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abstract In the midst of the debate over immigration, some argue that the

high poverty rate among children in the United States is mainly due to the large num-

ber of children who live in poor immigrant families. Using data from the US Current

Population Survey, this study investigates how much of the dramatic decrease in

the child poverty rate between 1993 and 2001, and the equally dramatic increase

between 2001 and 2010, can be attributed to changes in the proportion of children

living in immigrant families. The decomposition analyses show that, although chil-

dren of immigrants placed upward pressure on the child poverty rate during both

periods, they played a negligible role in the fluctuations of the rates. Nonetheless,

children in noncitizen families and those with longer residency made larger con-

tributions to the child poverty rate than children in naturalized-citizen or newly

immigrated families.
Both the number of immigrants and their share of the US population have
been on the rise over the past few decades. The immigrant population
nearly doubled in size between 1990 and 2007, growing from 19.8 million
to 38.1 million ðFortuny and Chaudry 2009Þ. The number of children in na-
tive families grew by 1.9 million between 1990 and 2009 ðfrom 53.7 mil-
lion to 55.6 millionÞ, and the number of children in immigrant families in-
creased by 8.5 million ðfrom 8.3 million to 16.8 millionÞ, accounting for
nearly 82 percent of the total increase in children during this time ðFor-
tuny and Chaudry 2011Þ. The stream of immigrants fromMexico and other
Latin American countries grew in the 1990s; by 2007, 59 percent of chil-
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dren of immigrants had parents from Latin America ðFortuny and Chaudry
2009; Camarota 2011Þ. As of 2009, immigrants comprised nearly 13 per-
cent of the US population; nearly a quarter of all children came from im-
migrant families ðFortuny and Chaudry 2009, 2011Þ.

Much of the national debate over immigrants and their children has
centered on this population’s high incidence of poverty and their use of
public services. Studies to date suggest that children in immigrant fami-
lies are more likely to live in poverty than children in native families ðChi-
tose 2005; Hernandez, Denton, and Macartney 2008; Passel 2011Þ. The
child poverty rate rose sharply between 1970 and 1995—from 14.7 percent
to 20.4 percent—and more than half of this spike can be attributed to the
large increase in number of children of immigrants, especially low-income
Mexicans and undocumented immigrants ðRuiz de Velasco, Fix, and Cle-
well 2000Þ. In 1994, the child poverty rate peaked at 22 percent for the
general population ðUS Census Bureau 2012bÞ but was more than 43 per-
cent for foreign-born children. In the same year, nearly 45 percent of
first-generation Hispanic children ðthe largest subset among children of
immigrantsÞ were reported to be poor ðElmelech, McCaskie, and Lennon
2002Þ. In 2003, when the child poverty rate declined to its lowest level in
more than 20 years, approximately 54 percent of children of immigrants
ðcompared to 36 percent of children of native-born parentsÞ lived in fam-
ilies with incomes less than twice the federal poverty level ðUrban Insti-
tute 2006Þ. In 2009, nearly 32 percent of foreign-born children were poor
ðMacartney 2011Þ; in 2010, 40.2 percent of Hispanic children with foreign-
born parents were reported to be living in poverty ðLopez and Velasco
2011Þ. According to Mark Krikorian ð2010Þ, of the 14.1 million poor chil-
dren in the country in 2008, 6 million were children and grandchildren
of immigrants, accounting for almost 43 percent of all children in pov-
erty. Based on his calculations, almost all of the 1.8 million increase in the
number of children living in poverty ðfrom 12.3 million in 1999Þ can be ex-
plained by an increase of 800,000 children of immigrants and 900,000 His-
panic children with US-born parents ðKrikorian 2010Þ.

Because of the growing number of immigrant families and the high in-
cidence of poverty among children living in them, some argue that im-
migrants—particularly those with low skills and education levels—are the
cause of the high poverty rate among US children ðCamarota 1999; Rector
2006; Krikorian 2008, 2010Þ. However, a closer look at the literature re-
veals a much more complex account of child poverty in the United States.
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The level of child poverty is determined not only by the proportion of
immigrants but also bymany other factors, including economic conditions,
parental employment and education, family structure, and the composi-
tion of the immigrant population ðChapman and Bernstein 2003; Raphael
and Smolensky 2009; Peri 2011Þ. In fact, the existing literature suggests that
the growing proportion of families headed by immigrants cannot be the
sole or the major driving force of the increase in poverty. Rather, the level
of child poverty is largely influenced by economic conditions and paren-
tal education and employment ðBianchi 1999; Lichter, Qian, and Crowley
2005; Chen and Corak 2008Þ. The composition of the immigrant popu-
lation has changed as it has grown, making it difficult to isolate the con-
tributions of the growth in the share of children living in immigrant fam-
ilies to the child poverty rate. Overall, the share of naturalized citizens
ðwho are better educated and employed at a higher rate than natives and
noncitizensÞ in the total immigrant population has risen, thus lowering
the overall risk of poverty among immigrants ðBaker 2007; Passel 2007Þ.
Moreover, immigrants who have been in the country for 10 years or more
make up a growing share of the total immigrant population. Perhaps not
surprisingly then, between 1994 and 2000 immigrant families experienced
a larger reduction in the poverty rate than native families ðChapman and
Bernstein 2003Þ. The rapid decline of this group’s poverty risk more than
offsets the potentially negative effects of the increasing share of immi-
grant families on the child poverty rate ðChapman and Bernstein 2003Þ.

This article investigates how much of the change in the child poverty
rate is actually associated with changes in the share of children in immi-
grant families, and how much is associated with other potential determi-
nants.This study therefore makes an empirical contribution toward unrav-
eling the argument that immigration is either the sole or the most important
factor behind fluctuations in the child poverty rate in the United States.
literature review
determinants of child poverty: economy,
family, and employment

Previous studies identify several major factors that help determine the na-
tional child poverty rate: strength of economy, family structure, parental
employment, and size of the immigrant population. In general, a robust
national economy is negatively correlated with the national poverty rate,
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and the unemployment rate and the real wage are indicators of economic
strength that are directly related to the working population. In addition,
the proportion of single-parent families in the population is positively as-
sociated with the national child poverty rate. And, even after controlling
for these other factors, studies show that a change in the immigrant pop-
ulation also affects the poverty rate because it influences the percentage of
the population with limited education and skills,which are correlated with
a high risk of poverty.

Scholars unanimously agree that economic expansion, job growth, high
levels of employment, and real wage growth are key in reducing the pov-
erty rate ðBlank 2000; Iceland 2003; Lichter et al. 2005Þ. The effect of a
strong economy on the child poverty rate was particularly evident in the
1990s ðIceland 2003; Chen and Corak 2008Þ; economic expansion during
that period lasted more than 106 months, and job growth—boosted by ex-
tremely low unemployment rates and substantial wage growth—helped re-
duce the poverty rate by providing greater incomes for low-income fami-
lies ðBlank 2000Þ.

