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6. CLIENTS:  FOOD INSECURITY 

Food insecurity is a complex, multifaceted phenomenon that varies along a continuum of 

successive stages as it becomes more severe.  A scaling tool developed by the USDA provides an 

important approach being used increasingly to assess food security among households. The client 

survey included the following six questions, which gather the minimum information required to 

construct the scale:34 35 

!  “The food (I/we) had just didn’t last, and (I/we) didn’t have money to get more.” 
Was that often true, sometimes true, or never true for (you/your household) in the 
last 12 months? 

!  “(I/we) couldn’t afford to eat balanced meals.”  Was that often true, sometimes 
true, or never true for (you/your household) in the last 12 months? 

!  In the last 12 months, did (you/you or other adults in your household) ever cut the 
size of your meals or skip meals because there wasn’t enough money for food? 
How often did this happen—almost every month, some months but not every 
month, or in only 1 or 2 months? 

!  In the last 12 months, did you ever eat less than you felt you should because there 
wasn’t enough money to buy food? 

!  In the last 12 months, were you ever hungry but didn’t eat because you couldn’t 
afford enough food? 

                                                 
34 Bickel, Gary, Mark Nord, Cristofer Price, William Hamilton, and John Cook.  “Guide to Measuring 

Household Food Security, Revised 2000.”  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, March 
2000. 

35 Three additional questions related to food security for households with children were asked for 
respondents who have at least one child under 18 in the household. These questions are similar to those asked about 
adult household members, but focus on food situations for child household members. 
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Food security is conceptually defined as “access by all people at all times to enough food 

for an active, healthy life.” 36  Previous Hunger in America studies further classified food-

insecure individuals and households as “food insecure without hunger” and “food insecure with 

hunger.” Changes in these descriptions to “food insecure with low food security” and “food 

insecure with very low food security,” respectively, were made in 2006 at the recommendation 

of the Committee on National Statistics in order to distinguish the physiological state of hunger 

from indicators of food availability.37 While the terminology changed, the classification of 

households into the three food security levels remained the same. Clients responded to a six-item 

short module for classifying households by food security status level (the same module was used 

in Hunger in America 2006). Food security scale scores were assigned to households according 

to the “Guide to Measuring Household Food Security, Revised 2000.”38  

The main distinction between a household being classified as having “very low” and 

“low” food security is that households with very low food security have had one or more 

members experience reductions in food intake or disruptions in eating patterns due to a lack of 

adequate resources for food. Households with low food security, while faced with food-access 

problems, typically do not experience incidents of reduced food intake. 

This chapter begins by assessing FA clients’ levels of food security, first for all 

households and then separately for households with children and households with elderly 

members. Cross-tabulations with household income levels, participation in federal food 

assistance programs, and several demographic characteristics are also examined. Subsequent 

                                                 
36 Nord, Mark, Margaret Andrews, and Steven Carlson.  “Household Food Security in the United States, 

2007.”  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, 2008.  Economic Research Report No. 66 
(ERS-66) November 2008. 

37 Nord et al. November 2009.  
 
38 Bickel et al. March 2000. 
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sections then provide data on household responses to the specific questions used in constructing 

the food security scores. 
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6.1 HOUSEHOLD FOOD INSECURITY 

In this section, we examine household food insecurity across a variety of populations. 

6.1.1 Household Food Insecurity and Household Composition 

Table 6.1.1.1 describes the prevalence of food insecurity among all households, 

households with children, and households with elderly members based on self-reported 

information about household food situations. 

TABLE 6.1.1.1 
  

HOUSEHOLD FOOD INSECURITY 

Food Security Among Clients’ 
Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

Food security among all 
households 

    

Food secure 24.0% 27.5% 24.5% 24.5% 
Food insecure 76.0% 72.5% 75.5% 75.5% 

With low food security 41.0% 31.6% 31.1% 39.2% 
With very low food security 35.0% 40.8% 44.5% 36.3% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 42,441 13,552 5,092 61,085 

Food security among households 
with children younger than age 18 

    

Food secure 20.8% 30.2% 25.4% 21.5% 
Food insecure 79.2% 69.8% 74.6% 78.5% 

With low food security 44.6% 42.2% 33.3% 44.3% 
With very low food security 34.6% 27.6% 41.3% 34.2% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N)   17,972 2,094 868 20,934 

Food security among households 
with seniors age 65 or older 

    

Food secure 39.8% 53.9% 55.2% 41.3% 
Food insecure 60.2% 46.1% 44.8% 58.7% 

With low food security 41.2% 29.2% 24.5% 39.9% 
With very low food security 19.0% 16.9% 20.3% 18.8% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N)  9,799 2,226 125 12,150 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the client 

survey. 
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NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

For all households, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.2% for pantry clients, 
1.4% for kitchen clients, 1.0% for shelter clients, and 2.0% for all clients. 

