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ABSTRACT This study ex am ines the prev a lence of sev eral types of hard ship (e. g., bill 
pay ing and hous ing hard ships) among im mi grants by race and eth nic ity in the United 
States us ing data from the 2008 and 2014 pan els of the Survey of Income and Program 
Participation and lo gis tic re gres sions. I find that Blacks, and to some ex tent His pan
ics, are more likely to re port hard ships than Whites and Asians, who are about equally 
likely to re port hard ships. Exploring re sults by na tiv ity and cit i zen ship sta tus, I find that 
im mi grants who be came U.S. cit i zens are less likely than the na tiveborn pop u la tion to 
re port some kinds of hard ship. Undocumented im mi grants, how ev er, are more likely to 
re port some kinds of hard ships, par tic u larly in the 2008 panel conducted at the time of 
the Great Recession, which hit im mi grants es pe cially hard; this re la tion ship, how ev er, 
is explained by the lower in comes of un doc u mented im mi grant house holds in the 2008 
pan el. Results within ra cial and eth nic groups are gen er ally in the same di rec tion but are 
less fre quently sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant. Overall, these find ings sug gest that im mi grants 
are not par tic u larly prone to hard ship, es pe cially when other char ac ter is tics are con
trolled for. In fact, the lower like li hood of some hard ships among for eignborn cit i zens 
sug gests that they are pos i tively se lect ed: they may have un ob served char ac ter is tics 
that are pro tec tive, such as bet ter health, stron ger so cial net works, or money man age
ment skills. Because the for eignborn are less likely to be dis ad van taged visàvis the 
na tiveborn when hard ship rather than the of fi cial in come pov erty mea sure is used, 
this study high lights the im por tance of us ing mul ti ple mea sures when assessing the 
wellbe ing of im mi grants.

KEYWORDS Hardship • Poverty • Immigration • Nativity • Undocumented im mi
grants

Introduction

New im mi grants to the United States of ten have rel a tively low lev els of ed u ca tion and 
in come. However, over time and across gen er a tions, many ex pe ri ence up ward mo bil
i ty, in dic a tive of suc cess ful in cor po ra tion (Villarreal and Tamborini 2018). Even so, 
out comes vary con sid er ably among im mi grants and their de scen dants. Some groups, 
such as His pan ics, have sub stan tially higher pov erty lev els than Whites; oth ers, such 
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as Asians, have pov erty rates that are fairly sim i lar to those of Whites (Bean and 
Stevens 2003; Iceland 2017; Kasinitz et al. 2008; Sakamoto et al. 2009).

A con sid er able body of lit er a ture has documented in come and pov erty by race 
and na tiv i ty, but much less re search has ex plored ex pe ri ences of hard ship across 
these groups. Income is thought to be an im por tant in di ca tor of wellbe ing be cause 
of its in stru men tal im por tance: money can be used to pur chase goods and ser vices to 
meet ba sic needs and im prove one’s wel fare. In con trast, hard ship mea sures are of ten 
thought to be out comes of in trin sic im por tance (Beverly 2001). For ex am ple, in di
vid u als who re port hav ing in suf fi cient food to eat, hav ing their util i ties cut be cause of 
un paid bills, or hav ing in suf fi cient funds to see a doc tor are ex pe ri enc ing ac tual dep
ri va tion that is some times not cap tured when only in come is mea sured. Measures of 
pov erty and hard ship are only mod er ately cor re lat ed, partly be cause of mea sure ment 
is sues but also be cause they tap into dif fer ent, if re lat ed, di men sions of wellbe ing 
(Iceland and Bauman 2007; Mayer and Jencks 1989).

Even with this mod er ate cor re la tion, be cause pov erty gen er ally is higher among 
the for eignborn than the na tiveborn in the United States, hard ship would be 
expected to be more com mon among im mi grants than the na tiveborn as well. In 
ad di tion, im mi grants who are not cit i zens lack ac cess to ben e fits from many so cial 
safety net pro grams, such as cash wel fare, which might fur ther in crease hard ship—an 
is sue that would be all  the more se vere among those who are un doc u ment ed. Assim
ilation the ory would pre dict that with ris ing in comes and greater ac cess to for mal 
in sti tu tions across gen er a tions, dif fer ences be tween im mi grants and the na tiveborn 
would nar row. Alternatively, im mi grants might re port lower lev els of hard ship than 
the na tiveborn, es pe cially if one con di tions on in come, be cause im mi grants are of ten 
pos i tively se lect ed. That is, im mi grants are health ier and may have other char ac ter is
tics, such as am bi tion, that could mit i gate hard ship (Raleigh and Kao 2010).

Thus, the goal of this study is to ex am ine the as so ci a tion be tween hard ship and 
na tiv ity to see whether pat terns that have been ob served for pov erty hold when look
ing at these in trin si cally im por tant out comes. To this end, I use data from the 2008 
and 2014 Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), a na tion ally rep re
sen ta tive panel sur vey that con tains an ex tended bat tery of ques tions on hard ships. 
The data re flect hard ships as reported in 2010 and 2013 of the re spec tive pan els. I 
in ves ti gate whether re ports of sev eral hard ships—in clud ing (depending on the pan
el) health, food, billpay ing, and hous ing hard ships, as well as neigh bor hood prob
lems, fear of crime, and lack of con sumer du ra bles—vary by na tiv i ty, cit i zen ship 
and le gal sta tus, and race/eth nic i ty. In do ing so, I aim more broadly to shed light on 
the wellbe ing of im mi grants. To the best of my knowl edge, this is the first study to 
ex plore the as so ci a tion be tween this range of hard ships and na tiv i ty, cit i zen ship, and 
race/eth nic ity us ing na tion ally rep re sen ta tive U.S. da ta.

Background

Although pat terns of in come and pov erty by race/eth nic ity and na tiv ity have been 
welldocumented, con sid er ably less is known about the in ci dence of hard ship across 
these groups. Hardships are con sump tionbased in di ca tors of wellbe ing that are of ten 
thought to be su pe rior to in comebased mea sures (Beverly 2001; Citro and Mi chael 
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1995). Income mea sures do not al ways cap ture the re sources fam i lies have to meet needs, 
such as some types of gov ern ment trans fers, wealth, and ac cess to cred it. In ad di tion, as 
Pilkauskas et al. (2012:403) ar gued, “Besides cap tur ing the ef fects of eco nomic re sources 
that in comebased mea sures may miss, con sump tionbased al ter na tives, such as hard ship 
mea sures, are also heu ris ti cally at trac tive be cause they as sess con crete adversities.”

I fo cus here on seven types of hard ship: health, food, billpay ing, and hous ing hard
ships; lack of con sumer du ra bles; neigh bor hood prob lems; and fear of crime. These 
in di ca tors have been used by pre vi ous re search ers ex am in ing the in ci dence of hard ship 
(Beverly 2001; Heflin 2017; Heflin et al. 2009; Iceland and Bauman 2007), and all  are 
pres ent in the SIPP. Each in di ca tor taps into a dif fer ent di men sion of wellbe ing and has 
dif fer ent as so ci a tions with in come. Health, food, and billpay ing hard ships are more 
sen si tive to shortterm short falls in in come, whereas the other four are more de pen dent 
on lon gerterm in come (Iceland and Bauman 2007). For ex am ple, a job loss or health 
cri sis might pro duce a shortterm in come drop that will make it dif fi cult for a fam ily to 
pay bills in a given month. This pos si bil ity has be come more com mon in re cent de cades 
as the precarity of work may have in creased (Kalleberg 2009). That same fam i ly, how
ev er, may live in a good neigh bor hood and may have ac crued a num ber of con sumer 
du ra bles over the years. Thus, each in di ca tor is of in ter est in its own right.

Mechanisms in the Link Between Nativity and Hardship

Hardship may vary by na tiv ity for many rea sons. Assimilation the ory as serts that 
new im mi grants dif fer from the na tiveborn pop u la tion in many re spects, in clud ing 
cul tur ally and so cio eco nom i cal ly, but that these dif fer ences nar row over time and 
across gen er a tions, resulting in the suc cess ful in cor po ra tion of im mi grants (Alba and 
Nee 2003). According to this ap proach, im mi grants might be more likely than the na
tiveborn to ex pe ri ence hard ships be cause they have fewer re sources, as ex em pli fied 
by their lower me dian in comes and higher lev els of pov er ty. For ex am ple, in 2017, 
the pov erty rate among the na tiveborn pop u la tion was 11.0%, com pared with 14.5% 
among the for eignborn (U.S. Census Bureau 2018a). These sta tis tics im ply that the 
for eignborn have less money to meet ba sic needs, such as food, cloth ing, shel ter, and 
healthcare. In ad di tion, poorer peo ple are more likely to live in neigh bor hoods with 
more af ford able hous ing but worse con di tions, such as more crime and en vi ron men tal 
haz ards and less so cial cap i tal, that could con trib ute to hard ship (Bischoff and Rear
don 2013; Epple and Platt 1998; Tiebout 1956). Consistent with as sim i la tion the o ry, 
pov erty rates among the for eignborn vary by cit i zen ship sta tus: cit i zens have a lower 
pov erty rate (10.0% in 2017) than non cit i zens (18.0%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2018a). 
Thus, it will be im por tant to ex am ine the role of cit i zen ship sta tus in the an a ly ses.