Family structure is another important factor in considering poverty, as
the risk of poverty is strongly associated with family structure ðMcLanahan
1985; Lichter and Landale 1995; Lerman 1996; Moffitt 2002Þ. Empirical
studies on family structure divide families into two groups—single-earner
households and multiple-earner households—and show that the rise in
single-mother families accounts for nearly the entire rise in the child pov-
erty rate from 1971 to 1989 ðGottschalk and Danziger 1993; Lerman 1996Þ.
Adam Thomas and Isabel Sawhill ð2002Þ and Maria Cancian and Debo-
rah Reed ð2002Þ echo this finding by showing that the child poverty rate
would have been statistically significantly lower in the 1990s if the per-
centage of children in single-parent families had remained constant since
1970. Daniel Lichter, Zhenchao Qian, and Martha Crowley ð2006Þ also es-
timate that child poverty would have decreased further if family structure
had remained stable between 1990 and 2000.

Research also documents the role that parental-education levels and
work patterns play in shaping the child poverty rate ðBianchi 1999Þ. In
their study, Wen-Hao Chen and Milles Corak ð2008Þ observe that in al-
most all of the 12 countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development ðOECDÞ, increased maternal employment is a consis-
tent force in lowering the child poverty rate, whereas decreased paternal
employment and earnings are forces in raising it. Likewise, research on
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the United States suggests that there is a positive correlation between in-
creased maternal employment and the dramatic decline in child poverty
during the late 1990s. Lichter et al. ð2005Þ find that the rise in maternal
employment during this time accounts for about one-third of the decline
in poverty for children in single-mother families. The unprecedented em-
ployment growth among single mothers in the 1990s particularly benefit-
ted minority and at-risk children, including those living with mothers who
had little education ðGunderson and Ziliak 2004; Lichter et al. 2005Þ.
share of immigration as a determinant of the
child poverty rate

There is evidence that the number of immigrants relative to the total pop-
ulation positively affects the poverty rate, because many immigrants have
low education levels and lack the skills valued by the US labor market. In
reviewing the empirical evidence on the effects of immigration and the
national poverty rate, three studies are particularly useful for the present
study: Jeff Chapman and Jared Bernstein ð2003Þ, Steven Raphael and Eu-
gene Smolensky ð2009Þ, and Giovanni Peri ð2011Þ. Although none of these
studies specifically deals with the potential effect that the share of immi-
grants has on child poverty, they shed light on the general relationship be-
tween immigration and poverty. Chapman and Bernstein ð2003Þ quantify
the effects of immigrants on child poverty by distinguishing the “share ef-
fect” from the “income effect.” That is, they explain that an increase of im-
migrants as a share of the population affects the poverty rate ðthe share
effectÞ but also that the effect can be offset by trends in immigrants’ per-
sonal income and poverty status ðthe income effectÞ. Based on the March
Current Population Survey ðCPSÞ of 1994 and 2000, Chapman and Bern-
stein ð2003Þ show that the poverty rate fell about 4 times faster for recent
immigrants compared to natives and 2.7 times faster for all immigrants.
Their analysis decomposes the separate contributions of the share and
income effects to the overall poverty rate and reveals that the decline in the
immigrant poverty rate ðthe income effectÞ more than offset the share ef-
fect in those years. The net result is that immigration actually lowered the
national poverty rate.

A similar study by Raphael and Smolensky ð2009Þ focuses primarily on
changes in the native-born poverty rate as affected by labor market com-
petition with immigrants. Because immigrants still compose a minority
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of the US population and poor immigrants are a minority of that minor-
ity, the compositional effect cannot be large.1 Using a decomposition tech-
nique, Raphael and Smolensky ð2009Þ also quantify the change in thenational
poverty rate between 1970 and 2005. Their analyses show that although
an increase in the share of immigrants tends to increase poverty, the de-
clines in poverty within the immigrant population compensate for those
increases. For example, between 1970 and 2005, while the change in the
population distribution between natives and immigrants increased the pov-
erty rate by 1.15 percentage points, the changes in poverty rates within
these groups reduced the overall poverty rate by 2.09 percentage points, re-
sulting in a net overall decline of .94. The results are similar for all periods
between 1970 and 2005, except for 2000–2005, when changes in poverty
rates among immigrant and native-born groups brought about a slight net
increase in the poverty rate. Nonetheless, the decomposition analyses sug-
gest that immigration has had a modest effect on poverty in recent decades.

Peri’s ð2011Þ study, the most recent of the three, simulates the effect of
immigration on the poverty rate among native-born children through la-
bor market competition using individual data from the Census and Amer-
ican Community Surveys across skill groups between 1990 and 2000, and
between 2000 and 2009. According to Peri’s study, immigration had a neg-
ligible connection to the national poverty rate for all parameters chosen for
his simulations in the periods above. For instance, the proportion of im-
migrants is associated with a very small reduction in the poverty rate ð0 to
.51 percentÞ between 2000 and 2009. Considering the change in the pov-
erty rate during the 2000s, the increased proportion of immigrants in the
population appears to have a poverty-reducing effect ranging from .07 to
.12 percent for natives as a whole. The change is slightly larger for women
ðranging from .07 to .13 percentÞ than for men ðranging from .08 to .09 per-
centÞ. Overall, however, Peri’s results suggest that immigration does not
have much influence on native-born poverty at the national level.
research hypotheses

The literature points to two important factors on which this study fo-
cuses in examining the relationship between the child poverty rate and
the changing proportion of children of immigrants to all children. First, I
1. Approximately 12 percent of all US residents were immigrants in 2005, and less than

18 percent of the immigrants were in poverty in the same year ðRaphael and Smolensky 2009Þ.



Immigration and Child Poverty | 7
hypothesize that the change in the share of children in immigrant fami-
lies did not play a major role in the dramatic changes in the child poverty
rate in the 1990s and the 2000s. As stated above, the child poverty rate
was at its highest in the early 1990s but declined to a record low at the
end of the decade after years of economic expansion. The rate increased
again throughout the 2000s, particularly in the late 2000s. Although eco-
nomic expansion during the mid- and late 1990s accelerated the reduction
in the poverty rate among immigrants, the Great Recession in the late 2000s
slowed down their progress relative to the general population because im-
migrants are historically more vulnerable in a weakened labor market ðKim
and Tebaldi 2009Þ. This study pays close attention to the dramatic decline
in the child poverty rate from 1993 to 2001 and the dramatic increase from
2001 to 2010. Consistent with the findings of prior research, I hypothesize
that the change in the share of children of immigrants in the population
makes only a minor contribution to changes in the child poverty rate.

