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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Over the past few years, poverty in New Jersey has become an increasing concern. Several 

media reports have noted a considerable rise in poverty, even as the effects of the Great 

Recession abated.1 However much remains unknown about what is causing the trend, and how 

it differs from the more long-term trend of gradual poverty reduction.  This report, prepared for 

the Senator Walter Rand Institute for Public Affairs analyzes the poverty trend in the eight-

county South Jersey region over the past 40 years and identifies key causes behind it. This 

report is intended to build understanding of the particular South Jersey effects of the dramatic 

transformation from a goods-producing to a services-based economy that has occurred over 

the past 40 years, and the implications of this change on poverty.   

 From 1970 to 1990, poverty was in active decline across the South Jersey region. 

However since 1990, the poverty rate has begun to rise again, rising modestly from 1990 

to 2000 and dramatically from 2000 to 2010, nearly matching its 1970 level. 

 

 From 1970 to 2000, poverty fell significantly in Atlantic, Burlington, Cape May, 

Gloucester, and Salem counties. On a 10 year average basis, the most significant 

reductions occurred in Gloucester and Cape May counties. 
 

South Jersey County Poverty Rates, 1970 - 2010

 

Data Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2010 1-Year Estimates 

                                                           
1 Brent Johnson. “Poverty in N.J. reaches 52-year high, new report shows.” The Star Ledger.  September 8, 2013. 
http://www.nj.com/politics/index.ssf/2013/09/poverty_in_nj_reaches_52-year_high_new_report_shows.html; Steven Lemongello. “More South 

Jersey residents falling into poverty.” The Press of Atlantic City. August 11, 2012. http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/breaking/more-

south-jersey-residents-falling-into-poverty/article_769a95fc-e331-11e1-8f6d-0019bb2963f4.html?mode=story; Joel Landau.  “South Jersey 
poverty, unemployment up sharply as effects of recession linger.” The Press of Atlantic City. September 25, 2011. 

http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/press/atlantic/south-jersey-poverty-unemployment-up-sharply-as-effects-of-recession/article_ad8bb710-

e712-11e0-93f3-001cc4c03286.html 
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http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/press/atlantic/south-jersey-poverty-unemployment-up-sharply-as-effects-of-recession/article_ad8bb710-e712-11e0-93f3-001cc4c03286.html
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 In 1970, the Shore sub-region (Atlantic, Cape May, and Ocean counties) had the highest 

poverty levels and these dropped dramatically through 1980. However, since 2000, 

poverty has risen substantially. The Down Jersey sub-region (Salem and Cumberland 

counties) also had high levels of poverty in 1970 and saw lower reductions in poverty 

than other parts of South Jersey through 1990.  However rising poverty through the 

2000s meant that by 2010, Down Jersey poverty had exceeded its original 1970 level. In 

suburban Philadelphia (Burlington, Camden, and Gloucester counties), poverty levels 

were the lowest in South Jersey in 1970, and fell significantly through 1990. Since then, 

poverty has increased like other parts of South Jersey; but at a much lower rate. 
 

 Over the long-term (1970 - 2010), the biggest factor affecting poverty in South Jersey 

was the decline in the manufacturing industry’s share of jobs. The manufacturing 

industry accounted for 28.5 percent of South Jersey jobs in 1970; by 2010 that had 

dropped to 7.4 percent. There is a strong, negative relationship between the 

manufacturing industry’s job share and poverty, implying that the decline in 

manufacturing had the effect of increasing poverty. The disappearance of these jobs has 

meant fewer income-earning opportunities for disadvantaged, low-education 

individuals, and thus, higher poverty rates. 

 

 Growth in the employment/population ratio had the effect of lowering poverty. 

Employment in South Jersey increased 93.7 percent from 1970 to 2010, while its 

population increased only 53.7 percent. These tremendous job gains reduced poverty by 

integrating more of the population into the workforce.  However this relationship holds 

only up until 2000, after which poverty increased without any corresponding decrease in 

the employment/population ratio. 

 

 Service industry jobs, including the food service, education, health care, social services, 

information technology, and education sectors, increased an astounding 344 percent 

since 1970, steadily growing from 23.0 percent to 52.7 percent of all jobs by 2010. At 

the same time, non-service industry jobs grew as well but at a much lower rate. The 

overall effect of this trend was to reduce poverty by dramatically increasing the number 

of employment opportunities available.  

 

 Since 2005, poverty has risen across South Jersey, increasing from 8.4 to 11.0 percent in 

2012.  Most counties saw flat or modest increases in poverty through 2008, with the 

exception of Atlantic County.  However from 2009 through 2011, there were substantial 

increases in poverty in Salem, Atlantic, Camden, Cape May, and Ocean counties with the 

onset of the Great Recession. 
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South Jersey County Poverty Rates, 2005 - 2012 

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2012 American Community Survey 1 Year Estimates. 

 At the sub-regional level, Down Jersey counties consistently maintained the highest 

poverty rate for 2005 – 2012, had the most volatility in poverty, and saw the biggest 

increase in poverty under the Great Recession. In suburban Philadelphia, similar to the 

long—term trend, poverty remained low and relatively level, even as the Great 

Recession began. The Shore sub-region entered 2005 with the lowest poverty rates of 

any sub-region, but by 2010 had the second highest rate, as the effects of the Great 

Recession set in. 

 

 For 2005-2012, demographic factors had the strongest influence on poverty. Rising 

proportions of over-65 seniors and African-Americans had the largest effects on 

increasing South Jersey poverty.  

 

 Employment fell by 1.5 percent since 2005, while the population rose 4.3 percent. 44.1 

percent of this growth can be attributed to growth in the foreign-born, immigrant 

population. An influx of immigration without a corresponding influx of jobs has 

contributed to higher poverty levels across South Jersey. 

 

 Since 2005, real average weekly wages have fallen in South Jersey by 1.3 percent, 

contributing to the increased poverty trend. This phenomenon was particularly 

pronounced in Atlantic and Cape May counties, where real wages fell by 4.5 percent. 

 

 Burlington County’s employment and labor market conditions have traditionally been 

stronger than the rest of South Jersey, and its improvements in economic performance 

have outpaced improvements elsewhere. Burlington County benefitted greatly from the 

economic changes that occurred in South Jersey since 1970. As a result, Burlington 
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County has a remarkably low, stable poverty rate, relatively insensitive to changes in the 

business cycle. This has made it considerably more resilient to the impact of the Great 

Recession. 

 

 At the start of the 1970s, Cumberland County suffered from low educational attainment 

levels, low wages, geographic isolation, and economic weakness, and because of this, 

the services industry-driven economic transformation that created jobs and reduced 

poverty in the rest of South Jersey left Cumberland behind. The county became 

attractive to disadvantaged groups with unique challenges in achieving employment and 

earning livable incomes. All of these factors contributed to Cumberland County’s 

unusually high poverty rates, that unlike its peer counties, did not fall after 1970. The 

county’s continued economic weakness, reinforced by increasing concentration of 

poverty, ultimately left the county less resilient to the severe economic contraction of 

the Great Recession.  