The seg mented as sim i la tion per spec tive holds that the ex tent of as sim i la tion could 
vary across im mi grant groups. Some groups might achieve suc cess ful in cor po ra tion 
into the main stream, oth ers may do well so cio eco nom i cally but main tain their eth nic 
dis tinc tive ness, and yet oth ers will ex pe ri ence down ward mo bil ity into the un der class 
(Portes and Zhou 1993; Zhou 1999). These dif fer ent tra jec to ries re sult from the existing 
ra cial hi er ar chy, maintained by dis crim i na tion, that pro duces un equal out comes. Some 
re search ers (Telles and Ortiz 2008) have pointed to large dif fer ences in in come and 
pov erty by race and eth nic ity as ev i dence of this hi er ar chy, with the low est pov erty lev
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els found among Whites (8.7% poor in 2017) and Asians (10.0%) and much higher lev
els found among Blacks (21.2%) and His pan ics (18.3%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2018b).

Characteristics other than pov erty can also af fect im mi grants’ as sim i la tion tra jec to ries. 
For ex am ple, En glish lan guage pro fi ciency is a com mon in di ca tor of in cor po ra tion (Alba 
and Nee 2003). In ad di tion, im mi grants’ mo ti va tions for mi grat ing vary: a rel a tively high 
pro por tion of im mi grants from Asia are ad mit ted into the United States on the ba sis of 
their oc cu pa tional skills, whereas a higher pro por tion of His pan ics en ter be cause they 
al ready have kin liv ing in the United States (Min 2006). Immigrants who en ter be cause of 
their oc cu pa tional skills have con sid er ably higher av er age lev els of ed u ca tion and in come 
than those who en ter on the ba sis of fam ily reunification pro vi sions (Chiswick 1986; 
Feliciano 2005). As a re sult, lower lev els of hard ship are likely among Asian im mi grants 
and per haps Af ri can im mi grants (who also have rel a tively high lev els of ed u ca tion) than 
among His panic im mi grants (Radford 2019). Relatedly, lessskilled work ers, in clud ing 
many im mi grants, are more likely to have jobs with out ben e fits that could re duce hard
ship (Kristal et al. 2018).

Overall, the lit er a ture on as sim i la tion in di cates that Asian Amer i cans ex pe ri ence 
eco nomic out comes that are roughly on par with those of na tiveborn Whites (Kasinitz 
et al. 2008; Kim and Sakamoto 2010; Park and Myers 2010). The ev i dence is less 
clear for His pan ics, who achieve up ward mo bil ity across gen er a tions—as ex em pli
fied by the higher lev els of ed u ca tional at tain ment and in come among the sec ond 
gen er a tion than among the first—but have not achieved par ity with Whites (Bean and 
Stevens 2003; Perlmann 2005). Indeed, His pan ics may not achieve much mo bil ity 
be yond the sec ond gen er a tion, al though re search on this is sue is mixed (Duncan and 
Trejo 2011, 2014; Telles and Ortiz 2008; Telles and Sue 2019).

Factors less re lated to as sim i la tion or seg mented as sim i la tion per se and more re lated 
to pol icy could af fect pat terns of hard ship by na tiv i ty. For ex am ple, many im mi grants 
may have less ac cess to ser vices with the po ten tial to im prove wellbe ing. The 1996 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act and sub se quent laws 
gen er ally re stricted ben e fits to “qual i fied” im mi grants: those with le gal per ma nent res i
dency who have lived in the United States for at least five years and those with ref u gee 
sta tus. Unqualified im mi grants are in el i gi ble for most gov ern ment ben e fits, in clud ing 
cash wel fare, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Medi care, Med
ic aid, and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) (Pew Charitable Trusts 2014). Takeup 
rates are also lower for many who qual ify for pro gram as sis tance (Cunnyngham 2004). 
Participating in pro grams such as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), 
food as sis tance, and Med ic aid likely re duces hard ship, al though it is chal leng ing to 
mea sure these ef fects be cause of se lec tiv ity into these pro grams (McKernan et al. 2018; 
Pilkauskas et al. 2012; Shaefer and Gutierrez 2013).

Undocumented im mi grants may also lack ac cess to bank ac counts and driv er’s 
licenses, and they of ten avoid talking with po lice to re port a crime or speak ing with 
school of fi cials when prob lems arise with their chil dren. They may be less aware 
of com mu nity pro grams and health ser vices that have no cit i zen ship re quire ments, 
and even those with knowl edge of these pro grams and ser vices may be less likely to 
seek such help when needed be cause of their pre car i ous sta tus (Bernstein et al. 2019; 
Gelatt et al. 2018; Kalil and Chen 2008; Potochnick et al. 2017; Yoshikawa et al. 
2008; Yu et. al. 2005). Immigrants who are not cit i zens also are gen er ally in el i gi ble 
for em ploy ment by the fed eral gov ern ment.
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On the other hand, im mi grants might be less likely to ex pe ri ence hard ships, which 
might be es pe cially likely to be revealed in re search that con trols for in come lev el. 
Immigrants typ i cally are pos i tively se lected on a num ber of ob serv able and un ob serv
able traits, such as health, skills, and am bi tion. A large lit er a ture on the “im mi grant 
health par a dox” helps ex plain why im mi grants, many of whom have fewer fi nan cial 
re sources, of ten dis play bet ter health than the na tiveborn pop u la tion (Hummer et al. 
2007; Jasso et al. 2004; Martinez et al. 2015). To ex tend this no tion, it could be that 
these traits on which im mi grants are pos i tively se lected may pro vide im mi grants with 
ways to bet ter cope with po ten tial hard ships. In ad di tion, many im mi grants may have 
net works of so cial sup port to aid in the im mi gra tion pro cess, po ten tially miti gat ing 
the ef fects of eco nomic strain.

Further se lec tion among im mi grants may oc cur to dif fer en ti ate those who be come 
nat u ral ized cit i zens and those who do not. Immigrants who be come cit i zens have 
higher lev els of school ing, du ra tion in the United States, and pro fi ciency in En glish 
(Chiswick and Miller 2009). The nat u ral i za tion pro cess itself re quires ap pli cants to 
ac quire ba sic knowl edge of the En glish lan guage and of U.S. his tory and gov ern ment 
and to pay an ap pli ca tion fee. Moreover, ap pli cants may be de nied cit i zen ship on the 
ba sis of cer tain crim i nal of fenses or the fail ure to show that they are of “good moral 
char ac ter” (Bloemraad 2002). Thus, the fact that nat u ral ized cit i zens might dif fer 
from other im mi grants pro vi des an other rea son to ex am ine the out comes of im mi
grants by cit i zen ship sta tus.

Empirical Literature on the Association Between Nativity and Hardship

Relatively few stud ies have ex am ined the link be tween na tiv ity and mul ti ple di men
sions of hard ship, es pe cially us ing na tion ally rep re sen ta tive sur vey da ta. One such 
study found that chil dren of im mi grants were more likely than na tiveborn chil dren 
to live in a house hold that ex pe ri enced a few spe cific hard ships, in clud ing a food
re lated hard ship, billpay ing hard ship, crowded hous ing, and a lack of health in sur
ance (Capps 2001); this study fo cused on bi var i ate re la tion ships and did not con di tion 
on in come. Another study found that chil dren with for eignborn non cit i zen moth ers 
ex pe ri enced more per sis tent and higher lev els of food in se cu rity than na tiveborn 
chil dren. However, lowin come fam i lies in which for eignborn moth ers are cit i zens 
have about the same risk of food in se cu rity as those with na tiveborn moth ers (Kalil 
and Chen 2008). These find ings are con sis tent with an other study find ing that chil
dren of non cit i zens ex pe ri ence higher and more per sis tent lev els of food in se cu rity 
than chil dren of cit i zens (Van Hook and Balistreri 2006).

