
Danbury  $            49,959  $19,157 
Old Saybrook  $            50,307  $19,157 
Bridgeport  $            52,701  $19,157 
Stamford-Norwalk  $            60,037  $19,157 

Source: Pearce and Brooks, The Self -Sufficiency Standard for 
Connecticut , (1999).  Note: The Self Sufficiency Standard report 
defines hourly wages necessary for self-sufficiency as of 1998.  
Accordingly, the "self-sufficiency" wages have been adjusted for 
inflation using the CPI-U to allow a comparison of 2004 dollars 
to the federal poverty threshold for 2004.  Note that because 
the number of children is specified in this example, the poverty 
threshold is given as $19,157, rather than the weighted average 
$19,307 cited above.   

Table VI-1 
 
 
Table VI-2 below shows the relationship between Connecticut’s 2004 average wages at 
the various percentiles (10, 20, 50, 80, 90) and the wages required to meet self-sufficiency 
needs in twelve regions in Connecticut for a Connecticut family with two parents, and 
two children (an infant and a school aged child), as well as for a single parent family with 
children of the same age.   
 
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 
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, full year.  
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2004 CT Hourly Wages ($ 2004) 

Very Low wage workers (10th percentile) $8.05  
Low wage workers (20th percentile) $9.95  

Median wage workers (50th percentile) $17.33  
High wage workers (80th percentile) $28.98  

Very high wage workers (90th percentile) $37.45  
CT Self-Sufficiency Standard for Family 

with One Infant and One School-Aged Child ( $ 2004) 
Single parent family: Two parent family: Region 

Average hourly wage 
needed for self-

sufficiency for single 
working parent 

Average hourly wage 
needed for economic self-

sufficiency for each 
working parent 

Bridgeport $22.67 $12.67 
Bristol $19.39 $11.05 
Danbury $21.30 $12.01 
Hartford $18.65 $10.70 
Middletown $18.93 $10.84 
New Haven $19.74 $11.21 
Northeast $19.27 $11.00 
Old Saybrook $21.46 $12.09 
Southeast Region $19.98 $11.34 
Stamford-Norwalk $26.25 $14.43 
Torrington $19.99 $11.35 
Waterbury $19.59 $11.15 
Source: Pearce & Brooks, The Self Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut (1999).  Note:  
Hourly wage data is for 2004, while the Self Sufficiency Standard report defines 
hourly wages necessary for self-sufficiency as of 1998.  Accordingly, the “self-
sufficiency” wages were adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U to allow a 
comparison in 2004 dollars.  Hourly wage assumes 52 40-hour work weeks. 

 Table VI-2 
 
The failure of Connecticut wages to meet the economic self-sufficiency needs of many 
Connecticut families is tragically reflected in the state’s child poverty rates.   
 
While the number and proportion of Connecticut children living below the federal 
poverty level are of particular concern, one also must look to the proportion of children 
living below 200% of the FPL since that provides a more accurate (though still 
underestimated) measure of how many children are living in families where essential 
needs are not being met.    
 
As Figure VI-2 illustrates, since 1990 the proportion of Connecticut children living 
below 200% of the FPL has ranged between about one in four of all Connecticut 
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children to more than one in three children.  Connecticut’s Child Poverty Council, 
formed in 2004, has been charged with the responsibility of ensuring that both child 
poverty (100% of the federal poverty level) and twice child poverty (200% of the federal 
poverty level) is reduced by 50% over a ten year period beginning January 2005.  Since 
1998, the year on which the Connecticut Self-Sufficiency Standard was based, both 
100% and 200% of child poverty have remained relatively constant, with 100% child 
poverty fluctuating between 10% and 11%, and 200% child poverty fluctuating between 
25% and 28%.  While it remains too early to assess the Council’s progress towards their 
poverty reduction goal, the mere fact that a target has been set is a hopeful sign for 
Connecticut’s poor children.   
 
 

Child Poverty in Connecticut: 100% and 200% of Federal Poverty Level: 
1990-2003
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VII. Conclusion 

“Globalization has raised the notion that someone anywhere on earth can do 
your job, more cheaply.  Can Americans rise to the challenge on this leveled 
playing field?” 

    Thomas Friedman, The New York Times, April 2, 2005 
 
Can Connecticut rise to the challenge on this level playing field?  Will Connecticut ensure that 
all of its workers have the education and training necessary to compete on the ‘flat’ playing 
field of the 21st century global economy?  Will Connecticut end the growing gaps between 
high and low wage workers and the ongoing racial and ethnic disparities in unemployment, 
wages and income? 

Data reported in this State of Working Connecticut 2005 suggest that Connecticut has made 
some positive headway.  The ongoing job loss that plagued the state for three years from 
July 2000 to September 2003 has been curtailed.  The manufacturing sector has seen a period 
of relative stability.  Connecticut continues to be a leader in terms of the wages paid to low 
(1st in the nation), median (1st in the nation), and high (2nd in the nation) wage workers.1 

Yet despite some positive signs, there remain areas of significant concern.   