The challenges for the South Jersey region will be to restore job and wage growth as well as 

address the structural factors that keep economically weak places such as Cumberland County 

mired in poverty. Improvements in educational attainment and job skills can possibly link more 

people to higher-wage jobs, while renewed growth in manufacturing could create higher wage 

jobs for disadvantaged, low education populations. This requires a restoration of the economic 

vitality achieved over the past 40 years through more jobs and education, to essentially turn 

back the clock on recent poverty growth. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the past few years, poverty in southern New Jersey has become an increasing concern. 

Several media reports have noted a considerable rise in poverty, even as the effects of the 

Great Recession abated.2 However much remains unknown about what is causing the trend, 

and how it differs from the more long-term trend of gradual poverty reduction.  This report, 

prepared for the Senator Walter Rand Institute for Public Affairs analyzes the poverty trend in 

the South Jersey region and identifies key causes behind it at the county level.  This report 

offers policymakers new information on the key forces shaping poverty change over time in the 

South Jersey region. This represents the first attempt to catalogue both the short and long term 

dynamics and causes of poverty change in southern New Jersey. Four years of Decennial Census 

county-level data allow for analysis of the long-term trend. Eight consecutive years of American 

Community Survey 1-Year estimates make panel data regression analysis possible for poverty 

change at the regional level.  In the end, this report will build understanding of the particular 

South Jersey effects of the dramatic transformation from a goods-producing to a services-based 

economy that has occurred over the past 40 years, and its implications for poverty.   

 

POVERTY CHANGE IN SOUTH JERSEY 

Over the past 40 years there has been a tremendous amount of change in poverty across 

southern New Jersey. Historically, South Jersey poverty has been slightly above that of North 

Jersey, even when North Jersey’s poverty rate is adjusted for its slightly higher cost of living.3 

Yet poverty in both regions has consistently been well below the national average. From 1970 

to 1990, poverty was in active decline across the eight-county region. However since 1990, the 

poverty rate has begun to grow again, rising modestly from 1990 to 2000 and dramatically from 

2000 to 2010, nearly matching its 1970 level. This generally matched the trends for North 

Jersey and the nation as a whole. 

                                                           
2 Brent Johnson. “Poverty in N.J. reaches 52-year high, new report shows.” The Star Ledger.  September 8, 2013. 

http://www.nj.com/politics/index.ssf/2013/09/poverty_in_nj_reaches_52-year_high_new_report_shows.html; Steven 

Lemongello. “More South Jersey residents falling into poverty.” The Press of Atlantic City. August 11, 2012. 

http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/breaking/more-south-jersey-residents-falling-into-poverty/article_769a95fc-e331-11e1-

8f6d-0019bb2963f4.html?mode=story;  Joel Landau.  “South Jersey poverty, unemployment up sharply as effects of recession 

linger.” The Press of Atlantic City. September 25, 2011. http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/press/atlantic/south-jersey-

poverty-unemployment-up-sharply-as-effects-of-recession/article_ad8bb710-e712-11e0-93f3-001cc4c03286.html 
3 To determine this, North Jersey’s poverty rate was adjusted by the differential between the New York-Northern New Jersey-

Long Island and Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City Consumer Price Indices-Urban.  

 

http://www.nj.com/politics/index.ssf/2013/09/poverty_in_nj_reaches_52-year_high_new_report_shows.html
http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/breaking/more-south-jersey-residents-falling-into-poverty/article_769a95fc-e331-11e1-8f6d-0019bb2963f4.html?mode=story
http://www.pressofatlanticcity.com/news/breaking/more-south-jersey-residents-falling-into-poverty/article_769a95fc-e331-11e1-8f6d-0019bb2963f4.html?mode=story
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South Jersey vs. North Jersey and US Poverty Rates, 1970 – 2010

 

           Data Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2010 1-Year Estimates 

This begs the question of what caused this alarming rise in poverty, essentially erasing the gains 

realized since 1970.  The following sections answer this question by analyzing the determinants 

of poverty change at the county level over the long-term (1970 – 2010) and the short term 

(2005 -2012). It should be noted that for 2012, the effects of Hurricane Sandy should be at least 

partially, although not completely, observed. 

Since 1970, poverty levels have changed substantially at the county level. In 1970, Cape May 

County had the highest poverty rate in South Jersey at 17.7 percent, however by 2010 it had 

the second lowest (10.5 percent), well below the national average.  Poverty also fell 

dramatically in Burlington, Cape May and Gloucester counties, and in Salem, Ocean, Camden, 

and Atlantic counties fell significantly through 2000 before rebounding in 2010.  The city of 

Camden inflates Camden County’s poverty rate well above that of other suburban Philadelphia 

counties. If the city of Camden was removed from Camden County, the county’s poverty levels 

and trends would be nearly identical to Burlington County, with the exception of a severe spike 

in poverty in 2010. Cumberland County is the only county that has a unique and distinct poverty 

trend. Its poverty rate, always well above the South Jersey average, stayed relatively level from 

1970 through 2000, before spiking in 2010. The dynamics of poverty change in South Jersey 

vary acutely from county to county. 
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South Jersey County Poverty Rates, 1970 - 2010

 

Data Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2010 1-Year Estimates 

When the same results are examined at a sub-regional level, broader regional trends are 

discernible. In 1970, the Shore counties (Atlantic, Cape May, and Ocean) had the highest 

poverty levels, dropping dramatically from 1970 to 1980. However, since 2000, poverty has 

risen substantially. With the notable exception of Atlantic City and neighboring towns, many 

shore communities have relatively low poverty rates compared to the interior of these 

counties. For example, in Cape May County, 2008-2012 Census data showed that family poverty 

in coastal Sea Isle City was extremely low at 5.26 percent, but was 25.6 percent in Woodbine, a 

borough much further away from the coast. Concentrations of poverty tend to occur away from 

the relatively prosperous coastal areas within the Shore counties. The Down Jersey sub-region 

(Salem and Cumberland counties) also had high levels of poverty in 1970 and saw lower 

reductions in poverty than other parts of South Jersey through 1990.  Yet rising poverty through 

the 2000s meant that by 2010, poverty had exceeded its original 1970 level. In suburban 

Philadelphia (Burlington, Camden, and Gloucester counties), poverty levels were the lowest in 

South Jersey in 1970, and fell significantly through 1990. Since then, poverty has increased like 

other parts of South Jersey; but at a much lower rate. 
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Poverty Rates by Sub-region, 1970 - 2010 

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2010 1-Year Estimate 

This variability in poverty trends also extends to the average 10 year change in poverty, as shown by the 

chart below:  

Average 10 Year Change in Poverty Rate, 1970-2010 

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2010 1-Year Estimates 

On average, 10 year poverty reduction has been stronger than the regional average in Atlantic, 

Burlington, Cape May, Gloucester, and Salem counties, each of which exceeded the 0.4 percent 

average for South Jersey as a whole. Yet much of this measure is driven by large increases in 

poverty from 2000 to 2010. Without that particular decade the poverty trend would have been 

quite negative in Camden County. The most significant average 10 year reductions have 

occurred in Gloucester and Cape May counties. 

