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Generations of His panic Children
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ABSTRACT Recent cohorts of U.S. chil dren increas ingly con sist of immi grants or the 
imme di ate descen dants of immi grants, a demo graphic shift that has been impli cated 
in high rates of child pov erty. Analyzing data from the 2014–2018 Current Population 
Survey and using the U.S. Census Bureau’s Supplemental Poverty Measure, we 
describe dif fer ences in child pov erty rates across immi grant gen er a tions and assess how 
these disparities are rooted in gen er a tional dif fer ences in the prev a lence and impact of 
key pov erty risk fac tors. Our esti ma tes show that pov erty rates among His panic chil
dren are very high, par tic u larly among first-gen er a tion chil dren and sec ond-gen er a tion 
chil dren with two for eignborn par ents. Low fam ily employ ment is the most sig nif
i cant risk fac tor for pov erty, but the prev a lence of this risk varies lit tle across immi
grant gen er a tions. Differences in paren tal edu ca tion account for the greatest share of 
observed inter gen er a tional disparities in child pov erty. Supplemental com par i sons with 
third+gen er a tion nonHis panic White chil dren under score the dis ad van tages faced by 
all  His panic chil dren, high light ing the con tin ued salience of race and eth nic ity within 
the U.S. strat i fi ca tion sys tem. Understanding the role of immi grant gen er a tion vis-à-vis 
other dimen sions of inequal ity has sig nifi  cant pol icy impli ca tions given that America’s 
pop u la tion con tin ues to grow more diverse along mul ti ple social axes.

KEYWORDS Immigration • Immigrant gen er a tions • Child pov erty • Inequality 
• Employment

Introduction and Background

Racial and eth nic diver sity is steadily increas ing in the United States, driven largely 
by the chang ing com po si tion of the youn gest age cohorts (Lichter 2013). As of 2018, 
the race and eth nic ity of more than half of all  schoolage chil dren was some thing 
other than nonHis panic White, and His pan ics alone made up one quar ter of these 
youn gest agegroups (Frey 2019; U.S. Census Bureau 2019b).1 Importantly, these 

1 We use the term His panic through out for two rea sons. First, according to a recent Pew Research Center 
anal y sis, a major ity (51%) of the pop u la tion iden ti fy ing as His panic or Latino has no pref er ence regard ing 
the term, and most of the remaining 49% pre fer His panic (32%) over Latino (15%) (Lopez et al. 2020; 
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changes in ethnoracial com po si tion reflect shifting pat terns of immi gra tion and fer-
til ity among immi grants (Johnson and Lichter 2008). An impli ca tion of such shifts is 
that recent cohorts of chil dren will reflect increas ing diver sity in terms of both race 
and immi grant gen er a tion, each of which operates as an impor tant axis of socio eco
nomic inequal ity (Lichter 2013; Rumbaut and Portes 2001). These changes raise the 
pros pect that the youn gest cohorts of U.S. chil dren will be char ac ter ized by large and 
com plex dif fer ences in wellbeing and oppor tu nity.

Racial and eth nic disparities in pov erty and other socio eco nomic out comes among 
chil dren have been well documented (Eggebeen and Lichter 1991; Lichter et al. 
2015; Timberlake 2007), but con sid er ably less atten tion has been placed on var i a tion 
in chil dren’s eco nomic sta tus across immi grant gen er a tions (National Academies of 
Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2016).2 Much of the evi dence on this issue is 
based on data from the early 2000s and from stud ies using a pov erty mea sure that 
may sys tem at i cally mis char ac ter ize eco nomic con di tions across immi grant gen er a
tions. An updated anal y sis of inter gen er a tional disparities in child pov erty sim ply 
described rather than explained these dif fer ences (Thiede and Brooks 2018). Further 
study of these pat terns can pro vide insight into pro cesses of eco nomic inte gra tion 
or exclu sion across immi grant gen er a tions in at least two respects. First, chil dren’s 
earlylife cir cum stances shape their like li hood of expe ri enc ing upward mobil ity over 
their life course (Duncan et al. 1998; Duncan et al. 2010). Early expo sure to pov erty 
“at the starting line” can leave chil dren per ma nently dis ad van taged (Lichter et al. 
2015). Second, crosssec tional pat terns of inter gen er a tional inequalities pro vide an 
ana log to the tra jec tory that new immi grants and their descen dants may expe ri ence as 
they form emer gent first- and sec ond-gen er a tion cohorts (Alba and Nee 2009).

With these moti va tions in mind, we doc u ment the lev els and cor re lates of child 
pov erty dif fer ences across immi grant gen er a tions. We focus on the His panic pop u
la tion because it is the modal ethnoracial group of first- and sec ond-gen er a tion chil-
dren. Drawing on the logic of regres sion decom po si tion and the related prev a lences 
and pen al ties frame work for com par a tive pov erty research pro posed by Brady et al. 
(2017), we begin by answer ing three empir i cal ques tions about His panic chil dren. 
First, how does the prev a lence of pov erty risk fac tors vary across immi grant gen er a
tions? Second, how does the pen alty (i.e., the mag ni tude of pov erty risk) asso ci ated 
with each risk fac tor vary across immi grant gen er a tions? Third, given the pat terns we 
doc u ment in the first two steps, what share of observed pov erty rates, and inter gen er-
a tional dif fer ences therein, can be explained (sta tis ti cally) by the uneven dis tri bu tion 
of risk fac tors? We then expand our focus beyond His pan ics and ask how the prev
a lence and pen al ties of pov erty risk fac tors dif fer between His pan ics and the third+ 
gen er a tion of non-His panic Whites. This final, com par a tive anal y sis sheds pre lim i-
nary light on the inter sec tion of race and immi grant gen er a tion.

sta tis tics influ enced by rounding error). Second, the use of the term His panic is con sis tent with most of the 
lit er a ture that we engage in this study. However, we acknowl edge that Latino and Latinx are some times 
used as alter na tives or pre ferred labels for this pop u la tion.
2 As one anon y mous reviewer and other schol ars (e.g., Baker 2020) have noted, this gap in research also 
reflects the dis pro por tion ate empha sis among U.S. pov erty schol ars on cit ies in the Northeast and Midwest. 
This focus over em pha sizes pov erty among Black pop u la tions rel a tive to His panic pop u la tions and pop u la
tions in the South, Southwest, and West regions more broadly.
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Immigration and Inequalities in Child Poverty

Growing ethnoracial diver sity among recent cohorts of U.S. chil dren shapes and con
tex tu al izes pol icy debates about child pov erty and the social safety net. These demo
graphic trends—driven by immi gra tion, mar riage and fer til ity pat terns, and related 
social changes—are broadly cor re lated with large and grow ing shares of chil dren born 
into dis ad van taged cir cum stances (Lichter et al. 2015). Over the 2008–2014 period, 
for exam ple, 43.2% of nonHis panic Black infants were born into poor fam i lies (as 
defined by the U.S. offi cial pov erty mea sure), as were 36.5% of His panic infants and 
17.7% of nonHis panic White new borns (Thiede et al. 2018). These dif fer ences par
tially rep re sent the most recent man i fes ta tion of longstand ing ethnoracial inequali
ties in child pov erty (Call and Voss 2016; Eggebeen and Lichter 1991; Lichter et al. 
2005). However, new forms of diver sity—par tic u larly along the lines of nativ ity—are 
being driven by immi gra tion and high fer til ity among first- and sec ond-gen er a tion 
immi grants rel a tive to other groups (Woods and Hanson 2016). Social changes have 
height ened dis crim i na tion and con di tion al ity by nativ ity and immi grant gen er a tion 
simul ta neously, mak ing them increas ingly salient dimen sions of socio eco nomic 
inequal ity (Dohan 2003; Heinrich 2018; Laird et al. 2019). Understanding cur rent 
child pov erty dynam ics and devel op ing effec tive social pol icy there fore require atten
tion to how the lev els and cor re lates of pov erty vary across immi grant gen er a tions.

However, rel e vant evi dence avail  able to policymakers is lim ited. Social sci en tists have 
documented sub stan tial var i a tion in socio eco nomic out comes across immi grant gen er a
tions (Jiménez et al. 2018; National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 
2016; Park and Myers 2010; Parrado and Mor gan 2008), but few stud ies have ana lyzed 
such dif fer ences in pov erty among chil dren (we dis cuss excep tions later in this sec tion).3 
This knowl edge gap is par tic u larly impor tant because child hood expo sure to pov erty has 
large and some times irre vers ible effects on devel op men tal out comes that shape attain
ment over the life course (Bradley and Corwyn 2002; Duncan et al. 1998).4 Over the long 
run, an unequal dis tri bu tion of child pov erty across immi grant gen er a tions may there
fore con trib ute to inter gen er a tional disparities in edu ca tion, health, and other com monly 
stud ied laterlife out comes (AbraídoLanza et al. 2016; Qian and Qian 2019; Tran and  
Valdez 2017).

The few prior ana ly ses of child pov erty dif fer ences across immi grant gen er a tions 
pro vide clear moti va tion for addi tional research. For exam ple, Oropesa and Landale 
(1997) showed that more than four in 10 (40.7%) first-gen er a tion His panic chil dren 
were poor in 1990, more than 10 per cent age points higher than their third+gen er a tion 
peers and more than 30 per cent age points higher than the nonHis panic White third+ 
gen er a tion. Likewise, Lichter et al.’s (2005) anal y sis of the 2000 cen sus showed that 
pov erty among first-gen er a tion Mex i can-ori gin chil dren (36.1%) was nearly 14 per-
cent age points higher than among third+gen er a tion Mex i can Amer i cans (22.8%).5 

3 All of the stud ies discussed in this sec tion mea sured pov erty using the U.S. gov ern ment’s offi cial pov erty 
mea sure unless oth er wise noted.
4 These find ings for chil dren exposed to pov erty are com pared with the coun ter fac tual of being non poor 
in the United States.
5 Lichter and col leagues (2005) also found that the mag ni tude and direc tion of these inter gen er a tional 
disparities var ied by race. For exam ple, pov erty rates among non-His panic Black chil dren in the first 
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Intergenerational disparities are also dynamic. Comparing all  chil dren of immi grants 
with chil dren of nativeborn adults, Van Hook et al. (2004) documented grow ing 
inequalities in pov erty from 1969 through 1999. Overall, they found that the gap in 
child pov erty between chil dren of immi grants and chil dren of natives increased from 
−2.5 per cent age points (11.6% vs. 14.1%) in 1969 to 6.9 per cent age points (21.6% 
vs. 14.7%), representing a swing of 9.4 per cent age points. This rapid increase in pov
erty among chil dren of immi grants partly reflected com po si tional changes—namely, 
shifts in race and eth nic ity, paren tal employ ment and mar i tal sta tus, and time in the 
United States—and dis pro por tion ate increases in edu ca tion and work hours among 
nativeborn par ents. Large inter gen er a tional disparities in child pov erty have also 
been observed in more recent data. Thiede and Brooks (2018) found that, over all, first-
gen er a tion non cit i zen chil dren and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn 
par ents expe ri enced much higher rates of pov erty (as offi cially defined by the U.S. 
gov ern ment) in 2015–2016 (30.2% and 25.7%, respec tively) than sec ondgen er a tion 
chil dren with one for eignborn par ent and third+gen er a tion chil dren (approx i ma tely 
17% each). Beyond these stud ies, sur pris ingly lit tle anal y sis has explored dif fer ences 
in child pov erty across immi grant gen er a tions (see also Borjas 2011).

