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Executive Summary

1. Although Connecticut is one of the wealthiest states in the
union its poverty rate (percent of persons below the poverty level)
increased from 7.2 in 1969 to 8.0 in 1979, This represents an in-
crease of about 30,000 poor people in the state, up to 242,650 in
1979 (Table 2).

2. The state's poverty population is heavily concentrated in
central cities of metropolitan areas; there were especially high
poverly rates in the cities of Bridgeport (20.4 percent), Hartford
(25.2), New Haven (23.2), New London (16.9), New Britain (11.8), Nor-
wich (12.6) and Waterbury (14.1). Several rural towns, located in the
eastern and northwestern parts of the State, also had poverty rates
above the state level (Tables 2 and 3, Figure 1).

3. A number of characteristics of individuals and families have
been related to poverty rates:

a. Poverty rates are curvilinear by age; the rates are highest
at the youngest ages, declining substantially to the
lowest levels during the late 40s and 50s, then increasing
again over age 60 (Tables § and 6).

b. Poverty rates are higher for females than males at every
age, but particularly at ages 22-34 when many women are
family heads with dependent children (Tables 5 and 6).

c. Poverty rates for whites are much lower than for blacks
and persons of Spanish origin, at every age and for both
sexes. Generally, black poverty rates are somewhat
lower than rates for Spanish origin persons (Table B).

d. People living in male-headed (including husband-wife)
families are much less likely to be poor than people liv-
ing in female-headed families or the unrelated in-
dividuals. This relationship holds for all age groups and
for whites, blacks and Spanish origin persons (Tables 7
and 8).

e. Between 1969 and 1979 the number of poor living in
female-headed families increased substantially, while

1



f.

the number of poor unrelated individuals increased to a
much lower extent; the number of poor living in male-
headed families declined somewhat (Table 7).

The more education the family head or unrelated individ-
ual has completed, the lower the poverty rate (Table 9).
Regardless of race-origin or family status, poverty rates
are generally three times higher when the family head or
unrelated individual is unemployed or not in the labor
force than when helshe is employed (Table 10).

When individuals or families have more than one of the
characteristics (indicated above) which make for high
poverty rates, their likelihood of being poor is further in-
creased. ' '



Poverty in Connecticut:
1979

By Kenneth P, Hadden
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology

Introduction

The word "'poverty’ refers to a complex sel of economic, social and
psychological conditions. The information provided in this report,
however, refers only to economic poverty. The 1980 Census of Popula-
tion collected information which permits the identitication of families and
unrelated individuals (a person living alone or with nonrelatives) who are
below the defined poverty level appropriate to that family or individual;
the definition of poverty used by the Census Bureau wlill be provided
shortly.

This report has the following objectives: 1o specify the magnitude of
poverty in Connecticut and how it has changed over the decade of the
1970s; to assess the geographical distribution of poverty within the state;
and to identity those groups most likely to lall below the poverty level.

Poverty Defined

The delinition of poverty used by the Census Bureau originated with the
Social Security Administration in 1964; this definition has been modified
several limes since then and the specific poverty thresholds are revised
annually to take account of changes in the cost of living as reflecled In
lhe consumer price index.
At the core of this definition is the 1961 economy food plan, the least
costly of four nutritionally adequate food plans designed by the

Department of Agriculture. It was determined from the Agriculture
Department's 1855 survey of food consumption that families of three
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TABLE 1: Average Poverty Thresholds, by Family Size, 1979.

A Poverty Threshold*
Size of Family i§§§ 1969

1 Person (Unrelated individual)

Under 65 years £3774 51888

65 years and over 79 1749
2 Persons

Householder under 65 4876 2641

Householder 65 or older 4389 2194
3 Persons 5787 2905
4 Persons Th12 v
5 Persons 8776 4386
6 Persons 9915 4921
7 Persons 11237
8 Persons 12484 6034
9 or more Persons 14812

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983a, Appendix B, p. B-23; 1972,
Appendix B, p. App.-30.

*A mmber of modifications were made in the definition of poverty thresholds
between the 1970 and 1980 censuses, aside from the upward adjustments due to
inflation: (1) Separate thresholds for families headed by women and for all
other families were eliminated; (2) Separate thresholds for farm families and
unrelated individuals and for non-farm families and unrelated individuals wer:
also eliminated; and (3) the thresholds by size of family were extended from
BEVEN O MOreé Persons Lo nine or more persons.

or more persons spend approximately one-third of their income on
food; hence the poverty level for these families was set at three times
the cost of the economy food plan. For smaller familles and persons
living alone, the cost of the economy food plan was multiplied by fac-
tors that were slightly higher to compensate for the relatively larger
fixed expenses for these smaller households.

The income cutoffs used by the Bureau of the Census to deter-
mine the poverty status of families and unrelated individuals consist
of a set of 48 thresholds arranged in a two-dimensional matrix con-
sisting of family size (from one person to nine or more persons) cross-
classified by presence and number of family members under 18 years
old {from no children present to eight or more children present).
Unrelated individuals and two-person families are further differen-
tiated by the age of the householder (under 65 years old and 65 years
old and over). The total Income of each family or unrelated



individual...is tested against the appropriate poverty threshold -to
determine the poverty status of that family or unrelated individual. If
the total income is less than the comresponding cutoff, the family or
unrelated individual is classified as below the poverly level (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1983a, Appendix B, p. B-22).