However examining a more recent period of analysis, 2005-2012, reveals further variations in 

poverty dynamics across South Jersey counties:  
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South Jersey County Poverty Rates, 2005 - 2012

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2012 American Community Survey 1 Year Estimates. 

Since 2005, poverty has risen significantly across South Jersey, increasing from 8.4 to 11.0 

percent in 2012.  Most counties saw flat or modest increases in poverty through 2008, with the 

exception of Atlantic County which suffered from the decline of its gambling and 

entertainment-based economy from new competition in Pennsylvania and Delaware.  Yet from 

2009 through 2011, there were substantial increases in poverty in Salem, Atlantic, Camden, 

Cape May, and Ocean counties, with the onset of the Great Recession. Similar to the average 

poverty change trend observed in the 1970 – 2010 analysis, Burlington and Gloucester counties’ 

poverty rates appear relatively resilient to the effects of the recession, increasing much less 

than other counties after 2008. 2012 seems to mark a partial recovery from the recession, with 

poverty rates falling in Camden, Ocean, Salem, and Cape May counties.  However in 2012, 

poverty continued to rise in Atlantic, Burlington, and Gloucester counties and rose quite 

dramatically in Cumberland County to its highest level since 1970. Despite relative stability in its 

long-term poverty trend, in more recent years, poverty in Cumberland County has shown a 

remarkable amount of volatility. This volatility suggests that a large percentage of households 

earn low incomes close to the poverty line. In fact, in 2012 Cumberland County had the lowest 

median household income of any South Jersey county, 22 percent below the eight-county 

average. 

At the sub-regional level, the Down Jersey sub-region consistently maintained the highest 

poverty rate for 2005 – 2012, had the most volatility in poverty, and saw the biggest increase in 

poverty under the Great Recession. In suburban Philadelphia, similar to the long—term trend, 

poverty remained low and relatively level, even as the Great Recession began. The Shore sub-

region entered 2005 with the lowest poverty rates of any sub-region, but by 2010 had the 

second highest rate, as the effects of the Great Recession set in. 
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Poverty Rates by Sub-region, 2005-2012 

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2012 American Community Survey 1 Year Estimates. 

The following chart shows the average annual change in poverty for 2005 through 2012, 

measuring the annual volatility of poverty. 

Average Annual Growth in Poverty Rate, 2005-2012 

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, 2005-2012 American Community Survey 1 Year Estimates. 

In this period, all counties saw an average annual increase in poverty, largely reflecting the 

effects of the Great Recession, however, poverty has increased the most year to year in 

Atlantic, Cumberland, and Ocean counties. This suggests that poverty in these counties is more 

sensitive to changes in the business cycle. Camden and Salem counties saw relatively little 

annual change in poverty for this period, and their poverty rates were close to the South Jersey 

average in 2012. 
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These trends raise the question of why there is such variability in poverty change across South 

Jersey counties. Why does Cumberland County now have such an unusually volatile trend, 

especially given its relatively stable poverty rates through 2000? Why has Burlington County 

seen such a dramatic fall in poverty since 1970 and comparatively little increases in poverty in 

the Great Recession? This paper answers these questions with a panel data analysis of poverty 

change in the eight-county South Jersey region at the county level over both the long-term 

(1970 – 2010) and the short term (2005 -2012). 

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

To construct a model of poverty change, a review of the factors theoretically linked to poverty 

is necessary. Over the years, the poverty reduction literature has identified a wide array of 

casual factors. Economic causes, such as a mismatch of labor skills to available jobs, declining 

labor force participation, increased labor market competition, a structural shift from a goods-

based to a services-based economy, industrial restructuring, declining union participation, and 

stagnant wage growth are amongst the leading factors (Bluestone, 1990; Cutler et al., 1991, 

Freeman, 1993; Gunderson and Ziliak, 2004; Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 2000; Topel, 

1994). Economic growth is another widely identified cause, although its effectiveness is judged 

to be less strong than in the past (Blank and Card, 1993; Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 

2000). Employment is somewhat controversial as a causal factor, with some studies supporting 

a relationship (Brunot, 2011; Crandall and Weber, 2004; Iceland, Kenworthy, and Scopilliti, 

2005; Partridge and Rickman, 2006), while others do not (Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 

2000; Madden, 1996).  Resident mobility also affects poverty, as it indicates greater job 

availability and better labor market matches, which can reduce poverty (Levernier, Partridge, 

and Rickman, 2000). 

However, demographics play a role as well, with increasing poverty tied to higher 

concentrations of disadvantaged groups such as immigrants, racial minorities and single 

mothers (Brunot, 2011; Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 2000; Rupasingha and Goetz, 2007). 

At the same time, certain age groups are more likely to have incomes falling below the poverty 

threshold, such as the college age (18-24) population. Others cite policy-based causes such as 

lack of welfare generosity (Hanratty and Blank, 1992) or employment-inhibiting welfare 

dependency (Gunderson and Ziliak, 2004).  Educational attainment levels, such as high school 

graduation and bachelor’s degree attainment, can also influence poverty (Brunot, 2011; 

Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 2000; Perry, 2006).  
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MODEL 

Based on the above factors and a few additions, a model of poverty change is developed 

describing the exogenous independent variables influencing poverty change for South Jersey 

county i.
4
 

Povertyi = β0 + β1Racei + β2Agei + β3Family Typei + β4Immigrationi + β5Educationi + 

β6Employmenti + β7Industry i + β8Occupation i + β9Wagesi + β10Personal Incomei + β11Welfarei 

+ β12Mobilityi + β13Countyi +εi 

Poverty is the official federal poverty rate for individuals, as measured by the U.S Census 

Bureau.5 This metric includes all forms of income including income from cash assistance 

programs. This measure reflects the percentage of the population falling below a federally-

determined poverty threshold, structured by household size. Therefore, one could expect more 

volatility in poverty for areas where a large proportion of households earn incomes near the 

poverty line. Increases in poverty can be generated by the movement of many low income 

households just below this line, even if this does not constitute a substantial increase in 

indigence. However using this metric to examine influences on poverty is well within the 

mainstream and has been employed in a wide array of previous studies (Brunot, 2011; 

Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 2000; Madden, 1996; Partridge and Rickman, 2008; 

Partridge et al., 2013) 

Race measures concentrations of racial groups with higher incidences of poverty such as 

African-Americans and non-black minorities, including Hispanics and Asians. Age measures 

concentrations of selected age groups such as college-age individuals and seniors over age 65. 