For households with children younger than age 18, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 1.9% for pantry clients, 0.6% for kitchen clients, 0.6% for shelter clients, and 1.8% for all clients. 

For households with seniors, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.4% for pantry 
clients, 2.2% for kitchen clients, 4.0% for shelter clients, and 2.4% for all clients. 

 
 
According to the six-item short module, 39.2% of all client households of the emergency 

food programs had low food security.  Another 36.3% had very low food security.  Combined, a 

total of 75.5% were food insecure. Other findings include: 

!  Among the client households with children under 18, 44.3% had low food 
security and 34.2% had very low food security. 

!  Among the client households with seniors age 65 or older, 39.9% had low food 
security and 18.8% had very low food security. 
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The results in Table 6.1.1.1 suggest that 24.5% households are food secure. There are 

several factors that might explain the apparent paradox that food-secure households are seeking 

emergency food from pantries, kitchens, and shelters. The questions on which the food security 

estimates are based ask about client food situations over the past 12 months and thus may not 

properly characterize current circumstances. In addition, the emergency food assistance that 

respondents receive may ameliorate their food situations by enough to make them food secure, 

but their situations could be drastically different in the absence of this assistance.   

As shown in Table 6.1.1.1N, the percentages reported above imply that nearly 11 million 

FA client households are food insecure and that more than 5.2 million of them have very low 

food security. The comparable estimates for the full U.S. population are 17.1 million households 

that are food insecure and 6.7 million that are food insecure with very low food security.39 These 

estimates for the full population are based on data for 2008 and include households that do not 

receive emergency food assistance. 

TABLE 6.1.1.1N 
  

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS, BY FOOD SECURITY STATUS 

Food Security Among Clients’ 
Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

Among all households     
Food secure 2,867,300 408,000 262,500 3,555,500 
Food insecure 9,085,100 1,073,200 810,100 10,950,700 

With low food security 4,899,600 468,300 333,200 5,680,400 
With very low food security 4,185,500 604,900 477,000 5,270,300 

ESTIMATED TOTAL 
NUMBER OF CLIENT 
HOUSEHOLDS 11,952,412 1,481,154 1,072,628 14,506,194 

     

                                                 
39 Nord, Mark, Margaret Andrews, and Steven Carlson.  “Household Food Security in the United States, 

2008.”  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, 2009.  Economic Research Report No. 83 
(ERS-83) November 2009. 
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Food Security Among Clients’ 
Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

Among households with children 
younger than age 18 

Food secure 1,094,100 84,500 28,800 1,215,800 
Food insecure 4,163,200 195,100 84,400 4,434,300 

With low food security 2,343,900 118,000 37,700 2,500,700 
With very low food security 1,819,300 77,100 46,700 1,933,700 

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF 
CLIENT HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH CHILDREN 
YOUNGER THAN AGE 18 5,257,400 279,600 113,200 5,650,200 

Among households with seniors 
age 65 or older     

Food secure 980,000 105,800 14,800 1,108,900 
Food insecure 1,483,900 90,400 12,000 1,577,800 

With low food security 1,015,100 57,200 6,600 1,072,000 
With very low food security 468,800 33,200 5,400 505,800 

ESTIMATED TOTAL 
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH SENIORS AGE 65 OR 
OLDER 2,463,900 196,200 26,700 2,686,800 
 
NOTES: See Appendix A for the estimated number of people served in subgroups of FA clients. 
 

Columns in this table do not exactly add up to the column total.  This discrepancy occurs because tables 
showing percentage distributions are weighted with the monthly weight, while the number of clients 
presented in this table is estimated at the annual level.  Because the relationship between the monthly and 
annual weights varies across individuals depending on the frequency of visits to program sites, applying 
annual estimates to a monthly snapshot of percentage distributions results in small discrepancies in 
column totals. 

 

Key findings include: 

!  Of households with children under 18, about 4.4 million are food insecure, of which 
1.9 million have very low food security. 

!  The comparable numbers of households with a senior member age 65 or older are 
nearly 1.6 million and 0.5 million. 
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Food insecurity may cause particular hardships in households with children or seniors.  

Below we explore associations between food security and the presence of children younger than 

18, children younger than 5, and senior household members. 

Table 6.1.1.2 shows that 78.5% of client households with children under 18 are food 

insecure, while the percentage among childless households is 73.6%.  In Table 6.1.1.3, we 

present the same table for households with and without young children.  