Gelatt et al. (2018) ex am ined how state en force ment pol i cies af fect pat terns of hard
ship among im mi grants. They found no dif fer ence by na tiv ity in a few dif fer ent kinds 
of hard ship (e. g., in abil ity to meet ex penses, food in se cu ri ty, and hous ing hard ship), 
but im mi grants were more likely to live in overcrowded house holds. In mod els with a 
va ri ety of con trol var i ables, Gelatt et al. found that im mi grants (both le gal and un au tho
rized) may be slightly less likely to ex pe ri ence a va ri ety of hard ships. Because of the 
struc ture of their mod els with in ter ac tion terms, how ev er, it is not clear whether these 
net dif fer ences are sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant. The au thors did not ex am ine dif fer ences in 
the like li hood of hard ship among im mi grants of dif fer ent or i gins.
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In a study on the re la tion ship be tween fam ily struc ture and hard ships that used im mi
grant sta tus as a con trol var i able, Lerman (2002) found that re cent im mi grants were mod
estly more likely to re port two kinds of hard ship (in abil ity to pay rent and miss ing meals 
for eco nomic rea sons) than the na tiveborn; the as so ci a tion persisted in mod els that con
trolled for in come as well. Immigrants who had lived in the United States for lon ger pe ri
ods were not sig nifi  cantly dif fer ent than the na tiveborn in their ex pe ri ences of hard ship. 
In con trast, Pilkauskas et al. (2012) ex am ined the ef fect of the Great Recession on hard
ship while con trol ling for in come and found that im mi grants were less likely to re port 
hard ship, mea sured with an in dex that in cluded a num ber of dif fer ent hard ship in di ca tors. 
Pilkauskas et al. did not fo cus on im mi grants and did not dif fer en ti ate among im mi grants 
by cit i zen ship sta tus. Other stud ies us ing na tiv ity as a var i able but not dif fer en ti at ing by 
cit i zen ship have found ei ther mixed or null find ings (e. g., Hernández et al. 2016).

Overall, the stud ies reviewed here sug gest that im mi grants who are non cit i zens 
likely fare worse than im mi grants who are cit i zens and the na tiveborn. However, 
this lit er a ture is lim ited in a few ways. Most stud ies have looked at one or two hard
ships, such as food in se cu ri ty. The few stud ies that looked at more hard ships were 
de scrip tive (e. g., Capps 2001), did not con di tion on in come or bun dled hard ships into 
a sin gle in dex (Pilkauskas et al. 2012), or did not ex am ine the net ef fect of na tiv ity 
or how ef fects might vary by race/eth nic ity (Gelatt et al. 2018). Some of these stud
ies in cluded con trols for race but did not in clude racena tiv ity in ter ac tions, which is 
im por tant be cause of the disparities in wellbe ing by race in the United States.

Here I build on this lit er a ture by ex am in ing seven types of hard ship, conducting 
some an a ly ses by race and eth nic i ty, dif fer en ti at ing by cit i zen ship sta tus and by le gal 
sta tus, and con di tion ing some of the mod els on in come to see whether dif fer ences in the 
prev a lence of hard ship are driven sim ply by dif fer ences in in come or in stead by other 
fac tors. Using mul ti ple hard ship mea sures is im por tant be cause each taps into a dif
fer ent di men sion of wellbe ing. As noted ear li er, some hard ships are more sen si tive to 
shortterm in come short falls (e. g., food in se cu ri ty), whereas oth ers are more af fected by 
lon gerterm in come (e. g., hous ing prob lems and neigh bor hood con di tions; Iceland and 
Bauman 2007). I also have data on pro gram re ceipt (such as SSI) to de ter mine whether 
re ceipt helps me di ate the na tiv i tyhard ship re la tion ship. Finally, I an a lyze data from 
2010, when the econ omy was still reeling from the Great Recession, as well as data 
from 2013, when eco nomic re cov ery was un der way. Because im mi grants were es pe
cially hard hit dur ing the re ces sion (Bitler et al. 2017), ex am in ing im mi grant wellbe ing 
at these two time points is an ad van tage of this study. In sum ma ry, the goal of this anal
y sis is to reach a bet ter un der stand ing of the ex tent to which im mi grants ex pe ri ence var
i ous kinds of hard ship and whether in come alone helps ex plain ob served dif fer ences.

Data and Methods

I use data from the 2008 and 2014 pan els of the SIPP, a na tion ally rep re sen ta tive house
hold sur vey conducted in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). The SIPP is 
lon gi tu di nal sur vey, with pan els last ing from three to five years. A rich source of data on 
in come, pro gram par tic i pa tion, and la bor force ac tiv i ty, the sur vey is one of the rel a tively 
few to col lect in for ma tion on ex pe ri ences with var i ous kinds of hard ship. The data on 
hard ships from pre2014 pan els come from the top i cal mod ule Adult WellBeing, which 
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was typ i cally ad min is tered once per pan el. Each wave of the SIPP cov ers a fourmonth 
pe ri od. I use data from the Wave 6 topic mod ule of the 2008 pan el, which col lected in for
ma tion on hard ships in 2010; I also use data from the 2014 pan el, which asked about 
hard ships in 2013. Each of these two pan els has ad van tages and dis ad van tages. The 2008 
panel has in for ma tion on a wide range of hard ships. After the 2008 pan el, the SIPP was 
redesigned and short ened, and most of the top i cal mod ules were elim i nat ed. As a re sult, 
the 2014 panel con tains a much smaller set of hard ship mea sures. However, in ad di tion 
to be ing more cur rent, the 2014 panel has the ad van tage of in clud ing a var i able on im mi
grant year of en try, which could be of sub stan tive im por tance. It is also use ful to have 
hard ship mea sures from two time points with dif fer ent eco nomic con di tions. Thus, I use 
data from both pan els, draw ing on their re spec tive strengths.

The sam ple con sists of re spon dents who were in the SIPP dur ing the wave that 
the top i cal mod ule was ad min is tered and who pro vided valid an swers to the hard ship 
ques tions. Households are the unit of anal y sis, given that hard ships are reported for 
the house hold as a whole. Sample sizes are 34,850 in the 2008 panel data and 29,685 
in the 2014 panel da ta. I use house hold weights pro vided by the SIPP for a given 
wave, which are meant to en sure that the data are rep re sen ta tive of all  U.S. house
holds in the given pe ri od.

Measures of Hardship

When us ing the 2008 SIPP, I an a lyze seven types of hard ship assessed through a 
se ries of ques tions. I cat e go rize a house hold as ex pe ri enc ing hard ship as a di chot o
mous out come equal to 1 if the re spon dent an swers af fir ma tively to a cer tain num ber 
of ques tions, sim i lar to how pre vi ous stud ies have mea sured such hard ships (Gelatt 
et al. 2018; Heflin 2016, 2017; Iceland and Bauman 2007; Short 2005) and yield ing 
per cent ages of re spon dents with hard ships that some what ap prox i mate pov erty rates. 
Hardships in the 2008 panel are de fined as fol lows:

 1. Billpay ing hard ship (one or more): did not pay util ity bill, phone was dis con
nect ed, did not pay rent/mort gage

 2. Health hard ship (one or both of the fol low ing): did not see a doc tor/hos pi tal 
when needed care, did not see a den tist when needed care

 3. Food hard ship (two or more): food did not last (and had no money for more), 
could not af ford bal anced meals, cut or skipped meals, ate less than should, did 
not eat for a full day

 4. Housing hard ship (one or more): in sect/pest prob lem, roof leaks, bro ken win
dows, plumb ing prob lems, cracks in walls, holes in floor

 5. Lack of con sumer du ra bles (lacks five or more): com put er, dish wash er, air con
di tion er, dry er, wash er, mi cro wave, cell phone, tele phone, re frig er a tor, color 
tele vi sion, VCR/DVD, stove, food freezer

 6. Neighborhood prob lems (two or more): noise prob lems, street re pair prob lems, 
trash/lit ter, aban doned build ings, the neigh bor hood is un de sir able enough that 
would like to move, smoke/odors

 7. Fear of crime (two or more): afraid to walk alone at night, stays at home for 
fear, goes out with oth ers to stay safe, neigh bor hood is un safe, car ries some
thing for pro tec tion, would like to move due to crime, home is un safe
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I also conducted a sen si tiv ity anal y sis by cre at ing counts of hard ships for each 
di men sion (as op posed to di chot o mous var i ables) and run ning or di nary least squares 
(OLS) mod els. These an a ly ses yielded sim i lar find ings, which are shown in ap pen dix 
ta bles and discussed briefly at the end of the Results sec tion.

