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Background
Previous research by scholars at the Walter Rand Institute for Public Affairs and others has
suggested that South Jersey is a distinctive region, separate in both identity and physical facts from
Central and North Jersey. As a Monmouth Polling Report (2008) states, “New Jersey has had a split
identity ever since Lord Berkeley and Sir George Carteret divided the new colony into east and west in
the late 1600s. More than 300 years later, the state is still a tale of two Jerseys, with the more populous
northern portion geared toward New York City and the southern half tuned into Philadelphia – Ben
Franklin’s ‘barrel tapped at both ends’” (Monmouth University Polling Institute 2008).

Figure 1: New Jersey Counties by Region

Source: These categories of NJ counties were taken from the Monmouth University Poll.
Graphic created by authors.
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Demographically, the counties of South Jersey are different on average from those in Central
and North Jersey. Although North and Central Jersey counties have their share of poverty and public
health and welfare challenges, they are comparatively better off than South Jersey counties. Table 1
below shows the averages by county, and then by region, on key demographics, including income,
health, education, and race/ethnicity.

Table 1: Demographic Differences by County and Region Averages by County
North Jersey Counties

Central Jersey Counties

South Jersey Counties

Income: 80th Percentile
Income: 20th Percentile

$141, 851
$30,047

$166,805
$36,916

$117,764*
$26,230^

% Black

12.9

9.8

13.0

% Hispanic

21.0

12.3

11.3*

% SNAP Assistance

9.9

5.5

12.0*

% Children in Poverty

14.2

8.7

16.5*

% of Counties containing a
large city (containing a
city with over 100,000
residents)

29.5

37.8

23.9*

% Obese

23.9

22.2

28.0*

Teen Birth Rate (number
of births per 1000 female
population 15-19)

22.6

15.0

34.4*

% Over Age 65

12.7

12.

15.4*

% Under Age 5

6.1

5.6

6.1

% Uninsured

16.6

12.7

14.4

% College

34.7

42.7

24.6*

% Unemployed

8.5

7.1

10.1*

Avg. GINI (by county)

45.4

44.2

42.2

Violent Crime Rate (per
1000 residents)

.3

.2

.3

Source: NJ Databook and County Health Rankings, 2000-2015
* indicates statistically significant difference between South Jersey and non-South-Jersey counties
^ Difference is substantive but not statistically significant, likely due to a small sample size because of missing data

While some of the largest differences are between counties, the South Jersey counties together
are statistically significantly different from the rest of Jersey counties (those in the North and Central
regions). In particular, the differences are significant in the areas of public health issues such as percent
obese and teen birth rates; in economic issues like income, unemployment, college education levels,
and children living in poverty; and in geographic factors like rural versus urban-ness.

In particular,

South Jersey counties were on the whole, compared to North and Central counties, less likely to contain
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a large city with a population of over 100,000 as of the 2010 Census. The people on average in South
Jersey counties make lower incomes, are less healthy and are somewhat older on average, and have
lower levels of attainment of college education. Children in South Jersey counties are somewhat more
likely to be living in poverty and receiving government assistance, like SNAP, and South Jersey families
are more likely to be on TANF. The counties in Central Jersey were a little different on average from the
North Jersey counties, but those differences are not substantively large or statistically significant, while
the South Jersey counties’ differences from North & Central counties are. It therefore makes sense to
analyze South Jersey counties in comparison with non-South counties.
Noting these differences between Jersey regions, a 2016 NJ-Spotlight report finds:
There are two New Jerseys, particularly when it comes to public health. There are the
urban hubs, older cities in the north and central Jersey with their mix of poverty and
prosperity, often sitting side by side with affluent suburbs. And there are the vast rural
stretches, including much of the state’s south, with its farming communities and former
waterfront factory towns. True, they both face many of the same public health issues…
But the manner in which they approach these problems can be very different…
(Stainton 2016).