Knowledge on this topic is also lim ited by the use of the U.S. gov ern ment’s offi-
cial pov erty mea sure (OPM). The OPM has been widely cri tiqued (Brady and Parolin 
2020), and many of its lim i ta tions are ampli fied in com par i sons of child pov erty across 
immi grant gen er a tions. For exam ple, the OPM does not account for nearcash trans fers, 
such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), which have impor tant 
impli ca tions for chil dren’s wel fare and to which access varies according to immi grant 
gen er a tion (and cit i zen ship).6 A recent com par i son of OPMbased esti ma tes of child 
pov erty by immi grant gen er a tion with rates based on his tor i cal esti ma tes of the U.S. 
Census Bureau’s Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) (Fox et al. 2015) revealed dif
fer ences that are con sis tent with expec ta tions about disparities in pro gram eli gi bil ity and 
use (Thiede and Brooks 2018).7 Thus, prior evi dence based on the OPM may mis char
ac ter ize lev els and dif fer ences in pov erty across immi grant gen er a tions. In the con text 
of projected future growth in the demo graphic diver sity of youth cohorts, these evi dence 
gaps moti vate our use of the SPM and focus on pov erty among immi grant chil dren.

Conceptual Framework

We draw on Brady et al.’s (2017) prev a lences and pen al ties frame work for com par
ing the pov erty risk across pop u la tions to con cep tu al ize and ana lyze inter gen er a tional 

immi grant gen er a tion (26.2%) were lower than among the third gen er a tion (34.0%), a find ing that Thomas 
(2011) rep li cated and dem on strated is mod er ated by famil ial con text. Such find ings dem on strate that 
“down ward assim i la tion” is pos si ble and that the choice of the ref er ence group has con cep tual impli ca
tions (e.g., within or betweenrace com par i sons).
6 The OPM also does not account for geo graphic var i a tion in liv ing costs, which are likely to mod er ate 
eco nomic hard ship unevenly across immi grant gen er a tions given non ran dom set tle ment pat terns (Lichter 
and Johnson 2006; Pacas and Rothwell 2020).
7 Thiede and Brooks (2018) described trends in pov erty rates by immi grant gen er a tion and ethnoracial 
group from 1993 to 2016 using both the OPM and SPM. Using that paper as a point of depar ture, here we 
address more ana lytic ques tions about the social and demo graphic fac tors that explain con tem po rary inter
gen er a tional dif fer ences in child pov erty as defined by the SPM.
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eco nomic disparities among His panic chil dren.8 Drawing on the logic of demo graphic 
stan dard i za tion and decom po si tion, this frame work dis ag gre gates disparities in child 
pov erty rates into (a) dif fer ences in the prev a lence of char ac ter is tics asso ci ated with 
pov erty (i.e., a “prev a lence”) and (b) dif fer ences in the degree of risk asso ci ated with 
a given char ac ter is tic (i.e., a “pen alty”). Importantly, this frame work empha sizes risk 
fac tors that are mod i fi able—and thus ame na ble to pol icy inter ven tions—rather than 
purely ascrip tive (Brady et al. 2017:742). We focus on five such dimen sions of risk: 
paren tal age, fam ily struc ture, paren tal edu ca tion, fam ily employ ment, and place of 
res i dence.9

Parental age is expected to be inversely asso ci ated with the risk of pov erty. Pov
erty rates are par tic u larly high for young par ents, espe cially teen ag ers and those in 
their early 20s (Kearney and Levine 2012). These are the ages at which earn ings 
tend to be low est and thus when par ents are least  able to meet the addi tional income 
needs of a new child. Prior research sug gests that ageatchild bear ing pat terns vary 
by immi grant gen er a tion. For exam ple, Rumbaut and Komaie (2010) found that first-
gen er a tion immi grants are much more likely to have chil dren in their early adult 
years (56%), com pared with both the sec ond (31%) and third gen er a tions (38%).

Family struc ture is cor re lated with child pov erty risk, in part because sin gle head
ship con strains fam ily labor sup ply. Family struc ture may also cap ture pov erty risks 
asso ci ated with gen der dis crim i na tion, such as the compounded dis ad van tage that 
sin gle moth ers face vis-à-vis sin gle fathers (Kramer et al. 2016). Marriage and cohab
i ta tion pat terns as well as fam ily struc ture at birth have been shown to vary across 
immi grant gen er a tions: higher mar riage rates are typ i cally observed among the ear
li est gen er a tions (Brown et al. 2008; Glick 2010; Lichter et al. 2005). For exam ple, 
whereas first-gen er a tion His panic immi grants have high mar riage rates, those in the 
sec ond and third+ gen er a tions have expe ri enced the same retreat from mar riage as the 
U.S. pop u la tion at large (Oropesa and Landale 2004).

Parental edu ca tion may affect pov erty risk through employ ment, job qual ity, and 
wages. Given increased matching on edu ca tion among part ners (Smith et al. 2014), edu
ca tion may also influ ence pov erty by affect ing the prob a bil ity that one’s spouse or cohabi
tating part ner is employed and earning abovepov erty wages. Prior stud ies dem on strated 
sig nifi  cant inter gen er a tional disparities within the His panic pop u la tion (e.g., Rumbaut 
and Komaie 2010). Likewise, our anal y sis of the 2014–2018 Current Population Survey 

8 See Rothwell and McEwen (2017) for another excel lent appli ca tion of Brady et al.’s frame work to the 
anal y sis of child pov erty. Likewise, Laird et al. (2018) used this frame work to study inter state dif fer ences 
in pov erty in the United States using the SPM.
9 Citizenship, autho ri za tion sta tus, and English pro fi ciency are also impor tant and mod i fi able cor re lates of 
eco nomic out comes among immi grants (Mattingly and Pedroza 2018; Sullivan and Ziegert 2008). How
ever, lan guage pro fi ciency data were not col lected in the data we use from the Current Population Survey 
(CPS), and chil dren’s cit i zen ship sta tus varies only within the first gen er a tion, so defined. Authorization 
sta tus has been esti mated using the CPS (Van Hook et al. 2015), but it is not included as a pre dic tor because 
it does not vary within all  gen er a tions. In one effort to address these lim i ta tions, we used data from the 
2014–2018 Amer i can Community Survey to com pare the English lan guage pro fi ciency of native- and 
for eignborn adults with chil dren (under age 18) in their house hold—the clos est proxy to the cohort of 
par ents in our data (see Table A1 in the online appen dix). We found that for eignborn adults are much 
more likely to speak poor or no English (44.2%) than nativeborn adults (3.1%). Low English lan guage 
pro fi ciency is there fore most likely to be a risk fac tor for first-gen er a tion chil dren and sec ond-gen er a tion 
chil dren with two for eignborn par ents in our sam ple.
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(CPS) reveals that 12.3% of all  first-gen er a tion His panic adults com pleted a col lege 
degree, com pared with 20% or greater of His panic adults from later gen er a tions.

Employment (hence forth “fam ily employ ment” in our typol ogy) is the main deter
mi nant of fam ily income and is there fore an impor tant cor re late of child pov erty 
(Baker 2015). Although even full-time employ ment is some times insuf fi cient to avoid 
pov erty (Brady et al. 2010), fam i lies with unem ployed adults face excep tion ally high 
pov erty risks. Differences in employ ment between native and for eignborn adults 
have been well documented. GonzalezBarrera and Lopez (2013) showed that the 
unem ploy ment rate in the early 2010s was much higher among nativeborn Mex i can
ori gin adults (14.1%) than their for eignborn peers (10.3%). Other evi dence also sug
gests that for eignborn adults may be more likely to work fulltime than com pa ra ble 
nativeborn indi vid u als (National Academy of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 
2017; Rumbaut and Komaie 2010).

Finally, place of res i dence may affect chil dren’s pov erty risk by shap ing the 
eco nomic oppor tu nity struc ture for their par ents. Local social ties and com mu nity 
insti tu tions con sti tute impor tant dimen sions of the assim i la tion con text that immi
grants and their descen dants face (Rendón 2019). Additionally, eco nomic wellbeing 
is influ enced by struc tural and insti tu tional con straints that vary spa tially (e.g., by 
region, as Baker (2020) dem on strated recently).10 Finally, the cost of liv ing, safety net 
eli gi bil ity, and ben e fit gen er os ity vary across the coun try, which influ ences house hold 
wellbeing and esti ma tes of pov erty based on mea sures that cap ture such costs and 
resources (as in our study) (Pacas and Rothwell 2020; Renwick 2011).