The 2014 panel has fewer mea sures of hard ship. Specifically, it has no items for 
health hard ships or con sumer du ra bles, and it con tains fewer items for the fol low ing: 
food hard ship (four in 2014 vs. five in 2008), bill pay ing (one vs. three), hous ing (four 
vs. six), neigh bor hood prob lems (two vs. six), and fear of crime (two vs. sev en). The 
sum mary in di ca tors of hard ship there fore in cor po rate dif fer ent thresh olds, in clud ing 
neigh bor hood prob lems and fear of crime (one or more for each of these in 2014 vs. 
two or more in 2010). The word ing on some of the ques tions also dif fers slight ly, 
in clud ing the ac count ing pe riod for a few of them (e. g., pre vi ous year vs. pre vi ous 
month). Thus, the sum mary mea sures of the prev a lence of hard ships are not di rectly 
com pa ra ble across these two pan els. Rather than fo cus ing on lev els of hard ship in the 
two dif fer ent pe ri ods, I ex am ine dif fer ences in hard ship across groups (na tiv i ty, cit
i zen ship sta tus, doc u men ta tion sta tus, and race/eth nic i ty) for the mea sures avail  able 
in the two SIPP pan els.

Main Independent Variables: Nativity, Citizenship Status, 
and Documentation Status by Race/Ethnicity

I ex am ine dif fer ences in hard ship by na tiv i ty, cit i zen ship sta tus, doc u men ta tion sta tus, 
and race/eth nic i ty. Nativity is mea sured by ques tions on the place of birth, cit i zen
ship, and le gal per ma nent res i dent sta tus. Individuals are cat e go rized as na tiveborn 
if they were born in the United States or born abroad to Amer i can par ents. Those 
who are not na tiveborn can be fur ther dis tin guished as cit i zens; non cit i zens with 
le gal per ma nent res i dent sta tus; and im mi grants with out per ma nent sta tus, who are 
con sid ered un doc u ment ed. To be more pre cise, the “un doc u ment ed” group includes 
un doc u mented im mi grants, non im mi grants and oth ers with out a green card who are 
law fully pres ent, and some im mi grants who ad justed from un doc u mented or non mi
grant sta tus to le gal per ma nent res i dent sta tus. Thus, the group more ac cu rately rep
re sents those who en tered the United States with out a green card.

I ex am ine the role of na tiv ity by race/eth nic ity of house hold er, de fined as nonHis panic 
White, nonHis panic Black, nonHis panic Asian, or His pan ic. Although it would be op ti
mal to have data on spe cific eth nic groups (such as Mex i cans or Chi nese) by na tiv i ty, 
var i ables with this level of spec i fic ity are not avail  able in the SIPP. Nevertheless, con
trol ling for broad ra cial categories per mits a more fi negrained anal y sis of hard ship by 
na tiv ity than hav ing no such a var i able be cause of at least some broad com mon al i ties (in 
treat ment and out comes) among panethnic groups (Iceland 2017).

Control Variables

The an a ly ses in clude a num ber of con trol var i ables in the mod els: year of en try for 
im mi grants (avail  able in the 2014 panel but not the 2008 pan el); house hold in come
topov erty ra tio; age of the house hold er; ed u ca tion of the house hold er, cat e go rized as 
less than high school, high school di plo ma, some col lege, or bach e lor’s de gree or more; 
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house hold type, cat e go rized as mar ried cou ple (with and with out chil dren), sin gle fe
male par ent with chil dren, or other house hold type; em ploy ment sta tus of house hold er, 
cat e go rized as employed fulltime, employed parttime, un em ployed, or out of the la bor 
force; a dummy var i able for lives in a met ro pol i tan ar ea; re gion, with the categories of 
Northeast, Midwest, South, and West; num ber of peo ple in house hold; whether chil dren 
un der age 18 are pres ent in the house hold; the house hold has a per son 65 years or older; 
the house hold has a dis abled in di vid u al; and the house holder has En glish lan guage pro fi
ciency (speaks well/very well). Because the lit er a ture sug gests that ac cess to and re ceipt 
of ben e fits might help ex plain po ten tial dif fer ences in hard ship by na tiv i ty, I also con trol 
for re ceipt of TANF, General Assistance (GA), SSI, or hous ing as sis tance; Social Secu
rity; and whether the in di vid ual has pub lic health in sur ance or pri vate health in sur ance.

Analytical Strategy

I be gin by presenting de scrip tive sta tis tics of hard ships and sum mary hard ship mea
sures by na tiv ity and race/eth nic i ty. In the sub se quent mul ti var i ate anal y sis, I run a 
se ries of lo gis tic re gres sion mod els with each hard ship as a sep a rate de pen dent var i
able, as spec i fied by the fol low ing equa tion:

  Logit (P(Y = 1)) = β0 +β1X1 +β2X2 +!+ βk Xk .  (1)

Specifically, the prob a bil ity that a house hold ex pe ri ences a hard ship (Y) is mod eled 
as a func tion of a se ries of covariates, in clud ing na tiv ity (X1), race/eth nic ity (X2), and the 
se ries of con trol var i ables de scribed ear li er. I also run hard ship mod els by race/eth nic ity 
to see whether the role of na tiv ity varies by race/eth nic ity and to al low the ef fects of other 
var i ables to vary by race/eth nic i ty. I run one set of mod els with na tiv ity and race/eth nic
ity only, a sec ond that adds the house hold in cometopov erty ra tio to see whether in come 
me di ates the role of na tiv i ty, and a third with the full set of con trols to see whether these 
other house hold char ac ter is tics me di ate the na tiv i tyhard ship re la tion ship.

Given that each out come re quires its own ta ble, for brev i ty, the mul ti var i ate re sults 
presented here fo cus on (1) a shortterm hard ship, bill pay ing; and (2) a lon gerterm 
one, hous ing hard ship. The re sults for other hard ships, shown in the online ap pen dix, 
are gen er ally con sis tent; I dis cuss ex cep tions in the text.

Results

Table 1 shows the per cent age of re spon dents reporting spe cific hard ships as well as sum
mary hard ship in di ca tors. As noted ear li er, the 2014 SIPP panel con tains fewer hard ship 
mea sures than the 2008 pan el, and dif fer ences in the word ing and time frame for some 
of the hard ship mea sures in the two pan els mean that most are not di rectly com pa ra ble 
across pan els. The main goal in this anal y sis is not to look at overtime trends but rather 
at whether hard ships vary by na tiv ity across the two pan els. The ta ble in di cates that 
many house holds ex pe ri ence hard ships of one type or an other in the given year.

Table 2 shows how the sum mary hard ship mea sures vary by race/eth nic i ty, na tiv
i ty, cit i zen ship sta tus, and le gal per ma nent res i dent sta tus. Among the to tal pop u
la tion, un au tho rized im mi grants were the most likely to re port hard ships, followed 
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Table 1 Percentage reporting ma te rial hard ships, 2010 and 2013

2010 2013

BillPaying Hardship (one or more) 14.6 12.4
 Did not pay util ity bill 10.4 10.7
 Phone was dis con nected 3.6
 Did not pay rent/mort gage 7.9 7.3
Health Hardship (one or both) 12.3
 Did not see a den tist 9.6
 Did not see a doc tor 7.9
Food Hardship (two or more) 10.9 12.9
 Food did not last (and had no money for more) 13.5 14.8
 Could not af ford bal anced meals 12.1 13.1
 Cut or skipped meals 5.1 8.2
 Ate less than should 5.4 8.1
 Did not eat for a whole day 1.4
Housing Hardship (one or more) 14.1 16.7
 Insect/pest prob lems 7.5 9.5
 Roof leaks 4.9
 Broken win dows 2.8
 Plumbing prob lems 1.9 6.1
 Cracks in walls 2.6 7.1
 Holes in floor 0.7 1.4
Lack of Consumer Durables (five or more) 13.0
 Computer 24.8
 Dishwasher 30.6
 Air con di tioner 11.5
 Dryer 16.8
 Washer 14.7
 Microwave 2.9
 Cell phone 12.8
 Telephone 25.0
 Refrigerator 0.7
 Color tele vi sion 1.5
 VCR/DVD 7.9
 Stove 1.4
 Food freezer 62.1
Neighborhood Problems (two or more in 2010, one or more in 2013) 10.9 16.9
 Noise prob lems 13.4 13.6
 Street re pair prob lems 12.0
 Trash/lit ter 5.9 7.5
 Abandoned build ings 7.1
 Would like to move 4.7
 Smoke/odors 2.9
Fear of Crime (two or more in 2010, one or more in 2013) 14.5 8.7
 Afraid to walk alone at night 20.6
 Stays at home for fear 10.5 5.5
 Goes out with oth ers to stay safe 8.6
 Neighborhood is un safe 7.1 5.6
 Carries some thing for pro tec tion 6.3
 Would like to move due to crime 4.7
 Home is un safe 3.0
N 34,850 29,662