Research has also shown that South Jerseyans have a distinctive identity and set of policy views
and preferences, compared to Central and North Jerseyans. Harris and Goertzel (2001), for instance,
report on a poll of 900 South Jerseyans, comparing the data to statewide poll results and finding some
key differences in opinions about land use, sprawl, transportation, and economic development. The
Monmouth Poll, similarly, found some distinctive attitudes and beliefs on the part of South Jerseyans as
opposed to those living in North and Central counties. In particular, Monmouth (2008) found that a
majority (56%) of South Jersey residents believe that North Jersey gets more than its fair share of state
resources – and that this perception in fact lies at the heart of regional identity:
South Jersey is the state’s Rodney Dangerfield. The perception of being slighted is part
and parcel of South Jersey’s identity. On the other hand, regional identity doesn’t even
seem to be a concern for the rest of the state, which, of course, only further irks South
Jerseyans,’ said Patrick Murray, director of the Monmouth University Polling Institute
(Monmouth 2008).
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Figure 2 below illustrates the polling data about beliefs about the fairness or unfairness of
division of state resources by region. Those living in North Jersey saw resources as more or less fairly
divided, or said they did not know, while those living in South Jersey felt fairly strongly that North Jersey
got more than its fair share.

Figure 2: Beliefs about Fairness of Division of State Resources, by Region
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Source: Based on data from Monmouth Poll 2008

The fact that South Jerseyans perceive state resources as unfairly divided begs a reasonable
question: are they? This report addresses that question, bringing to bear an original dataset that
combines multiple years of data on taxes, budgets, public health, demographics, and political
participation. The central question is whether South Jersey really does get fewer public goods, taking
into account differences in population, tax revenue, and other key variables.
The report will first investigate the differences between North, Central, and South Jersey
counties, to see what variables will need to be controlled for in regression analyses. Then we present
these key differences statistically, and subsequently build regression models to test public goods
provision differences while holding the key control variables constant.

-4-

Data Collection and Aggregation Methodology
Data were collected from the County Health Rankings website, the New Jersey Data Book, the
Election Archive of the New Jersey Department of State, the New Jersey Department of Labor and
Workforce Development, and the individual websites of every New Jersey county. The individual data
sources were loaded into STATA as Excel spreadsheets and merged using the County and Year variables
as unique identifiers. Statistical analyses reported below are the result of pooling data over all available
years. The resulting dataset will be made public by the RAND Institute for use by other researchers.

Statistical Data: County Revenue and State
Spending
County-level budget documents give five possible categories of revenue, including:
A. Local Revenues
 This category is focused on income from the various county offices including the Clerk,
Sheriff, and Surrogate. It also includes income from county hospitals.
B. State Aid
 This category is focused on insurance franchise taxes and education-related bonds.
C. State Assumption of Costs of County Social and Welfare Services and Psychiatric Facilities
 This category is focused on funding the operation of state social and welfare services and
psychiatric facilities and county level.
D. Special Items of General Revenue Anticipated with Prior Written Consent of Director of Local
Government Services: Public and Private Revenues Offset with Appropriations
 This category is dedicated to grant funding.
E. Special Items of General Revenue Anticipated with Prior Written Consent of Director of Local
Government Services: Other Special Items
 This category is dedicated to all approved revenue sources that were not offset with
appropriations.
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Table 2 below gives the annual average budget numbers in these categories for Northern,
Central, and Southern counties, and the state overall, across the years 2002-2014. (Not all data was
available for all years, so the Table averages whatever years’ worth of budget data were available.)

Table 2: County-Level Budget Data across Revenue Categories, 2002-2010 Averages

Central

North

South

Total
Revenue

A. Local
Revenue

Mean

316,694,138.8

30,438,658.5

(Std.
Dev)

151,284,439.7

Mean
(Std.
Dev)

B. State Aid

C. State
Assumption

D. Special
Items (#1)

E. Special
Items (#2)

8,426,689.1

10,131,175.0

31,160,932.7

11,383,241.2

27,287,973.3

11,615,399.6

8,614,336.0

19,553,736.8

10,010,423.5

357,503,659.3

31,517,426.7

8,807,462.2

31,948,881.4

31,193,814.9

28,480,663.0

210,572,214.0

33,226,160.1

9,094,206.9

32,447,383.9

22,501,646.1

25,354,871.7

Mean

206,363,013.7

15,115,292.3

4,145,732.0

3,985,579.8

23,878,524.4

11,781,618.4

(Std.
Dev)