Family Type measures family structure through the proportion of single mother households and 

average family size, as this should affect both income-earning need and potential. Immigration 

measures the population concentration of foreign-born immigrants.  Education measures 

educational attainment levels, measured by the percentage of the population with at least a 

high school diploma and a bachelor’s degree.
6
 Employment measures both job opportunity and 

labor market factors. This category includes both female and general labor participation rates, 

unemployment rate, employment/population ratio, and employment generally. Industry 

                                                           
4
For a full listing of variables, variable descriptions, and sources, see Table 4 in the Appendix. 

5
 For 1970, due to a difference in how poverty was surveyed in the 1970 Census from subsequent censuses, poverty 

is measured as the combined number of unrelated individual and family households below the poverty line divided 

by the total number of individual and family households. 
6
 Due to changes in how the Census Bureau has measured high school diploma and bachelor’s degree attainment 

over time, these variables are measured as at least four years of high school and college for 1970 and 1980. 



Poverty Dynamics in South Jersey: Trends and Determinants, 1970 – 2012                       15 

 

measures industry strength through its share of total jobs
7
. Occupation measures occupation 

concentration through its proportion of all jobs. Wages measures average weekly wages
8
, 

inflation-adjusted using chained 2012 dollars. Personal Income is a measure of economic 

performance, represented by real per capita personal income. Welfare is the percentage of the 

population receiving public cash assistance. Mobility includes both population generally and the 

percentage of the population that had not moved from another county the previous year.
9
 

Finally, County contains a set of dummy variables for each South Jersey county except Atlantic 

County, to prevent perfect collinearity. This tests if the poverty reduction model is particularly 

different in one county relative to the others. 

Although the model is fairly representative of measurable explanatory variables from the 

literature, it is by no means a comprehensive and complete model of the determinants of 

poverty change. Certain variables affecting poverty may not have measurable data available, 

and for that reason there is inevitably omitted variable bias within the model. For example, 

proximity to central cities and income inequality are expected to be relevant to poverty 

however are not included in the model. These should be positively related to both poverty and 

several independent variables, it is expected that their exclusion would make the coefficients 

on many included variables higher than they actually are.  In addition, it is possible that the final 

models presented may be incorrectly specified. To test for the possibility of specification error, 

a Ramsey RESET test using powers of the fitted values of poverty was conducted on the two 

final models presented in this paper. For both models, I failed to reject the null hypothesis that 

the model has no omitted variables, suggesting the model is properly specified. Finally, income-

related variables such as personal income and average weekly wages by their very nature will 

be inherently tied to the federal poverty rate, therefore causality from these variables cannot 

be assumed. 

Endogeneity is also a key concern in any econometric model. The likelihood that a latent 

variable could simultaneously influence poverty and the independent variables is great, given 

the close connections between the economic and demographic phenomena measured. For the 

final models, a Durbin–Wu–Hausman test (augmented regression test) was performed, finding 

no evidence of endogeneity for any explanatory variable.  In addition, tests for model 

specification error and omitted variable bias were performed, in each case failing to reject the 

null hypothesis of no bias or specification error. Tests for violations of OLS assumptions, 

including normality of residuals, heteroscedasticity, and serial correlation were also performed.  
                                                           
7
 As the Census Bureau subcategories for services industries have changed over the long-term, services industry jobs 

are presented in the aggregate as a single variable for the 1970 to 2010 analysis, and as individual service industry 

category variables for the 2005 to 2012 analysis. 
8
 As average weekly wage data is unavailable prior to 1975, average annual family wage income was divided by 52 

weeks to obtain an estimate for 1970. 
9
 Data for this metric was only available for 2005 through 2012. 
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Where appropriate, autocorrelation-consistent regression was used to compensate, as noted 

on the regression tables presented later in this paper.  

DATA 

The primary data set used is the U.S. Census Bureau’s Decennial Census data for 1970 through 

2000 and the American Community Survey 1-Year estimates for 2005-2012. Decennial Census 

data are collected through a physical survey instrument administered every ten years. 

American Community Survey data are collected from two samples, housing unit addresses and 

group quarters facilities data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Master Address File. This file is the 

Census Bureau’s official data inventory collected over the course of past censuses and 

continually updated and maintained.  The Bureau collects samples from all 3,220 U.S. counties 

using this database via mail survey, telephone interview, or personal visit throughout each 

year.10 Although there were a few gaps in the data for counties with small populations in the 

American Community Survey data, there were few enough not to significantly bias the sample.  

Average weekly wage and business establishment data come from the U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics’ Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. 11 Per capita personal income data is 

from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis’ Regional Economic Accounts dataset. Pooled OLS 

multiple regression was selected as the method of analysis, after a series of tests determined 

that alternate methods would be inappropriate.12 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
10

 US Census Bureau. “Design and Methodology: American Community Survey.” April 2009. 

http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/survey_methodology/acs_design_methodology.pdf; US Census 

Bureau. “American Community Survey.” 2013. http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/wc_acs.xhtml 
11

These data sets can be accessed at the following links: Census Bureau: 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml; BLS: http://www.bls.gov/cew/; BEA: 

http://www.bea.gov/regional/ 
12

 A Hausman test was performed to determine if fixed or random effects were more appropriate for the model. I 

failed to reject the hypothesis that the difference in coefficients between the fixed and random effects models were 

not systematic, implying that random effects are more appropriate. Next, I conducted a Breusch and Pagan 

Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects to determine if random effects are preferable to pooled OLS 

regression. I failed to reject the null hypothesis that the variances of the groups (counties) is zero, therefore pooled 

regression was selected as the more appropriate method of analysis. 

http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/survey_methodology/acs_design_methodology.pdf
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/wc_acs.xhtml
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://www.bls.gov/cew/
http://www.bea.gov/regional/
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1970-2010 POVERTY TRENDS  

The table below shows regression results for 1970 to 2010. 

Table 1. 1970 - 2010 Poverty Change Regression Results 

   
    Independent Variable Description Variable (1) (2) 

Constant constant 0.07 0.12 

  
(1.00) (0.86) 

Employment and Population 
   

Employment/Population Ratio emppop -0.67*** -0.60*** 

 
 

(0.00) (0.00) 

Industry Job Mix (base - agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining; construction; manufacturing; wholesale trade; 

retail trade; and finance, insurance, real estate, rental and leasing industries) 

Manufacturing industry % of all jobs manu -1.42*** -0.61 

  
(0.00) (0.47) 

Services industry % of all jobs svcsind -1.17*** -0.71 

  
(0.00) (0.32) 

Public administration industry % of all jobs pubadm -0.56*** -0.38 

  
(0.00) (0.13) 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities industry % of all jobs transp -0.53*** -0.30 

  
(0.00) (0.34) 

Occupational Job Mix (base - mgmt., professional, sales, office, natural resources, construction, and maint. occupations) 

Production, transportation, and material moving occupations % of all jobs prod 0.56** -0.04 

  
(0.01) (0.93) 

Services occupations % of all jobs services 0.37** 0.20 

  
(0.01) (0.64) 

Race (base  – % and white and non-black minority) 
   

% of the pop. that is African American pctblack 0.51*** 0.49 

  
(0.00) (0.16) 

County (base - Atlantic County) 
   

Dummy variable for Burlington County burlington 
 

-0.86 

   
(0.46) 

Dummy variable for Camden County camden 
 

-0.14 

   
(0.89) 

Dummy variable for Cape May County capemay 
 

0.14 

   
(0.88) 