Even though the cosl of living may vary from one locale to anolher (see,
for example, Hadden and Spiggle, 1980), no attemp! has been made to
adjust these thresholds for such variation. Further, there are several
groups for which poverty status has not been determined, These are in-
mates of institutions, persons living in military barracks, persons living in
college dormileries and unrelated individuals under 15 years old, All of
these groups are excluded from the following discussion. Table 1 shows
the average poverty threshold in 1979 for families of different size used
in the 1980 census publications.

Poverty in Connecticut:
The Temporal and National Contexts

Conneclicul is among the wealthiest of the stales. In terms of per capila
income in 1979, Connecticut ranked second with $8,511 following Alaska
($10,193); per capila income for the country as a whole was $7,298. In
terms of median family income, Connecticut ranked second ($23,1439),
again behind Alaska ($28,335); median family income for the nation was
$19,917 in 1979 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982a, Table 244),

This high average level of income does not mean that there are no
poor people in Connecticut, however. In 1979 there were 242 650 people
below the poverly level, which amounts to 8.0 percent of all people for
whom poverly slalus was determined, or about one person In every
twelve. As one might expect, Connecticut has proportionately lew poor
people; in the nation as a whole some 12.5 percent, or one person in
eight, were in poverty (U.5. Bureau of the Census, 1983a, Table C).

The State's poverty populalion grew substantially during the decade
of the 1970s. There were 212,637 people below the poverly line in 1969,
so over the decade this group grew by about 30,000 or by 14 percent; the
rate of growth of the poor population during the 1970s was much higher
than the growth rate of the lotal population (2.5 percent). In 1969 about
7.2 percent of the stale’s population was poor, which s about one in four-
teen (U.S. Bureau ol the Census, 1983a, Table 61).

While Connecticut’s poor population was growing, both numerically
and proportionately, the nation's was not. In relative terms, about 13.3
percent of the nation was poor in 1969 as compared with 12.5 percent in
1979, There was a small (1.4 percent) increase In the number of poor in
the United Stated during this period, however, from 27.1 million ta 27.5



million persons (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982, Table C).

In spite of Connecticut's general affluence, then, it has a sizeable
and growing population below the poverty line. And while the national
poverty population has been declining in relative terms, Connecticut's
has been increasing. The remainder of this report will focus on the poor
in Connecticut — on where these peopie live (their geographical distribu-
tion) and on their social, economic and other demographic
characteristics.

The Geographic Distribution of Poverty in Connecticut

In this sectlion we focus on how poor people were distributed within the
state in 1969 and in 1979. In particular, we will look at poverly status for
different community sizes; for metropolitan areas (SMSAs), both within
the central city and the suburban ring; for counties; and for lowns.

Size of Place Categories: Table 2 shows that in 1979 the highest pover-
ty rate* was for the central cities of urbanized areas (14.9 percent); this
was an increase from the 1969 powerty rate (11.0 percent). Poverty was
much less prevalent in the built-up fringe areas around the central cilies
(4.8 percent in 1979), although there was a small increase in the rate
since 1968. In their totality, urbanized areas experienced an increase of
almost 50 thousand poor people over the decade of the 1970s; approx-
imately three-quarters of this numerical increase cccurred in the central
cities. Since the number of poor persons in the state increased by 30
thousand over the decade, there clearly had lo have been aggregate
decreases of about 20 thousand in the number of poor outside urbanized
areas. These decreases, both in numbers of poor and in poverty rates,
were concentrated in the smaller urban communities. There were, in ad-
dition, modest decreases in the number of rural poor and in the rural
poverty rate over the decade.

Metropolitan Areas: Table 3 shows that seven of the state's eleven
metropolitan areas had higher poverty rates in 1979 than in 1969; only
Danbury (6.0 to 4.6 percent), New London-Norwich (10.1 to 8.6 percent),
and Norwalk (5.7 to 5.3 percent) decreased their poverly rates, while
Stamford was unchanged al 5.4 percent. The number of poor people ac-
tually declined in three SMSAs: New London-Morwich, Morwalk and
Stamford. In 1979, the highes! poverty rate was in the New Haven-West
Haven SMSA (10.5 percent), followed by Bridgeport SMSA (9.9 percent);
the lowesl was in Danbury SMSA (4.6 percent).

By far the largest increases in the poverty rate between 1969 and

* The perceniage of persons who were below the poverty level will hencetorth be
referred lo as the poverty rate.



TABLE 2: Poverty Status of Persons by Size of Place, 1969 and
1979: Connecticut.

