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erty rates declined in the United States. However,

familiar patterns in levels and characteristics of
child poverty persist: more than one in five children are
poor; children of color are at disproportionate risk for
poverty; and rates are highest in the South and West
and in rural areas and cities (Table 1).

This brief uses data from the American Community
Survey to investigate patterns of child poverty across
race-ethnicities and across regions and place types.
We also explore changes in child poverty rates since
2014 and since the end of the Great Recession in 2009.
The estimates presented in this brief are based on the
official poverty measure (see Box 1 on page 3). Native
Americans, Alaskan and Hawaiian natives, and those
reporting multiple racial-ethnic backgrounds are
excluded from this update because such samples are
too small for meaningful analyses.

Nationwide, child poverty is highest among black
children (36.5 percent), with rates nearly three times
as high as those among non-Hispanic white and Asian
children (12.5 and 12.1 percent, respectively). Rates
among Hispanic children are also higher than those of
white and Asian children, at 30.5 percent. These gaps
persist despite the fact that between 2014 and 2015
black and Hispanic children experienced some of the
largest declines in poverty. In other words, although
poverty fell among these groups, thus narrowing the
gap in rates between white children and children of
color, these groups’ poverty rates are far from converg-
ing. For both black and Hispanic children, poverty
rates are similar to the levels of 2009, when the reces-
sion ended, while rates for non-Hispanic white chil-
dren remain slightly elevated (although consistently
trending downward toward post-recession levels).

Regionally, poverty rates are highest for black chil-
dren in the Midwest and South (43.2 and 36.0 percent,
respectively) and for Hispanic children in the Northeast

In 2015, for the second year in a row, child pov-
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stable.

(33.3 percent). By place type, black child poverty is
highest in rural places—driven by very high rates in the
rural South—and Hispanic child poverty is highest in
cities, largely due to its high incidence in the Northeast.

Implications

These persistent place-based and regional disparities
in child poverty suggest considerable variation in the
social and economic conditions faced by children of
color. As child poverty differs in its characteristics
and experiences across the country, policies should
consider the ways that place affects the conditions that
lead to child poverty, the experience of living in pov-
erty, and how poverty alleviation efforts may play out.
Given the well-established connection between child
poverty and brain development, educational attain-
ment, later labor market participation, and long-term
health outcomes, the high incidence of place- and
race-based child poverty in the United States is of
particular concern. Closer attention to these dispari-
ties may nudge policy makers to think carefully about
the context of place in efforts to alleviate poverty and
increase youth opportunity.
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TABLE 1. CHILD POVERTY BY RACE, REGION, AND PLACE TYPE