TABLE 6.1.1.2 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY PRESENCE OF CHILDREN 

  Households With or Without Children Younger than 18 
 

All Client Households 
With Children Younger 

than 18 
Without Children Younger 

than 18 

Food secure 24.5% 21.5% 26.4% 
Food insecure 75.5% 78.5% 73.6% 

Food insecure with low 
food security 39.2% 44.3% 35.9% 

Food insecure with very 
low food security 

36.3% 34.2% 37.7% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 60,085 20,602 39,483 
 

SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 6b, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the 
client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
 
Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

Missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.0% for all clients, 0.7% for households with 
children younger than age 18, and 1.4% for households without children younger than age 18. 

For each food security level, the difference between estimates for households with and without children 
younger than age 18 is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
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TABLE 6.1.1.3 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY PRESENCE OF YOUNG CHILDREN 

  Households With or Without Children Ages 0-5 
 All Client Households With Children Ages 0-5 Without Children Ages 0-5 

Food secure 24.5% 21.5% 25.2% 
Food insecure 75.5% 78.5% 74.8% 

Food insecure with low 
food security 

39.2% 43.8% 38.1% 

Food insecure with very 
low food security 

36.3% 34.7% 36.7% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 60,085 9,596 50,489 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 7, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the 

client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
 
Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

Missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.0% for all clients, 0.3% for households with 
children ages 0-5, and 1.7% for households without children ages 0-5. 

For each food security level, the difference between estimates for households with and without children 
younger than age 5 is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
 
Specific findings include: 

!  34.2% of FA client households with children under 18 and 34.7% with children 
age 0 to 5 are classified as having very low food security. 

!  44.3% of FA client households with children under 18 and 43.8% of those with 
children age 0 to 5 are classified as having low food security. 

 

To further detail the relationship between household composition and food security, 

Table 6.1.1.4 breaks down household composition in terms of the presence both of children 
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younger than 18 and of seniors age 65 or older.  There are four panels in the table, the top panel 

showing the tabulations for the entire FA client data and the other three disaggregating the 

analysis by type of FA program. 

TABLE 6.1.1.4 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY PRESENCE OF ELDERLY OR CHILDREN 

 

All Households 
Households 
with Seniors 

Households 
with Children, 

No Seniors 

One-Person 
Households 
with Neither 
Children nor 

Seniors 

Households 
with Two or 
More People 

but with Neither 
Children nor 

Seniors 
For All Three Programs 

Food secure 24.5% 41.3% 20.2% 21.4% 20.4% 
Food insecure 75.5% 58.7% 79.8% 78.6% 79.6% 

Food insecure 
with low food 
security 39.2% 39.9% 44.1% 34.2% 36.8% 
Food insecure 
with very low 
food security 36.3% 18.8% 35.7% 44.4% 42.8% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE 
(N)  60,085 11,946 18,514 19,820 9,805 

For Pantry Programs 

Food secure 24.0% 39.8% 19.5% 20.6% 19.9% 
Food insecure 76.0% 60.2% 80.5% 79.4% 80.1% 

Food insecure 
with low food 
security 41.0% 41.2% 44.4% 37.2% 37.8% 
Food insecure 
with very low 
food security 35.0% 19.0% 36.1% 42.2% 42.3% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE 
(N)  

41,757 9,642 15,804 8,855 7,456 
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All Households 
Households 
with Seniors 

Households 
with Children, 

No Seniors 

One-Person 
Households 
with Neither 
Children nor 

Seniors 

Households 
with Two or 
More People 

but with Neither 
Children nor 

Seniors 
For Kitchen Programs 

Food secure 27.5% 53.9% 28.4% 22.6% 21.5% 

Food insecure 
72.5% 46.1% 71.6% 77.4% 78.5% 

Food insecure 
with low food 
security 31.6% 29.2% 42.7% 28.4% 32.2% 
Food insecure 
with very low 
food security 40.8% 16.9% 28.8% 48.9% 46.3% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE 
(N) 

13,311 2,185 1,860 7,144 2,122 
For Shelter Programs 

Food secure 24.5% 55.2% 26.0% 22.7% 33.1% 

Food insecure 75.5% 44.8% 74.0% 77.3% 66.9% 
Food insecure 
with low food 
security 31.1% 24.5% 33.2% 31.4% 25.7% 
Food insecure 
with very low 
food security 44.5% 20.3% 40.7% 45.9% 41.2% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE 
(N)  

5,017 119 850 3,821 227 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 3, 6a, 6b, 6c, 7, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 

46 of the client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

For all clients, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.0% for clients in all 
households, 0.5% for clients in households with seniors, 0.6% for clients in households with children and 
no seniors, 0.5% for clients in one-person households with neither children nor seniors, and 0.4% for 
clients in households with two or more people but with neither children nor seniors. 
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For pantry clients, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.2% for clients in all 
households, 0.5% for clients in households with seniors, 0.8% for clients in households with children and 
no seniors, 0.5% for clients in one-person households with neither children nor seniors, and 0.5% for 
clients in households with two or more people but with neither children nor seniors. 