Number and Percent of Persons
Below the Poverty Level
Size of Place 1969 1979

Category Wumber Percent Number Percent
Urban Total 180,679 7.9 215,153 9.1
Urbanized Areas 156,604 7.6 205,419 9.1
Central Cities 107,035 11.0 144,450 14.9
Urban Frinmge 49,569 4.5 60,969 4.8
Other Urban
10,000 Pop. or More 12,581 10.9 4,401 9.4
2,500-10,000 11,494 16.4 5,333 7.0
Rural Total 31,506 §.7 27,497 4.3
Konfarm 28,793 b.6 26,753 &.2
Farm® 2,713 5.5 Thb 10.1
TOTAL 212,185 72 242,650 B.0O

Source: U.5. Bureau of the Census, 1972, Table 69; 1983a, Table 72,
*The definition of rural farm vas changed between the 1970 and 1980
Censuses. Inm 1970, & farm was defined as a place of 10 acres or
more with at least 550 worth of annual sales or & place of under 10
acres with at least 5250 worth of agricultural sales annually. 1In
1980, a more restrictive definition held -- at least 51,000 worth
of annual agricultural sales on land of least one acre. AS a result

of this change in definition, one cannot legitimately compare the mmber or
percent of "rural farm” poor people in 1969 with 1979,

1979 occurred in the central cities of the metropolitan areas; only Dan-
bury experienced a decline, from 7.3 to 6.7 percent. Large increases oc-
curred in Bridgeport (11.7 to 20.4 percent), Harlford (17.0 to 25.2 per-
cenl), New Haven (17.5 to 23.2 percent)and Waterbury (9.6 to 14.1) per-
cenl. By 1979, 42 percent ol the state’s poor lived in these four central
cilies, an increase from about 36 percent in 1969,

While the poverty rates of the central cities were generally on the in-
crease, lheir surrounding suburban rings decreased their poverly rates
in mos! cases; and those rings which experienced increases (Bridgeport,
Hartford, and New Haven-West Haven) over the decade had only modest
ones. In facl, central cily poverly rates were higher than ring rates in
every SMSA, often twice as high and in some cases (Bridgepor! and Hart-
ford) five limes as high.

Perhaps the mosl striking leature of Table 3 is the increases in the
difference between cenlral city poverty rates and those in the suburban
rings. The ratio of central city poverty rates to ring poverty rates did not
diminish in any of the state's metropolitan areas during the '70s. This
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TABLE 3: Poverty Status of Persons for Standard Metropolitam
Statistical Areas, Central Cities and Suburbanm Rinmgs,
1969 and 1979: Connecticut.

Number and Percent of Persons
Below the Poverty Level

1969 1979
Metropolitan Area Kumber Percent KNumbar Percent
Bridgeport SMSA 27,161 P | 38,397 9.9
Central Eity 17,904 1147 28,338 20.4
Ring y 9,257 4.0 10,059 4.1
Bristol SHMSA 1,294 5.0 3,019 5.4
Central City 2,631 4.8 3,367 5.9
Ring 663 6.5 552 3.4
Danbury SMEA 4,624 6.0 6,516 4.6
Central City 3,596 7.3 3,933 6.7
Ring 1,028 3.7 2,583 3.1
Hartford SMSA 44,942 6.9 56,311 7.9
Central City 26,009 17.0 32,704 25.2
Ring 18,933 3.8 23,607 4.1
Meriden EMSA 3,709 6.7 4,166 7.4
New Britain SMSA 9,414 6.6 10,638 1.7
Central City 7,163 B.8 8,387 11.8
Ring 2,151 3.7 2,151 3.3
Kew Haven-West Haven
SHSA 331,924 9.8 42,391 10.5
Nev Haven City 21,842 17.5 27,021 23.2
West Haven City 3,830 T.4 4,870 9.4
Ring 7,252 4.4 10,500 4.5
Nev London-Norwich
SMSA 19,531 10.1 18,208 8.6
Mew Londen City a,801 14.2 4,349 16.9
Rorwich City b, 167 10.6 4,689 12.6
Ring 11,563 9.1 9,170 6.1
Norwalk SM5A 6,T4B 5.7 6,655 5.3
Central City 5,235 6.6 5,367 7.0
Ring 1,513 3.7 1,288 2.6
Stamford SMSA 11,170 5.4 10,632 5.4
Central City 7.640 7.1 7,871 7.7
Ring 3,530 3.6 2,761 2.9
Waterbury SHMSA 14,889 7.2 19,884 8.9
Central City 10,306 9.6 14,258 14.1
Ring 4,583 4.6 5,626 L.6

Source: U.S5. Bureau of the Census, 1972,
Table 90; 1983a, Table 125.



means that Connectlicut's cities, and especially the larger ones, are
housing a progressively larger share of the state’'s growing poor popula-
tion, while the surrounding suburban rings are housing proportionately
fewer. A major implication of this fact is that the central cilies are bearing
an increasing financial burden, due to the myriad demands placed on
their resources by poor cilizens.

Counties: Only two counties, Litchfield and New London, experienced a
decline in the number of poor people between 1969 and 1979, The re-
maining six counties, and especially the large metropolitan counties
(Fairfield, Hartford, New Haven), all had more poor people living in them
in 1979 than In 1969,

It is perhaps surprising, given the preceding discussion, to see from
Table 4 that the highesl poverty rate is in a relatively rural county, Wind-
ham (9.5). The major reason for Windham County's high poverty rale, as
we will see in the next section, is that it contains more towns with poverty
rates above the state level (8.0) than any other county; of the 26 towns in
the state with poverty rates of 8.0 or higher, seven are located in Wind-
ham County. It seems fair to say the Windham County's high poverty rate
is the result of relatively widespread, dispersed poverty. In contrast, the
county with the second highest poverty rate, New Haven (9.4), has only
three towns above the state poverty level and in one town (New Haven)

TABLE 4: Poverty Status of Persons by County, 1969 and 1979:
Connecticut.