Sources: 2008 and 2014 SIPP pan els.
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by le gal per ma nent res i dents. Foreignborn cit i zens were the least likely to re port 
many kinds of hard ship, al though the na tiveborn pop u la tion was the least likely 
to re port some hard ships, and lit tle dif fer ence was ev i dent be tween the two groups 
for yet other hard ships. Foreignborn cit i zens, for ex am ple, were the least likely to 
re port a billpay ing hard ship in 2010 (11.9%), followed by the na tiveborn pop u la tion 
(14.3%), im mi grants who are le gal per ma nent res i dents (20.0%), and un au tho rized 
im mi grants (23.7%). Lack of con sumer du ra bles stands out as a hard ship that is much 
more com mon among the for eignborn of var i ous sta tuses (reported by 16.0% of cit
i zens, 24.9% of le gal per ma nent res i dents, and 33.5% of un au tho rized im mi grants) 
than the na tiveborn (11.7%). Thus, it ap pears that rel a tive to the na tiveborn, the 
for eignborn are less likely to pri or i tize the own er ship of such con sumer items (which 
ar gu  ably are less es sen tial for wellbe ing) and are more likely to ad dress other kinds 
of needs. Much like with the of fi cial pov erty rate, hard ships are less com mon among 
im mi grant cit i zens in all  cases than among those with le gal per ma nent res i dent or 
un doc u mented sta tus; the mul ti var i ate an a ly ses will test whether these re la tion ships 
hold af ter con trols.

The pat terns by race/eth nic ity gen er ally con firm ex pec ta tions: Blacks and His pan
ics were more likely to re port hard ships than Whites and Asians. Patterns by na tiv i ty, 
cit i zen ship sta tus, and race/eth nic i ty, how ev er, are less eas ily gen er al iz able. Among 
Whites, Blacks, and His pan ics, for eignborn cit i zens were gen er ally less likely to 
re port hard ships than the na tiveborn, with more mixed re sults found among Asians. 
The un au tho rized of ten were the most likely to re port hard ships, al though this find
ing does not hold as much for Asians, and some find ings for Whites and Blacks are 
mixed. Overall, these find ings by race/eth nic ity do not pro vide clear sup port for any 
sin gle per spec tive. However, re sults for Whites, Blacks, and His pan ics in di cate that 
im mi grants of these groups who are cit i zens on the whole ap pear to be se lec tive, 
which could ex plain low rates of hard ship. For Asians, a mix of fac tors may be at 
work, in clud ing dif fer en tial se lec tiv ity as well as in come and ed u ca tion dif fer ences 
by na tiv i ty. Citizens like wise might have lower lev els of hard ship than non cit i zens 
be cause they also might have higher in comes more gen er al ly. The fol low ing mul ti
var i ate anal y sis sheds greater light on these is sues.

Multivariate Analyses

Table 3 pro vi des de scrip tive sta tis tics for all  of the in de pen dent var i ables in the an a
ly ses. In 2010, about 87.2% of house hold ers were na tiveborn, 7.2% were for eign
born cit i zens, 2.9% were le gal per ma nent res i dents, and 2.8% were un au tho rized. 
The for eignborn groups as a share of the pop u la tion were a lit tle higher in 2013. In 
2010, 70.6% of house hold ers were White (com pared with 67.4% in 2013), and the 
mean house hold in comepov erty ra tio was 3.8, ris ing to 4.3 in 2013 dur ing the re cov
ery pe riod af ter the deep re ces sion in the late 2000s. Just un der half of house holds 
were mar riedcou ple house holds. A sig nifi  cant pro por tion of house holds reported 
re ceiv ing some kind of ben e fit, such as Social Security or pub lic health in sur ance; 
nearly fourfifths lived in a met ro pol i tan ar ea; and a plu ral ity lived in the South.

Table 4 shows re sults for lo gis tic re gres sions in which billpay ing hard ship is 
the de pen dent var i able, us ing data from the 2008 SIPP panel (reflecting hard ship in 
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Table 3 Descriptive sta tis tics

2010 2013

Nativity
 Nativeborn 87.2 85.0
 Foreignborn, cit i zen 7.2 8.6
 Legal per ma nent res i dent 2.9 3.4
 Unauthorized sta tus 2.8 3.0
Race/Ethnicity
 NonHis panic White 70.6 67.4
 NonHis panic Black 12.0 12.8
 NonHis panic Asian 3.2 4.7
 His panic 11.7 12.9
 Other race 2.5 2.2
Household Income–toPoverty Ratio 3.8 4.3
En glish Language Proficiency (speaks well/very well) 96.0 98.1
Age 50.6 51.0
Education
 Less than high school 10.8 11.1
 High school di ploma 23.9 27.4
 Some col lege 35.0 29.1
 Bachelor’s de gree+ 30.3 32.4
Household Type
 Marriedcou ple house hold 49.4 47.7
 Femaleheaded house hold 12.9 13.0
 Other house hold type 37.8 39.3
Labor Force Status
 Employed fulltime 49.5 48.0
 Employed parttime 13.2 14.0
 Unemployed 4.5 3.5
 Out of la bor force 32.7 34.5
Household Size 2.5 2.3
Children Under Age 18 Present 30.4 31.5
Person Over Age 65 Present 28.1 28.6
Disabled Person Present 19.8 23.5
Benefits (% re ceiv ing)
 TANF/GA/SSI/hous ing as sis tance 3.9 6.4
 Social Security 25.6 25.9
 Private health in sur ance 70.0 64.9
 Medi care/Med ic aid 30.8 32.7
Lives in Metro Area 78.9 79.6
Region
 Northeast 18.3 18.2
 Midwest 22.3 21.9
 South 37.3 37.4
 West 22.2 22.4

Note: Individual at tri butes in the ta ble re fer to the those of the house hold er.

Source: 2008 and 2014 SIPP pan els.

2010). The first set of mod els is for the full sam ple; the next four sets are mod els by 
race/eth nic ity (Whites, Blacks, Asians, and His pan ics). Results from the full model 
in di cate that for eignborn house hold ers who have attained cit i zen ship were less 
likely to re port hard ships than the na tiveborn. Adding con trols in Model 3 slightly 
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weak ens the ef fect, but it re mains sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant. The re sults for Model 3 
in di cate that the odds of reporting a billpay ing hard ship for for eignborn cit i zens is 
0.79 the odds for na tiveborn house holds. Immigrants who are le gal per ma nent res
i dents do not sig nifi  cantly dif fer from the na tiveborn in any of the mod els. Those 
with un au tho rized sta tus are 1.30 times more likely to ex pe ri ence a billpay ing hard
ship according to re sults in Model 1 with out con trols, but this re la tion ship be comes 
smaller and not sig nifi  cant in Model 2, which con trols for the house hold in cometo
pov erty ra tio.

With regard to race/eth nic i ty, Blacks were more likely to re port billpay ing 
hard ship than Whites in all  mod els. His pan ics were also more likely to re port hard
ships than Whites, al though this re la tion ship be comes non sig nifi  cant in the fi nal 
model with con trols. I find no sig nifi  cant dif fer ence be tween Asians and Whites. 
Consistent with the de scrip tive sta tis tics (Table 2), re sults for racespe cific mod els 
shown in Table 4 vary some what. Differences by na tiv ity and cit i zen ship among 
Whites are ev i dent in Model 3 when all  con trols are in clud ed: White un doc u
mented im mi grants ac tu ally were less likely to ex pe ri ence a hard ship than the 
na tiveborn, suggesting that there might be some pos i tive se lec tiv ity with regard 
to un ob serv able char ac ter is tics. Among Blacks, for eignborn cit i zens were less 
likely to re port billpay ing hard ship, even in mod els with con trols, al though the 
size and sig nifi  cance of the co ef fi cient are mod er ately re duced in Model 3; nei ther 
type of non cit i zens dif fers from the na tiveborn in any mod el. None of the find
ings for Asians are sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant. The re sults for His pan ics are sim i lar to 
those of the main sam ple: un doc u mented im mi grants were more likely to re port a 
billpay ing hard ship, but this re la tion ship be comes non sig nifi  cant once I con trol 
for house hold in cometopov erty ra tio. Foreignborn cit i zens were less likely to 
re port hard ships than the na tiveborn, and this re la tion ship be comes non sig nifi 
cant in Model 3. Overall, the find ing that for eignborn cit i zens were less likely to 
re port hard ship in mod els with out con trols as well as in many mod els with con trols 
sug gests that im mi grants are of ten pos i tively se lected on both ob served and un ob
served char ac ter is tics, which con fers ad van tages that make hard ships less likely 
among this group.