Spatial assim i la tion mod els pre dict inter gen er a tional changes in the types of places 
where fam i lies reside, with neigh bor hood qual ity and socio eco nomic attain ment pos
i tively asso ci ated with immi grant gen er a tion (Alba and Logan 1991; Alba and Nee 
2009). However, such mod els do not typ i cally account for dif fer ences in the cost of 
liv ing and have been com pli cated by the emer gence of new, dis pro por tion ately rural 
immi grant des ti na tions (Crowley et al. 2006; Kandel and Parrado 2005; Lichter and 
Johnson 2009; Lichter et al. 2012; LudwigDehm and Iceland 2017; Marrow 2020). 
These new des ti na tions not only rep re sent dif fer ent assim i la tion con texts than tra di
tional gate ways, but they are also char ac ter ized by unique polit i cal and insti tu tional 
struc tures, costs of liv ing, and other such fac tors that influ ence well-being (Carr et al. 
2012; Hall 2013; Light 2006). Although each type of place may pro vide eco nomic 
oppor tu ni ties (and bar ri ers), recent work by Lichter et al. (2015) revealed excep tion
ally high pov erty risks among new born chil dren in new, rural des ti na tions. We con
sider this find ing to be a rea son able basis for pro vi sion ally treating res i dence in such 
places as one of our pri mary risk fac tors.

In addi tion to inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in these prev a lences, the pen al ties 
asso ci ated with each fac tor may vary sys tem at i cally across groups (Brady et al. 
2017). For instance, the pen alty for low paren tal edu ca tion may vary across immi
grant gen er a tions because of real or per ceived dif fer ences in the qual ity of edu ca tion 
received inter na tion ally ver sus domes ti cally (Kaushal 2011). Likewise, the low fam
ily employ ment pen alty may vary because of inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in wages 

10 For exam ple, Baker (2020) showed that dis pro por tion ately high pov erty in the U.S. South can be par
tially explained by the weak ness of col lec tive power resources that influ ence labor mar ket struc ture and 
resource dis tri bu tion.
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(Massey and Gelatt 2010), and the effects of place of res i dence may vary given geo
graphic dif fer ences in safety net eli gi bil ity and use among for eignborn chil dren 
and nativeborn chil dren of for eignborn par ents (Bitler and Hoynes 2011; Heinrich 
2018). In addi tion to these and other exam ples supported by prior research, dif fer
ences in such pen al ties may reflect inter gen er a tional disparities in con tex tual fac tors 
and indi vid ual char ac ter is tics that can not be eas ily observed in our data. Although 
there is a strong ratio nale to expect sys tem atic dif fer ences in pen al ties, such pat terns 
make it dif fi cult to develop direc tional hypoth e ses about the exact nature of these pat-
terns. We there fore con sider this issue an empir i cal ques tion.

Research Objectives

The over all goals of this paper are to esti mate dif fer ences in pov erty rates across 
immi grant gen er a tions of His panic chil dren and to eval u ate the cor re lates, or sources, 
of these dif fer ences. We have four spe cific objec tives. First, we pro duce esti ma tes of 
pov erty rates for His panic chil dren in each of four immi grant gen er a tions (as defined 
later) using the SPM. Second, we com pare the prev a lence of five risk fac tors—
paren tal age, fam ily struc ture, paren tal edu ca tion, fam ily employ ment, and place of 
res i dence—and the pen alty asso ci ated with each of them across gen er a tions. Third, 
we assess the sub stan tive impor tance of these pat terns by sim u lat ing group-spe cific 
pov erty rates for a series of coun ter fac tual sce nar ios in which inter gen er a tional dif
fer ences in select risk fac tors are elim i nated. Fourth, we draw com par i sons with the 
nonHis panic White pop u la tion, which is some times used as the ref er ence group in 
stud ies of immi grant inte gra tion across gen er a tions (e.g., Mattingly and Pedroza 
2018; Orrenius and Zavodny 2019).

Analytic Strategy

Data

We draw on microdata from the Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) of 
the Current Population Survey, which is based on a nation ally rep re sen ta tive sam ple 
of approx i ma tely 60,000 house holds and is a pri mary source of U.S. labor force sta tis
tics. The ASEC includes detailed infor ma tion on prioryear income and employ ment 
and has a num ber of advan tages for our pur poses. First, these data include infor ma tion 
on the paren tal birth place of all  indi vid u als in respon dent house holds, allowing us to 
mea sure chil dren’s immi grant gen er a tion regard less of whether the par ent(s) resided 
with the child at the time of the sur vey. Second, these data include all  infor ma tion 
needed to con struct the SPM, our use of which advances research on pov erty among 
immi grant chil dren. Third, the ASEC is designed to increase the pre ci sion of esti ma
tes among the His panic pop u la tion and house holds with chil dren aged 18 or youn ger 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2019a). Nonetheless, these data have two impor tant lim i ta tions. 
First, despite recent improve ments in data qual ity, house holds with for eignborn 
adults—espe cially undoc u mented and recently arrived indi vid u als—remain under
counted in the CPS (Passel and Cohn 2018; Van Hook et al. 2014). Because this 
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undercounted pop u la tion is likely to be dis pro por tion ately dis ad van taged, our sam ple 
may pro duce con ser va tive esti ma tes of pov erty among the first and sec ond gen er-
a tions. Second, the eth nic and racial clas si fi ca tion used in the CPS may intro duce 
mea sure ment error that varies gen er a tion ally and socio eco nom i cally (see below) in a 
man ner that upwardly biases pov erty esti ma tes among later immi grant gen er a tions. 
These two sources of bias operate in oppo site direc tions, with the net effect unknown 
and con tin gent on which influ ence dom i na tes.

We com pile files from the 2014–2018 ASEC using the IPUMS data base (Flood 
et al. 2018).11 This period includes the five most recent waves of the ASEC that were 
avail  able at the time of anal y sis. The ana lytic sam ple is restricted to indi vid u als aged 
17 years or youn ger at the time of the sur vey. Because some chil dren will be observed 
twice (in con sec u tive sam ples) given the sam pling struc ture of the CPS, cases should 
be interpreted as per sonperiod obser va tions. We account for these repeated obser va
tions of indi vid u als by clus ter ing on per son iden ti fi ers. The main ana lytic sam ple of 
His panic chil dren includes a total of 50,875 unweighted per sonyear obser va tions.12

Measures

The out come of inter est is a given child’s pov erty sta tus, which we mea sure using the 
U.S. Census Bureau’s SPM. Unlike the offi cial mea sure, the SPM accounts for near-
cash trans fers (e.g., SNAP, hous ing vouch ers), taxes and tax cred its, and geog ra phy
spe cific costs of liv ing (Fox et al. 2015).13 It also includes cohabitating part ners, fos ter 
chil dren, and non at tached chil dren under age 15 in fam ily size cal cu la tions. Further, 
the SPM uses a dif fer ent bas ket of items and cost cal cu la tions to deter mine pov erty 
thresh olds than the decadesold for mula that under lies the OPM (Meyer and Sullivan 
2012; Wimer et al. 2016). As we argued ear lier, the abil ity of the SPM to cap ture the 
wel fare effects of many fac tors that vary by nativ ity is par tic u larly advan ta geous for 
our pur poses.

Our pri mary strat i fy ing var i able is immi grant gen er a tion, which we mea sure using 
a four-cat e gory typol ogy. The first group includes for eign-born chil dren14 and is clas
si fied as the first gen er a tion. The sec ond gen er a tion includes native-born chil dren 
with at least one for eignborn par ent, and we strat ify this pop u la tion into two groups 
according to whether (a) one or (b) both par ents are for eignborn.15 Finally, we define 
the third+ gen er a tion as nativeborn chil dren with nativeborn par ents; this cat e gory 

11 For 2014, we include only the three eighths of the sam ple that received an exper i men tal rede sign. This 
approach is con sis tent with guid ance for using the 2014 ASEC with sub se quent sam ples (i.e., 2015 and 
beyond) (Flood et al. 2018).
12 All ana ly ses are weighted using the ASEC-spe cific per son weights pro vided by IPUMS.
13 The SPM does not account for non cash trans fers, such as pub lic health care and edu ca tion pro grams 
(Fox et al. 2015; Garfinkel et al. 2006).
14 This group includes chil dren who are both for eignborn non cit i zens and for eignborn nat u ral ized cit
i zens. Although com po si tional dif fer ences exist between these two sub groups, these sub pop u la tions are 
com bined in this anal y sis because of the rel a tively small sam ple size of for eignborn nat u ral ized cit i zens. 
A sup ple men tary anal y sis with the first gen er a tion strat i fied by cit i zen ship sta tus is pro vided in the online 
appen dix (see Table A2).
15 As Masferrer et al. (2019) documented, hun dreds of thou sands of U.S.born chil dren with Mex i canborn 
par ents—mem bers of the sec ond gen er a tion—have returned to Mexico over recent years. To the extent 

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://dup.silverchair.com

/dem
ography/article-pdf/58/6/2139/1428642/2139thiede.pdf by guest on 10 April 2024



2147Poverty Across Immigrant Generations of His panic Children

includes chil dren who were born abroad to par ents who were U.S. cit i zens. We can not 
con sis tently dis tin guish between the third and fourth+ gen er a tions. Our esti ma tes will 
there fore mask a fourth+gen er a tion dis ad van tage that has been documented else
where (Orrenius and Zavodny 2019).16

We fur ther strat ify chil dren on the basis of race and eth nic ity, restricting our main 
ana ly ses to the sam ple of His panic chil dren (of all  races) and conducting one addi
tional com par a tive anal y sis using the nonHis panic White third+ gen er a tion as our 
ref er ence group. We define chil dren’s race and eth nic ity according to how they were 
char ac ter ized by the respon dent in the CPS inter view. This approach allows us to 
clas sify chil dren con sis tently regard less of the num ber of cores i dent par ents, but it 
has impor tant lim i ta tions (Alba et al. 2018). First, chil dren of mul ti ple ethnoracial 
back grounds are clas si fied incon sis tently and in a man ner that may be cor re lated with 
the ethnoracial iden ti ties of their par ents and the bal ance of power within the house
hold (Lichter and Qian 2018). Second, attach ments to eth nic iden ti ties may decline 
across immi grant gen er a tions (par tic u larly after the sec ond gen er a tion), and this eth
nic attri tion may be pos i tively selected on socio eco nomic sta tus (Duncan and Trejo 
2011, 2018; Fernández et al. 2018; Orrenius and Zavodny 2019).17

We focus on the prev a lence of five pov erty risk fac tors. The first is low paren tal 
age, which we define as chil dren resid ing in fam i lies headed by adults aged 24 years 
or youn ger.18 We esti mate the pen alty of this risk fac tor rel a tive to chil dren in fam i lies 
headed by adults aged 35–44 years. We include addi tional con trols to account for chil
dren with fam ily heads aged 25–34 years, 45–54 years, and 55+ years, respec tively.