Kumber and Percent of Pecsons
Below the Poverty Level

1969 1979
County Number Percent Humber Percent
Fairfield 48,750 6.2 59,388 7.5
Hartford 54,636 6.8 64,299 8.2
Litchfield 9,243 6.5 8,095 5.2
Middlesex 6,936 6.3 7.978 6.4
New Haven 58,813 6.1 69,369 5.4
New London 21,060 9.8 18,779 8.2
Tolland 5,671 6.1 6,193 6.0
Windham 7,076 B.5 8,529 9.5

Source: U.5. Bureau of the Census, 1972,
Table 124; 1983a, Table 181.
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almost one person in four is poor; so New Haven County’s high poverty
rate is the result of concentrated rather than dispersed poverty.

Towns: A complete list of the number of poor people and poverty rates
for towns in 1979 is presented in Appendix Table A. Connecticut towns
show wide variation in poverty rates, from a low of 1.1 percent for Red-
ding to a high of 25.2 percent for Hartford. A large majority of towns had
poverty rates which were below the state’s rate of B.0 percent; 143 towns
were below this level (65 towns were below 4.0 and 78 towns were be-
tween 4.0 and 8.0 percent), while the remaining 26 towns were al or
above the state's rate (18 towns were between 8.0 and 12.0 percent),
and B had poverty rates of 12.0 percent or higher. Six of the eight towns
in the highest poverty rate category are central cities of SMSAs
(Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, Waterbury, New London and
Morwich), all with large numbers of poor people; this accounts for the
highly skewed distribution of poverly rates.

The geographic distribution of town poverly rates is shown in Figure
1. High poverty rate towns are concenlrated in the eastern part of the
state and in the northwest, otherwise, high rate towns are scattered cen-
tral cities of metropolitan areas (Bridgeport, West Haven, New Haven,
Waterbury, New Britain, Hartford). Middletown, alone among the high
poverty ratle towns, does not fit these patterns. Again, Figure 1 shows
thal the large majority of lowns and, as a resull, a large portion of the
state’s territory is characterized by relatively low poverty rates,

Social, Economic and Demographic Characteristics
of Connecticut’s Poor Population

In this section we will examine the distribution of poverly over a number
of other variables — age, sex, race, Spanish origin, sex of family head,
educational attainment and employment status.

Age, Sex, Race and Spanish Origin: Table 5 shows the number and
percent of persons below the poverty level according to age and sex.
Two generalizations are evident in these data. First, poverly rates are
curvilinear by age; the rates are highest at the youngest ages, regardless
of sex, declining substantially to the lowest levels during the late 40s and
50s, then increasing again over age 60. This pattern parallels the lifetime
earning patterns of workers, which is low at the outset, increases
gradually up through middle-age, then declines around the time of retire-
ment. Clearly, two major components of the poverty population, children
and the elderly, are at the extreres of age distribution.

The second generalization apparent in Table 5 is thal poverty rates
are higher for females than males at every age group. Female poverty

1



TABLE 5: Poverty Status of Persons, by Age and Sex, 1970:
Connecticut.

Number and Percent of Persons
Below the Poverty Level

Total Hales Females
Age Groups Number Percent Number Percent Number Fercent
Total 242,650 8.0 96,636 6.6 146,014 9.3
Under 16 B5,420 12.2 43,154 12.1 42,266 12.4
16-21 31,996 10.4 13,336 B.7 18,660 12.1
22=24 14,842 9.5 5,251 6.9 9,591 12.0
25=34 32,808 6.7 10,665 4.5 22,143 B.9
I5-44 19,019 5.2 6,470 1.6 12,549 6.6
45-54 12,722 3.8 4,989 3.1 7,733 4.5
55-59 6,997 3.9 2,417 2.8 4,580 4.9
60=64 9,041 5.8 2,854 4.0 6,187 7.4
65 or Older 29,805 8.8 7,500 5.5 22,305 11.0
Source: U.S5. Bureau of the Census, 1983b, Table 245,
TABLE 6: Poverty Status of Persons by Age, Sex, Race and
Spanish Origin, 1979: Connecticut.
Humber &and Percent of Persons
Below the Poverty Level
Age-Sex Whites Blacks Spanish Origin®
Groups Humber Percent Humber Fercent NHumber Percent
HMales 63,946 4.8 z1,702 22.2 17,513 29.8
Under 16 24,784 8.1 12,109 35.2 11,098 45.3
16-21 B,495 6.3 3,121 23.5 2,373 31.0
22-24 3,919 5.7 B70 17.9 611 20.5
25=34 7,893 3.7 1,728 11.5 1,491 16.1
I5=-44 4,597 2.8 1,162 10.4 B58 13.4
L5=-54 3,511 2.3 1,106 T2.7 458 10.8
55-59 1,875 2.3 401 11.4 179 13.1
60=64 2,322 3.4 429 17.2 178 18.49
65 and Older 6,550 5.0 176 168.8 267 19.1
Females 100,379 7.1 31,165 28.2 22,832 35.7
Under 16 23,956 B.2 11,985 35.4 10,465 b7
l6=21 12,172 9.0 4,510 32.6 3,069 38.1
22-24 6,411 9.1 2,256 32.1 1,428 36.2
25-34 15,156 6.8 4,823 24 .4 3,726 33.2
35-44 5,338 4.9 2,823 20.0 2,162 27.6
45-54 5,413 3.4 1,796 17.7 861 18.6
55-59 3,548 4.0 820 0.1 358 21.7
60=-64 5,182 6.5 862 25.3 258 24 .2
65 and Older 20,202 10.3 1,776 28.9 505 25.0

Source: U.S5. Bureau of the Census, 1983b, Table 245.
*Persons of Spanish Origin may be of any race.
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rates exceed male rates most: (a) during ages 22-34, when many women
are family heads with dependent children and, as we will see shortly, are
especially likely to be poor; and (b) among the elderly,* when the greater
longevity of women resulls in large numbers of widows who are often not
adequately provided for and are consequently rather likely 1o be poor.