96,643,451.0

7,923,787.9

5,224,277.8

3,780,428.3

17,336,759.5

10,240,110.1

Source: County Budgets, 1998-2014

As the Table suggests, the per-county budget numbers in all categories significantly lower in
South Jersey than in North/Central Jersey. This difference is statistically significant at p<.05 in all
categories except Category E (Special Items #2) – and that difference is significant if we look only at
North versus South counties, excluding Central counties from analysis. The differences are particularly
sharp in the areas of “State Aid” and “State Assumption,” where North and Central counties receive on
average at least double what South Jersey counties receive on average.
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Looking visually at the money that the state gives, categories B (“State Aid”) and C (“State
Assumption”), tells the story even more clearly, as in Figure 3 below. This finding is somewhat
counterintuitive. We might think that because counties in South Jersey are on average poorer than
those in the North and Central regions, in terms of the average property values and the average income
per taxpayer, then the state would need to give more to those less well-off Southern counties. But
instead we see the opposite. The county budgets for the Northern and Central counties show more
income in both state aid and state assumption.

Figure 3: State Aid & State Assumption by Region (Averages, in thousands of dollars)
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Source: County Budgets, 1998-2014

* Indicates statistically significant difference at p<.05, for both types of budget category.
For State Aid, the significant difference is only between the Southern and Northern counties.
For State Assumption, the difference is statistically significant both between just South and North counties,
and between South and all non-South (including Central) counties.
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Looking at the data geographically is useful as well; Figures 4 and 5 below depict the levels of
“state aid” and “state assumption” per county, showing the difference between Southern and nonSouth counties. (Darker colors indicate more aid.)

Figure 4: State Aid Averages, by County
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Figure 5: State Assumption Averages, by County
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Statistical Data: Public Goods Provision
(Dependent Variables)
Since the central question motivating this report has to do with the provision of public goods,
we collected a great deal of data about various outcome variables, including those relating to education,
transportation, and public health (traditionally areas of governmental public goods provision). This
section briefly describes the differences in these kinds of public goods across Jersey regions.

Table 3: Public Goods Provision Differences by Region (County averages, 20002015)^
North Jersey Counties

Central Jersey Counties

South Jersey Counties

Transportation/Infrastructure:
Rail Length (in miles)

38.2

24.2

24.0

Road Length (in miles)

2033.0

2823.5

2231.0

Bus Route Length (in miles)

1731.7

1523.9

1114.3

Bus Stops (number)

2250.9

1258.3

929.1*

69.4

75.7

80.5*

34.8

42.7

24.7*

30,257

37,085

13,962*

School Tax Rate (%)

1.2

1.3

1.1

H.S. Grad Rate (%)

86.6

90.4

85.5

2.7
(1566 avg.)
1.1

2.6
(1287 avg,)
1.1

2.6
(827 avg.)
1.5*

Medicare Enrollment (%)

11.2

10.7

11.3

ACSC Rate (Hospitalization
rate for ambulatory-care
sensitive conditions per 1000
Medicare enrollees; lower is
better)
SNAP Beneficiaries (%)

72.8

65.7

80.4*

9.9

5.5

12.0*

TANF (Children 5-17
receiving temporary assistance
for needy families per 1000)
Violent Crime Rate
(per 100,000 population)

45.6

24.5

57.3*

319.3

197.3

355.1*

Workers who Drive Alone (%)
Education:
Percent College (%)
Higher Education Seats1 (avg.)

Health/Public Health:
Hospital Beds (per 1000
residents)
Diabetic rate (%)

Source: NJ Databook and County Health Rankings, 2000-2015
* Indicates statistically significant difference between South Jersey and non-South-Jersey counties at p<.05
^ Not all data available for all years. Rail, bus route, and bus stop route data from 2014 used for 2013-2015 period.
1

Exact campus breakdown by enrollment for Atlantic Cape Community College was unavailable; to compensate we
assigned half of its enrollment to Atlantic County and half to Cape May County.
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In terms of transportation, region does not appear to matter much for road length, but South
Jersey counties on average have far fewer miles of bus and rail routes, and fewer bus stops. (The
difference for rail length approaches statistical significance when comparing South to North Jersey
counties only, excluding Central counties.) Perhaps not surprisingly given the relative difference in public
transit options, South Jersey also has a statistically significantly higher portion of workers who drive
alone to work. Figure 6 below shows bus and rail length rates by county.

Figure 6: Bus/Rail Length, by County
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Looking at education, the North and Central counties show higher levels of college education.
The school tax rates and high school graduate rates are on average equivalent across regions, but
people in the North and Central counties are far more likely on average to have gone to college. Figure
7 below depicts higher education seats available, by county.