ALL PLACES RURAL SUBURBAN CITY
Percent Change Change Change Change | Percent Change Change | Percent Change Change
poor *- since since +- since  since poor - since since poor */- since since
2015 2014 2009 2014 2009 2015 2014 2009 2015 2014 2009
United States
Al 207 01 -1.0 07 243 03 -08 01 160 01 -08 1.2 272 02 -13 08
White 167 02 -06 1.0 207 04 -03 05 136 02 -05 14 211 03 -09 14
White, not Hispanic/Latino 125 0.2 -05 0.5 192 04 -03 07 101 02 -04 07 132 03 -08 06
Black %5 03 -19 02 467 13 -44 -23 275 06 -15 04 426 05 -16 16
Asian 121 04 -03 -03 185 28 28 43 89 05 00 -04 156 06 -08 0.0
Hispanic 305 03 -16 -03 330 09 -1 -36 265 04 -17 06 347 04 -15 -01
Northeast Region
Al 185 02 -04 20 200 08 04 26 122 03 -03 1.6 314 05 -08 33
White 135 03 -04 19 191 09 04 24 100 04 -05 15 237 08 -11 40
White, not Hispanic/Latino 11.0 03 -05 1.3 186 08 00 22 84 03 -04 1.0 180 10 -15 32
Black 327 09 -03 16 330 92 -34 78 229 15 -06 -1.6 387 13 01 38
Asian 138 09 -01 -0.2 103 54 13 -6.0 71 09 12 -04 234 18 -14 19
Hispanic 333 08 -08 1.2 343 47 58 40 253 12 -09 23 40 10 -07 13
Midwest Region
Al 191 02 -1.0 -02 193 04 -14 -0 134 03 -05 05 294 05 -15 -02
White 141 03 -1.0 -04 176 05 -14 -1.2 106 03 -07 -0A1 190 06 -11 00
White, not Hispanic/Latino 12.4 03 -1.0 -0.7 170 05 -13 -09 96 03 -07 -04 146 07 -1.7 -1.0
Black 432 08 -20 -09 422 42 -26 23 319 16 -15 00 495 11 -20 -0.2
Asian 146 12 -10 041 208 39 10 57 90 14 14 1.0 203 23 09 -16
Hispanic 299 08 -04 -06 278 18 -35 -65 242 14 02 14 368 13 05 03
South Region
Al 230 02 -1.0 06 298 05 -07 05 182 02 -08 13 282 04 -14 05
White 188 03 -04 15 248 06 07 1.8 158 04 -03 20 215 05 -12 14
White, not Hispanic/Latino 140 03 -01 1.0 228 06 07 22 18 03 -03 1.2 118 05 -05 06
Black 360 05 -21 -0.2 474 12 -46 -29 273 07 -13 08 423 07 -18 14
Asian 105 08 -06 -04 189 52 20 47 87 10 -07 -07 133 14 07 00
Hispanic 315 05 -18 -1.6 371 13 -04 -44 278 07 -19 -04 346 08 -21 -17
West Region
Al 199 02 -13 08 221 06 -06 09 174 03 -14 14 226 04 -13 05
White 182 03 -07 1.0 189 09 -04 07 162 04 -08 15 208 06 -06 05
White, not Hispanic/Latino 111 03 -03 0.6 154 09 -06 01 99 04 -04 07 116 06 00 08
Black 317 15 -40 14 329 157 -30 59 278 22 -45 1.2 3%1 19 -36 18
Asian 1.2 07 00 -04 180 75 51 53 102 09 05 -06 119 10 -06 -0.2
Hispanic 290 04 -19 03 296 16 -13 -14 261 06 -20 07 321 07 -19 04

Note: Change is displayed in percentage points and based on unrounded percentages. Results may differ slightly from those that would be obtained using rounded figures.
Bold font indicates a statistically significant change (p<0.05). Margins of error (“+/-") refer to the 95 percent confidence interval around the 2015 estimated percent poor.
Source: American Community Survey, one-year estimates, 2009, 2014, and 2015.



Box 1: Definitions of Place Type:
Rural, Suburb, and City

Definitions of rural, suburb,

and city vary among researchers
and the sources of data they use.
Data for this brief are derived
from the American Community
Survey, which identifies each
household as being within one of
several geographic components.
As used here, “city” designates
households in the principal city
of a given metropolitan statisti-
cal area, and “suburban” includes
those in metropolitan areas but
not within the principal city of
that area. “Rural” consists of the
addresses that are not within a
metropolitan area.
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Data

This analysis is based on estimates
from the 2009, 2014, and 2015
American Community Survey.
Tables were produced by aggre-
gating information from detailed
tables available on American
FactFinder (http://factfinder.
census.gov). These estimates give
perspective on child poverty, but
they are based on survey data,

so caution must be exercised in
comparing across years or places
because seemingly disparate esti-
mates may fall within margins of
error. All differences highlighted
in this brief are statistically sig-
nificant (p<0.05).

The official poverty measure is a
family-level construct that com-
pares a family’s total income to
a threshold based on number of
adults and children in the fam-
ily. If a family’s total income falls
below its assigned threshold then
it considered is poor, or in poverty.
If a family is poor then everyone in
the family is counted as poor. More
sophisticated measures of economic
well-being (like the Supplemental
Poverty Measure) can assist in
assessing child poverty in more
nuanced ways, although it is worth
noting that black and Hispanic chil-
dren have higher poverty rates than
their white and Asian counterparts,
regardless of the measure used.
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