For kitchen clients, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 1.4% for clients in all 
households, 0.3% for clients in households with seniors, 0.1% for clients in households with children and 
no seniors, 0.9% for clients in one-person households with neither children nor seniors, and 0.1% for 
clients in households with two or more people but with neither children nor seniors. 

For shelter clients, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 1.0% for clients in all 
households, 0.1% for clients in households with seniors, 0.1% for clients in households with children and 
no seniors, 0.8% for clients in one-person households with neither children nor seniors, and 0.1% for 
clients in households with two or more people but with neither children nor seniors. 

 

Key findings include: 

!  For the overall sample, 44.1% of households with children and no seniors are 
food insecure with low food security, compared to 39.9% of households with 
seniors. In addition, 35.7% of households with children and no seniors are food 
insecure with very low food security, compared to 18.8% of households with 
seniors. 

!  For pantry and kitchen programs, rates of very low food security for one-person 
households with neither children nor elderly members are 42.2% and 48.9%, 
respectively. 

!  For shelters, the percentage of two-person households with neither seniors nor 
children that have very low food security is 41.2%. 

!  Having a senior in the household may protect other household members from 
being food insecure. For the overall sample, 53.9% of households with seniors are 
food secure, compared to 28.4% of households with children but no seniors, 
22.6% of one-person households with neither children nor seniors, and 21.5% of 
households with two or more people but with neither children nor seniors.  
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6.1.2 Household Food Insecurity and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
Participation   

As will be discussed in detail in Chapter 7, about 41.0% of client households also receive 

benefits from SNAP.  Associations between food security and SNAP participation are of interest 

for at least two reasons.  On the one hand, it is important that the households which are least food 

secure have effective access to the major government nutrition assistance programs, such as 

SNAP. On the other hand, it is of interest to examine whether SNAP benefit receipt appears to 

increase food security, recognizing, however, that causality may be difficult to establish in a 

cross-sectional study such as this one.40 

Table 6.1.2.1 compares food security status among SNAP participants to that of 

nonparticipants classified as apparently eligible or ineligible based on self-reported income.41 

TABLE 6.1.2.1 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

Food Security Among 
Clients’ Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

Among SNAP participants     

Food secure 20.9% 21.5% 22.9% 21.1% 
Food insecure 79.1% 78.5% 77.1% 78.9% 

With low food security 41.6% 34.9% 36.0% 40.4% 
With very low food security 37.4% 43.6% 41.1% 38.5% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N)  17,440 5,659 2,395 25,494 

Among SNAP eligible 
nonparticipantsa 

      

Food secure 21.3% 23.1% 19.4% 21.4% 
Food insecure 78.7% 76.9% 80.6% 78.6% 

                                                 
40 These issues are discussed in Gundersen, C. and V. Oliveira. “The Food Stamp Program and Food 

Insufficiency,” American Journal of Agricultural Economics, vol. 84, no. 3, 2001, pp. 875-887.  
41Apparent eligibility was determined using only the client’s self-reported income from the previous month. 

See Appendix B for more information about the complete set of SNAP eligibility requirements. 
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Food Security Among 
Clients’ Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

With low food security 41.4% 30.9% 28.7% 39.3% 
With very low food security 37.3% 46.1% 51.9% 39.3% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N)  18,427 5,536 2,214 26,177 

Among SNAP ineligible 
nonparticipantsa 

    

Food secure 42.1% 61.9% 61.6% 46.3% 
Food insecure 57.9% 38.1% 38.4% 53.7% 

With low food security 38.1% 22.3% 19.2% 34.6% 
With very low food security 19.7% 15.8% 19.2% 19.1% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N)  3,815 1,342 272 5,429 

Among SNAP nonparticipantsb     
Food secure 26.1% 32.0% 25.6% 26.9% 
Food insecure 73.9% 68.0% 74.4% 73.1% 

With low food security 40.5% 29.2% 27.4% 38.3% 
With very low food security 33.3% 38.8% 47.0% 34.8% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 25,001 7,893 2,697 35,591 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the client 

survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
Constructed according to “Guide to Measuring Household Food Security, Revised 2000.” 
 
For participating households, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 0.5% for pantry 
clients, 0.4% for kitchen clients, 0.1% for shelter clients, and 0.5% for all clients. 
 