Control var i ables gen er ally have expected as so ci a tions with billpay ing hard
ship: in come is neg a tively as so ci ated with hard ship, as is age in many of the mod els. 
Femaleheaded house holds were gen er ally more likely to re port hard ships, as were 
larger house holds and those with a dis abled mem ber pres ent. Compared with house
hold ers who are employed fulltime, those who are un em ployed or employed part
time were gen er ally more likely to re port hard ships, and those out of the la bor force 
(per haps by choice) were less likely to re port hard ships. The re ceipt of wel fare is 
gen er ally not as so ci ated with reported hard ships, whereas those who re ceived Social 
Security in come and those with pri vate health in sur ance were less likely to re port 
hard ships in some mod els.

Table 5 shows re sults for lo gis tic re gres sions in which hous ing hard ship in 2010 
is the de pen dent var i able. The re sults for this hard ship are sim i lar to those for bill
pay ing hard ship, with a few dif fer ences. For the fullsam ple and among Whites and 
Blacks, for eignborn cit i zens were less likely than the na tiveborn to re port a hous ing 
hard ship. Among Blacks, this re la tion ship be comes non sig nifi  cant in Model 3 with 
the full set of con trols (al though Whites and Blacks have nearly iden ti cal odds ra tios 

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://dup.silverchair.com

/dem
ography/article-pdf/58/2/655/909753/655iceland.pdf by guest on 20 April 2024



672 J. Iceland

Ta
bl

e 
5 

Lo
gi

st
ic

 re
 gr

es
 si

on
s, 

ho
us

 in
g 

ha
rd

 sh
ip

 (o
dd

s r
a t

io
s)

 fo
r 2

01
0

Fu
ll 

Sa
m

pl
e

W
hi

te
s

B
la

ck
s

A
si

an
s

H
is

 pa
n i

cs

M
od

el
 

1
M

od
el

  
2

M
od

el
  

3
M

od
el

  
1

M
od

el
  

2
M

od
el

  
3

M
od

el
  

1
M

od
el

  
2

M
od

el
  

3
M

od
el

  
1

M
od

el
  

2
M

od
el

  
3

M
od

el
  

1
M

od
el

  
2

M
od

el
 

3

N
at

iv
ity

 
N

at
iv

e
bo

rn
 (o

m
it t

ed
)

 
Fo

re
ig

n
bo

rn
, c

it i
 ze

n
0.

74
**

*
0.

74
**

*
0.

76
**

*
0.

71
**

0.
70

**
0.

68
**

0.
57

**
0.

62
*

0.
67

0.
95

0.
94

0.
99

0.
82

0.
81

0.
84

 
Le

ga
l p

er
 m

a n
en

t r
es

 i d
en

t
0.

94
0.

89
0.

83
0.

84
0.

83
0.

71
1.

15
1.

15
1.

29
1.

00
0.

96
1.

03
0.

99
0.

85
0.

85
 

U
na

ut
ho

riz
ed

 st
a t

us
1.

16
1.

09
0.

99
0.

93
0.

93
0.

79
0.

78
0.

76
0.

95
0.

87
0.

85
0.

92
1.

41
**

1.
19

1.
17

R
ac

e/
Et

hn
ic

ity
 

N
on

H
is

 pa
ni

c 
W

hi
te

 (o
m

it t
ed

)
 

N
on

H
is

 pa
ni

c 
B

la
ck

1.
52

**
*

1.
34

**
*

1.
17

**
 

N
on

H
is

 pa
ni

c A
si

an
1.

19
1.

23
*

1.
16

 
N

on
H

is
 pa

ni
c 

ot
he

r r
ac

e
2.

13
**

*
1.

95
**

*
1.

64
**

*
 

H
is

 pa
ni

c
1.

55
**

*
1.

36
**

*
1.

12
H

ou
se

ho
ld

 In
co

m
e

to
P

ov
er

ty
 

R
at

io
0.

91
**

*
0.

96
**

*
0.

92
**

*
0.

96
**

*
0.

85
**

*
0.

92
*

0.
96

1.
00

0.
83

**
*

0.
89

**
En

 gl
is

h 
La

ng
ua

ge
 P

ro
fic

ie
nc

y 
(s

pe
ak

s w
el

l/v
er

y 
w

el
l)

0.
98

1.
06

3.
26

0.
93

0.
97

A
ge

1.
00

*
1.

00
1.

00
0.

99
1.

00
Ed

uc
at

io
n

 
Le

ss
 th

an
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 (o

m
it t

ed
)

 
H

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 d

i p
lo

m
a

0.
87

*
0.

91
0.

96
0.

69
0.

78
 

So
m

e 
co

l le
ge

0.
89

*
0.

94
0.

87
0.

95
0.

82
 

B
ac

he
lo

r’s
 d

e g
re

e+
0.

86
*

0.
93

0.
81

0.
78

0.
80

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 T

yp
e

 
M

ar
rie

d
co

u p
le

 h
ou

se
 ho

ld
 

(o
m

it t
ed

)
 

Fe
m

al
e

he
ad

ed
 h

ou
se

 ho
ld

1.
39

**
*

1.
44

**
*

1.
12

1.
55

1.
54

**
 

O
th

er
 h

ou
se

 ho
ld

 ty
pe

1.
38

**
*

1.
38

**
*

1.
17

2.
11

**
1.

46
**

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://dup.silverchair.com

/dem
ography/article-pdf/58/2/655/909753/655iceland.pdf by guest on 20 April 2024



673Hardship Among Immigrants and the Native-born

Fu
ll 

Sa
m

pl
e

W
hi

te
s

B
la

ck
s

A
si

an
s

H
is

 pa
n i

cs

M
od

el
 

1
M

od
el

  
2

M
od

el
  

3
M

od
el

  
1

M
od

el
  

2
M

od
el

  
3

M
od

el
  

1
M

od
el

  
2

M
od

el
  

3
M

od
el

  
1

M
od

el
  

2
M

od
el

  
3

M
od

el
  

1
M

od
el

  
2

M
od

el
 

3

La
bo

r F
or

ce
 S

ta
tu

s
 

Em
pl

oy
ed

 fu
ll

tim
e 

em
pl

oy
ed

 
(o

m
it t

ed
)

 
Em

pl
oy

ed
 p

ar
tt

im
e

1.
26

**
*

1.
22

**
1.

57
**

1.
33

1.
15

 
U

ne
m

pl
oy

ed
1.

23
**

1.
24

*
1.

56
*

0.
91

1.
07

 
O

ut
 o

f l
a b

or
 fo

rc
e

1.
17

**
1.

08
1.

54
**

0.
89

1.
20

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 S

iz
e

1.
12

**
*

1.
12

**
*

1.
15

**
1.

25
**

1.
07

C
hi

ld
re

n 
U

nd
er

 A
ge

 1
8 

Pr
es

en
t

0.
93

**
0.

95
0.

82
**

0.
91

0.
95

Pe
rs

on
 O

ve
r A

ge
 6

5 
Pr

es
en

t
0.

93
0.

87
1.

03
0.

82
1.

05
D

is
ab

le
d 

Pe
rs

on
 P

re
se

nt
1.

63
**

*
1.

73
**

*
1.

37
**

1.
31

1.
40

**
B

en
efi

ts
1.

10
0.

94
1.

12
1.

36
1.

36
 

TA
N

F/
G

A
/S

SI
/h

ou
s i

ng
 

as
 si

s t
an

ce
 

So
ci

al
 S

ec
ur

ity
0.

85
*

0.
85

*
0.

94
0.

95
0.

79
 

Pr
iv

at
e 

he
al

th
 in

 su
r a

nc
e

0.
78

**
*

0.
75

**
*

0.
83

0.
78

0.
96

 
M

ed
i c

ar
e/

M
ed

 ic
 ai

d
1.

00
1.

06
0.

93
1.

20
1.

05
Li

ve
s i

n 
M

et
ro

 A
re

a
0.

93
0.

95
1.

05
0.