Dummy variable for Cumberland County cumberland 
 

0.57 

   
(0.39) 

Dummy variable for Gloucester County gloucester 
 

-0.37 

   
(0.70) 

Dummy variable for Ocean County ocean 
 

-0.26 

   
(0.79) 

Dummy variable for Salem County salem 
 

-0.01 

   
(0.99) 
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Table 1. 1970 - 2010 Poverty Change Regression Results 

   
    Independent Variable Description Variable (1) (2) 

n (obs)   40 40 

groups (num of counties)  
8 8 

adj. R2  
0.8542 0.7743 

Coefficients shown above are standardized, beta coefficients; p values shown in parentheses       

***p value <.01, **p value <.05, *p value <.10,  
    

After examining all the major variables from the literature in a single model, none were 

statistically significant in explaining poverty. This implies that there are variables unrelated to 

poverty change within the model that inflate the standard errors of the major independent 

variables explaining poverty change. The second specification shown in the table above distills 

the model into only statistically significant factors, removing unrelated factors from the analysis 

while including a set of county dummy variables. At this point, only the 

employment/population ratio is significant (at the 95% confidence level), negatively associated 

with poverty. An F test for the joint significance of the county dummy variables reveals that 

that they are jointly insignificant within the model. The first specification removes these 

variables from the analysis. The final results show the biggest factor reducing poverty in South 

Jersey was decline in the manufacturing industry’s percentage of jobs. The manufacturing 

industry accounted for 28.5 percent of South Jersey jobs in 1970; by 2010 that had dropped to 

7.4 percent. The model shows a strong, negative relationship between the manufacturing 

industry’s job share and poverty, implying that the decline in manufacturing had the effect of 

increasing poverty. The manufacturing industry pays above average wages; South Jersey 

median earnings for this industry were estimated at $51,518 in 2012, approximately 1/3 above 

the median for all jobs. The poverty literature suggests that labor intensive jobs, such as those 

in the manufacturing industry, are more likely to employ disadvantaged individuals with lower 

educational attainment levels (Levernier, Partridge, and Rickman, 2000; Loayza and Raddatz, 

2010). The disappearance of these jobs has meant fewer income-earning opportunities for 

these individuals, and thus, higher poverty rates.  

Yet, interestingly, the services industry’s job share also has a strong negative relationship with 

poverty. Job growth in this sector has at least partially offset the effects of manufacturing 

decline. For example, service industry jobs, including the food service, education, health care, 

social services, and information technology sectors, increased an astounding 344 percent since 

1970, steadily growing from 23.0 percent to 52.7 percent of all jobs by 2010. The overall effect 

of this trend was to reduce poverty by dramatically increasing the number of employment 

opportunities available.  
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South Jersey Services vs. All Other Industries % of Jobs, 1970 – 2010 

 

Data Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2010 1-Year Estimates 

The service industry’s job share is also strongly correlated with the employment/population 

ratio (.58), suggesting that tremendous growth in this sector has dramatically improved the 

number of employment opportunities for the population. 

Yet this dramatic employment growth trend was partially offset by population growth. 

Employment in South Jersey increased 93.7 percent from 1970 to 2010, while its population 

increased only 53.7 percent. The employment/population ratio, a ratio of jobs to people, 

increased from 0.36 jobs per person to 0.45 jobs per person, a 26 percent increase.  These 

tremendous job gains reduced poverty by integrating more of the population into the 

workforce.  However this relationship holds only up until 2000, after which poverty increased 

without any corresponding decrease in the ratio, as shown below. 
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South Jersey Employment/Population Ratio and Poverty Rate, 1970 -2010 

 

Data Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2005-2012 American Community Survey 1 Year Estimates. 

Services industry jobs were by far the largest contributor to this increase, accounting for 52.3 

percent of 1970-80 job growth and 52.1 percent of 1980-90 job growth across South Jersey. 

Globalization and advances in technology facilitated a shift from a goods production-oriented 

economy to a knowledge-based services economy. However in the 1990s, the services-industry 

driven job growth machine slowed dramatically. For example, 10 year employment growth was 

31.4% in 1970-80 and 30.9% in 1980-90 before falling to 5.4% in 1990-00 and rising slightly to 

6.8% in 2000-10. Services industry job growth continued to accelerate until 2000, after which 

the 10 year rate of growth experienced a slight decline. However, without this continued 

growth in services industry jobs, South Jersey would have actually seen a reduction in jobs 

during the 1990s and 2000s. 

Other industrial job share declines had the effect of increasing poverty. The transportation, 

warehousing, and utilities industry declined slightly in job significance, from 7.4 percent of jobs 

in 1970 to 5.4 percent in 2010, increasing poverty. This industry also tends to offer well-paying 

jobs, with median earnings of $50,194, 28 percent above the median for all jobs in 2012. Public 

administration jobs remained relatively flat as a percentage of jobs, and generally, growth in 

the concentration of these jobs reduces poverty. Public administration jobs in South Jersey pay 

extremely well, with median earnings at $66,767, 70 percent above the median for all jobs in 

2012. An F test revealed that the industry job shares variables are jointly significant in 

explaining poverty change.  
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Other factors are less important, but still statistically significant in explaining the South Jersey 

poverty trend. Production, transportation, and material moving occupations had a sharp 

decline, from 17.8 percent of jobs in 1970 to 10.1 percent in 2010, which reduced poverty, as 

earnings for these occupations tend to be lower than others. In 2012, median earnings for 

these occupations in South Jersey were estimated at $33,258, over 15 percent below the 

median for all occupations. Tremendous growth in service occupations, from 11.9 percent of all 

jobs in 1970 to 18.7 percent in 2010, had the effect of increasing poverty. These occupations 

are the lowest paying in South Jersey, with median earnings at 45 percent below the median for 

all jobs in 2012. Among the demographic factors, a rise in the population concentration of 

African Americans has also increased poverty. For example, over the 40 year period, the black 

population in South Jersey increased from 10.2 to 12.7 percent of the total. 

 

2005-2012 POVERTY TRENDS 

For the more recent 2005-2012 period, a different set of factors affect the poverty trend, as 

shown below.  