Figure 7: Higher Education Seats, by County
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Looking at health and public health statistics, South Jersey counties have on average far fewer
hospital beds than Central or Northern counties, although we only have data on this measure for one
year, so the sample is too small to achieve statistical significance. Looking at the disparity, though, it
appears that the difference would be significant with a larger sample; counties in North Jersey have on
average nearly twice as many hospital beds as counties in South Jersey. And while South Jersey counties
do not on average have lower Medicare rates or rates of low birth-weight children, several other public
health measures show statistically significant differences. Figure 8 below shows the rate of hospital
beds per 1000 residents, by county.

Figure 8: Hospital Bed Rate, by County
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Further, counties in South Jersey are statistically more likely on average than those in the North
or Central regions to have a higher proportion of children eligible for SNAP (supplementary nutritional
funds), to have a greater proportion on TANF assistance (Temporary Aid to Needy Families), to have
higher rates of violent crime, and higher rates of ambulatory care sensitive conditions (ACSCs),
potentially preventable health problems such as diabetes and blood pressure problems, a measure
generally used as a sign of the overall quality of primary and community care. The higher rates of these
problems in South Jersey suggests a generally overall lower level of public health goods in these counties
as compared to the North and Central counties. Figure 9 below depicts the ACSC rate by county
(showing proportion of those with ambulatory-care sensitive conditions that are hospitalized – so in this,
lower is better), per 1000 Medicare enrollees, and Figure 10 below that shows the TANF rate by county.

Figure 9: ACSC Rate, by County
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Figure 10: TANF Rate, by County
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Finally, the average rate of violent crimes is statistically significantly higher in Southern Jersey
counties as compared to Northern and Central counties. Figure 11 below depicts violent crimes per
100,000 residents, by county.

Figure 11: Violent Crime Rate, by County
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Statistical Data: Political Participation
One reason that South Jersey may receive fewer public goods is if its citizens participate in
politics at a lower rate than residents in North and Central Jersey counties; logically, we would expect
those who participate more to get more from the state. However, there are no statistically significant
differences in participation, at least in terms of voter turnout. Figure 12 below gives the voter turnout
average rate inclusive for 2000-2015, by region. If anything, the voter turnout rate in this time period is
slightly higher in Southern counties on average than in counties in the North, but the difference is not
statistically significant.

Figure 12: Average Per-County Voter Turnout, by Region (2000-2015 averages)
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Source: NJ Databook 2000-2015

As is the case everywhere, New Jersey voter turnout fluctuates according to whether the
election includes a presidential race or not. In 2012, the last year for which presidential election race
data is available, the average turnout rates for Northern, Central, and Southern counties, respectively,
were 66.3%, 69%, and 67%. Again, the differences are not statistically significant; there is no evidence
that South Jerseyans vote any less than North and Central Jersey residents.
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Regression Modeling: Do Other Factors Account
for Differences in Public Goods Provision?
The above data presentation makes clear that there are significant differences in both the
demographics and the public goods provision in South versus non-South Jersey counties over the past
four years. It appears to be true that North and Central Jersey get more public goods than South Jersey.
But the North and Central Jersey counties also are more populous and pay somewhat more in taxes. The
question thus remains: is the division “unfair,” in the sense that differences persist even when we take
into account taxes, population size, other demographics, and political participation?

Or will the

differences in public goods provision between South and non-South counties disappear when we control
for these other possible causes of the discrepancy?
To answer this new formulation of the question, regression analysis is needed. This will allow us
to examine the effect of region (North/Central versus South), controlling for the effects of things like
population size and differential property values and taxable income.
The initial analyses of differences between Jersey regions suggest that several key potential
explanatory variables need to be controlled in testing for whether the differences between South and
non-South Jersey counties are statistically significant separate from demographic or other key
differences. The unit of analysis here will be the individual county in each one-year period, and the key
independent variable is whether or not the county is located in South Jersey or not (a binary 0-1
variable). Based on the above initial testing, in addition to the main independent variable of region
(South versus not), key county-level control variables in the regression will have to include population
size, taxes, year, and some key demographics. We will also run models separately to test whether
certain unusual counties, particularly Camden and Atlantic, both of which are currently under partial
state control for financial and other difficulties, skew the results by including dummy variables coding
for these in regressions.
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Regression Results
We use three models used to predict effects on three separate dependent variables (DVs). The
DVs for each model are as follows:
 Model 1: DV=state aid
 Model 2: DV = state assumption
 Model 3: DV = Index of public goods2
The basic regression equation will be: DV= alpha + B1*region + B2*taxable property + B3*population +
B4*percent-minority + B5*turnout + B6*big-city
The unit of analysis is the individual Jersey county. “Region” will here be a binary variable taking
the value 1 if the county is in the Southern region, and 0 otherwise. “Taxable property” will be
measured as the value (in dollars) of taxable property within the county. “Population” is the number of
persons living in that county, as per the most recent census. “Percent-Minority” is a measure of
racial/ethnic diversity (operationalized as the percent African American, Asian, and Hispanic in the
county). “Turnout” refers to the percentage of eligible voters who turn out to vote, as a measure of
political participation of citizens of that county. “Big City” takes a value of 1 if the county contains a large
city (50,000+ residents), and 0 otherwise. Regression results for all three models are shown below in
Table 4.