Second, the analysis focuses on the relationship between the share of
children with immigrant parents and the child poverty rate, hypothesiz-
ing that it differs by parental citizenship status and years of US residence.
As stated above, not all children of immigrant families face a higher risk
of poverty than children of native-born parents, placing upward pressure
on the national child poverty rate. Although the poverty rate among new
immigrants declines quickly with time in the country and acquisition of citi-
zenship ðPassel 2007; Raphael and Smolensky 2009; DeNavas-Walt, Proc-
tor, and Smith 2011Þ, few empirical studies include parental citizenship sta-
tus and years of US residence in decomposition analysis ðe.g., Van Hook,
Brown, and Kwenda 2004Þ. This study hypothesizes that children of par-
ents who are naturalized or have lived in the United States for 10 years or
more contribute to a reduction in the poverty rate, whereas children of
parents who are not citizens, or have fewer years of residence, contribute
to an increase in the poverty rate.
methods
data and sample

This study uses the Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the Cur-
rent Population Survey. The CPS is an annual survey conducted by the US
Census Bureau that provides data about demographic characteristics, pre-
vious year’s income from all sources,work experience, geographic mobility,
poverty, and immigration status from a sample of approximately 65,000
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households. The CPS is an ideal source for this study because it has been
collecting data on a large group of foreign-born individuals since 1994, mak-
ing it possible to monitor changes in the poverty rate. The CPS also pro-
vides information on participants’ nativity, citizenship, and year of entry
into the United States. One limitation of the CPS, however, is that it does
not allow researchers to identify the legal status of immigrants, although
it includes undocumented immigrants in the sample.2 It would have been
ideal to distinguish children of legal noncitizens from children of undoc-
umented immigrants, who are more likely to be in poverty ðKanaiaupuni
2000Þ, but the data limitations made such a distinction impossible. Because
the CPS does include undocumented immigrants, the sample of children
chosen for this study also includes undocumented foreign-born children
and US-born children of undocumented immigrants. Therefore, this study
is able to include all types of immigrant families in estimating the effects
that immigrants have on the national child poverty rate. Nevertheless, fam-
ilies with undocumented immigrants may be underrepresented because
they tend to be reluctant to reply to surveys ðPassel, Cohn, and Gozales-
Barrera 2012Þ.

I chose to investigate the recent fluctuations in the child poverty rate
by studying 3 years: 1994, 2002, and 2011. Note that because the CPS asks
respondents about income from the previous year, the CPS poverty statis-
tics refer to the year prior to the survey ði.e., 1993, 2001, and 2010Þ, while
all demographic statistics come from the survey itself and thus refer to the
years 1994, 2002, and 2011. In 1994, the child poverty rate was at its high-
est since the mid-1970s, and nativity and citizenship information became
available in the CPS. In 2002, the child poverty rate dropped to its lowest
in decades, after years of economic expansion in the late 1990s. And 2011,
the most recent year available, selects the escalating poverty rate since
the Great Recession of the late 2000s. These 3 years, therefore, were cho-
sen to mark the ups and downs of the national poverty rate over the past
2 decades.

The sample for this study is composed of children under age 18 who
meet the following criteria. First, each child must be the reference person’s
2. According to the most recent estimation by Jeffrey Passel ð2011, 27–28Þ, the number o

these children is quite considerable: they constitute about 30 percent of all immigrant youth

with undocumented foreign-born children accounting for about 6 percent of immigrant youth

and the US-born children of undocumented immigrants making up about 24 percent. Abou

80 percent of the unauthorized immigrants are from Mexico or other parts of Latin America

and most of the children of unauthorized immigrants are Latino.
f

,

t
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own child, grandchild, or relative.3 Children whose parents’ information is
missing and children living in households with other family relationships
or nonrelatives, such as foster children, are not included in the sample be-
cause their families’ nativity, citizenship status, or years of residence in the
United States could not be identified. A very small percentage of children
in native-born families whose reference person or spouse was born out-
side the country ðe.g., native but born in Puerto Rico or other outlying areasÞ
are also excluded from the sample. A total of 260,205 children were cho-
sen: 64,450 in 1994, 106,950 in 2002, and 88,805 in 2011.
variables and measures

The dependent variable is poverty, defined as living below 100 percent of
the federal poverty guidelines based on family size, as set forth by the De-
partment of Health and Human Services. For a four-person family, the pov-
erty guideline was set at $14,350 for 1993, $17,650 for 2001, and $20,050
for 2010 ðUS Department of Health and Human Services 2012Þ.4 The ex-
planatory variables include immigration status ðnativity, citizenship, and
years of residence in the United StatesÞ, demographic information ðage of
the reference person, age of children, race of children, number of chil-
dren in the family, and family structureÞ, parents’ human capital ðeduca-
tional attainment and employment statusÞ, and regional economic indica-
tors ðstate unemployment rate and region of residenceÞ.

I divided children into five categories representing family immigration
status, based on a combination of the reference person’s ðnot the child’sÞ
nativity, citizenship, and years of residence in the country ðand the spouse’s
information, ifmarriedÞ. Nativity is determinedwith theCPS question about
country of birth. CPS further classifies reference persons and their spouses
who were born outside the United States into either naturalized citizens or
3. The decision to use the reference person rather than the parent of a child was made

due to a limitation in the CPS. Because the CPS data identified only one parent on a child’s

record before 2007, a second parent could not be identified unless he or she was married to

the first parent ðFederal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics 2011, 2Þ. An at-

tempt to match fathers, mothers, and children in 1994 and 2002 CPS data files resulted in

the loss of a large number of children ðe.g., children living with cohabiting couples and those

not living with parents, etc.Þ. The CPS began including pointers that allow for data line iden-

tification of both parents within a household in 2007, which permit matching of two cohab-

iting parents regardless of their marital status.

4. The dollar values are for the calendar years.
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noncitizen immigrants. I calculated approximate years of residence in the
United States for these two subgroups based on their year of entry. Follow-
ing the existing studies, immigrants with fewer than 10 years of residence
in the country are classified as recent immigrants ðe.g., Van Hook et al.
2004Þ. Children are classified as native-born if their reference person and
spouse ðif marriedÞ are both native-born. Children living with at least one
immigrant adult ðthe reference person and possibly his or her spouseÞ are
defined as living in immigrant families. Therefore, the five categories are
as follows: natives, naturalized citizens with at least 10 years of residence
in the country, naturalized citizens with fewer than 10 years of residence
in the country, noncitizens with at least 10 years of residence in the coun-
try, and noncitizens with fewer than 10 years of residence in the country.

The demographic variables include children’s age ð0–5, 6–12, and 13–
17 yearsÞ and race and ethnicity ðwhite, black, Hispanic, and otherÞ. Also
included are family characteristics, including the age of the reference per-
son ðyounger than 30, 30–39,40–49, and 50 years or olderÞ, family structure
ðsingle parent or two parentsÞ, highest educational attainment of either the
reference person or spouse ðless than high school, high school diploma,
some college, or college degree or moreÞ, number of children under age 18
ðone, two, three, or four or moreÞ, and employment status. To avoid con-
founding family structure with hours of paid work per family, the em-
ployment status of a family measures whether the head and the spouse of
a family together work at least 1,820 hours annually, equivalent to full-
time year-round hours of work as defined by the US Department of Labor
ð1,820 hours 5 35 hours per week � 52 weeks; US Department of Labor
2007Þ.