The sec ond fac tor is fam ily struc ture, with res i dence in a fam ily with a sin gle, 
nevermar ried head being the pri mary risk fac tor of inter est. However, because we 
also expect chil dren in fam i lies with other unmar ried heads to face high pov erty risks, 
we dis tin guish between fam ily heads that are cohabitating; divorced, sep a rated, or 
widowed; and mar ried.

The third risk fac tor is low paren tal edu ca tion, defined as no high school diploma 
for the child’s fam ily head. We mea sure the pen alty asso ci ated with this risk rel a tive 

that this pro cess is selec tive, it will influ ence our pov erty esti ma tes for both sec ond-gen er a tion groups, so 
defined.
16 Among the Mex i canori gin pop u la tion in our sam ple, many latergen er a tion indi vid u als are from 
fam i lies that were not immi grants but were rather incor po rated into the United States through con quest 
(Montejano 1987). These pop u la tions faced high lev els of dis crim i na tion in the United States, which—
com bined with eth nic attri tion—has been hypoth e sized to explain declin ing socio eco nomic attain ment 
from the third to the fourth+ gen er a tion of His panic indi vid u als (Orrenius and Zavodny 2019).
17 The results of a sup ple men tal anal y sis explor ing this issue are reported in Table A3 of the online appen
dix. Among first- and sec ond-gen er a tion chil dren with at least one His panic cores i dent par ent, between 
94.0% and 98.9% are iden ti fied as His panic in the CPS. Nearly all  oth ers are iden ti fied as non-His panic 
White. Among the third+ gen er a tion, 89.9% of chil dren with at least one His panic cores i dent par ent are 
iden ti fied as His panic. This per cent age is lower than that for the other groups, a find ing con sis tent with the 
eth nic attri tion documented in other research.
18 We mea sure age, mar i tal sta tus, and edu ca tion for fam ily heads rather than moth ers (or fathers) because 
not all  chil dren have cores i dent par ents. This deci sion allows for con sis tent mea sure ment and is in line with 
our con cep tu al i za tion of the fam ily as an eco nomic resource–shar ing unit. However, for some out comes 
(e.g., child devel op ment), it may be impor tant to link chil dren to moth ers or fathers directly (Crosnoe et al. 
2016). We pro vide descrip tive sta tis tics using an alter na tive mea sure ment approach in the online appen dix 
(see Table A4). For this alter na tive anal y sis, we use the char ac ter is tics of the cores i dent mother (if pres ent), 
father (if only the father is pres ent), and fam ily head (if the child has no cores i dent par ents).
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to chil dren of fam ily heads with a bach e lor’s degree or higher. We also include con
trols to account for fam ily heads with a high school diploma or an asso ci ate’s degree, 
respec tively.19

The fourth risk fac tor is low employ ment among adult fam ily mem bers. Family 
employ ment is defined as the aver age num ber of full-time equiv a lents (FTEs; 1 FTE = 
1,750 hours) worked by all  work ingage (ages 24–64 years) adult mem bers of the SPM 
fam ily unit dur ing the cal en dar year before the CPS.20 We stan dard ize by the num ber of 
work ingage adults because the upper bound of the abso lute FTEs worked is a func tion 
of house hold labor sup ply. We then con struct an indi ca tor that distinguishes between 
fam i lies with less than 0.5 FTE per adult and those with 0.5 or more FTE per adult.21

The fifth risk fac tor is res i dence in a new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tion (ref er ence = 
met ro pol i tan areas of established des ti na tions). Our res i dence type var i able distin
guishes between indi vid u als liv ing in (a) a new, established, or other immi grant des
ti na tion state, and (b) a met ro pol i tan or non met ro pol i tan county. Following Massey 
and Capoferro (2008), we define immi grant des ti na tion sta tus at the state level (see 
Figure A1 in the online appen dix) because we can not con sis tently iden tify place of 
res i dence at a finer scale.22 Metropolitan sta tus is pro vided in the CPS and is defined 
using the Office of Management and Budget’s met ro pol i tan clas si fi ca tion sys tem.23

Methods

The anal y sis pro ceeds as fol lows. We begin by esti mat ing the pov erty rate among 
His panic chil dren by immi grant gen er a tion, esti mat ing the prev a lence of all  five risk 
fac tors for each gen er a tion, and quan ti fy ing the pen alty asso ci ated with each fac tor. 
Penalties rep re sent the per cent agepoint increase or decrease in pov erty asso ci ated 
with each risk. They are esti mated using a series of lin ear prob a bil ity mod els that 
pre dict chil dren’s SPM pov erty sta tus as a func tion of all  five risk fac tors and a set of 
con trol var i ables, strat i fied by immi grant gen er a tion. Controls include child’s age (in 
years), rela tion ship to the fam ily head (distinguishing between child, grand child, and 
other rela tion), fam ily head’s sex, fam ily size, and region of res i dence.24

19 The high school diploma cat e gory includes those with CPS edu ca tion categories of (a) high school 
diploma or equiv a lent and (b) some col lege but no degree.
20 We set 1.0 FTE to 1,750 hours because this is the total num ber of hours worked per year given a 35hour 
work week and 50 work weeks per year. We include the work of all  work ingage adults under the assump
tion that the fam ily, as defined by the SPM, is a resource-shar ing unit. We exclude adults at ages com monly 
asso ci ated with col lege atten dance and adults who are at or beyond retire ment age.
21 Our choice of 0.5 FTE per adult is rea son able but ulti mately arbi trary. We assume that a house hold 
with two work ingage adults that has an equiv a lent of one fulltime worker (0.5 FTE per per son) would 
be deemed ade quately employed. A sup ple men tal anal y sis using a thresh old of 1.0 FTE per adult revealed 
sub stan tively sim i lar con clu sions (see Table A5 of the online appen dix).
22 The statelevel mea sures that we nec es sar ily use mask sub state het ero ge ne ity in des ti na tion type that could 
be detected with county or met ro pol i tan area–level data (Johnson and Lichter 2008; LudwigDehm and 
Iceland 2017).
23 The final categories used in the anal y sis are established metropolitan, non met ro pol i tan, new met ro pol-
i tan, new non met ro pol i tan, other met ro pol i tan, other non met ro pol i tan, and all  counties with out an iden ti
fi able met ro pol i tan sta tus.
24 Our esti ma tion uses robust stan dard errors to account for the heteroskedasticity inher ent in these mod els.
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We then quan tify the con tri bu tion of observed inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in the 
prev a lence of risk fac tors to disparities in child pov erty. Specifically, fol low ing Brady 
et al. (2017), we pro duce coun ter fac tual pre dic tions of pov erty rates for each immi
grant gen er a tion under the assump tion that group i had the same dis tri bu tion of a 
given pov erty risk fac tor as observed among the third+ gen er a tion. Although not a 
for mal decom po si tion, this exer cise fol lows the logic of Kitagawa–Blinder–Oaxaca 
decom po si tion (Fairlie 2005; Kitagawa 1955) and allows us to pro duce eas ily inter
pret able esti ma tes of whether and how pov erty among first- and sec ond-gen er a tion 
immi grant chil dren would change in the absence of com po si tional dif fer ences with 
the third+ gen er a tion.

Our main anal y sis focuses on His panic chil dren, who rep re sent the larg est group of 
immi grant chil dren. Third+gen er a tion His panic chil dren serve as our pri mary ref er ence 
group, which allows us to under stand how nativ ity, the pres ence of for eignborn par
ents, and cor re lated char ac ter is tics influ ence chil dren’s eco nomic cir cum stances. These 
crosssec tional com par i sons are valu able because they com pare nativ ity groups within 
the same social and pol icy con text, where dis crim i na tion and con di tion al ity vary by 
gen er a tion. We then com pare the pov erty rates and the prev a lence and pen al ties of pov
erty risk fac tors observed among His panic chil dren with those of the third+gen er a tion 
non-His panic White pop u la tion. These ana ly ses build on our first set of com par i sons to 
eval u ate whether and how racial disparities might mod er ate the influ ence of immi grant 
gen er a tion. Given evi dence of dis crim i na tion against the His panic pop u la tion in gen
eral (Pager et al. 2009; Pager and Shepherd 2008), we argue that it is use ful to eval u ate 
changes in pov erty that would occur if char ac ter is tics con verged to the aver age lev els 
of the most advan taged group within the U.S. strat i fi ca tion sys tem.25 In doing so, we 
account for the pos si bil ity that con ver gence among His panic immi grant gen er a tions 
might still leave some chil dren dis ad van taged rel a tive to other groups.

Results

Poverty Among His panic Children

We begin by describ ing His panic child pov erty rates by immi grant gen er a tion (Table 
1). Point esti ma tes of pov erty are highest among first-gen er a tion chil dren (32.2%) 
and nativeborn chil dren with two for eignborn par ents (32.1%). At more than 30%, 
these rates are excep tion ally high by most stan dards. By con trast, pov erty rates are 
more than 10 per cent age points lower among both sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with 
only one for eignborn par ent (20.8%) and the third+ immi grant gen er a tion (19.1%). 
However, in both cases, pov erty remains above the national aver age for chil dren dur
ing this period (16.2%). Overall, the results sug gest a bifur ca tion in pov erty between 
immi grant gen er a tion groups. Poverty rates among first-gen er a tion chil dren and 
sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with twofor eignborn par ents con verge around 32%, 

25 Our approach dif fers from that of other impor tant stud ies. For exam ple, Jiménez et al. (2018) empha
sized the chang ing cir cum stances of recent cohorts of chil dren visàvis their par ents’ cohort (i.e., com par
ing the 2010 third gen er a tion with the sec ond gen er a tion in 1980).
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whereas approx i ma tely 20% of both sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with one for eign
born par ent and the third+ gen er a tion reside in poor fam i lies.