Table 2. 2005 - 2012 Poverty Change Regression Results 

    
     Variable Description Variable (1) (2) (3) 

     Independent Variable Form: 

 

Lagged Current Current 

     Constant constant 0.02 0.03 -0.17** 

  
(0.70) (0.54) (0.04) 

Employment: 
    

Employment employment 
 

0.21*** 0.48*** 

 
 

 
(0.00) (0.00) 

Employment/Population Ratio emppop 
 

-0.58*** -0.61*** 

   
(0.00) (0.00) 

Labor Market Factors: 
    

Labor force participation rate lfpart 
 

0.63*** 0.39** 

   
(0.00) (0.03) 

Average weekly wage wages 
 

-0.40*** -1.04*** 

   
(0.00) (0.00) 

Age: 
    

% of the pop. that is age 65 or over pctover65 
 

0.92*** 0.45* 

   
(0.00) (0.06) 

% of the pop. between ages 18 and 24 pct1824 
 

0.34*** 0.27*** 

   
(0.00) (0.00) 

Race: 
    

% of the pop. that is African American pctblack 
 

0.91*** 1.10*** 

   
(0.00) (0.00) 
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Table 2. 2005 - 2012 Poverty Change Regression Results 

    
     Variable Description Variable (1) (2) (3) 

Education: 
    

 % of pop. with a bachelor's degree or higher bdhigh -0.81*** -0.79*** -0.44** 

  
(0.00) (0.00) (0.02) 

Industry Job Mix: (base- professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste management services, public 

administration, wholesale trade,  educational services, health care and social assistance, other services, and information industries) 
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and leasing industry % of all jobs finance -0.36*** 0.23** 0.25*** 

  
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Manufacturing industry % of all jobs manu -0.67*** 
  

  
(0.00) 

  
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities industry % of all jobs transp -0.22*** 

  

  
(0.01) 

  
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accom. and food svcs. industry % of 

all jobs 
arts -0.65*** 

  

  
(0.00) 

  
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining industry % of all jobs agr -0.27*** 

  

  
(0.00) 

  
Construction industry % of all jobs (squared) const -0.32*** 

  

  
(0.00) 

  
Retail trade industry % of all jobs retail -0.23*** 

  

  
(0.01) 

  
Lagged Poverty: 

    Lagged poverty rate lagpov 0.37*** 
  

  
(0.00) 

  
County: 

    Dummy variable for Salem County salem 
  

1.69*** 

    
(0.01) 

n (obs)   56 62 62 

groups (num of counties)  
6 8 8 

R2  
0.8611 0.8979 0.9124 

Coefficients shown above are standardized, beta coefficients; p values shown in 

parentheses   
  

  

***p value <.01, **p value <.05, *p value <.10,  

    
**For this specification, robust standard errors were used as tests indicated the presence of heteroscedasticity 

   

After examining the full set of relevant variables from the literature combined, none of the 

variables were statistically significant. This suggests that the clarity of the main variables of 

interest were clouded by other variables that do not have a relationship with poverty. The third 

specification shown above focuses on only ten variables of interest, removing these irrelevant 

variables. However within this specification, the proportion of the population over age 65 is 

statistically insignificant, but becomes significant when the dummy variable for Salem County is 

removed from the model in specification #2. Therefore Salem County contributes significantly 
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to the poverty-increasing effects of a proportional rise in the senior population within the 

model, and the presence of a Salem dummy reduces the power of that relationship for the 

model as a whole. In the second specification, there are nine explanatory variables left with 

strong relationships with poverty, significant at the 95% confidence level. The final results show 

that for 2005-2012, demographic factors had the strongest influence on poverty. A rising 

proportion of over-65 seniors had the effect of increasing South Jersey poverty. The region’s 

proportion of seniors rose from 14.4 percent in 2005 to 16.2 percent in 2012. However a rising 

proportion of African-Americans was almost equally strong in increasing poverty. A historical 

legacy of discrimination and segregation has meant that African-Americans generally have 

higher incidences of poverty than non-Hispanic whites. African Americans accounted for 11.9 

percent of the South Jersey population in 2005; by 2012 they accounted for 12.8 percent, at 

least partially contributing to the increasing poverty trend. In addition, continued growth in the 

proportion of the population with a bachelor’s degree had the effect of reducing poverty. The 

percentage of bachelor’s degree holders in South Jersey increased from 25.8 percent in 2005 to 

27.9 percent in 2012. However, greater labor force participation was actually associated with 

increasing poverty, perhaps a signal of falling household incomes post-recession requiring more 

to enter the workforce. 

Similar in magnitude and significance was the employment/population ratio. Like the 1970-

2010 model, an increasing employment/population ratio is tied to lower poverty. However in 

the more recent period, the long-term trend toward a rising employment/population ratio has 

been reversed, as shown by the following figure: 

South Jersey Employment/Population Ratio, 2005-2012 

 

Data Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 
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Despite a one-time jump in 2008, the ratio fell from .47 jobs per person in 2005 to .45 in 2011, 

a 5.4 percent decline and a trend accelerated by the impact of the Great Recession in 2009. This 

had the effect of increasing poverty, as population growth exceeded job growth. For example, 

employment fell by 1.5 percent in the period, while the population rose 4.3 percent. 44.1 

percent of this growth can be attributed to growth in the foreign-born, immigrant population. 

An influx of immigration without a corresponding influx of jobs has contributed to higher 

poverty levels across South Jersey.  

Changes in real average weekly wages was also closely tied to South Jersey poverty, showing a 

very strong, statistically significant, negative relationship. Unsurprisingly, falling wages would 

be associated with increased poverty. From 2005 to 2012, real average weekly wages actually 

fell in South Jersey by 1.3 percent. This phenomenon was particularly pronounced in Atlantic 

and Cape May counties, where real wages fell by 4.5 percent.  

In addition, an increase in the college-age population has been associated with rising poverty, 

although it is amongst the least important factors. This particular age category increased from 

8.4 percent of the population in 2005 to 8.7 percent in 2012.  

Although the model suggests that falling employment was associated with falling poverty, 

however it is important to note this is net of all other factors. From 2005 to 2012, South Jersey 

lost a net of 16,447 jobs or about 1.5 percent of its 2005 total. When bachelor’s degree 

attainment and the finance industry’s job share are removed from the model, employment’s 

relationship with poverty turns from positive to negative and becomes statistically insignificant. 

Therefore employment’s positive relationship with poverty exists net of bachelor’s degree 

attainment and finance industry job concentration; employment gains for lower-wage jobs not 

requiring a bachelor’s degree and outside of the finance industry may actually increase poverty.  

However, given the nature of some variables’ relationship with poverty, it is possible that their 

effects may manifest themselves in the following year. Therefore, the first specification 

regresses poverty on a lagged specification of the explanatory variables, including poverty itself. 

These explanatory variables were then distilled to those statistically significant in explaining 

poverty. Like the other specifications, bachelor’s degree attainment has a strong, negative 

relationship with poverty, and is the most important factor in the lagged model. Yet various 

industry job shares become statistically significant that were not significant in the other 

specifications. Increases in job share for the manufacturing industry was the second most 

important factor in the model, associated with reduced poverty. Unsurprisingly, lagged poverty 

shows a statistically significant relationship with poverty. However increasing job shares for the 

agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining; finance, insurance, real estate, rental, and 

leasing; arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food services industry; retail 
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trade; construction; and transportation, warehousing, and utilities industries were also 

associated with poverty reduction, at more limited practical significance. 

 

AN EXCEPTION TO THE NORM: BURLINGTON AND CUMBERLAND  

Within these trends, the exceptional cases of Burlington and Cumberland Counties merit 

further analysis. Burlington, unlike other South Jersey counties, has remarkably low poverty 

rates and its poverty level has proved surprisingly resilient throughout the Great Recession. 

Cumberland County, by contrast has had persistently high poverty, with a notable spike in 

poverty after 2008. The following section describes the unique experiences of these two 

counties. 