Table 6 shows the same information as Table 5 except that now we
see numbers and percent in poverly separately for the two major racial
groups — whites and blacks — and for persons of Spanish origin, We
see that the two generalizations just stated hold almost perfectly for
each of the three race-origin groups; the only exception is that among
persons of Spanish origin, the male poverty rate for children is slightly
higher than the female.

A third generalization is evident in the data in Table 6. Poverty rates
for whites are substantially lower than rates for blacks and people of
Spanish origin, al every age and for both sexes. It is also generally true
that black poverty rates are somewhat lower than Spanish origin rates,
although there are several exceptions to this (male 45-54; female 60-64
and 65 and older),

Some of the groups in Table 6 have strikingly high rates of poverty.
Mare than a third of all black children (under 16 years old) and nearly half
of Spanish origin children are poor. The magnitude and scope of the
disadvantages that this situation imposes during these youngslers' for-
mative years are, without question, serious.

Young women, both black and Hispanic, also have high poverly
rates ranging between one-quarter and one-third. Many of these women
are the mothers of the children just referred to. Elderly (60 and over)
black and Hispanic women are also quite likely to be poor, about one-
quarter are below the poverly level.

Families and Unrelated Individuals: Table 7 presents the number and
percent of persons below the poverly level for broad age groups,
separately for male-headed families,** female-headed families and
unrelated individuals for 1969 and 1979. Another generalization is ob-
vious from this table: people living in male-headed families are less likely
to be poor than people living in female-headed families or than unrelated
individuals in every age group; and al most ages the latter two groups
have much higher poverty rates. This pattern holds for both 1969 and
19789, Members of male-headed families have poverly rales that are half
or less the state rate in 1979 (B.0) and in 1968 (7.2).

* For a detailed discussion of poverty among the elderly, see Hadden (1986, pp.
40-53.)

** This term is being used for convenience of expression; it actually includes in-
tact husband-wife families and families headed by men with no spouse present.
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TABLE 7: Poverty Status of Persons, by Age, for Families, by Sex of
Householder, and for Unrelated Individuals, 1969 and 1979:

Commecticut.
Type of Family Mumber and Percent of Persons Below the Poverty Level
and Age of 1979 1969
Persons Mumber Percent Mumber Percent
Male-headed Families* 73,659 3.2z 82,685 3.3%
Under 25 36,748 4.0 41,199 3.6
25=4 19,060 2.9 16,493 2.6
45-64 10,582 1.9 11,542 z.1
65 and Over 7,269 3.5 13,451 8.0
Female-headed Families 101,258 29.5% 67,764 27.8%
Under 25 75,149 40.0 49,602 39.8
25=44 19,852 26.6 11,433 24.9
45=6d 4,662 9.6 &§,122 9.3
65 and Over 1,595 5.1 2,607 9.1
Unrelated Individuals 67,733 18.9% 62,188 2B.7%
Inder 25** 20,361 32.5 14,467 45.1
254y 12,915 11.2 5,831 13.8
45-64 13,516 17.4 11,617 17.5
65 and Over 20,941 20.3 30,273 50.0

Sources: TU.S. Bureau of the Census, 1983b, Table 245; 1972b, Table 207.

* This includes husband-wife families and male-headed families with no wife
present.

**For 1979 this category includes persons from 15 to 24, inclusive, but for
1969 it includes persons from 14 to 24 inclusively.

The highest poverty rate in Table 7 for 1979 is for members of
female-headed families under 25 years old; two of every five people in
this group are poor. One quarter of these are children of preschool age
{under 5), which creates additional employment difficulties for their
maothers; this will tend to depress their labor force participation which, in
turn, greatly enhances the probability of such families being poor (as we
will see shortly).

We should note that the previously observed curvilinear pattern of
poverty rates by age does not hold for persons in female-headed families;
for these families poverty rates decrease regularly with increasing age. It
seems likely, as a resull of greater female longevity and the departure of
children from home, that many older women who had been heads of
families become classified as unrelated individuals. An examination of
elderly unrelated individuals by sex provides support for this speculation,
Aboutl 79 percent of elderly unrelated individuals are female as com-
pared with about 66 percent of the 55 to 64 year old unrelated in-
dividuals, Further, the poverty rate for elderly female unrelated in-
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dividuals is half again higher than for their male counterparts (21.8 ver-
sus 14.5). )

Several significant changes occurred in the distribution of poverty
between 1869 and 19789 as revealed by Table 7. First, there was a
marked decline in both the numbers of poor and the poverly rates among
the elderly regardless of family status. Even though the elderly popula-
tion of the state increased by 26.3 percent during the '70s (Hadden,
1986, Table 2, p. 6), the elderly poor population decreased by about 36
percent during this period. Second, the number of poor living in female-
headed families increased by almost 50 percent (about 33,000 people)
between 1969 and 1979, because the total number of people living in
female-headed families also increased during the decade, the poverty
rate increased by less than 2 percent. Third, the poverty rates by age for
persons in male-headed families did not shift very much, with the excep-
tion of the aforesaid elderly, while the number of poor in these families
declined by aboul 9,000. Finally, even though the number of poor
unrelated individuals increased ower the decade, the poverty rates
declined for every age group.