Prevalence of Poverty Risk Factors Among His panic Children

We next describe the prev a lence of five major pov erty risk fac tors across immi grant 
gen er a tions (see Figure 1 and Table 1). We begin by exam in ing the share of chil dren 
resid ing in fam i lies headed by a young adult, aged 24 or youn ger. Third+gen er a tion 
chil dren (6.9%) and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with one for eignborn par ent (6.9%) 
are most likely to reside in such fam i lies, followed closely by first-gen er a tion chil dren 
(6.6%). Secondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents are least likely to 
reside in a fam ily unit headed by a young adult (5.3%). The range of prev a lence 

Table 1 Poverty rates and the prev a lence of pov erty risks among His panic chil dren, by immi grant 
gen er a tion

Characteristic
First  

Generation

Second 
 Generation, Two 

ForeignBorn 
Parents

Second 
 Generation, One 

ForeignBorn 
Parent

Third+  
Generation

Poverty Status (SPM) = Poor .322 .321 .208 .191
Parental Age
 <25 .066 .053 .069 .069
 25–34 .237 .284 .344 .334
 35–44 .400 .415 .337 .356
 45–54 .196 .186 .161 .147
 ≥55 .101 .062 .089 .094
Family Structure
 Married .677 .694 .651 .586
 Separated, divorced, or widowed .127 .090 .157 .151
 Single, never mar ried .123 .118 .123 .147
 Cohabitating .074 .098 .069 .116
Parental Education
 No high school diploma .415 .496 .230 .166
 High school diploma .348 .378 .468 .523
 Associate’s degree .045 .047 .097 .112
 Bachelor’s degree .192 .078 .205 .200
Low Family Work .168 .156 .162 .164
Place of Residence
 Established met ro pol i tan .686 .694 .688 .629
 Established non met ro pol i tan .016 .016 .027 .032
 New met ro pol i tan .207 .210 .191 .227
 New non met ro pol i tan .020 .019 .027 .029
 Other met ro pol i tan .043 .042 .041 .055
 Other non met ro pol i tan .014 .014 .014 .021
 All, not iden ti fi able .013 .006 .012 .007
Sample Size 2,805 19,100 7,671 21,299

Notes: The table reports pro por tions. All dif fer ences in the prev a lence of pov erty risks (ref er ence cat e gory 
= third+-gen er a tion chil dren) are sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant (p < .05) except for paren tal age (sec ondgen er a tion 
chil dren with one for eignborn par ent) and low family work (all  gen er a tion groups).
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rates across gen er a tions is 1.6 per cent age points, which is rel a tively small in abso lute 
terms but proportionately rep re sents approx i ma tely 23%–30% of the observed rates.

We next con sider paren tal mar i tal sta tus, as proxied by the mar i tal sta tus of the 
fam ily head. His panic chil dren in the first two immi grant gen er a tions are least likely 
to reside in a fam ily headed by a sin gle, nevermar ried adult: 11.8% of sec ond
gen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents live in such fam i lies, as do 12.3% 
of first-gen er a tion children and sec ond-gen er a tion chil dren with one for eign-born 
par ent. In con trast, 14.7% of third+gen er a tion chil dren reside in a fam ily with a 
sin gle, nevermar ried head. A sim i lar pat tern is observed for the share of each gen
er a tion in fam i lies headed by an unmar ried adult, irrespective of whether that fam ily 
head had ever been mar ried or is cohabitating. We find that 32.3% of first-gen er a tion 
chil dren and between 30.6% and 34.9% of sec ondgen er a tion chil dren reside in such 
fam i lies, com pared with 41.4% of the third+ gen er a tion.

The third risk fac tor is low paren tal edu ca tion, defined as when a fam ily head 
lacks a high school diploma. More than 40% of first-gen er a tion chil dren (41.5%) 
and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents (49.6%) have a fam ily 
head with low edu ca tion. These prev a lence rates for low paren tal edu ca tion are more 
than 20 per cent age points higher than observed among sec ondgen er a tion chil dren 
with one for eignborn par ent (23.0%) and mem bers of the third+ gen er a tion (16.6%). 
Although this pat tern sug gests a clear dis ad van tage among the for mer two groups, the 
share of first-gen er a tion chil dren in fam i lies with a col lege-edu cated head (19.2%) is 
com pa ra ble to that among the lat ter two gen er a tions (20.5% for sec ondgen er a tion 
chil dren with one for eignborn par ent and 20.0% for chil dren of the third+ gen er a
tion). That is, the paren tal edu ca tion dis tri bu tion of the first gen er a tion is bifur cated. 

Fig. 1 Prevalence of poverty risks among Hispanic children, by immigrant generation. Solid vertical bars 
indicate 95% CIs. HS = high school.
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The prev a lence of chil dren with a col legeedu cated fam ily head is con sid er ably lower 
among sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents (7.8%), mak ing 
these chil dren appear dis tinc tively dis ad van taged with respect to paren tal edu ca tion.

Fourth, the prev a lence of low fam ily employ ment is dis trib uted evenly across 
immi grant gen er a tions. According to our point esti ma tes, the share of chil dren in such 
fam i lies ranges from 15.6% among sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn 
par ents to 16.8% among first-gen er a tion chil dren. Importantly, this is the one of our 
five risk fac tors for which dif fer ences in the dis tri bu tion among the first three gen er a-
tional groups are not sta tis ti cally dif fer ent rel a tive to the third+ gen er a tion.

Finally, we con sider the dis tri bu tion of chil dren by place of res i dence. Our esti
ma tes reveal mod est inter gen er a tional var i a tion in the share of chil dren resid ing in 
new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions (our res i dence type of inter est) (see Figure A1 in 
the online appen dix). Almost 3% of third+gen er a tion chil dren (2.9%) and sec ond
gen er a tion chil dren with one for eignborn par ent (2.7%) reside in such places, which 
is approx i ma tely 35%–45% more than the share of first-gen er a tion children (2.0%) 
and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents (1.9%). Although 
these fig ures are small in an abso lute sense, His panic chil dren are under rep re sented 
in non met ro pol i tan areas of the United States. Looking beyond our focal res i dence 
type, we also find that, across immi grant gen er a tions, mem bers of the third+ gen er a
tion are most likely to reside out side of tra di tional des ti na tion states. Just more than 
one third (33.9%) of this group resides out side of such states, com pared with 28.5% 
to 29.8% among the first and sec ond gen er a tions.

Penalties to Poverty Risk Factors Among His panic Children

We next describe lev els and inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in the pen al ties asso ci ated 
with each fac tor of inter est (see Figure 2 and Table 2). First, with respect to paren tal 
age, the pen alty asso ci ated with resid ing in a fam ily headed by a young adult is sub
stan tively small and sta tis ti cally non sig nifi  cant among first-gen er a tion chil dren and 
sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents. Among sec ondgen er a tion 
chil dren with one for eignborn par ent and third+gen er a tion chil dren, how ever, the 
pen al ties are sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant and sub stan tively mean ing ful at 6.8 and 6.7 per-
cent age points, respec tively. That is, rel a tive to chil dren resid ing in fam i lies headed 
by adults aged 35–44 years within their own immi grant gen er a tions, such chil dren 
face a prob a bil ity of pov erty that is (respec tively) 6.8 and 6.7 per cent age points 
higher net of con trols. This pat tern of only the lat ter two gen er a tions expe ri enc ing 
ben e fits to delayed child bear ing could reflect a flat ter age–earn ings pro file among 
for eignborn work ers than among their nativeborn peers.

Second, we con sider the pen alty for res i dence in fam i lies headed by a sin gle, 
nevermar ried adult. Such chil dren in the sec ond and third+ gen er a tions face sig nifi -
cantly higher pov erty risks than their samegen er a tion peers liv ing in fam i lies with a 
mar ried head. The point esti mate of the pen alty is smallest—and not sta tis ti cally sig
nifi  cant—among the first gen er a tion and larg est among sec ond-gen er a tion chil dren 
with one for eignborn par ent (18.1 points). The esti mated pen alty among sec ond
gen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents is 15.3 points, and that among the 
third+ gen er a tion is 12.7 points. We also observe sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant pen al ties 
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for resid ing in fam i lies with a cohabitating head and, with the excep tion of the first 
gen er a tion, a sep a rated, divorced, or widowed head. For exam ple, the pen alty asso ci
ated with paren tal cohab i ta tion is 9.9 to 12.3 points for first- and sec ond-gen er a tion 
chil dren, com pared with 8.6 points for the third+ gen er a tion. These inter gen er a tional 
dif fer ences are a mat ter of degree rather than kind. However, it is nota ble that the 
esti mated pen alty for liv ing in a fam ily with an unmar ried head is lower among the 
first and third+ gen er a tions than among the other two groups. This pat tern may reflect 
dif fer ent pro cesses, includ ing the rel a tively low prev a lence of dualearner cou ples 
among the first gen er a tion (and thus low returns to paren tal mar riage) and higher 
earn ings among the third+ gen er a tion (and thus a sin gle par ent’s greater abil ity to 
earn abovepov erty wages).26

Third, the pen al ties asso ci ated with low paren tal edu ca tion (no high school 
diploma) are sta tis ti cally and sub stan tively sig nifi  cant for all  groups. With ref er ence 

26 Among chil dren in fam i lies with a mar ried head, the aver age FTE worked per adult was 0.748 among 
the first gen er a tion com pared with 0.883 among the third+ gen er a tion.