In order to gauge the strength of local economies, I merged annual
state unemployment rates for the years 1993, 2001, and 2010 from the US
Department of Labor with the CPS microdata. Eight dummy variables that
measure regional divisions are included ði.e., New England, Middle Atlan-
tic, East North Central, West North Central, South Atlantic, East South Cen-
tral, West South Central, and Mountain DivisionsÞ to help control for geo-
graphical differences in unobservable determinants of child poverty ðUS
Census Bureau 1994Þ.
statistical analysis

This study uses the nonlinear decomposition technique developed by Rob-
ert Fairlie ð1999, 2005Þ, who extends the standard Blinder-Oaxaca decom-



Immigration and Child Poverty | 11
position designed for a linear regression.The technique is typically used to
decompose changes over time or differences between two groups into var-
ious explanatory factors ðFortin, Lemieux, and Firpo 2010Þ. In this case, the
technique partitions changes in the child poverty rate between the periods
into two components: changes attributable to shifts in population compo-
sition ðe.g., the proportion of children of immigrants in the populationÞ
and changes attributable to shifts in the poverty risk of population sub-
groups, which could be due to many factors, including changes in social
and economic contexts ðe.g., discriminatory practices in the labor market;
Fairlie 1999, 2005Þ. Such factors remain largely unexplained, however, in
part due to the inability to include unobservable variables. This study there-
fore pays close attention to the first component ðchanges explainable by
the populations’ demographic compositionÞ and intends to test whether
changes in the share of children in immigrant families made a substantial
contribution to changes in the child poverty rate during the periods under
study and, if so, by how much.

In the decomposition analyses below, the relationship between the
share of immigrants in the population and the change in the child pov-
erty rate was estimated using a logistic regression analysis at the individ-
ual level.5 I obtained the coefficients of explanatory variables ðe.g., being
an immigrantÞ in the model and the probability of living in poverty by lo-
gistic regression. These coefficients were then used, with the population
means, to simulate the counterfactual child poverty rates that would an-
swer the question of what would have happened to the poverty rate if, say,
in 2001 the demographic composition and the risk of poverty remained
the same as in 1993 but the share of immigrants in the population changed
between the years. An answer to this question provides insight into how
change in the proportion of immigrants is associated with change in the
poverty rate ðDickens and Ellwood 2003Þ.

Following the guidelines offered by Fairlie ð1999, 2005Þ, decomposi-
tion was conducted in the following steps. Using the change between 1993
and 2001 as an example, the first step estimated the logit model of the prob-
ability of living in poverty, regression coefficients, and the predicted prob-
abilities for both years ð1993 and 2001Þ separately. After sorting both years
5. Analyses did not adjust standard errors for nonindependence due to the clustering of

children within families. This study used a sample of more than 260,000 children from more

than 110,000 family households. Because of the large number of household clusters, the stan-

dard errors with and without clustering were nearly identical.
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of data by predicted probabilities and merging them into one data file, I
switched the variable distributions from 1993 to 2001 to calculate the mean
predicted probability for each variable switch.6 This simulation process
was repeated 100 times to obtain nonbiased estimates of the mean pre-
dicted probabilities. It is important to note that in the process of each
variable switch, two specifications of analyses were conducted because
the regression coefficients ði.e., risks of povertyÞ could be held constant at
either 1993 or 2001 ðas shown in tables 4 and 5Þ. The last step calculated
the estimated contributions of each variable based on changes in the mean
predicted probabilities between the 2 years, as well as the percent contri-
bution of each variable out of total change in the poverty rate. The same
steps were followed to decompose change in the child poverty rate be-
tween 2001 and 2010.7 The results of this process provide an estimate of
the contribution that the change in immigrant distributions made to the
child poverty rate, relative to the contributions made by changes in other
variables.
findings
sample characteristics: distribution by family
nativity, citizenship, and years of residence

As table 1 shows, the percentage of children in immigrant families in-
creased rather dramatically during the period under study, from 16.0 per-
cent in 1993 to 20.2 percent in 2001, and 24.2 percent in 2010. All percent
changes except one ðthe change between 2001 and 2010 for children in
noncitizen families with less than 10 years of residenceÞ are statistically
significant at the .001 level. In general, these descriptive findings are in
line with the findings reported by Passel ð2011Þ in his examination of the
demographic profiles of children in immigrant families. The current study
finds that of all the children in immigrant families, the subgroup com-
6. The results of this study should not be considered as causal statements. A decomposi

tion analysis is not an attempt to identify causal relationships between the explanatory var

iables and child poverty rates but to offer insights into how changes in the explanatory var

iables are associated with changes in rates of child poverty. In addition, a decomposition

approach does not answer how the explanatory variables included in themodel are correlated

with each other. Neither does it examine the total effect of a change taking account of those

correlations.

7. For further information on the decomposition analysis conducted in this study, please

refer to appendix 1.
-

-

-



table 1. Percentage Distributions of Children by Year and Family Nativity and Citizenship
Status, Weighted

1993
ðn564,450Þ

2001
ðn5106,950Þ

2010
ðn588,805Þ

Percent
Change
ð1993–
2001Þ

Percent
Change
ð2001–
2010Þ

Native born 84.02 79.82 75.76 25.00*** 25.09***
Immigrants 15.98 20.18 24.24 26.28*** 20.12***
Naturalized
citizens ðat least 10 yearsÞ 8.09 11.07 13.46 36.84*** 21.59***

Naturalized
citizens ðless than 10 yearsÞ 1.16 1.54 1.82 32.76*** 18.18***

Noncitizens
ðat least 10 yearsÞ 4.61 5.07 6.53 9.98*** 28.80***

Noncitizens
ðless than 10 yearsÞ 2.12 2.49 2.43 17.45*** 22.41

* p ≤ .05.
** p ≤ .01.

*** p ≤ .001.
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posed of those living with at least one established, naturalized adult citi-
zen is the fastest growing subgroup. This segment represented 8.1 per-
cent of all children in 1993 and increased to 11.1 percent in 2001, and to
13.5 percent in 2010. Comparatively, the growth of other subgroups re-
mained small and relatively stable. For example, 4.6 percent of all children
in 1993 and 6.5 percent of all children in 2010 were from noncitizen, es-
tablished immigrant families. Only 2–2.5 percent of all children were from
noncitizen, recent immigrant families who lived in the country fewer than
10 years.

Table 2 shows that the child poverty rate fluctuates from 21.7 percent
in 1993 to 14.9 percent in 2001, back to 21.1 percent in 2010. When the
rate is analyzed according to immigration and citizenship status, it shows
that children in naturalized, established immigrant families experienced a
lower rate of poverty than children in native families in 1993 ð18.6 per-
cent vs. 20.1 percent, p < :01Þ and 2001 ð12.7 percent vs. 13.5 percent, p <

:05Þ. In 2010, however, their poverty rates were nearly identical at around
18.5 percent. These descriptive statistics on the level and trend of child
poverty are generally consistent with the findings reported by prior re-
search ðVan Hook et al. 2004; Wight, Tampi, and Chau 2011; US Census
Bureau 2012aÞ, which suggests that, as opposed to children in natural-
ized families, children in noncitizen families experience poverty at a much
greater rate. The child poverty rate in noncitizen, established immigrant
families and the rate in noncitizen, recent immigrant families in 1993 were



table 2. Child Poverty Rate by Year and Family Nativity and Citizenship Status, Weighted

1993 2001 2010
Percent Change
(1993–2001)

Percent Change
(2001–2010)

All 21.74 14.87 21.07 231.60*** 41.69***
Native-born 20.10 13.49 18.49 232.89*** 37.06***
Naturalized citizens ðat least 10 yearsÞ 18.59 12.73 18.53 231.52*** 45.56***
Naturalized citizens ðless than 10 yearsÞ 30.56 19.45 29.17 236.35*** 49.97***
Noncitizens ðat least 10 yearsÞ 43.56 31.58 45.43 227.50*** 43.86***
Noncitizens ðless than 10 yearsÞ 46.58 31.81 44.22 231.71*** 39.01***

Note.—Because income data in the CPS refer to the previous years of surveys, the analyses show
poverty rates for 1993, 2001, and 2010 for the data files of 1994, 2002, and 2011 CPS supplements.