Table 8 shows the same information as Table 7, except now we can
see numbers and percent below the poverty level separalely for the two
racial groups and for persons of Spanish origin. Poverty data for the
Spanish origin population are not presented for 1969 because of lack of
comparability with 1979 definitions. A number of the earlier stated
generalizations receive additional support from the data in Table 8.
Regardless of race, origin or time period, male-headed families have
lower poverty rates, and at most ages much lower rates, than either per-
sons living in female-headed families or unrelated individuals,
Regardless of family status, whites have substantially lower poverty
rates than blacks in both 1969 and 1979 or Hispanics in 1979; with a
single exception, blacks have lower rates than persons of Spanish origin
do in 1979.

The probability of being poor is greater than 50-50 for several
groups in Table 8. The highest poverty rate (74.4) is for persons under 25
years old of Spanish origin living in families headed by women; a large
majority of these are dependent children. To be a Hispanic child living in
a female-headed family is aimost a guaraniee of poverty. Poverly rates
for Hispanic persons 25 to 44 years old in female-headed families are
also very high (about two out of three people in this group are poor). Fur-
ther, over half of blacks under 25 years old living in female-headed
families are below the poverty level in both 1969 and 1979.

During the 1970s the following significant changes occurred. First,
while the poverty rates for persons living in both white and black female-
headed families decreased, the number of people in such families in-
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TABLE 8: Poverty Status of Persons, by Age, Race and Spanish Origin, for Families, by Sex of Householder,
and for Unrelated Individuals, 1969 and 1979: Connecticut.

Mumber and Percent of Persons Below the Poverty Level

1970

Family Status and White Black Spanish Origin*** _ White Tlack
Age of Person Wmber Percent Mamber Percent humber  Percent Number  Percent r
Male-headad

Families* 55,945 2.6% 10,175 9.54% 10,938 14.4% 70,576 3.0% 11,620
Under 25 26,162 3.1 5,905 11.4 6,909 17.4 33,621 3.1 7.298
25-44 14,576 2.4 2,366 7.1 2,958 12.4 13,928 2.3 2,417
45-64 8,676 1.7 1,359 T.2 BOS 8.0 10,224 1.9 1,279
65 and Over 6,531 3.3 545 11.3 266 13.1 12,803 7.8 626
Female-headed

Families 52,129 21.0 34,257 46.7 26,026 69.9 44 485 22.6 22,811
Under 25 16,564 30.2 26,645 52.4 20,878 Th.b 31,150 34.2 18,084
25-44 11,514 21.2 5,939 36.9 4,349 64.0 7,687 20.8 3,655
45-64 2,789 6.7 1,403 24.9 684 37.4 3,302 8.0 B10
65 and Over 1,262 5.2 270 18.0 115 22.0 2,345 8.5 262
Unrelated

Individuals 56,251 17.4 8,921 32.0 3,381 35.1 56,352 28.2 5,342
Under 25%* 17,011 3.5 2,301 47.0 1,257 45.9 12,825 44 6 1,392
25-44 9,895 9.8 2,231 20.0 930 23.4 4,680 12.8 1,037
45=-64 10,386 15.1 2,652 33.9 803 39.3 10,101 16.4 1,464
65 and Over 18,959 19.2 1,737 &0 391 5.2 28,746 19.6 1,449

Source: U.5. Bureau of the Census, 1983b, Table 245; 1972bh, Table 207.
*  See note to Table 7.

** See note to Table 7.

*** Persons of Spanish Origin may be of any race,



creased considerably — blacks by over 11,000 (50 percent) and whites
by over 7,000 (17 percent). Second, and in striking contrast lo the lorego-
ing, both the number of poor among and the poverty rates for white and
black male-headed families declined betwean 1969 and 1979, Finally,
among unrelated individuals the poverty rate decreased and the number
of poor held steady for whites, and the poverty rate decreased slightly
while the numbers of poor increased substantially for blacks.

The especially careful reader may note a paradox here: while the
overall poverly rate increased from 7.2 percent in 1969 to 8.0 in 1979,
these same rates decreased for both blacks and whiles (Spanish origin
people are almost entirely either black or white) between 1969 and 1979,
regardless ol whether one speaks of male-headed or female-headed
families, or of unrelated individuals. This apparent paradox is resolved by
knowing thal female-headed families increased from 10 percent of all
families in 1969 1o 19 percent in 1979 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972,
Table 48; 1983a, Table 64).