Table 2 Penalties for pov erty risks among His panic chil dren, by immi grant gen er a tion

Characteristic
First  

Generation

Second 
 Generation, Two 

ForeignBorn 
Parents

Second 
 Generation, One 

ForeignBorn 
Parent

Third+  
Generation

Parental Age (ref. = 35–44)
 <25 0.031 −0.001 0.068* 0.067***
 25–34 0.012 0.010 0.024 −0.007
 45–54 −0.018 −0.029* −0.006 0.001
 ≥55 0.012 −0.071*** 0.011 0.002
Family Structure (ref. = mar ried)
 Separated, divorced, or widowed 0.028 0.069*** 0.103*** 0.116***
 Single, never mar ried 0.072 0.153*** 0.181*** 0.127***
 Cohabitating 0.121** 0.123*** 0.099*** 0.086***
Parental Education (ref. = bach e lor’s 

degree)
 No high school diploma 0.172*** 0.210*** 0.140*** 0.172***
 High school diploma 0.104*** 0.112*** 0.074*** 0.058***
 Associate’s degree 0.007 0.039 0.002 0.033**
Low Family Work (ref. = no) 0.491*** 0.422*** 0.438*** 0.431***
Place of Residence (ref. = 

established met ro pol i tan)
 Established non met ro pol i tan −0.213*** −0.171*** −0.094** −0.080***
 New met ro pol i tan −0.079*** −0.067*** −0.057*** −0.034***
 New non met ro pol i tan −0.151* −0.188*** −0.041 −0.026
 Other met ro pol i tan −0.054 −0.094*** −0.056*** −0.031**
 Other non met ro pol i tan −0.116* −0.129*** −0.058* −0.090***
 All, not iden ti fi able −0.186* −0.115** −0.105*** −0.094***
Sample Size 2,805 19,100 7,671 21,299

Notes: Penalties are esti mated with lin ear prob a bil ity mod els and rep re sent per cent agepoint changes in 
pov erty risks. Controls and the con stant are not shown. Full regres sion results are shown in the online 
appen dix. 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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to samegen er a tion peers with a col legeedu cated fam ily head, point esti ma tes of 
pen al ties are larg est among sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par
ents (21.0 points), followed by first- and third+gen er a tion chil dren (17.2 points 
each). The pen alty is low est among sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with one for eign
born par ent (14.0 points). We also note that chil dren of all  gen er a tions with high 
school–edu cated par ents face sta tis ti cally sig nifi  cant pen al ties of 5.8 points (among 
the third+ gen er a tion) to 11.2 points (among sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two 
for eign-born par ents). The pat tern of point esti ma tes reflects uni formly high pen al-
ties for low paren tal edu ca tion and does not reveal a clear inter gen er a tional gra di ent. 
Of course, this does not mean that the pen al ties are gen er ated through com mon pro
cesses across immi grant gen er a tions.

Fourth, low fam ily employ ment comes with very high pen al ties that, at more than 
42 points across all  immi grant gen er a tions, are by far the highest of the five risk fac tors 
of inter est. The impli ca tion is that com pared with chil dren in fam i lies with ade quate 
fam ily employ ment (as defined by ≥0.5 FTE per adult), chil dren in lowemploy ment 
fam i lies face excep tion ally high pov erty risk. Point esti ma tes of the pen al ties observed 
across the four immi grant gen er a tions range from 42.2 to 43.8 points among the sec
ond and third gen er a tions to 49.1 points among first-gen er a tion His panic chil dren. This 
par tic u larly high pen alty for low fam ily employ ment for first-gen er a tion chil dren may 
reflect their par ents’ lim ited safety net eli gi bil ity and use, which amplifies the cen tral ity 
of earn ings for fam ily income and thus the impor tance of work for escap ing pov erty.

Finally, we con sider the pen al ties asso ci ated with res i dence in new non met ro pol i
tan des ti na tions, using established met ro pol i tan des ti na tions (the modal res i dence type 
for all  gen er a tions) as the ref er ence group. Contrary to expec ta tions, first-gen er a tion 

Fig. 2 Penalties for poverty risks among Hispanic children, by immigrant generation. Black dots indicate 
penalties that are statistically significant at p < .05. Solid vertical bars indicate 95% CIs. HS = high school.
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chil dren and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents face sta tis ti
cally lower pov erty risks than their samegen er a tion peers in met ro pol i tan areas of 
tra di tional des ti na tion states.27 Point esti ma tes of the returns (i.e., ben e fits) to res i-
dence in new rural des ti na tions are 15.1 points and 18.8 points, respec tively. Second
gen er a tion chil dren with one for eignborn par ent and third+gen er a tion chil dren face 
sta tis ti cally sim i lar pov erty risks in new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions and established 
met ro pol i tan des ti na tions. This result sug gests that new arriv als (in the gen er a tional 
sense) may ben e fit from bypassing the social and eco nomic struc tures of tra di tional 
gate ways or, relat edly, are sub ject to par tic u larly strong selec tion pro cesses into new 
des ti na tions. These find ings are con sis tent with prior research on new des ti na tions, 
which has empha sized the declin ing eco nomic con di tions (e.g., low incometorent 
ratios) in tra di tional gate ways, the draw of eco nomic oppor tu ni ties in new des ti na
tions, and pos i tive selec tion on edu ca tion and related fac tors asso ci ated with eco
nomic suc cess (Jensen 2006; Kandel and Parrado 2005; Lichter and Johnson 2009; 
Light 2006; Light and Johnson 2009).

Notably, our find ings run con trary to results from Lichter et al.’s (2015) study of 
His panic new borns (irrespective of immi grant gen er a tion), which revealed sig nif
i cantly higher rates of new born pov erty in new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions. We 
hypoth e sized that these dif fer ences could be explained by our use of the SPM (vs. 
Lichter et al.’s use of the OPM) because this mea sure accounts for the lower costs 
of liv ing in non met ro pol i tan areas and cer tain states (Laird et al. 2018; Pacas and 
Rothwell 2020). We con firmed this inter pre ta tion by conducting sup ple men tary ana-
ly ses using the OPM, which revealed sub stan tively sim i lar find ings as Lichter et al. 
(2015) regard ing the dif fer ence in child pov erty between new non met ro pol i tan des ti
na tions and established met ro pol i tan gate ways (see Table A6 in the online appen dix).28 
This find ing under lines the impli ca tions of pov erty mea sure ment deci sions, which we 
argue are par tic u larly salient (and understudied) for research on pov erty among immi
grant chil dren. It is also con sis tent with the afore men tioned sug ges tion that rel a tively 
low costs of liv ing have par tially driven the emer gence of new des ti na tions.

Decomposing Intergenerational Poverty Differences Among His panic Children

Our next anal y sis quantifies the con tri bu tion of dif fer ences in the dis tri bu tion of risk 
fac tors to inter gen er a tional disparities in child pov erty (see Figure 3 and Table 3). 
Given the sched ule of pen al ties observed for each immi grant gen er a tion, we pro
duce coun ter fac tual sim u la tions of the pov erty rate for a given group had they been 
char ac ter ized by the same prev a lence of the five risk fac tors of inter est as the third+ 

27 In addi tion, chil dren in all  immi grant gen er a tions face sta tis ti cally lower pov erty risks in met ro pol i tan 
areas of new des ti na tion states, suggesting that our main find ing is not driven purely by the lower costs 
of liv ing in non met ro pol i tan areas. That is, res i dence in new des ti na tion states itself is asso ci ated with 
reduced child pov erty risk.
28 The con clu sions regard ing the pen alty asso ci ated with res i dence in new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions 
are iden ti cal when we followed Lichter et al.’s (2015) approach and pooled all  His panic chil dren. The 
results of mod els strat i fied by immi grant gen er a tion (Table A6 in the online appen dix) were con sis tent with 
the pooled results but also revealed inter gen er a tional het ero ge ne ity. These find ings there fore high light the 
impli ca tions of choices regard ing pov erty mea sure ment and strat i fi ca tion by gen er a tion.
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gen er a tion. We con sider the con tri bu tion of each fac tor indi vid u ally and then esti mate 
the net effect of all  five fac tors simul ta neously. Throughout these ana ly ses, we hold 
all  con trol and nonfocal var i ables at their observed means for each gen er a tion.

We begin by discussing the con tri bu tion of each risk fac tor on its own terms. First, 
dif fer ences in the age dis tri bu tion of fam ily heads account for very lit tle of the pov
erty dif fer ences between the third+ gen er a tion and all  three immi gra tion gen er a tion 
groups of inter est. In each case, the coun ter fac tual pov erty rate is within 0.2 per cent
age points of the group’s predicted prob a bil ity of pov erty.

Second, we find that the fam ily struc ture of first- and sec ond-gen er a tion chil dren 
has a pro tec tive effect on pov erty rel a tive to that of the third+ gen er a tion. All three 
of these groups would have expe ri enced higher rates of pov erty than observed if they 
were char ac ter ized by the same dis tri bu tion of paren tal mar i tal sta tus as the third+ 
gen er a tion, among whom unmar ried fam ily heads were most prev a lent. The abso lute 
dif fer ences between the sim u lated and observed val ues range from 0.8 per cent age 
points among the first gen er a tion to 1.1 per cent age points among sec ond-gen er a tion 
chil dren with two for eignborn par ents. In pro por tional terms, sim u lated changes in 
fam ily struc ture pro duce 2.5%–4.3% increases in pov erty over the observed rates.

Third, paren tal edu ca tion rep re sents a sub stan tively impor tant source of dis ad
van tage among first-gen er a tion chil dren and sec ond-gen er a tion chil dren with two 
for eign-born par ents. If first-gen er a tion chil dren had the same lev els of paren tal edu-
ca tion as the third+ gen er a tion, they would have expe ri enced a 2.4per cent agepoint 
(7.5%) lower risk of pov erty than was observed. Likewise, sec ondgen er a tion chil dren 
with two for eignborn par ents would have had a pov erty risk that was 5.0 per cent age 

Fig. 3 Counterfactual predictions of poverty among Hispanic children using prevalence rates for third+ 
generation Hispanic children, by immigrant generation. Horizontal lines represent the predicted probability 
of poverty for third+generation Hispanic children. Solid vertical bars indicate 95% CIs.
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points (15.6%) lower than observed. In con trast, edu ca tion accounts for lit tle of the 
dif fer ence in pov erty risk between the third+ gen er a tion and sec ondgen er a tion chil
dren with one for eignborn par ent. Our sim u la tion pro duces a coun ter fac tual pov erty 
rate of 20.3% for the lat ter, less than 0.1 per cent age point lower than observed.

Fourth, inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in fam ily employ ment play a minor role in 
pov erty dif fer ences. The dif fer ence between observed and sim u lated pov erty prob a bil
i ties ranges between −0.2 and just 0.4 points, a triv ial share of the base line pov erty rate. 
On the one hand, the lim ited explan a tory role of work pat terns is expected given the 
non sig nifi  cant inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in the prev a lence of low fam ily employ-
ment. However, this weak effect is still nota ble given the large pen alty asso ci ated with 
low lev els of employ ment, high light ing the impor tance of distinguishing between the 
respec tive con tri bu tions of risk prev a lences and pen al ties to pov erty dif fer ences.