* p ≤ .05.
** p ≤ .01.

*** p ≤ .001.
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43.6 percent and 46.6 percent ðp < :10Þ, respectively. Although poverty
rates for both groups of children decreased to around 31 percent in 2001,
they bounced back to nearly 45 percent in 2010. Table 2 shows that al-
though children in naturalized families may escape from poverty as their
families stay longer in the country, this might not necessarily be the case
for children in noncitizen families. For naturalized families, the child pov-
erty rate in established immigrant families was significantly lower than the
rate in recent immigrant families in 2010 ð29.2 percent vs. 18.5 percent,
p < :001Þ, for example. For noncitizen families, however, the difference in
commensurate rates was not significant ð44.2 percent vs. 45.3 percentÞ.
changes in children ’s demographic compositions,
by family nativity and citizenship status

Table 3 shows the general trends in the demographic composition of
children during the study period. Compared to 1993, a higher percentage
of children in 2001 were between the ages of 6 and 12 years and 13 and
17 years. The 2010 sample had a higher percentage of older reference per-
sons with 16 percent at 50 or older, up from 12 percent in 2001.

The racial composition of children became much more diverse during
the 2 decades under study. The proportion of white children in the child
population was around 70 percent in 1993 but dropped to 65 percent in
2001 and 58 percent in 2010.Meanwhile, Hispanic childrenmade up 12 per-
cent of the population in 1993 and increased to 21 percent in 2010. Simi-
larly, those in the category “other race” almost doubled their share over
the same period, from 4.1 percent to 8.2 percent. Regarding shifts in edu-



table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Children, Weighed

1993 2001 2010
Percent Change
1993–2001

Percent Change
2001–2010

Age of child (years):
0–5 34.04 30.81 31.82 29.49*** 3.28***
6–12 37.36 38.07 37.27 1.90** 22.10***
13–17 28.60 31.12 30.91 8.81*** 2.68

Age of reference person (years):
Younger than 30 15.73 14.51 14.03 27.76*** 23.31**
30–39 42.57 39.40 36.98 27.45*** 26.14***
40–49 28.58 34.07 33.01 19.21*** 23.11***
50 or older 13.11 12.02 15.99 28.31*** 33.03***

Race/ethnicity of child:
White 69.16 65.16 57.84 25.78*** 211.23***
Black 14.73 14.19 12.97 23.67*** 28.60***
Hispanic 12.02 15.17 21.04 26.21*** 38.70***
Other 4.09 5.48 8.15 33.99*** 48.72***

Parental education:
Less than high school 11.82 9.87 9.36 216.50*** 25.17***
High school diploma 27.97 24.41 21.31 212.73*** 212.70***
Some college 30.18 29.64 28.64 21.79* 23.37***
College degree or more 30.03 36.08 40.69 20.15*** 12.78***

Number of childðrenÞ:
1 25.20 25.58 26.50 1.511 3.60***
2 39.85 39.87 39.12 .05 21.88***
3 18.55 17.70 17.50 24.58*** 21.13
4 16.40 16.85 16.88 2.74*** .18

One-parent family 26.00 26.82 29.92 3.15*** 11.56***
At least 1,820 hours of annual work 76.88 83.88 77.33 9.11*** 27.81***
Region of residence:
New England 4.68 4.53 4.51 23.21 20.44
Middle Atlantic 13.54 12.89 12.18 24.80*** 25.51***
East North Central 17.45 16.18 15.44 27.28*** 24.57***
West North Central 7.15 6.98 7.00 22.38 .29
South Atlantic 16.61 17.73 18.28 6.74*** 3.10**
East South Central 6.09 6.30 6.02 3.451 24.44*
West South Central 11.87 11.95 12.81 .67 7.20***
Mountain Division 6.08 7.02 7.74 15.46*** 10.26***
Pacific 16.53 16.41 16.02 2.73 22.38*

State unemployment
rate:

Mean 6.85 4.75 9.45 230.66*** 98.95***
Median 7.00 4.80 9.30 231.43*** 93.75***

1 p ≤ .10.
* p ≤ .05.
** p ≤ .01.

*** p ≤ .001.
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cation levels, the share of children whose reference person or reference
person’s spouse had at least a college degree rose from 30.0 percent in
1993 to 36.1 percent in 2001 and 40.7 percent in 2010. At the same time,
the percentage of children whose reference person or reference person’s
spouse had a high school education or less decreased over time.
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Additionally, the percentage of children whose families worked full-
time year-round went from 77 percent in 1993 to 84 percent in 2001 ðsee
table 3Þ. The high level of full-time year-round employment in 2001 re-
flects the exceptionally low average state unemployment rate of 4.8 per-
cent in that year. The percentage of children in full-time year-round work-
ing families, however, dropped to 77.3 percent in 2010 when the average
state unemployment rate increased to more than 9 percent. The share of
children living in one-parent families gradually increased, from 26 per-
cent in 1993 to 26.8 percent in 2001 and 29.9 percent in 2010. Contrary to
these compositional changes, the number of children in immigrant fami-
lies remained relatively stable over time, as did their regions of residence.
There were substantial changes in the demographic composition among
children during the period, and the following decomposition analyses sug-
gest how these changes contributed to fluctuations in the overall child
poverty rate.
logistic regression of child poverty by year

Separate logistic regression models of the likelihood of child poverty that
are run by year examine the major factors explaining rates of child pov-
erty and their year-to-year changes ðresults are shown in appendix 2Þ. I
used the coefficient estimates from these models to gauge whether there
are year-to-year differences in the risk of poverty and then to calculate
the contributions of changes in demographic compositions as related to
changes in the child poverty rate. Although all variables entered in the re-
gression models are statistically significant at the .05 level, child poverty is
most strongly associated with parental education and family structure for
all 3 years. For 1993, the odds of being in poverty for children with adults
with less than a high school education was nearly 500 percent higher
than the odds for those living with college-educated adults. Also, the odds
of living in poverty for children in one-parent families was more than
300 percent higher than the odds for those in two-parent families. In 1993,
children in established immigrant, naturalized families experience about a
25 percent higher risk of living in poverty than children with native-born
parents. Yet children in recent immigrant, noncitizen families had nearly
187 percent higher odds of living in poverty in the same year compared to
those with native-born parents. Essentially, this analysis provides evidence
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that children in immigrant families are significantly more likely to live in
poverty than those in native families.

The logistic regressions indicate that there are some year-to-year dif-
ferences in the poverty risk for children.The risk of living in poverty for all
children in immigrant families decreased slightly between 1993 and 2001
but bounced back higher in 2010. The risk of poverty associated with liv-
ing in one-parent families fluctuates in a similar pattern, declining slightly
from 1993 to 2001 and going back up in 2010. On the other hand, for chil-
dren living with adults who have less than a college education, the overall
risk of poverty increased from 1993 to 2010. Additionally, children in the
other racial category had a higher risk of poverty in 2001 and a lower risk
in 1993 and 2010 than white children.