Educational Attainment: Up to this point we have focussed on persons
as our units of interest; we now shift our attention to families (and
unrelated individuals) for the remainder of this report. Table 9 shows the
number and percenl of families {and unrelated individuals) below the
poverty level by race and origin according to the number of years of for-
mal schooling completed by the family head (or the unrelated individual).
Another generalization is apparent here: the more education the family
head (or unrelated individual) has completed, the lower the poverty rate.
This makes a great deal of sense given the importance of education in
the pursuil of economic success. Nonetheless, living in olher than a
male-headed family and/or being a member of one of the racialfethnic
minority groups increases the probability of being poor, regardless of the
level of education.

Again, the highest poverty rates presented in Table 9 are for
Hispanic and black female-headed families. When a Hispanlc woman
heads a family and has not graduated from high schoaol, the probability of
that family being poor is about 3 to 1. Similarly, black families headed by
women who have not completed high school have a greater than 50-50
likelihood of being poor.

Finally, it is worth noting the very low poverly rate which obtains
among white families headed by a male (or husband/wiie} who has at
least some college; only aboul one family with these characteristics in 71
is ir poverty.

Employment Status: Table 10 presents the number and percent of
families (and unrelated individuals) below the poverty level, by race-
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TABLE 9: Poverty Status of Families, by Sex of Householder, and
Unrelated Individuals, by Years of School Completed, Race

and Spanish Origin,

1979:

Connecticut.

Number and Percent of Persons

Below the Foverty Level

Years of School Male-Headed Female-Headed Unrelated
Completed, Race & Families* Families Individuals
Spanish Origin Number Percent MNumber Percent Number Percent
¥hite 16,445 2.5 16 ,B43 19.2 56,251 17.4
8 Years or Less 4,575 4£.9 3,602 22.6 15,597 27.2
1-3 High School 3,119 3.6 4,514 30.4 9,820 24.3
High School Grad. 5,850 2.3 6,297 17.8 12,966 13.6
Some College 3,901 1.4 2,430 11.2 17,858 13.6
Black 2,555 B.4 9,554 b4.5 8,921 iz.o
B Years or Less 823 13.6 1,609 49.1 2,848 46.2
1-3 Righ School 609 9.5 3,789 57.7 2,608 42.9
High School Grad. T85 7.7 3,392 40.3 2,165 24.3
Some College 238 1.6 Tha 23.7 1,300 10.4
Spanish Origin#* 2,569 13.% 6,601 67.9 3,381  35.1
B Years of Less 1,430 20.6 3,686 72.6 1,615 47.1
1-3 High School 528 15.6 1,810 717.6 B52 41.8B
High School Grad. 36T 8.1 Be7 53.9 502 24.0
Some College 244 5.9 218 32.8 412 19.9

Source: WU.5. Bureau of the Census,

* See note to Table 7.
**Parsons of Spanish Origin may be of any race.

1983b, Table 247.

ethnic affiliation, according 1o employment status (employed, unem-
ployed and not in the labor force®). By and large, having sufficient in-
come lo avoid being poor requires that the family head (or unrelated in-
dividual) be employed. Employment, however, is by no means insurance
agains! poverty, as Table 10 makes abundantly clear. This brings us toa
final generalization: regardless ol race-origin and family status, poverty
rales are generally three limes higher when the family head (or unrelated
individual) is unemployed or not in the labor force than when that person
is employed. Nonelheless, even for those who are employed poverty
rates are well above the stale level (8.0 percent) for female lamily heads
and unrelated individuals of both races and of Spanish origin.

* “Not in the labor force™ relers 1o all people 16 years old or older who are
neither employed nor unemployed; this calegory consisis primarily of students,
housewives and retired people.
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TABLE 10:

Poverty Status of Families, by Sex of Householder, and
Unrelated Individuals, by Employment Status of Householder,
Bace and Spanish Origin, 1979: Connecticut.

Number and Percent of Persons

Employment Below the Poverty Level
Status, Hale-Headed Female-Headed Unrelated
Race, and Families* Families Individuals

Spanish Origin ¥Wumber FPercent  Humber Fercent  Number Percent

White 16,215 2.5 16,843 19.2 56,080 17.4
Employed B,B60 1.7 4,958 9.9 18,890 9.7
UInemployed 882 6.3 B70 36.7 2,468 29.5
Not inm
Labor Force 6,573 5.6 11,015 31.4 34,722 29.0

Black 2,448 B.& 9,555 44,5 8,879 32.0
Employed 1,336 5.6 2,000 1B.6 2,688 15.5
Unemployed 186 13.8 1,084 T3.2 742 45.4
Kot in
Labor Force 926 23.7 6,380 72.7 5,448 62.2

Spenish Origin 2,554 13,5 6,601 67.9 3,381  35.1
Emploved 1,323 B.6 646  25.8 1,119 18.9
Unemployed 247 20.4 332 79.0 317 46.1
Bot in
Labor Force 984  37.% 5,623 B2.7 1,945 66.5

Source: U.5. Buresu of the Census, 1983b, Table 246.
*See note to Table 7.

Again, the combination ol minorily status and families headed by
women make for very high poverty rates, particularly when the women
heading these families are either unemployed or not in the labor force;
approximately three-quarters of such families are poor.

Summary: A number of characteristics have been identilied which
predispose individuals and families to poverty status. These include: (a)
being a member of a minority racial or ethnic group (blacks and
Hispanics); (b) being female; (c) being a child or being elderly, all of these
have something in common — the individual person has virtually no con-
trol over whether he/she has lhese characteristics and Is, therefore,
predisposed to be poor,

We have considered other characteristics over which an individual
may exercise some control (although this is not necessarily the case)
which also increases lhe likelinood of poverty. These include: (d) being a
member of a female-headed family or being an unrelated individual; (e)

19



living in a family whose head is nol a high school graduate; (f) living in a
family whose head is either unemployed or not in the labor force.