Though Connecticut has stemmed the tide of job losses, the state has only recovered 
approximately half (53%) of the jobs lost during the recession.  In July 2005, there were 
32,300 more jobs than at the end of the recession (September 2003), but 29,100 fewer jobs 
than at Connecticut's employment peak in July 2000. 
 
The state has been losing higher-wage manufacturing and professional jobs and 
gaining lower-wage service sector jobs.  The industry sectors in which Connecticut lost 
the most jobs between 2003 and 2004 pay more on average than the industry sectors in 
which Connecticut had the greatest gains during this period.  The average 2004 wage in the 
five employment sectors showing the largest employment losses was almost $83,000, 
compared with an average wage of just $38,181 for jobs gained in the five sectors with the 
highest employment gains in 2004. 
 
Connecticut's low-wage workers have lost ground, and the gap between high-wage 
and other workers is growing.  Real (inflation-adjusted) wages for Connecticut's highest 
wage workers (at the 90th percentile), increased 20% between 1990 and 2004, while the 
wages of lowest-wage workers (at the 10% percentile) actually declined by 2%.  The increase 
for high-wage workers was double the increase for median-wage workers (10%) over this 
period. 
 
Connecticut’s low-paying jobs threaten the well-being of Connecticut children and 
the economic future of the state.  One in four Connecticut children (25%) live in families 
that do not have enough income to meet their family’s essential needs.  These families have 
incomes under 200% of the Federal Poverty Level, which is roughly equivalent to the 
                                                 
1 Connecticut trailed the District of Columbia for both ‘low’ and ‘high’ wages.  These rankings consider only 
the 50 states. 
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Connecticut self-sufficiency standard (a measure that estimates the income needed to 
support a family based on the local cost of living).  The damaging effects of poverty fall 
most harshly on children, and particularly on young children, impairing their cognitive 
development and academic achievement and exposing them to unsafe and unhealthy living 
environments.  Connecticut cannot afford to limit the life chances of a quarter of its children 
– its future workforce – by not reducing the harmful impacts of child poverty, particularly 
because we have a relatively older workforce. 
 
This report follows the release of Census Bureau data indicating that Connecticut has not 
made progress in reducing child poverty since 1990.2  The State of Working Connecticut, 2005 
helps explain this lack of progress -- low-end wages have not grown with the economy, and 
lower-wage service sector jobs with fewer benefits have replaced higher-wage manufacturing 
and professional jobs. 
 
While some of the troubling trends in this report result from the changing global economy,  
Connecticut can successfully weather these changes and retain its competitive edge through 
smart and proven public investments.  To help in reversing some of the adverse impacts of 
these economic trends, Connecticut should: 
 
• Further increase our public investment in education.  Increase Connecticut’s investments in high 

quality early care and education programs and services (particularly for young children at 
greatest educational risk and for infants and toddlers), increase the state’s share of K-12 
education funding, restore recent severe cuts to need-based scholarships, and enhance 
education and training programs for displaced workers.  Connecticut now ranks 2nd last 
in the nation (49th) among all states on state and local spending on education as a share 
of personal income.  Keeping Connecticut’s workforce one of the most highly educated 
in the nation not only helps Connecticut families, but also keeps Connecticut 
economically competitive.   

 
• Re-assess economic development strategies.  Require state economic development initiatives 

(whether through grants and loans or tax benefits) to measure their success not only in 
terms of increased productivity but also the number of higher-wage jobs created. 

 
• Create a better system of supports for the families of low-wage workers and workers who have lost their 

jobs.  To reduce the adverse impacts of poverty on the children living in families headed 
by Connecticut’s lower-wage workers, Connecticut can help enhance family income (e.g., 
through a refundable state earned income tax credit) and help reduce family expenses 
(e.g., through restoration of full funding for the Care4Kids child care subsidy program, 
increased state investment in building and restoring housing that low-wage workers can 
afford and rental subsidies, and expansion of eligibility for publicly-funded health 
insurance programs).  The economic safety net should also be strengthened for the many 
Connecticut families whose financial assets are so low that a job layoff can quickly throw 
the family into poverty, including by providing extended unemployment insurance 
benefits. 

                                                 
2 United States Census Bureau, Income, Poverty and Health Insurance Coverage in the United States: 2004 (US Census 
Bureau, 2005).  See also Connecticut Voices for Children’s August 30, 2005 News Release. 
http://www.ctkidslink.org/media/press_releases/2005_08censuspoverty.pdf 
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Connecticut’s major strength in a global economy is its highly educated workforce.  A 
renewed commitment to ensure that ‘working Connecticut’ has the tools needed to succeed 
in the global economy will help keep our state competitive and our families economically 
self-reliant. Connecticut need not fear the global economy.  With the right sets of tools and 
supports, ‘working Connecticut’ can excel in the global economy.   

 

 

 