For nonparticipating households, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 3.4% for 
pantry clients, 2.1% for kitchen clients, 1.7% for shelter clients, and 3.1% for all clients.  
 
For food secure households and food insecure households with low food security, the difference between 
estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and eligible households that are not receiving benefits 
is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. For food insecure households with very low food security, the 
difference between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and eligible households that are not 
receiving benefits is not statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
For each food security level, the difference between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits 
and ineligible households that are not receiving benefits is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

a Eligibility based on the previous month’s income alone. 
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b The coding of SNAP participants versus nonparticipants depends on the survey question asking whether the client 
participates in SNAP. Among nonparticipants, however, the coding that divides the group into eligibles and 
ineligibles depends on income. Because there are clients who respond to the SNAP participation question but do not 
respond to the income question, the sum of the number of eligible and ineligible nonparticipants is not equal to the 
total number of nonparticipants 

 
Specific findings in this analysis include: 

!  40.4% of the client households receiving SNAP benefits had low food security 
and another 38.5% had very low food security.  

!  Among the client households that are eligible to participate in SNAP but not 
receiving SNAP benefits, 39.3% and 39.3% had low and very low food security, 
respectively. 

!  Among households apparently ineligible for SNAP benefits, 34.6% and 19.1% 
had low or very low food security, respectively. 

!  Among emergency food clients, the difference between the percentage of food-
insecure SNAP participants and the percentage of food-insecure SNAP 
nonparticipants is sizably smaller than the gap based on the full U.S. population.42  

 

                                                 
42 The gap for the full population is described in: Gundersen, C. and B. Kreider. “Food Stamps and Food 

Insecurity: What Can Be Learned in the Presence of Nonclassical Measurement Error?” Journal of Human 
Resources, vol. 43, no. 2, 2008, pp. 352-382. 
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Note that the fact that substantial numbers of client households are classified as food 

insecure with very low food security despite receiving SNAP benefits does not by itself mean 

that SNAP is not providing useful assistance.  Indeed, many of these households might be much 

worse off without SNAP benefits.  However, the data suggest that, for many households in the 

FA network, SNAP benefits may not be sufficient to prevent the reductions in food intake or 

disruptions in eating patterns.43  

As shown in Table 6.1.2.1N, when these percentages are translated to numbers of 

households, they imply that the FA system serves over 4.7 million client households that are 

receiving SNAP benefits but are food insecure.  

TABLE 6.1.2.1N 
  

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS, BY SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
PARTICIPATION AND FOOD INSECURITY 

Food Security Among Clients’ 
Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

Among SNAP participants     
Food secure 1,028,900 133,200 115,700 1,275,700 
Food insecure 3,882,600 485,300 388,800 4,758,900 

With low food security 2,045,300 215,900 181,600 2,436,500 
With very low food security 1,837,300 269,500 207,200 2,322,400 

ESTIMATED TOTAL 
NUMBER OF CLIENT 
HOUSEHOLDS 
PARTICIPATING IN SNAP 4,911,500 618,500 504,500 6,034,500 

Among SNAP nonparticipants     
Food secure 1,840,500 276,200 145,500 2,280,300 
Food insecure 5,200,300 586,400 422,700 6,191,400 

With low food security 2,853,800 251,700 155,800 3,243,800 
With very low food security 2,346,500 334,800 266,800 2,947,600 

                                                 
43 For research that investigates the association between food security and SNAP participation and the 

effect of factors such as self-selection based on unobserved household characteristics, the timing of food insecurity 
versus SNAP receipt, and misreporting of food insecurity and SNAP receipt, see Gundersen and Oliveira (2001), 
Gundersen and Kreider (2008), and Wilde, Parke and Mark Nord. “The Effect of Food Stamps on Food Security: A 
Panel Data Approach.” Review of Agricultural Economics, vol. 27, no. 3, 2005, pp. 425-32. 
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Food Security Among Clients’ 
Households 

Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

ESTIMATED TOTAL 
NUMBER OF CLIENT 
HOUSEHOLDS NOT 
PARTICIPATING IN SNAP 7,040,900 862,700 568,100 8,471,700 
 
NOTE: See Appendix A for the estimated number of people served in subgroups of FA clients. 

 
Columns in this table do not exactly add up to the column total.  This discrepancy occurs because tables 
showing percentage distributions are weighted with the monthly weight, while the number of clients 
presented in this table is estimated at the annual level.  Because the relationship between the monthly and 
annual weights varies across individuals depending on the frequency of visits to program sites, applying 
annual estimates to a monthly snapshot of percentage distributions results in small discrepancies in 
column totals. 
 
 
Other key findings in the table include: 

!  Among SNAP participants in the FA network, an estimated 2.3 million 
households have very low food security.  