When individuals or families have more than one of these
characleristics, their likelihood of being poor is further increased. We
find, to take the extreme example, that minority families headed by
women who are not employed have extremely high poverty rates {about
76 percent). But the major point is that, even in a wealthy stale, there are
groups of pecple who seem to have the deck stacked agalnst them —
people with those characterislics just listed.
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APPENDIX TABLE A: Poverty Status of Towns, 1879: Connecticut

Number Percent

STATE

FAIRFIELD COUNTY
Bethel 660 4.1
Bridgeport 28,348 20.4
Brooklield an 29
Danbury 3,923 6.7
Darlen 457 2.4
Easton 171 29
Fairfield 2,302 4.4
Greenwich 1,893 az
Monroe 397 28
New Canaan 365 21
New Fairfield 265 24
Newton 557 3.1
Norwalk 5,367 7.0
Redding i 1.1
Ridgelield 556 28
Shelton 1,081 as
Sharman 7 34
Stamford 7.8M 1.7
Stratford 2670 53
Trumbull 646 20
Waston 183 2.3
Westport 796 3.2
Wilton 209 2.0

HARTFORD COUNTY
Avon 267 24
Berlin 383 26
Bloomfield 578 az
Bristol 3,367 59
Burlington 119 2.1
Canton 212 28
East Granby a5 23
East Hartford 3316 6.4
East Windsor 568 6.6
Enfield 1,170 4.2
Farmington 500 3.1
Glastonbury 733 3.0
Granby 189 24
Hartford 32,704 252
Hartland 62 4.4
Manchestar 2,049 4.2
Marlborough 17 37



APPENDIX TABLE A: Poverty Status of Towns, 1979: Connecticut (Cont'd)

HARTFORD COUNTY (Cont'd)

New Britlain
Newington
Plainville
Rocky Hill
Simsbury
Southington
South Windsor
Suffield

West Hartford
Wethersileld
Windsor
Windsor Locks

LITCHFIELD COUNTY
Barkhamsted
Bethiehem
Bridgewater
Canaan
Colebrook
Cornwall
Goshen
Harwinton
Kent
Litehfield
Maorris
Mew Hartford
New Miltord
Marfalk
Morth Canaan
Plymouth
Roxbury
Salisbury
Sharon
Thomaston
Torrington
Warren
Washington
Watertown
Winchester
Woodbury

MIDDLESEX COUNTY
Cheslar
Clinton
Cromwel|

Number

8,387
870
634
454
411

111
586



MIDDLESEX COUNTY (Cont'd)

Deep River
Durham

East Haddam
East Hampton
Essex
Haddarm
Killingwarth
Middlefield
Middletown
Old Saybrook
Portland
Westbrook

NEW HAVEN COUNTY

Ansonia
Beacon Falls
Bethany
Branford
Cheshire
Derby

East Haven
Guilford
Hamden
Madison
Meriden
Middlebury
Milford
Naugatuck
New Haven
Morth Branford
North Haven
Qrange
Oxford
Prospect
Seymour
Southbury
Wallingford
Waterbury
West Haven
Wolcott
Woodbridge

NEW LONDON COUNTY

Bozrah
Colchester
East Lyme
Franklin
Griswold
Groton

185
225

273
110

118
215
3,523
640
514
348

1,221
162
182

1,099
577
790

1,450
693

2,964
511

4,166
320

1,809

1,867

27,021
441
634
304
346

651
302
1,391
14,258
4,870
553
245

88
307

787
2918

4.2
4.1

5.2

8.9
8.0
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APPENDIX TABLE A: Poverty Status of Towns, 1979: Connecticut (Cont'd)

NEW LONDON COUNTY (Cont'd)

Lebanon
Ledyard
Lisbon
Lyme
Montville
New London
North Stonington
Narwich

Old Lyme
Preston
Salam
Sprague
Stonington
Voluntown
Waterford

TOLLAND COUNTY

Andover
Bolton
Columbia
Coventry
Ellington
Hebron
Mansfield
Somers
Stafford
Tolland
Union
Vernon
Willington

WINDHAM COUNTY

Ashford
Brooklyn
Canterbury
Chaplin
Eastford
Hampton
Killingly
Plainfield
Pomfrel
Putnam
Scotland
Sterling
Thompson
Windham
Woodstock

Number Percent
326 6.9
564 41
217 6.6

68 a7
1,266 79
4,349 16.9

1M 3.4
4,689 12.6
152 25
am 7.5
159 6.8
166 5.6
747 4.6
136 8.4
08 53
61 28
161 41
i3 39
am 4.4
163 1.7
142 26
1,271 11.3
468 6.3
680 75
263 2.7

48 8.4

1,882 6.8
523 1.3
a 97
3ro 6.8
135 4.0
168 9.4

i | 6.9

84 6.4
1,297 9.1
1,257 10.0

168 59
758 9.1
77 7.2
138 7.8
BO9 11.2
2,584 13.1
201 4.1

24

Source: See Figure 1.
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