45
*

0.
99

R
eg

io
n

 
N

or
th

ea
st

 (o
m

it t
ed

)
 

M
id

w
es

t
0.

86
**

0.
86

*
0.

69
*

1.
19

0.
87

 
So

ut
h

0.
90

*
0.

84
**

0.
87

1.
05

1.
26

 
W

es
t

1.
07

1.
12

0.
84

1.
21

1.
14

N
34

,8
50

34
,8

50
34

,8
50

25
,0

59
25

,0
59

25
,0

59
4,

32
5

4,
32

5
4,

32
5

1,
17

7
1,

17
7

1,
17

7
3,

24
5

3,
24

5
3,

24
5

So
ur

ce
: 2

00
8 

SI
PP

 p
an

 el
.

*p
  <

  .0
5;

 *
*p

  <
  .0

1;
 *

**
p  

< 
 .0

01

Ta
bl

e 
5 

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://dup.silverchair.com

/dem
ography/article-pdf/58/2/655/909753/655iceland.pdf by guest on 20 April 2024



674 J. Iceland

in Model 3). The re la tion ship be tween hous ing hard ship and for eignborn cit i zen
ship is in the same di rec tion for Asians and His pan ics, but not all  the co ef fi cients 
are sig nifi  cant. In ad di tion, for all  groups and mod els, nei ther kind of non cit i zens 
dif fers from the na tiveborn in the odds of reporting a hous ing hard ship, with one 
ex cep tion: among His pan ics, un au tho rized im mi grants were more likely to re port a 
hard ship than the na tiveborn, al though this re la tion ship be comes non sig nifi  cant once 
the in cometopov erty ra tio is con trolled for in Model 2. The odds ra tios for con trol 
var i ables in these mod els are gen er ally con sis tent with those in Table 4. Overall, the 
re sults from Table 5 in di cate a mod er ate as so ci a tion be tween na tiv ity and hous ing 
hard ship for the full sam ple, Whites, and Blacks, suggesting that for eignborn cit i
zens are pos i tively se lected on traits that are pro tec tive of hous ing hard ship. Among 
His pan ics, the find ing that the un au tho rized are more likely to ex pe ri ence hous ing 
hard ship is mainly due to their low in come. More gen er al ly, Blacks were more likely 
to re port a hous ing hard ship than Whites in all  mod els. His pan ics once again were 
more likely to re port hard ships than Whites, al though this re la tion ship be comes non
sig nifi  cant in Model 3 with con trols. I find no sig nifi  cant dif fer ence be tween Asians 
and Whites in Models 1 and 3.

Tables A1–A5 in the online ap pen dix show re sults from these mod els us ing al ter
na tive hard ship out comes. These re sults are gen er ally con sis tent with those shown in 
Tables 4 and 5: com pared with the na tiveborn, for eignborn cit i zens ei ther are less 
likely to ex pe ri ence hard ships or do not dif fer sig nifi  cant ly. Undocumented im mi
grants are more likely to ex pe ri ence some hard ships (es pe cially the two more af fected 
by shortterm in come flows, food and health hard ships), a re sult that is at ten u ated 
with the ad di tion of con trols. Lack of con sumer du ra bles is in some re spects an out
li er, given that both types of non cit i zens are con sid er ably more likely to ex pe ri ence a 
dearth of con sumer du ra bles than the na tiveborn pop u la tion, even when con trols are 
in clud ed; this re sult per haps sug gests that these im mi grants may have less of a taste 
for con sumer du ra bles than the na tiveborn pop u la tion or that they di rect their money 
else where, in sav ings or re mit tances. Models with con trols show that le gal per ma nent 
res i dents were also less likely to re port fear of crime, per haps suggesting that they 
of ten seek out safe neigh bor hoods (or live in eth nic neigh bor hoods with rel a tively 
high lev els of trust). In most of the other mod els, le gal per ma nent res i dents do not 
dif fer from the na tiveborn. In mod els with con trols, com pared with Whites, Blacks 
were more likely to re port all  hard ships, and His pan ics were more likely to re port 
some hard ships. In most mod els, Whites and Asians do not dif fer in their like li hood 
of ex pe ri enc ing hard ships.

Results us ing the 2014 SIPP data (with hard ships reported in 2013) share sim i lar
i ties with those from the 2008 pan el. As shown in Table 6, among the pop u la tion as 
a whole, the like li hood of billpay ing hard ship does not dif fer much by na tiv ity and 
cit i zen ship sta tus in mod els with out con trols, but both types of non cit i zens were less 
likely to re port hard ship than are the na tiveborn in mod els with con trols. This find
ing con trasts some what with the re sults from 2010, which showed that un au tho rized 
im mi grants were more likely to re port a billpay ing hard ship only in mod els with
out con trols. Thus, the 2010 re sults sug gest that low in comes among un doc u mented 
im mi grants explained their billpay ing hard ship, whereas the 2013 find ings point to 
po ten tial pos i tive se lec tion based on un ob serv able char ac ter is tics. The dis ad van tage 
among un au tho rized im mi grants in 2010 could be a func tion of the Great Recession 
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hav ing a par tic u larly neg a tive im pact on im mi grants, and per haps es pe cially un doc
u mented im mi grants in in dus tries hard hit by the re ces sion, such as manufactur ing 
and con struc tion (Bitler et al. 2017; Kochhar 2019). Unlike in 2010, billpay ing 
hard ship in 2013 does not dif fer sig nifi  cantly be tween for eignborn cit i zens and the 
na tiveborn. For most of the spe cific ra cial/eth nic groups, the na tiv ity and cit i zen ship 
in di ca tors are not sig nifi  cant, per haps partly be cause of the some what smaller sam ple 
size in the 2014 panel than in the 2008 pan el, which can be con se quen tial for ex am
in ing hard ship among rel a tively small ra cial/eth nic–na tiv ity groups.

The pat terns for hous ing hard ship are more sim i lar across the two SIPP pan
els. In 2013, like in 2010, for eignborn cit i zens were less likely to re port a hous ing 
hard ship across all  mod els (see Table 7). The pat tern is ap par ent for all  ra cial/eth nic 
groups, al though it is sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant only among Whites. Findings for other 
ra cial/eth nic groups tend to be in the same di rec tion in 2013 as in 2010, but none of 
them are sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant. Results for 2013 with al ter nate hard ship out comes 
are shown in Tables A6 to A8 in the online ap pen dix. In gen er al, in 2013, Blacks and 
His pan ics were more likely to re port most hard ships than Whites, whereas Asians 
were ei ther as likely or less likely than Whites to re port hard ships.

Sensitivity Analyses

I conducted ad di tional anal y sis in 2013, substitut ing yearofen try categories for 
the var i ous cit i zen ship and doc u men ta tion sta tuses (data that are not avail  able in 
the 2008 SIPP pan el). I did not in clude both the year of en try and the cit i zen ship 
var i ables in the same mod els be cause of col lin ear ity be tween the two sets of var i
ables. The re sults were quite con sis tent with those of the main an a ly ses (see Table 
A9, online ap pen dix). Results for billpay ing hard ship in di cated that the most re cent 
im mi grants (those who ar rived less than five years or five to nine years pri or) were 
less likely to re port hard ships than the na tiveborn. These re sults are sim i lar to those 
shown in Table 6, which shows that le gal per ma nent res i dents and un doc u mented 
im mi grants were less likely to re port billpay ing hard ship than the na tiveborn. An 
anal o gous pat tern for hous ing hard ship is ob served: in the full mod el, both for
eignborn cit i zens (odds ra tio  =  0.82, Table 7) and longterm im mi grants (odds 
ra tio  =  0.82 in Table A9, online ap pen dix) were sig nifi  cantly less likely than the 
na tiveborn to re port hous ing hard ship. From these re sults, it is not clear whether 
the var i a tion is explained mainly by doc u men ta tion sta tus per se, by the du ra tion in 
the United States, or by a com bi na tion of both fac tors given that they are cor re lated 
with each oth er.

Finally, I conducted a ro bust ness check in which, rather than di chot o mous hard
ship in di ca tors, I used counts of hard ships for each di men sion and ran OLS mod els 
with those counts as the de pen dent var i ables. Results from these mod els, shown in 
Table A10 of the online ap pen dix, were very sim i lar to those from the main lo gis
tic re gres sions. Specifically, in 2010, for eignborn cit i zens remained less likely to 
re port both billpay ing and hous ing hard ships, even when all  the con trols were in
clud ed. Undocumented im mi grants were more likely to re port billpay ing hard ship 
in both years; this as so ci a tion be came non sig nifi  cant when all  con trols were in cluded 
(al though in the lo gis tic re gres sion, the in cometopov erty thresh old var i able alone 
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explained the as so ci a tion). I found no sig nifi  cant re la tion ship be tween the noncitizen
ship categories and hous ing hard ship in the lo gis tic or OLS mod els.