Since 1970, Burlington County has consistently maintained a position of strength in both 

education and employment performance. For example in 1970 and continuing through to 2010, 

Burlington County had the highest rate of high school graduation and bachelor’s degree 

attainment, the highest job concentration of management, professional, and related 

occupations, and the lowest unemployment rate of any South Jersey county.  Moreover, 

Burlington County has traditionally had higher wage levels and labor force participation rates, 

well above the South Jersey average. It also saw the most dramatic gains in its 

employment/population ratio through 2010, which increased 47 percent compared to 26 

percent for South Jersey as a whole.  

The employment and labor market conditions in Burlington County have traditionally been 

stronger than the rest of South Jersey, and its improvements in economic performance have 

outpaced improvements elsewhere. For example, Burlington County had the fifth highest per 

capita personal income in the region, 1.1 percent below the South Jersey average in 1970; by 

2010, it had the second highest, 13.2 percent above the average.  Despite being only the third 

most populous county in South Jersey, Burlington had the second highest increase in the 

number of business establishments from 1980 to 2010, second only to Ocean County.  Due to 

its inherent strengths, Burlington County benefitted greatly from the economic changes that 

occurred in South Jersey since 1970. As a result, Burlington County has a remarkably low, stable 

poverty rate, relatively insensitive to changes in the business cycle. This has made it 

considerably more resilient to the impact of the Great Recession. 

Cumberland County is in many ways the polar opposite of Burlington County. In both 1970 and 

continuing through to 2010, Cumberland County had the lowest wage levels and the lowest 

bachelor’s degree attainment rate. In addition, Cumberland County has had consistently above-

average unemployment rates, through both economic expansions and contractions. Despite 

being the sixth most populous county in South Jersey, Cumberland ranked seventh in 1970 to 
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2010 job growth. The county’s per capita personal income, a measure of economic output, was 

the second lowest in South Jersey in 1970; by 2010 it was the lowest, 18 percent below that of 

South Jersey as a whole. Unlike Burlington County, the county is geographically isolated from 

the dynamic and diverse greater Philadelphia metropolitan economy and the vibrant tourism 

and entertainment-driven shore economy.  This has left the county weaker in high job and 

wage growth industries that expanded rapidly over the past 40 years. Cumberland County was 

the only county to see job growth in the agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 

industry, all other South Jersey counties saw job declines. This industry makes up a greater 

percentage of jobs in Cumberland than any other South Jersey county. However this industry 

also tends to have lower wage levels in South Jersey, with median earnings 42 percent below 

that of all jobs.  

Since 1970, Cumberland County has experienced the lowest gains in bachelor’s degree 

attainment, the lowest number of businesses created despite being the 6th most populous 

South Jersey county, and the least amount of growth in finance, insurance, real estate, and 

rental and leasing industry jobs. Cumberland County also saw the most severe proportional job 

losses in its retail and wholesale trade industries, and the second highest number of job losses 

in the production, transportation, and material moving occupations industry. At the same time, 

Cumberland had the lowest amount of job growth relative to population, with its 

employment/population ratio increasing by only 0.012 jobs per person from 1970 to 2010, 

compared to 0.094 for South Jersey as a whole. Moreover, Cumberland County has historically 

had a relatively weak labor market. For example, from 1970 to 2010 the county actually saw a 

reduction in its labor force participation rate while all other counties saw gains.    

However Cumberland County does enjoy a supply of relatively affordable housing. It had the 

second lowest median home value in 1970 and by 2010 had the lowest of all South Jersey 

counties. Its stock of affordable housing has made it attractive to disadvantaged demographic 

groups; since 1970 the county has seen gains in its foreign born and African American 

population well above the South Jersey average. Today Cumberland County boasts the highest 

proportion of racial minorities of any South Jersey county. 

In sum, at the start of the 1970s, Cumberland County suffered from low educational attainment 

levels, low wages, geographic isolation, and economic weakness, and because of this, the 

services industry-driven economic transformation that created jobs and reduced poverty in the 

rest of South Jersey left Cumberland behind. The county became attractive to disadvantaged 

groups with unique challenges in achieving employment and earning livable incomes. All of 

these factors contributed to Cumberland County’s unusually high poverty rates, that unlike its 

peer counties, did not fall after 1970. The county’s continued economic weakness, reinforced 
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by increasing concentration of poverty, ultimately left the county less resilient to the severe 

economic contraction of the Great Recession.  

 
 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the structural shift to a services-based economy has had dramatic implications 

for South Jersey. The period between 1970 and 2000 produced a remarkable amount of job 

creation mostly in services industries, with some counties benefiting more handsomely from 

this trend than others. Highly educated, relatively wealthy counties such as Burlington County 

became even wealthier and saw considerable drops in poverty. Economically weaker counties 

such as Cumberland fared worse, realizing fewer benefits from this transformation. A dramatic 

increase in college-degree attainment together with job creation led to higher incomes and 

lower poverty. At the same time, manufacturing industry jobs declined rapidly, while strong 

population growth, particularly amongst racial minorities and immigrants, occurred 

simultaneously.  Thousands of blue collar jobs were replaced with white collar ones. However 

the net effect of these trends was to reduce poverty in South Jersey as a whole until 2000. Since 

then, population growth has continued while job creation has not. Moreover, population 

growth has proved particularly strong for traditionally low-income groups such as African-

Americans, immigrants, and college age adults, which has compounded poverty. Real wages 

have also declined, meaning that households are earning less and less on an inflation-adjusted 

basis. All of these trends have almost completely reversed the poverty reduction gains realized 

since 1970.  

With these trends in mind, the challenges for the South Jersey region will be to restore job and 

wage growth as well as address the structural factors that keep economically weak places such 

as Cumberland County mired in poverty. Improvements in educational attainment and job skills 

can possibly link more people to higher-wage jobs, while renewed growth in manufacturing 

could create higher wage jobs for disadvantaged, low-education populations. This requires a 

restoration of the economic vitality achieved over the past 40 years through more jobs and 

education, to essentially turn back the clock on recent poverty growth. It should be noted that 

these results do not suggest any particular policy prescription; however they shed light on some 

the influences on poverty change in South Jersey. These findings can be used to develop a 

framework upon which appropriate policies can be developed.  