Fifth, we sim u late child pov erty rates for the first two gen er a tions, assum ing that 
they share the same geo graphic dis tri bu tion across our immi grant–des ti na tion typol
ogy as the third+ gen er a tion. In all  three cases, the sim u lated pov erty rate is lower 
than observed, suggesting that place of res i dence is a source of dis ad van tage for these 
groups rel a tive to the third+ gen er a tion. Differences between the observed and sim u
lated val ues range from 0.8 per cent age points (2.5%) among sec ondgen er a tion chil
dren with two for eignborn par ents to 0.3 per cent age points (1.4%) among mem bers 
of the sec ond gen er a tion with one for eignborn par ent.

Finally, we con sider the net con tri bu tion of all  five risk fac tors to inter gen er a tional 
child pov erty dif fer ences. If first-gen er a tion His panic chil dren and sec ond-gen er a-
tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents had the same prev a lence of risk fac tors 
as the third+ gen er a tion (as observed here), they would have expe ri enced prob a bil
i ties of pov erty that were 2.3 (7.1%) and 4.5 (14.0%) per cent age points lower than 
observed. Under this sce nario, the respec tive gaps between these two groups and 
the third+ gen er a tion would have been reduced by 17.6% and 34.6%, respec tively. 
Overall, then, such com po si tional dif fer ences rep re sent a sub stan tively impor tant, 
but not deter min is tic, source of dis ad van tage among these two groups rel a tive to the 
third+ gen er a tion. In con trast, if sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with one for eignborn 
par ent had the same char ac ter is tics as the third+ gen er a tion, their expected prob a bil
ity of pov erty would have remained essen tially unchanged (increas ing from 20.8% 

Table 3 Predicted prob a bil ity of pov erty among His panic chil dren, observed rates and coun ter fac tu als 
based on the His panic third+ gen er a tion

Counterfactuals Using the His panic Third+ Generation’s 
Prevalence Rates

Immigrant Generation Observed
Parental 

Age
Family 

Structure
Parental 

Education
Family 
Work

Place of 
Residence All

First Generation .322 .324 .330 .298 .320 .315 .299
Second Generation, Two 

ForeignBorn Parents
.321 .321 .332 .271 .325 .313 .276

Second Generation, One 
ForeignBorn Parent

.208 .208 .217 .203 .209 .205 .209

Third+ Generation .191 — — — — — —
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to 20.9%). Hence, this exer cise sug gests that dif fer ences in pop u la tion char ac ter is tics 
con trib ute mod estly, at most, to pov erty dif fer ences between these lat ter two groups.

Comparisons With the Non-His panic White Third+ Generation

Our final objec tive is to pro vide pre lim i nary evi dence of how immi grant gen er a tion 
and ethnoracial iden tity inter sect to advan tage or dis ad van tage His panic chil dren rel
a tive to their nonHis panic White peers who are not sub ject to ethnoracial dis crim
i na tion. We begin with a sim ple descrip tive com par i son of His panic chil dren and 
the third+ gen er a tion of nonHis panic Whites. We then pro duce an alter na tive set of 
coun ter fac tual esti ma tes that use this nonHis panic White sub pop u la tion as the ref er
ence group. These ana ly ses yield three main sets of find ings.

First, we find that His panic chil dren of all  gen er a tions have much higher rates 
of pov erty than third+ gen er a tion nonHis panic White chil dren, of whom 9.2% 
fall below the pov erty line. This rate is more than 20 per cent age points lower than 
observed among both first-gen er a tion His panic chil dren and sec ond-gen er a tion His-
panic chil dren with two for eignborn par ents. It is also approx i ma tely half the rate of 
the lat ter two gen er a tions of His panic chil dren. These ethnoracial dif fer ences in child 
pov erty are sub stan tively large by most stan dards.

Second, prev a lence rates are mark edly lower among the nonHis panic White 
third+ gen er a tion than among any of the His panic sub pop u la tions for four of the five 

Fig. 4 Counterfactual predictions of poverty among Hispanic children using prevalence rates for third+ 
generation nonHispanic White children, by immigrant generation. Horizontal lines represent the predicted 
probability of poverty for third+generation nonHispanic White children. Solid vertical bars indicate  
95% CIs.
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focal risk fac tors: young paren tal age (2.3%); sin gle, nevermar ried par ent (3.9%); 
low paren tal edu ca tion (5.3%); and low fam ily employ ment (9.5%). In comparison 
with the most advan taged His panic gen er a tion for each risk fac tor, we observe non
triv ial disparities of 3.0, 7.9, 11.3, and 6.1 points, respec tively. Additionally, a larger 
share of the nonHis panic White third+ gen er a tion (9.4%) resided in new non met
ro pol i tan des ti na tions, com pared with less than 3% of His panic chil dren across all  
gen er a tions. Although we had ini tially hypoth e sized that such loca tions were asso
ci ated with ele vated child pov erty risks, our empir i cal results dem on strate that there 
are returns rather than pen al ties to res i dence in new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions for 
both His panic and nonHis panic chil dren.

Finally, we eval u ate how pov erty rates among the first through third+ gen er a tions of 
His panic chil dren would change if the dis tri bu tion of all  five pov erty risk fac tors con-
verged with that of the nonHis panic White third+ gen er a tion (see Figure 4 and Table 4). 
For first-gen er a tion His panic chil dren, such reduc tions in risk fac tor prev a lences would 
result in a 13.7per cent agepoint decline in pov erty. This hypo thet i cal reduc tion rep
re sents a 42.5% decrease in the observed pov erty rate. The pop u la tion of sec ond
gen er a tion His panic chil dren with two for eignborn par ents would expe ri ence an even 
larger reduc tion in pov erty (by 17 per cent age points) under such a sce nario, low er ing 
pov erty to less than half (a 52.9% reduc tion) of the observed rate. Although such changes 
rep re sent a sig nifi  cant con ver gence of pov erty rates with third+gen er a tion nonHis panic 
White chil dren, they leave sub stan tively impor tant gaps of 5.9 to 9.3 per cent age points. 
Secondgen er a tion His panic chil dren with one for eignborn par ent and third+gen er a tion 
His panic chil dren expe ri ence reduc tions of 10.3 (49.5%) and 9.2 (48.2%) per cent age 
points, respec tively, under our sim u la tion. The predicted prob a bil i ties of pov erty fall to 
within 0.7 to 1.3 per cent age points of third+gen er a tion nonHis panic White chil dren.

Discussion and Conclusions

In this arti cle, we have exam ined pat terns of pov erty across immi grant gen er a tions 
of His panic chil dren, engag ing with prior work on immi grant attain ment and the 

Table 4 Predicted prob a bil ity of pov erty among His panic chil dren, observed rates and coun ter fac tu als 
based on the nonHis panic White third+ gen er a tion

Counterfactuals Using the NonHis panic  
White Third+ Generation’s Prevalence Rates

Immigrant Generation Observed
Parental 

Age
Family 

Structure
Parental 

Education
Family 
Work

Place of 
Residence All

First Generation .322 .320 .315 .266 .286 .286 .185
Second Generation, Two  

ForeignBorn Parents
.321 .318 .308 .234 .295 .281 .151

Second Generation, One  
ForeignBorn Parent

.208 .202 .190 .179 .179 .189 .105

Third+ Generation (His panic) .191 .188 .170 .165 .161 .178 .099
Third+ Generation (nonHis panic 

White)
.092 — — — — — —
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pov erty lit er a ture. Our ana ly ses point to six over all con clu sions with impli ca tions 
for our under stand ing of immi grant inte gra tion, social pol icy, and future research on 
child pov erty. First, pov erty rates are excep tion ally high among the first gen er a tion 
of His panic chil dren and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn par ents. 
More than 30% of chil dren in each group live in poor fam i lies, which is sig nifi  cantly 
higher than the pov erty rates of approx i ma tely 20% observed among the lat ter two 
gen er a tions of His panic chil dren. Of course, a pov erty rate of 20% is still above the 
national aver age and is far above the pov erty rates observed for third+gen er a tion 
nonHis panic White chil dren (9.2%).

Second and relat edly, our study high lights the impor tance of pov erty mea sure
ment deci sions, which to our knowl edge have received rel a tively lit tle atten tion in 
the lit er a ture on immi grant child pov erty. We dem on strate that our use of the SPM 
leads to sub stan tively dif fer ent con clu sions about the pen alty to res i dence in new 
non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions (e.g., vis-à-vis results based on the OPM from Lichter 
et al. 2015), in large part because the SPM detects geo graphic var i a tion in the cost of 
liv ing (Laird et al. 2018; Pacas and Rothwell 2020). More broadly, we also argue that 
the use of the SPM is par tic u larly impor tant for research on immi grant pov erty given 
dif fer ences in eli gi bil ity and use of safety net pro grams, fam ily size and struc ture, 
and local costs of liv ing that this mea sure cap tures. The results of this study rein force 
find ings from our recent com par i son of OPM- and SPM-based esti ma tes of inter gen-
er a tional pov erty dif fer ences by immi grant gen er a tion (Thiede and Brooks 2018).

Third, the pen al ties asso ci ated with the five pov erty risk fac tors of inter est vary 
mod estly across immi grant gen er a tions. Notably, we find an ele vated pen alty for low 
fam ily employ ment among the first gen er a tion, which may reflect the lim ited access 
to and use of safety net pro grams among these chil dren and their par ents. However, 
the lack of a pro nounced, con sis tent gra di ent across gen er a tions—akin to some of 
the crossnational pat terns in pen al ties that Brady et al. (2017) and Rothwell and 
McEwan (2017) documented—is also nota ble. The absence of a strong gra di ent in 
pen al ties may reflect the mul ti plic ity of fac tors that deter mine such pen al ties, which 
may operate incon sis tently across gen er a tions. For exam ple, a low pen alty for an 
unmar ried par ent may reflect the low prev a lence of dual-earner cou ples or the high 
wages among the par ents of a given immi grant gen er a tion. Alternatively, other fac tors, 
such as racial and eth nic dis crim i na tion, may shape pen al ties more than immi grant 
gen er a tion per se. For exam ple, our sup ple men tary anal y sis of the third+ gen er a tion 
of nonHis panic White chil dren reveals a lower pen alty for low fam ily employ ment 
than any of the four His panic sub pop u la tions con sid ered in the main anal y sis. It may 
also sim ply be that pen al ties are less salient in explaining intranational than inter na
tional pov erty dif fer ences. Indeed, in their study of betweenstate dif fer ences in pov
erty, Laird et al. (2018) con cluded that geo graphic var i a tion in prev a lences is cen tral 
to why pov erty rates vary within the United States.