!  Among FA households not participating in SNAP, nearly 6.2 million are food 
insecure, of which nearly 3 million have very low food security. 
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6.1.3 Household Food Insecurity and Household Income 

Table 6.1.3.1 and 6.1.3.2 examine the relationship between income and food security. 

Table 6.1.3.1 presents the percentage of client households that are food secure and food insecure 

for households grouped by income relative to the federal poverty level. Table 6.1.3.2 describes 

the distribution of household income for client households grouped by food security status. 

TABLE 6.1.3.1 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY INCOME IN 2008  

  Income in 2008 
 All Client 

Households 
0% to 130% of Federal 

Poverty Levela 
131% of Federal Poverty Level 

or Highera 

Food secure 23.7% 20.9% 37.9% 
Food insecure 76.3% 79.1% 62.1% 

Food insecure with 
low food security 39.2% 39.9% 35.6% 
Food insecure with 
very low food security 37.1% 39.1% 26.6% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 55,635 47,006 8,629 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 29, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the 

client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
 
Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

Missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 0.8% for all clients, 0.7% for households with 
income at 0% to 130% of the federal poverty level, and 0.1% for households with income at 131% of the 
federal poverty level or higher. 

aSee Table 5.8.1.1 for the monthly federal poverty levels (and multiply by 12 to obtain annual levels). 
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We find that among the client households with incomes less than or equal to 130% of the 

federal poverty level—the federal income threshold for SNAP eligibility for most households— 

20.9% are food secure, while 37.9% of the households with incomes above 130% of the federal 

poverty level are food secure. On the other hand, as many as 39.1% of the client households with 

income less than or equal to 130% of the federal poverty level have very low food security. The 

comparable figure is 26.6% for the households with income above 130%. 

Households that had low or very low food security tended to have lower incomes than those 

households that were food secure (Table 6.1.3.2).  For instance, among households that had very 

low food security, 43.9% had either no income or an income below 50% of poverty, compared 

with only 29.2% of food-secure households. 

TABLE 6.1.3.2 
  

INCOME IN 2008, BY FOOD SECURITY STATUS  

  Food Security Status at Client Households 

Income in 2008 as Percentage of 
Federal Poverty Levela 

All Client 
Households Food Secure 

Food Insecure 
with Low Food 

Security 

Food Insecure 
with Very Low 
Food Security 

0% (no income) 7.8% 6.6% 6.0% 10.5% 
1%-50% 29.0% 22.6% 28.6% 33.4% 
51%-75% 20.2% 16.4% 21.7% 20.9% 
76%-100% 16.8% 17.8% 18.0% 14.8% 
101%-130% 10.3% 10.9% 11.2% 8.9% 
SUBTOTAL 84.0% 74.3% 85.5% 88.5% 
     
131%-150% 4.5% 6.3% 4.3% 3.5% 
151%-185% 4.2% 6.1% 4.1% 3.1% 
186% or higher 7.4% 13.3% 6.1% 4.9% 
SUBTOTAL 16.0% 25.7% 14.5% 11.5% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 55,599 14,002 20,979 20,618 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on all responses to questions 29, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the client 

survey. 
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NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For income as percentage of the federal poverty level, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 8.3% for all clients, 2.8% for households that are food secure, 3.2% for households that are 
food insecure with low security, and 2.3% for households that are food insecure with very low security. 
 
For each income to poverty level, the difference between estimates for households that are food secure 
and households with very low food security is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. For each income 
to poverty level except 0% and 76% to 100%, the difference between estimates for households that are 
food secure and households with low food security is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.  

 
 
Other findings include: 

!  In 2008, 88.5% of the client households that were food insecure with very low 
food security, 85.5% of those that were food insecure with low food security, and 
74.3% of those that were food secure had income less than or equal to 130% of 
the federal poverty level. 

!  In 2008, 11.5% of the client households that were food insecure with very low 
food security, 14.5% of those that were food insecure with low food security, and 
25.7% of those that were food secure had income more than 130% of the federal 
poverty level. 
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6.1.4 Household Food Insecurity and Health 

While client health status will be explored more thoroughly in Chapter 8, Table 6.1.4.1 

presents food security rates for client households grouped by whether a member of the household 

is in poor health.44  

TABLE 6.1.4.1 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY HEALTH STATUS 

  Households with or Without Members in Poor Health 
 

All Households 
With Members in 

Poor Health 
Without Members in 

Poor Health 

Food secure 24.5% 18.0% 27.3% 
Food insecure 75.5% 82.0% 72.7% 

Food insecure with low 
food security 39.2% 40.3% 38.7% 
Food insecure with very 
low food security 

36.3% 41.7% 34.1% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 60,054 17,354 42,700 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 20, 21, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of 

the client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
 
Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

Missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 1.8% for all clients, 0.5% for households with 
members in poor health, and 1.3% for households without members in poor health. 