The results also suggest multiple opportunities for further research.  Future research might be 

directed at more closely examining the dynamics of poverty change within counties, to 

determine if these relationships are different within single counties as opposed to across all 

South Jersey counties. Research might also more closely examine the causal mechanisms 
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between the independent variables and poverty in South Jersey. Research advances in this area 

would go a long way toward building understanding of how structural changes in industry, 

education, economy, and demographics affect poverty in southern New Jersey. 
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APPENDIX 

South Jersey County Poverty Rates, 1970 – 2012 

                 1970            1990       2012 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Sources: US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey 2012 1-Year Estimates 
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Table 3. Key Statistics, Major Variables by County 

                 South Jersey Atlantic Burlington Camden Cape May Cumberland Gloucester Ocean Salem 

Variable Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Poverty rate (% below poverty line) -1.0 2.6 -3.2 5.7 -3.0 1.7 0.3 0.3 -7.2 1.5 2.1 6.2 -5.3 2.0 -0.9 3.6 -3.0 0.7 

% of the pop. that is African American 2.5 0.9 -1.3 0.6 8.0 0.7 7.5 1.3 -3.8 3.4 6.7 4.2 1.7 0.6 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -1.0 

% of the pop. that is not African 

American or white 
14.6 -* 24.5 4.8 11.8 4.4 19.6 5.2 8.4 10.3 25.5 4.4 8.6 3.8 9.8 2.9 8.1 9.8 

% of the pop. between ages 18 and 24 -10.5 0.3 1.4 1.7 -7.1 0.5 -0.7 -0.3 -1.2 -0.1 0.1 0.7 -0.7 0.3 -0.7 0.2 -0.9 -0.7 

% of the pop. that is age 65 or over 5.1 1.8 -2.1 2.3 8.0 2.5 3.9 1.8 2.0 2.5 2.6 0.1 4.4 2.0 5.2 1.3 6.2 2.2 

% of pop. with a bachelor's degree or 
higher 

18.2 2.1 16.9 1.2 22.6 1.7 18.7 1.6 20.1 4.5 7.5 -1.8 19.7 3.4 17.5 3.7 14.6 0.4 

Population 847,194 97,386 99,642 11,019 126,017 14,630 57,316 5,696 37,699 -326 35,775 17,817 115,900 17,877 369,133 30,023 5,712 650 

Employment 531,481 -16,447 61,083 -3,082 112,006 -6,948 62,775 -9,991 25,014 -1,121 15,786 -881 76,358 400 174,449 8,513 4,010 -3,337 

Employment/population ratio 0.09 -0.03 0.09 -0.03 0.16 -0.03 0.08 -0.02 0.14 -0.01 0.01 -0.06 0.12 -0.03 0.10 -0.01 0.03 -0.06 

Labor force participation rate (%) 7.0 -1.6 10.7 -1.5 3.0 -3.8 9.2 -2.1 13.5 0.3 -0.8 -7.5 11.3 -1.5 10.6 1.9 3.5 -4.7 

Finance, insurance, real estate, rental 

and leasing industry % of all jobs 
-7.7 -0.5 0.5 0.2 -6.9 0.2 -6.1 0.9 -4.1 1.8 -12.9 -3.4 -10.8 -1.3 -3.9 -2.4 -9.3 0.0 
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Table 3. Key Statistics, Major Variables by County 

                 South Jersey Atlantic Burlington Camden Cape May Cumberland Gloucester Ocean Salem 

Variable Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Chg. 
1970 - 
2010 

Chg. 
2005 - 
2012 

Manufacturing industry % of all jobs -21.2 -1.2 -12.9 0.8 -21.5 -1.8 -23.4 -1.4 -8.3 1.0 -29.0 -4.3 -24.0 -1.0 -12.2 -0.9 -32.4 -3.1 

Services industry % of all jobs 29.7 3.7 34.7 3.9 26.2 3.7 32.7 3.8 26.6 2.2 30.7 0.6 28.5 1.3 27.4 6.3 24.7 0.7 

Natural resources, construction, and 

maintenance occupations % of all jobs 
-0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Public administration industry % of all 
jobs 

-0.1 -0.4 -3.1 -1.4 0.9 -0.6 -0.7 -0.5 0.4 -2.1 2.7 1.0 0.0 0.7 -1.9 -0.6 2.9 2.0 

Transportation and warehousing, and 

utilities industry % of all jobs 
-1.7 0.2 -3.2 -0.4 -1.8 -0.1 -1.1 0.5 -4.7 0.2 -0.8 -0.6 -1.5 1.2 -2.8 -0.2 2.3 2.0 

Services occupations % of all jobs 6.8 1.1 12.7 1.5 4.0 1.4 7.0 -0.2 3.3 -1.4 11.7 6.0 4.1 0.1 6.2 1.7 3.0 2.3 

Production occupations % of all jobs -7.7 -0.5 -7.6 0.7 -6.9 0.2 -6.1 0.9 -4.1 1.8 -12.9 -3.4 -10.8 -1.3 -3.9 -2.4 -9.3 0.0 

Real average weekly wage (2012 
dollars) 

-* -$12 -$243 -$37 -$294 $19 -$314 -$7 -$316 -$31 -$236 $10 -$355 -$17 -$317 -$27 -$132 $46 

*Data unavailable at this level. 
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Table 4. Key Sources and Variables 

 Variable  Description Source 

hshigh % of pop. with a high school diploma or higher 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

bdhigh % of pop. with a bachelor's degree or higher 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctnonblkmin % of the pop. that is not African American or Caucasian 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pct1824 % of the pop. between ages 18 and 24 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctforborn % of the pop. that is foreign born 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctover65 % of the pop. that is age 65 or over 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctblack % of the pop. that is African American 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

avgfamsize Average family size 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctsingmom % of family households with a single mother head 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

femlfpart % of females aged 16 and over in the labor force 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

lfpart % of the working age population in the labor force 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

bizest Number of business establishments US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages  

pcperinc Per capita personal income US Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Accounts 

wages Average weekly wage US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages  
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Table 4. Key Sources and Variables 

 Variable  Description Source 

employment Number of employed people residing within the metro area 
US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-

2012 

emppop Employment/Population Ratio Author's calculation 

unemp Unemployment rate 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, US Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics 

pop Population 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctmov 
% of the pop. that had moved from another county in the past year 

US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

avgwelfare Average amount of welfare cash assistance 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pctwelfare % of pop. receiving welfare cash assistance 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

svcsind Services industry % of all jobs  
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

Burlington Dummy variable for Burlington County Author's calculation 

Camden Dummy variable for Camden County Author's calculation 

Capemay Dummy variable for Cape May County Author's calculation 

Cumberland Dummy variable for Cumberland County Author's calculation 

Gloucester Dummy variable for Gloucester County Author's calculation 

Ocean Dummy variable for Ocean County Author's calculation 
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Table 4. Key Sources and Variables 

 Variable  Description Source 

Salem Dummy variable for Salem County Author's calculation 

prof Prof., scientific, mgmt., admin. and waste mgmt. services industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

agr Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining industry % of all jobs  
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

transp Transportation and warehousing, and utilities industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

info Information industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

const Construction industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

manu Manufacturing industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

whole Wholesale trade industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

retail Retail trade industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

finance Finance, insurance, real estate,  rental and leasing industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

pubadm Public administration industry % of all jobs  
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

edu Educational services,  health care, and social assistance industry % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

arts 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food services 

industry % of all jobs 

US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

service Service occupations % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 
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Table 4. Key Sources and Variables 

 Variable  Description Source 

sales Sales and office occupations % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

maint Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

prod Production, transportation, and material moving occupations % of all jobs 
US Census Bureau, 1970-2010 Decennial Census, American Community 

Survey 1 Year Estimates, 2005-2012 

 