2

Index includes the following variables from the pooled dataset, measured between 2000 and 2015: road length, bus
length, bus stops, rail length, train stations, total hospital beds, teen births, uninsured, AFGR (high school graduation) rate,
violent crimes, ozone days (measure of environmental quality), healthy food access, number of workers who drive alone, low
birth weight babies, ACSC (measure of health care) rate, percent of residents with some college education. Positive elements
counted for one in the index (being above the mean for hospital beds, train stations, high school graduates, etc), while negative
elements like ozone days, low birth weight, etc, counted as -1. The total index ranges from 0 to 14, with a mean of 5.12 and a
standard deviation of 2.66.
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Table 4: Predicting Public Funding and Public Goods Provision with Regression
Analysis (in $ millions)

South
Taxable
property
Population
Perc-Min
Turnout
Big City
Constant
N
R-Sq

Model 1: State
Aid as DV

Model 2: State
Assumption as DV

Model 3: Index
of Public Goods

-4.06*
-2.51e-12

-10.62*
1.66e-10

-1.65*
1.79e-11

4.2e-6
-.28*
-.05
6.81*
13.84*
83
0.24

1.52e-6
1.00*
-.08
-15.90*
-8.50*
83
.52

6.6e-7
-.90*
.001
-1.0*
7.41*
83
.68

Source: Regression analysis by authors, based on dataset compiled from NJ Databook and County Health Rankings,
2000-2015. “Public Goods” is an index of multiple measures, see footnote 1.
* Indicates statistical significance at p<.05

As Table 4 shows, for all three models, whether or not a county is in the Southern region is a
significant predictor of receiving fewer public goods. This finding persists even when controlling for
things like taxes, size of a county’s population, percent racial minorities within the county, voter turnout,
and whether or not the county contains a big city (50,000+ residents). The lower level of public goods
received by Southern counties, in other words, is not a factor of population size, taxable property value,
or voter turnout – these variables were statistically significant in all models. When predicting the levels
of “State Aid” and “Public Goods,” the percentage of racial minorities in the county is statistically
significant and negative, but this pattern reverses when looking at “State Assumption.” Overall, being a
county in the Southern region means significantly lower levels of public goods, however that term is
measured (as State Aid, State Assumption, or general public health, education, and transportation
resources), and this is true whether or not there is a big city in the county and holding constant things
like population size and taxable property value.
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Conclusion
This project began with a simple question: is South Jersey getting its fair share of public goods?
Trying to answer this question, however, required a massive data collection and analysis effort. Looking
at simple statistics, it was clear that South Jerseyans feel like they are getting the shorter end of the
stick, and that counties in South do indeed receive fewer resources from the state compared with those
in the North and Central regions. But these differences in resource allocation could perhaps be
accounted for by the greater average populations and greater average taxable property value in nonSouthern versus Southern counties. Or perhaps counties in the North and Central regions are more
likely to have big cities, which get more resources. As a final explanation, we considered the idea that
perhaps North and Central Jerseyans participate more politically and therefore receive more public
goods than South Jerseyans.
We quickly ruled out the political participation explanation; there is no difference in the
participation rates of citizens across Jersey regions. And by using regression analysis, we were able to
rule out the other explanations. Even holding constant factors like whether a county has a big city or
not, the population size of that county, and the taxable property value in that county, counties in the
South of Jersey are far less likely than those in the North or Central regions to receive public goods,
either as state aid, state assumption of project costs within the county, or general public benefits like
transportation infrastructure, education, and good public health.
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