As stated above, the changes in poverty risk between the years account
for a part of the changes in the poverty rate between 1993 and 2001 and
between 2001 and 2010. The remaining part of the change in the rate of
child poverty should be at least partially due to changes in the composition
of the population, including the share of children living in immigrant fam-
ilies. The decomposition analyses conducted here are an attempt to tease
out the contribution made by the changes in the share of children of im-
migrants to changes in the child poverty rate.
decomposition analyses of changes in the child
poverty rate

Table 4 reports the results of decomposition analyses, which estimate if
and by how much changes in the share of immigrants contribute to
changes in the child poverty rate based on the available data. In decom-
posing the change in the child poverty rate between 1993 and 2001, re-
sults from two scenarios are presented: one using the logits from the lo-
gistic regression of the 1993 poverty rate ðresults shown in table 4, col. 2Þ
and the other using the logits from the regression of the 2001 poverty rate
ðresults shown in table 4, col. 3Þ. Similarly, in decomposing the change in
the child poverty rate between 2001 and 2010, the procedure uses sepa-
rate logits from logistic regressions of the 2001 and 2010 poverty rates ðre-
sults shown in table 4, cols. 4 and 5Þ.

The finding reported in the row number 8 of table 4 indicates that if
1993 had the same demographic composition as 2001, the child poverty rate



table 4. Decomposition of Changes in the Child Poverty Rate

1993–2001 2001–2010

Sample Used for Coefficienta

ð1Þ
1993
ð2Þ

2001
ð3Þ

2001
ð4Þ

2010
ð5Þ

Estimated poverty rate 21.40 13.67 13.67 19.11
Change in the poverty rate - 7.73 5.44
Contribution to the change in poverty rate

due to changes in the following variables:b

1. Control variablesc 21.32 21.08 -1.22 21.28
ð-17.13Þ ð-14.04Þ ð-22.38Þ ð-23.60Þ

2. Race of child 2.72 2.54 .19 .10
ð-9.30Þ ð-7.02Þ ð3.52Þ ð1.92Þ

3. One-parent family 22.65 22.10 -.29 2.30
ð-34.22Þ ð-27.24Þ ð-5.28Þ ð-5.48Þ

4. Parental education 2.81 2.76 -.94 21.03
ð-10.53Þ ð-9.91Þ ð-17.29Þ ð-19.00Þ

5. At least 1,820 hours of annual work .22 .62 1.95 1.80
ð2.85Þ ð8.04Þ ð35.88Þ ð33.02Þ

6. Nativity/citizenship/years in United States 2.24 2.12 .20 .48
ð-3.13Þ ð-1.61Þ ð3.68Þ ð8.81Þ

7. Unemployment/regional division 10.73 7.92 2.84 3.56
ð138.86Þ ð102.57Þ ð52.16Þ ð65.33Þ

8. All variables:d ð1121314151617Þ 5.21 3.94 2.74 3.32
9. Explained part of change in the poverty rate
by all variables: ½ð8/change in the poverty
rateÞ� � 100

67.40 50.79 50.29 60.99

a Two specifications are performed to decompose change in the child poverty rate between the
2 years, each using the regression coefficients of 1 year at a time. The second and third columns pres-
ent decomposition results using the logits from the logistic regressions of the 1993 and 2001 poverty

rates, respectively. The fourth and last columns are decomposition results using the logits from the lo-
gistic regression of the 2001 and 2010 poverty rates, respectively.

b The contribution of each variable to the poverty rate change is presented in two rows, using two
metrics: The top row is the contribution to the child poverty rate and the second row is the contribution
as a percent of the change in the child poverty rate. For example, “race of child” contributes2.79 to the

child poverty rate, which is 29.3% of the total ð27.73Þ change in the child poverty rate between 1993
and 2001 ðthe percentages are not exact due to roundingÞ.

c Control variables include age of child, age of reference person, and number of children in the
family.

d The numbers in the row show the total contribution of all variables in poverty rate.
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between the years would have declined by 5.2. This means that the demo-
graphic changes between 1993 and 2001 included in the model account
for 67.4 percent of the total reduction in the child poverty rate between
the years ðsee last row in table 4Þ. Conversely, if 2001 had the same de-
mographic composition as 1993, the rate would have dropped by 3.9, ac-
counting for approximately 51 percent of the total reduction in the rate
between the years. The remaining results provide the estimated contribu-
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tions of each demographic composition to the reduction of child poverty
rate between 1993 and 2001 ðshown in table 4Þ. Except for changes in lo-
cal labor market conditions and the percentage of children living in fami-
lies with full-time year-round employment, all other demographic compo-
sition changes actually suppressed the reduction in the child poverty rate.
Although there was only a small increase in the percentage of single-parent
families between 1993 ð26 percentÞ and 2001 ð26.8 percentÞ, the results show
that the increase suppressed the reduction in the child poverty rate by be-
tween 27 percent and 34 percent, depending on the estimates.

This article’s central finding is that, while the increase in the percent-
age of children in immigrant families from 1993 to 2001 suppressed the
reduction in the child poverty rate, the increase explained only about 1.6
and 3.1 percent of the total reduction. This finding is in line with findings
from the previous studies discussed above, which report minor or negli-
gible effects of immigration on overall national poverty rates. The results
as a whole suggest that the most important determinant of the reduction
in child poverty rate between 1993 and 2001 was local economic condi-
tions, which explains between 103 and 139 percent of the total reduction.
This means that if there had been no factors in addition to economic con-
ditions that deterred poverty decline, the rate would have dropped even
more than the actual decline.

Columns 4 and 5 of table 4 display the analysis of the increase in the
child poverty rate between 2001 and 2010. According to the findings,
changes in the demographic and economic condition variables account
for about 50 and 61 percent of the total increase, respectively, in the child
poverty rate between 2001 and 2010. Of all the factors associated with
changes in child poverty rate, local economic conditions explain between
52 and 65 percent of the increase, and the percentage of children living in
families with full-time year-round hours of paid work explain between 33
and 36 percent of the increase. The increased percentage of children in
immigrant families contributes to the increase in the child poverty rate be-
tween 2001 and 2010 but to a fairly minor extent; if 2001 had the same
percentage of children in immigrant families as 2010, while holding the
rest of the demographic composition factors constant, the child poverty
rate would have increased by only .2. Conversely, if 2010 had the same
percentage of children in immigrant families as 2001, the rate would have
risen by .5. In other words, the increase in the percentage of children in
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immigrant families between 2002 and 2011 only contributes between 3.7
and 8.8 percent to the total rise in the child poverty rate during the period.
detailed decomposition analyses: immigrants
by citizenship and years of residence