Fourth, inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in the prev a lence of risk fac tors explain non
triv ial shares of the pov erty dif fer ences between the third+ gen er a tion and both first-
gen er a tion chil dren (17.6%) and sec ondgen er a tion chil dren with two for eignborn 
par ents (34.6%). Differences in fam ily struc ture are a source of advan tage for the lat
ter two groups rel a tive to the third+ gen er a tion, but this effect is off set and reversed by 
dis ad van tages in terms of paren tal edu ca tion. That is, these groups are not uni formly 
dis ad van taged rel a tive to the third+ gen er a tion. This anal y sis also dem on strates that 
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the fac tors with the larg est pen al ties are not nec es sar ily those that explain the larg
est share of inter gen er a tional child pov erty gaps. For exam ple, low employ ment is 
strongly cor re lated with pov erty, but it explains rel a tively lit tle of the betweengroup 
dif fer ences in pov erty given the rel a tively uni form dis tri bu tion of this risk across 
immi grant gen er a tions. Analysts and policymakers should there fore be care ful to dif
fer en ti ate between the mar ginal effects of chang ing a risk fac tor and the aggre gate 
impact such a change would have given the base line dis tri bu tion of that fac tor.

Fifth, inter gen er a tional dif fer ences in pov erty risk fac tors—and their appar ent 
con tri bu tion to observed pov erty rates—among His panic chil dren pale in com par
i son with inequalities with third+gen er a tion nonHis panic White chil dren. These 
large inequalities under line the salience of race and eth nic ity over and above nativ ity. 
Here, two spe cific points are worth empha siz ing. First, inter gen er a tional con ver gence 
in pov erty risks among His panic chil dren is not suf fi cient to close the child pov-
erty gap between His panic and nonHis panic White chil dren. Second, con ver gence 
in the prev a lence of the observed pov erty risk fac tors between His panic chil dren 
and third+gen er a tion nonHis panic White chil dren would reduce the for mer’s pov
erty rates dra mat i cally, but non triv ial inequalities would remain. This find ing dem-
on strates that advan tages that nonHis panic White chil dren expe ri ence extend well 
beyond the five com po si tional var i ables that we focus on here, likely includ ing fac-
tors such as English lan guage pro fi ciency (see Table A1 in the online appen dix) and 
many sys temic con di tions that are not eas ily mea sured in our frame work. Further 
atten tion to these disparities is clearly merited, includ ing fur ther study of ethnoracial 
dif fer ences in the pen al ties to pov erty risk fac tors.

Finally, our results speak to gen eral the o ries of the causes of pov erty, var i ously 
pro vid ing sup port for behav ioral, struc tural, and polit i cal expla na tions (Brady 2019). 
For exam ple, the sub stan tial pen al ties asso ci ated with sin gle head ship and, for some 
groups, young paren tal age are con sis tent with the o ries of pov erty rooted in indi vid
ual behav iors and deci sions. The per sis tent ethnoracial disparities that we doc u ment 
across our results are con sis tent with struc tural expla na tions that empha size the role 
of sys temic rac ism in the U.S. strat i fi ca tion sys tem. Finally, our use of the SPM—
which more fully accounts for the impact of the safety net (e.g., nearcash sup ports, 
such as SNAP) than the OPM used in most prior research on this topic—under scores 
the role of the safety net and thus polit i cal deter mi nants of pov erty in America today 
(see also Curran 2021; Thiede and Brooks 2018).29

In a con text of excep tion ally high child pov erty rates (Shaefer et al. 2018; 
Smeeding and Thèvenot 2016) and rapid demo graphic change, iden ti fy ing the most 
salient axes of inequal ity among chil dren and deter min ing which fac tors explain 
such dif fer ences are increas ingly needed to develop appro pri ate antipov erty inter
ven tions. Our results point to at least four tar get areas for inter ven tions aiming to 
dimin ish inter gen er a tional inequalities among His panic chil dren and reduce child 
pov erty over all. First, improv ing the edu ca tional attain ment of for eignborn par
ents would reduce pov erty, as well as inter gen er a tional disparities therein, among 
His panic chil dren. With par ents gen er ally beyond their school ing years, pol i cies are 

29 Of course, we also speak to polit i cal expla na tions by merely redocumenting the high rates of child 
pov erty in the United States, which prior research has dem on strated are largely a func tion of social pol icy 
deci sions (Brady et al. 2017).
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needed to enhance and pro mote adult learn ing and other train ing oppor tu ni ties that 
lead to upward mobil ity for par ents.30

Second, although low fam ily employ ment is not an impor tant source of inter gen
er a tional dif fer ences in pov erty among His panic chil dren, the pen al ties are very high 
(and higher than among nonHis panic White chil dren). Reducing bar ri ers to paren tal 
employ ment is there fore likely to be an effec tive means of reduc ing His panic child 
pov erty over all, and sup ple men tal anal y sis sug gests that there is con sid er able room 
for improve ment: the aver age FTE worked per adult in His panic chil dren’s fam i lies 
ranges from 0.764 to 0.862, well below the fig ure of 0.965 FTE per adult among 
the third+ gen er a tion of nonHis panic White chil dren’s fam i lies.31 Of course, beyond 
some point, increas ing par ents’ work hours out side the home could be det ri men tal for 
child out comes (not to men tion par ents them selves) (Waldfogel 2006). Accordingly, 
efforts to increase fam ily labor sup ply should be paired with wage and taxcredit leg
is la tion (e.g., min i mum wage increases, childcare tax cred its, child ben e fits) to ensure 
that, at min i mum, one full-time worker is suf fi cient to keep fam i lies out of pov erty. At 
the same time, strength en ing antidis crim i na tion efforts in U.S. work places is needed 
to enhance the oppor tu ni ties and returns to work among His panic par ents (Pager et al. 
2009; Pager and Shepherd 2008).

Third, the high pen alty for low fam ily employ ment among the first gen er a tion 
high lights the vul ner a bil ity of earlyimmi grant gen er a tions to labor mar ket dis lo
ca tions. Such pop u la tions often are inel i gi ble for safety net ben e fits or avoid them 
(Laird et al. 2019), despite the impor tance of these ben e fits for protecting chil dren 
from the adverse effects of pov erty. Thus, expanded eli gi bil ity, uti li za tion pro mo tion, 
and job pro tec tion (to reduce shocks in the first place) are all  nec es sary to pro tect 
work ers and their chil dren. Normative con sid er ations aside, doing so is nec es sary to 
avoid the longrun social costs of child pov erty.

Fourth, the eco nomic ben e fits to res i dence in new non met ro pol i tan des ti na tions 
sug gest the need to encour age and pro mote both set tle ment and incor po ra tion into 
such places. Efforts are needed to reduce the hos til ity that for eignborn and non
White pop u la tions face in some new des ti na tions and to doc u ment and pop u lar ize 
the eco nomic and demo graphic vital ity that new arriv als can bring to local i ties (Carr 
et al. 2012; Hall 2013; Heinrich 2018; Jensen 2006).

In addi tion to these pol icy impli ca tions, our results and the lim i ta tions of our 
study should also serve as a basis for more research on this impor tant topic (National 
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2016). For one, future stud ies 
should look beyond the His panic pop u la tion to more fully con sider how nativ ity and 
immi grant gen er a tion inter sect with race—and rac ism within the U.S. strat i fi ca tion 
sys tem—to influ ence chil dren’s eco nomic cir cum stances (Thomas 2011). High and 
grow ing lev els of diver sity among recent cohorts of chil dren raise the pos si bil ity of 
increas ingly com plex pat terns of inequal ity that atten tion to race or nativ ity alone 
may mask.

30 Perversely, fulltime employ ment (often in mul ti ple jobs) may rep re sent an impor tant bar rier to such 
train ing pro grams, given the related time con straints.
31 His panic fam i lies are also char ac ter ized by sub stan tial gen der disparities in employ ment. In our sam ple 
of fam i lies with chil dren, the aver age FTE worked by female adults is 0.636, com pared with 0.938 among 
male adults.
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Additional pol icyfocused anal y sis is also needed. For exam ple, more evi dence 
is needed to unpack the pol i cies—or fac tors ame na ble to pol icy inter ven tions—that 
explain the pro cesses that gen er ate pen al ties. There also is a need for updated ana
ly ses of whether and how the role of safety net pro grams varies across immi grant 
gen er a tions and how such disparities may be driven by pat terns of eli gi bil ity or uti li
za tion (Bean et al. 1997; Heinrich 2018; Jensen 1988). Laird et al.’s (2019) work on 
the poten tial influ ence of a change in the “pub lic charge” pol icy pro vi des one recent 
exam ple that should be built upon. Future research could also take a his tor i cal per
spec tive to assess how changes in immi gra tion pol icy and the safety net have shaped 
immi grant chil dren’s cir cum stances, disparities across immi grant gen er a tions, and 
the over all tra jec to ries of inte gra tion and social mobil ity among such chil dren.

Finally, as other schol ars have noted (e.g., Alba et al. 2018; Prewitt 2018), new 
data col lec tion and mea sure ment efforts are needed to bet ter under stand the social and 
eco nomic cir cum stances of immi grants and their descen dants in the United States. 
Two spe cific pri or i ties are to bet ter cor rect—or at least more pre cisely quan tify—the 
biases asso ci ated with the under count of recent arriv als and the selec tive eth nic attri
tion among later gen er a tions. In the absence of such mea sures, com par a tive ana
ly ses of pov erty and other out comes will con tinue to be lim ited by eth nic attri tion 
and the resulting biases intro duced to each gen er a tion’s esti ma tes. Attention to these 
and related ques tions is needed to under stand the eco nomic under pin nings of new 
cohorts of chil dren, who are increas ingly diverse along mul ti ple axes. Such evi dence 
can inform pol i cies to ensure that grow ing diver sity among youth does not result in 
increas ing frag men ta tion with respect to socio eco nomic con di tions dur ing child hood 
and over all life chances (Lichter 2013). ■
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