For each income to poverty level, the difference between estimates for households with and without 
members in poor health is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
We find that among the client households with at least one member in poor health, 18.0% 

are food secure; 40.3% have low food security; and 41.7% have very low food security. In 

                                                 
44 Whether a respondent or a household member is in poor health is self-reported in the survey. 
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addition, among the client households with no one in poor health, 27.3% are food secure; 38.7% 

have low food security; and 34.1% have very low food security. 
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6.1.5 Household Food Insecurity and Citizenship Status 

Table 6.1.5.1 examines associations between citizenship status and food security among 

FA client households. 

TABLE 6.1.5.1 
  

FOOD INSECURITY, BY CITIZENSHIP STATUS 

  
Citizenship Status of Clients at  

FA Program Sites 

 All Client Households 

Households 
Represented by Citizen 

Clientsa 

Households 
Represented by 

Noncitizen Clients 

Food secure 24.6% 25.5% 17.1% 
Food insecure 75.4% 74.5% 82.9% 

Food insecure with low food 
security 

39.1% 37.8% 49.5% 

Food insecure with very low 
food security 

36.3% 36.7% 33.4% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,689 55,526 4,163 

 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 5, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the 

client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
 
Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

Missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 1.9% for all clients, 1.6% for households 
represented by citizen clients, and 0.3% for households represented by noncitizen clients. 

For each food security level, the difference between estimates for households represented by citizen and 
noncitizen clients is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
aHouseholds represented by respondents who are U.S. citizens. 

 
 
The table shows that 49.5% of the noncitizen households have low food security, 

compared with 37.8% of the citizen households. In addition, 33.4% of the noncitizen households 

have very low food security, compared with 36.7% of the citizen households. 
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Table 6.1.5.2 contrasts, within noncitizen households, food security rates for households 

that have and do not have young children. 

TABLE 6.1.5.2 
  

FOOD INSECURITY AMONG HOUSEHOLDS CONTAINING AT LEAST ONE NONCITIZEN,  
BY PRESENCE OF YOUNG CHILDREN 

  
Noncitizen Households With or  

Without Children Ages 0-5 

 
All Client Households Having at Least 

One Noncitizen Member 
With Children  

Ages 0-5 
Without Children 

Ages 0-5 

Food secure 16.9% 17.9% 16.1% 
Food insecure 83.1% 82.1% 83.9% 

Food insecure with 
low food security 50.3% 52.1% 48.9% 
Food insecure with 
very low food 
security 32.8% 29.9% 35.0% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 5,054 2,037 3,017 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 5, 42, 43, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the 

client survey. 

NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
 
Constructed according to Bickel et al. (2000). 

Missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 3.2% for all client households with at least one 
noncitizen member, 0.5% for noncitizen households with children ages 0-5, and 2.7% for noncitizen 
households without children ages 0-5. 

Except for food secure households, the difference between estimates for households with children 
younger than age 5 is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.  

 
 
We find that 17.9% of noncitizen households with young children are classified as food 

secure, compared with 16.1% of those households without them.  
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6.2 INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY IN HOUSEHOLDS 

Table 6.2.1 presents responses to two of the questions involved in the six-item 

short module. 

TABLE 6.2.1 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY IN HOUSEHOLDS 

 
Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

“The food we bought just didn’t last, and we 
didn’t have money to get more.”  In the last 
12 months, was that…? 

    

Often true 35.7% 34.9% 32.2% 35.4% 
Sometimes true 44.6% 38.8% 39.8% 43.6% 
Never true 19.7% 26.3% 28.0% 21.1% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     
“We couldn’t afford to eat balanced meals.”  
In the last 12 months, was that…? 

    

Often true 27.4% 30.5% 30.7% 28.0% 
Sometimes true 43.0% 37.0% 36.9% 41.9% 
Never true 29.5% 32.5% 32.4% 30.1% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 42,441 13,552 5,092 61,085 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 42 and 43 of the client survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For the first food security indicator in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
4.2% for pantry clients, 3.6% for kitchen clients, 3.3% for shelter clients, and 4.1% for all clients. 
 
For the second food security indicator in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 4.6% for pantry clients, 3.2% for kitchen clients, 2.1% for shelter clients, and 4.3% for all clients. 
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Overall, 78.9% of the client households reported that, during the previous 12 months, 

they had been in a situation where the food they bought “just didn’t last” and [they] did not have 

money to get more.  In addition, 69.9% of the client households were, often or sometimes during 

the previous 12 months, in a situation where they “couldn’t afford to eat balanced meals.” 