To take a closer look at the contribution of children in immigrant families
to changes in the child poverty rate, I conducted decomposition analyses
that divide children of immigrants into categories based on their fami-
lies’ citizenship status and years of US residence.The overall results show
that all children in immigrant families, regardless of the families’ citizen-
ship status and years of US residence, suppressed the decline in the pov-
erty rate between 1993 and 2001 and helped to increase the rate between
2001 and 2010. As table 5 presents, not surprisingly, children in natural-
ized families contribute less to changes in the child poverty rate than those
in noncitizen families. For example, the increase in the percentage of chil-
dren in naturalized families explains between .7 and 1.0 percent of the to-
tal decline in the child poverty rate between 1993 and 2001, smaller than
the contribution ðbetween 1.0 and 2.1 percentÞ made by children in non-
citizen families. However, because the increase of children in naturalized
families is larger than in noncitizen families ðe.g., 12.6 vs. 7.6 percent in
2010Þ, the findings suggest that each child in noncitizen families exerts
a greater influence in hindering the decline in the child poverty rate than
his or her counterpart in naturalized families. The last two columns of ta-
ble 5 show a similar trend. Children in noncitizen families, with a smaller
increase in the share of the population, made a greater contribution to the
dramatic increase in the child poverty rate between 2001 and 2010 than
children in naturalized families.The increase in the percentage of children
in naturalized families explains between 1.1 and 3.9 percent of the total
increase in the child poverty rate, whereas the increase in the percentage
of noncitizen families explains between 2.6 and 5.0 percent of the total
increase.

The bottom four rows of table 5 present the results of decomposition
analyses that examine the relationship between changing percentages of
children in immigrant families and changes in the child poverty rate, by
parental citizenship status and years of US residence. Among children of
naturalized citizens, children whose families lived in the United States for



table 5. Detailed Decomposition of Changes in the Child Poverty Rate by Family Citizenship
and Years of US Residence

1993–2001 2001–2010

Sample used for coefficienta 1993 2001 2001 2010

Contribution to the change in poverty rate
due to changes in the following variablesb

Nativity/citizenship/years in US 2.24 2.12 .20 .48
ð23.13%Þ ð21.61%Þ ð3.68%Þ ð8.81%Þ

Naturalized citizens 2.08 2.05 .06 .21
ð21.01%Þ ð2.66%Þ ð1.05%Þ ð3.86%Þ

Noncitizens 2.16 2.07 .14 .27
ð22.12%Þ ð2.95%Þ ð2.63%Þ ð4.95%Þ

Naturalized citizens ðat least 10 years of residenceÞ 2.049 2.037 .031 .140
ð2.64%Þ ð2.47%Þ ð.58%Þ ð2.60%Þ

Naturalized citizens ðless than 10 years of residenceÞ 2.029 2.014 .026 .068
ð2.37%Þ ð2.18%Þ ð0.47%Þ ð1.25%Þ

Noncitizens ðat least 10 years of residenceÞ 2.071 2.049 .110 .240
ð2.91%Þ ð2.64%Þ ð2.05%Þ ð4.32%Þ

Noncitizens ðless than 10 years of residenceÞ 2.090 2.024 .031 .035
ð21.20%Þ ð2.31%Þ ð.58%Þ ð.63%Þ

a Two specifications are performed to decompose change in the child poverty rate between the

2 years, each using the regression coefficients of 1 year at a time. The second and third columns pres-
ent decomposition results using the logits from the logistic regressions of the 1993 and 2001 poverty
rates, respectively. The fourth and last columns are decomposition results using the logits from the lo-

gistic regression of the 2001 and 2010 poverty rates, respectively.
b The contribution of each variable to the poverty rate change is presented in two rows: The top

row is the contribution to the child poverty rate and the second row is the contribution as a percent of
the change in the child poverty rate. For example, “naturalized citizen” contributes 2.08 to the child
poverty rate, which is approximately 21.01% of the total change ð27.73Þ in the child poverty rate

between 1993 and 2001.
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at least 10 years play a very slightly larger role in explaining changes in the
poverty rate than those whose families are recent immigrants: they sup-
pressed the decline in the poverty rate between 1993 and 2001 and helped
to increase the rate between 2001 and 2010 slightly more than their coun-
terparts in recent immigrant families. This is most likely because estab-
lished immigrant families represent a much larger and faster growing
group than recent immigrant families. Among children in noncitizen fam-
ilies, children in families with at least 10 years of US residence also con-
tribute more to fluctuations in the child poverty rate, compared with chil-
dren in recent immigrant families, particularly in the 2001–2010 period.

Of all children in immigrant families, an increase in the percentage of
children in noncitizen families that lived in the United States for at least
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10 years made the largest contribution to changes in the child poverty rates
during the periods under study. The group grew by nearly 29 percent dur-
ing the 2000s ðsee table 1Þ, explaining between 2.1 and 4.3 percent of the
total increase in child poverty rate between 2001 and 2010. Nevertheless,
in all cases, contributions to explained variance are low, suggesting that
the percent increase of children in immigrant families cannot be credited
as the primary factor explaining fluctuations in the child poverty rates
during the periods under study.
discussion and implications

This study contributes to the growing literature on the relationship be-
tween immigration and child poverty by unpacking the contributions that
changes in the composition of the immigrant population make to changes
in the child poverty rate. First, the overall relationship between increases
in children living in immigrant families and the national child poverty rate
is weak, as hypothesized. This study provides evidence that the increasing
proportion of children in immigrant families is not the primary cause of
fluctuations in the child poverty rate, as some scholars argue ðe.g., Rector
2006; Krikorian 2010Þ. In fact, additional decomposition analysis shows
that much of the changes in the child poverty rate during the study pe-
riods are attributable to changes in poverty risks, rather than changes in
population composition ðsee appendix 3 for more detailÞ. The findings in-
dicate that the strength of the economy and parental employment status
account for most of the decline in the child poverty rate from 1993 to 2001
and most of the increase from 2001 to 2010. Compared to the contributions
of these economic factors, the increase of children in immigrant families
as a share of the child population appears to play a very minor role in the
child poverty rate. Nevertheless, the findings do not mean that immigra-
tion does not contribute to the rise and fall of the child poverty rate. The
present analyses suggest that the share of children in immigrant families
is related to the child poverty rate but is not the root of child poverty, as is
suggested in public discourse ðe.g., Rector 2006; Krikorian 2010Þ.

This study also finds that the relationship between the share of chil-
dren in the US population living in immigrant families and the child pov-
erty rate does not differ by parents’ citizenship status and years of US
residence. I hypothesized that children of immigrant parents who are nat-
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uralized or have lived in the United States for more than 10 years would
contribute to a decrease in the child poverty rate, whereas children of im-
migrant parents who are not citizens or have fewer years of residence
would contribute to an increase in the poverty rate. Contrary to these hy-
potheses, the findings reveal that children in all types of immigrant fami-
lies may have played a role in suppressing the decline in the poverty rate
from 1993 to 2001 and in contributing to the increase from 2001 to 2010,
regardless of parental citizenship and years of US residence. That is, al-
though the contribution that children in immigrant families made to the
fluctuations of the child poverty rate is very small, all of them contributed
to raising it. It is notable that children in immigrant families with 10 years
or more of US residence made a greater contribution to the rise and fall
of the child poverty rate than children in families with shorter residency,
despite their low risk of poverty ðparticularly in the case of those in nat-
uralized families, shown in table 2Þ. This appears to be because they not
only composed much larger shares of all children in immigrant families in
all 3 years under study, but their share also increased at higher rates be-
tween the years, compared to children in recent immigrant families, as
shown in table 1.