Conclusion

The eco nomic wellbe ing of im mi grants is an is sue of broad con cern, and it is in dic
a tive of the ex tent of their in cor po ra tion in their new countries and com mu ni ties. In 
this study, I fo cus on hard ship among im mi grants in the United States. Using data 
from the 2008 and 2014 SIPP pan els (reflecting hard ship in 2010 and 2013) and lo gis
tic re gres sions, I find that im mi grants who have be come U.S. cit i zens tend to be less 
likely to re port some kinds of hard ship than the na tiveborn pop u la tion. I also find 
that the for eignborn who are un doc u mented are more likely than the na tiveborn to 
re port some hard ships in 2010, and this is explained mainly by the lower in comes 
of un doc u mented im mi grant house holds. I also ex am ine whether re sults vary across 
ra cial/eth nic groups. These re sults of ten are in the same di rec tion but are less fre
quently sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant. The smaller sam ple sizes for some spe cific ra cial/eth
nic groups could play a role. Blacks were gen er ally more likely to re port var i ous 
hard ship than Whites. His pan ics were also more likely to re port hard ships than 
Whites in all  bi var i ate mod els, al though this re la tion ship is non sig nifi  cant for some 
hard ships in mod els with con trols, es pe cially in 2010. More of ten than not, I find no 
sig nifi  cant dif fer ence be tween Asians and Whites.

Previous em pir i cal stud ies on the as so ci a tion be tween na tiv ity and hard ship 
have found mixed re sults. Some of these stud ies looked only at the ef fect of na tiv
ity over all and/or one or two hard ships. I find that it is im por tant to dif fer en ti ate the 
for eignborn by na tiv i ty, cit i zen ship sta tus, and (if pos si ble) doc u men ta tion sta tus. 
The re sults are con sis tent with pre vi ous re search find ing that non cit i zens, and the 
un doc u mented in par tic u lar, are in some cases more likely to ex pe ri ence hard ship 
(Kalil and Chen 2008; Van Hook and Balistreri 2006). This find ing mainly held in 
2010 and for hard ships more strongly as so ci ated with shortterm in come flows (bill
pay ing, food, and health hard ships) rather than for hard ships re lated to lon gerterm 
in come flows (such as hous ing and neigh bor hood con di tions) (Iceland and Bauman 
2007). In fact, the dif fer ences are explained by lower in comes among the un doc u
ment ed, who may in cur greater shortterm hard ships to live in oth er wise more equal 
neigh bor hoods. Multivariate an a ly ses, how ev er, show that the un doc u mented were 
dis ad van taged mainly in 2010 rather than in 2013. This find ing likely re flects that 
im mi grants were hit es pe cially hard by the 2007–2009 Great Recession, al though 
their sta tus im proved dur ing the re cov ery (Bitler et al. 2017; Kochhar 2019). This 
find ing thus in di cates that eco nomic shocks of ten may have a larger ef fect on im mi
grants, par tic u larly the un doc u ment ed, be cause of their more pre car i ous so cial, eco
nom ic, and po lit i cal po si tion.

The find ing that for eignborn cit i zens are less likely to re port hard ships than the 
na tiveborn sug gests that im mi grants fre quently are pos i tively se lected on a num ber 
of ob serv able and un ob serv able traits, such as health, skills, am bi tion, and net works 
of sup port, that can ame lio rate the ef fects of fi nan cial strain. Thus, af ter an ini tial 
ad just ment pe ri od, im mi grants who are  able to meet cit i zen ship re quire ments are in 
fact bet ter off than the na tiveborn. This no tion is also con sis tent with re search find
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ing an im mi grant health par a dox (Hummer et al. 2007; Jasso et al. 2004; Martinez 
et al. 2015).

My find ings are not con sis tent with per spec tives that pre dict a higher like li hood 
of hard ship among im mi grants than among the na tiveborn be cause of fac tors such 
as less ac cess to gov ern ment ben e fits (Pew Charitable Trusts 2014) or workre lated 
ben e fits (Kristal et al. 2018). Even among non cit i zens (who are not el i gi ble for many 
kinds of gov ern ment sup port), in come alone ex plains dif fer ences in hard ships when 
they oc cur. This is not to say that such ben e fits would have no ef fect if re ceived; 
Social Security, for ex am ple, is gen er ally as so ci ated with lower hard ship among 
re spon dents. Immigrants could very well be more advan taged rel a tive to oth er wise 
sim i lar na tiveborn house holds (be cause of se lec tion) than if they had more ac cess 
to ben e fits, but I can not de fin i tively eval u ate this pos si bil ity with the data avail  able.

My find ings are par tially con sis tent with as sim i la tion the ory (Alba and Nee 
2003), es pe cially my find ing that im mi grants who be came cit i zens—and thus are 
more as sim i lat ed—reported lower lev els of some hard ship than im mi grants who are 
le gal per ma nent res i dents and un au tho rized im mi grants. Undocumented im mi grants 
ex hibit the highest lev els of hard ship. However, the find ing that for eignborn cit i zens 
have lower lev els of hard ship than the na tiveborn is not con sis tent with as sim i la
tion the ory and thus is likely explained by the se lec tion ar gu ment de scribed ear li er. 
To the ex tent that lev els of hard ship (much like pov er ty) vary by race/eth nic i ty, the 
find ings also pro vide sup port for the seg mented as sim i la tion per spec tive (Portes and 
Zhou 1993). Whites and Asians tend to ex pe ri ence sim i lar lev els of hard ship, con
sis tent with other lit er a ture com par ing Whites and Asians (Iceland 2019; Kasinitz 
et al. 2008; Kim and Sakamoto 2010; Park and Myers 2010 ), whereas Blacks and 
some times His pan ics are more likely to re port hard ships, even when a va ri ety of char
ac ter is tics are con trolled for (Telles and Ortiz 2008; Telles and Sue 2019). However, 
vast dif fer ences in the role that na tiv ity and cit i zen ship var i ables play across groups 
are not ev i dent; more of ten than not, groupspe cific co ef fi cients are not sig nifi  cant, 
per haps in part be cause of small sam ple sizes.

The find ings reported here also in di cate that it is im por tant to ex am ine a va ri ety 
of out comes when assessing wellbe ing. Poverty, broadly speak ing, is by its na ture a 
mul ti di men sional con cept; it in flu ences not just the abil ity to pur chase things but also 
the abil ity to par tic i pate mean ing fully in so ci ety and to re al ize one’s capabilities (Sen 
1999). An ad van tage of hard ship mea sures over tra di tional in come pov erty mea sures, 
such as the of fi cial U.S. pov erty mea sure, is that they mea sure con crete chal lenges 
that house holds face, such as not be ing  able to pay bills or hav ing sub stan dard hous
ing (Beverly 2001; Heflin 2017; Pilkauskas et al. 2012). In con trast, in come pov erty 
mea sures are prox ies for wellbe ing: in come is in stru men tally im por tant for meet ing 
ba sic needs, such as hous ing, food, and pay ing bills.

The wellbe ing of im mi grants visàvis the na tiveborn ap pears some what worse 
when an in come pov erty mea sure is used rather than hard ship mea sures. For ex am ple, 
whereas the gap in the of fi cial pov erty rate be tween im mi grants and the na tiveborn 
was 4.0 per cent age points in 2013 (14.3% among the na tiveborn, com pared with 
18.3% among the for eignborn; U.S. Census Bureau 2018a), the na tiv ity gap for all  
hard ships mea sured in that year were smaller. As noted ear li er, this smaller gap for 
hard ships could be due to stron ger net works, bet ter health, am bi tion, or other char ac
ter is tics that al low im mi grants to man age their re sources bet ter than the na tiveborn. 
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One clue supporting the last of these con jec tures is that the lack of con sumer du ra bles 
is the one hard ship that the for eignborn were much more likely to re port. This find ing 
sug gests that the for eignborn are more likely to forgo con sumer items—many which 
are non es sen tial—than to ex pe ri ence oth er, per haps more se ri ous kinds of hard ship, 
such as billpay ing and hous ing hard ships. In short, these find ings sup port the need 
for a va ri ety of mea sures to ar rive at a more com plete and ho lis tic un der stand ing of 
im mi grant wellbe ing. ■
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