The findings of this study also suggest that, relative to their much
smaller share in the population, children in noncitizen families with at least
10 years of US residence made a greater contribution to change in the child
poverty rate than their counterparts in naturalized families; each child in a
noncitizen family exerts a greater influence on the change in the poverty
rate compared to her counterpart in a naturalized family because of his
or her higher vulnerability to poverty. Nevertheless, the overall findings of
this study clearly show that it is not children in noncitizen families that
drive up the national child poverty rate: children living in immigrant house-
holds in general contribute to fluctuations in the child poverty rate only
slightly. Again, in the current study, the major factors that drive changes in
the child poverty rate are local labor market conditions and parental em-
ployment.

The findings of this study should be considered with certain limitations
in mind. First, the study is not able to separate children of undocumented
immigrants from those of other noncitizen parents due to the CPS data
limitations discussed earlier. Although the results of this study on the
children of noncitizen immigrants include children with undocumented
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parents, they may be underrepresented in the results because their par-
ents’ survey response rate may be low.Therefore, it would be more helpful
if the analyses could estimate their separate contributions to changes in
the child poverty rate. Another limitation is that the findings of this study
do not shed light on regional variation in poverty rates or immigration.
Due to a concentration of immigrant families in certain states ðe.g., Cali-
fornia, New York, TexasÞ, it is possible that the national average estima-
tions mask important variations in the level of contributions that children
in immigrant families make to state or local child poverty rates ðFriedberg
and Jaeger 2009Þ.

Despite these limitations, the findings of this study have implications
for the direction of federal immigration policies. Most importantly, they
challenge the view that children in immigrant families are one of the ma-
jor obstacles to the country’s fight against child poverty. Still, the results
underline the dire economic situation of children in some immigrant fam-
ilies, particularly those living in noncitizen or recent immigrant families.
The demographic shifts projected for the coming decades make this issue
even more important. Children in immigrant families are projected to com-
prise nearly one-third of more than 100 million children in the United
States by the year 2050 ðPassel 2011Þ. Because the majority of children in
immigrant families, including those in noncitizen families, are currently
US citizens by birth and are likely to remain in the country throughout
their lives, investing in their human capital and economic outcomes should
be an important national agenda.
Appendix 1

nonlinear decomposition

According to Fairlie ð1999, 2005Þ, for a linear regression, the Blinder-
Oaxaca decomposition of poverty-rate changes between 2 years, t and
t1 1, can be expressed as

Yt
2Y t11

5 ½ð�X t 2 �X t11Þbt11�1 ½X tðbt 2 bt11Þ�; ð1Þ

where �X is a row vector of average values of the explanatory variables
and b is a vector of coefficient estimates. For a nonlinear regression, such
as Y 5 FðXbÞ, the decomposition could be written as the following, where
N was the sample size for 1 year:
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In equations ð1Þ and ð2Þ, the first term in brackets represents the part of
poverty-rate change caused by year-to-year changes in the distributions of
the entire set of independent variables X, and the second term represents
the other part, caused by changes in subgroup poverty risks. The decom-
position could be calculated by substituting the average probability of pov-
erty for �Y, the logistic function for F, and the coefficient estimates for b.

To identify immigrants’ contributions to poverty-rate changes, it was
necessary to add a calculation that could distinguish between the contri-
butions of specific independent variables. According to Fairlie ð1999, 2005Þ,
the contribution of each variable was equal to the change in the average
predicted probability, by replacing the year t distribution with the t1 1
distribution of that variable while holding other variables’ distributions
constant. That is, if Xwas assumed to include both X1 and X2, the indepen-
dent contributions of X1 and X2 to poverty-rate change could be expressed
as shown in equations ð3Þ and ð4Þ, respectively:
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Note that the calculation of equations ð3Þ and ð4Þ needed to be pre-
ceded by matching the year t and t1 1 distributions of the respective var-
iables. Matching was performed, for example, by using predicted proba-
bilities for observations in year t and observations in a random subsample
of year t1 1,with a sample size of year t. Each case of the two samples was
rank ordered by its predicted probabilities and matched accordingly. The
results of matching largely depended on the sample ðyear t or year t1 1Þ
used to obtain coefficients to estimate the predicted probabilities. To mit-
igate the potential for skewed numbers, the results were obtained by al-
ternately using year t and t1 1 samples in the matching process. Because
the matching result was also known to differ by the number of randomly
drawn year t1 1 subsamples, a large number of random subsamples ðn 5

100Þ was used for decomposition ðFairlie 1999, 2005Þ.
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Appendix 2

odds ratios of logistic regression of the child poverty rate
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–39
 .671
 .729
 .654

–49
 .648
 .660
 .605

or older
 .583
 .611
 .684
icity:

hiteÞ

ack
 .575
 .594
 .704

spanic
 1.223
 .978
 1.206

her
 .857
 1.086
 .953

ation:

ss than high school
 5.961
 5.416
 5.685

gh school diploma
 3.072
 3.198
 3.421

me college
 1.905
 1.969
 2.110

ollege degree or moreÞ

ly:

childÞ

children
 1.262
 1.235
 1.301

children
 2.037
 2.381
 2.544

or more children
 3.379
 3.134
 3.365

e-parent family
 4.163
 3.709
 3.763

least one full-time worker
 .132
 .130
 .118

nship:

ativeÞ

turalized citizen ð>10 yrÞ
 1.247
 1.180
 1.577

turalized citizen ð<10 yrÞ
 2.382
 1.880
 2.728

ncitizen ð>10 yrÞ
 1.584
 1.662
 2.601

ncitizen ð<10 yrÞ
 2.872
 2.356
 2.826

unemployment rate
 1.065
 1.005
 1.013
ihood ratio ðdfÞ
 26,529
ð29Þ
29,603
ð29Þ
33,308
ð29Þ
Note.—Region of residence is included in the model but is not shown in the table to save space.
Reference groups are in parentheses.
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Appendix 3

decomposition of changes in the child poverty rate
1993
Total percentage
point change

in child poverty rate
Change attributable to
Changes in
population

compositions
Changes in
group-specific
poverty rates
–2001
 26.87
 .17
 27.05

–2010
 6.20
 .33
 5.87
Note.— The numbers in the table above are calculated by following the decomposition method
2001

used by Raphael and Smolensky ð2008Þ. According to the authors, the national poverty rate for year t,
Povertyt, can be expressed as a weighted sum of the year-specific poverty rates as below. In the
equation, proit is the proportion of the population in year t accounted for by group i ði.e., children of
natives, naturalized citizens, and noncitizensÞ, and povertyit is the corresponding poverty rate for group i
in year t: Povertyt 5oproitpovertyit. Change in poverty rate can be expressed by the following:
DPoverty5oðproit11 2 proitÞpovertyit11 1oproitðpovertyit11 2 povertyitÞ: The first term on the

right-hand side of the equation shows the amount of contribution associated with change in group
proportions, and the second term shows the amount of contribution associated with change in group-
specific poverty rates.
note
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School of Social Work. His research analyzes child poverty, the effects of federal means-

tested programs on disadvantaged children, and children in immigrant families. He thanks
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