Table 6.2.1N shows that more than 5.1 million FA households felt that in the last 

12 months, the food they bought often “just didn’t last” and they lacked money to buy more.  

TABLE 6.2.1N 
  

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS, BY INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY 

 
Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

Adult Clients 
at All Program 

Sites 

“The food we bought just didn’t last, and we 
didn’t have money to get more.”  In the last 
12 months, was that …? 

    

Often true 4,263,300 516,300 345,300 5,131,100 
Sometimes true 5,333,200 575,000 426,800 6,318,600 
Never true 2,355,800 389,800 300,500 3,056,400 

     
“We couldn’t afford to eat balanced meals.”  
In the last 12 months, was that …?     

Often true 3,275,900 451,300 329,800 4,064,000 
Sometimes true 5,145,000 547,900 395,700 6,073,400 
Never true 3,531,500 481,900 347,200 4,368,700 

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF 
CLIENT HOUSEHOLDS 11,952,412 1,481,154 1,072,628 14,506,194 
 
NOTE: See Appendix A for the estimated number of people served in subgroups of FA clients. 

 
Columns in this table do not exactly add up to the column total.  This discrepancy occurs because tables 
showing percentage distributions are weighted with the monthly weight, while the number of clients 
presented in this table is estimated at the annual level.  Because the relationship between the monthly and 
annual weights varies across individuals depending on the frequency of visits to program sites, applying 
annual estimates to a monthly snapshot of percentage distributions results in small discrepancies in 
column totals. 

 
 
Other findings are: 
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!  More than 6.3 million households indicated that it was sometimes true their food 
did not last. 

!  About 4 million households said they often could not afford to eat balanced 
meals, and 6 million said this was sometimes true. 
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Table 6.2.2 examines the associations between the responses presented in Table 6.2.1 and 

participation and eligibility in SNAP. There are a number of reasons that receipt of SNAP 

benefits might be associated with food security. On the one hand, SNAP benefit receipt might 

increase food security, other things being equal.  On the other hand, food insecurity might 

influence households to apply for SNAP benefits.  Other types of associations caused by both 

SNAP participation and food security being determined by other factors are also possible.  

TABLE 6.2.2 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY IN HOUSEHOLDS, BY SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFIT RECEIPT 

  SNAP Benefit Receipt Status of Households 
 All Client 

Households with 
Valid SNAP 

Benefit Receipt 
Status 

Receiving SNAP 
Benefits 

Apparently 
Eligible, Not 

Receiving 

Apparently 
Ineligible 

Because of 
Income, Not 
Receivinga 

“The food we bought just 
didn’t last, and we didn’t have 
money to get more.”  In the last 
12 months, was that …?b     

Often true 35.8% 38.5% 36.3% 20.7% 
Sometimes true 43.9% 44.3% 44.4% 39.5% 
Never true 20.3% 17.1% 19.3% 39.8% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 55,979 24,988 25,651 5,340 

“We couldn’t afford to eat 
balanced meals.”  In the last 
12 months, was that …?b     

Often true 28.3% 28.7% 30.5% 15.1% 
Sometimes true 42.2% 43.2% 42.6% 35.3% 
Never true 29.6% 28.1% 26.9% 49.6% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 56,013 24,995 25,676 5,342 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 29, 31, 42, and 43 of the client survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
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For the first survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 2.7% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 1.1% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 1.4% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 0.1% for ineligible clients. 
 
For the second survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 3.0% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 1.3% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 1.5% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 0.2% for ineligible clients. 
 
For both survey indicators of food insecurity, the difference between estimates for households receiving 
SNAP benefits and ineligible households that are not receiving benefits is statistically significant at the 
0.05 level. The difference between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and eligible 
households that are not receiving benefits is also statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses 
to the first survey indicator of food security and all but the response of “sometimes true” for the second 
survey indicator. 
 

aEligibility was determined based on the previous month’s income alone. 
 
bA “valid” SNAP benefit receipt status is one in which all participation and eligibility (i.e. income) questions have 
valid responses.  
 

Key findings include:  

!  38.5% of SNAP benefit recipients and 36.3% of apparently eligible 
nonparticipants said that it was “often true” that food did not last and there was no 
money to buy more; the comparable percentage for apparently ineligible FA 
clients was 20.7%. 

!  28.7% of SNAP benefit recipients and 30.5% of apparently eligible 
nonparticipants said that it was “often true” that they could not afford to eat 
balanced meals; the comparable percentage for apparently ineligible FA clients 
was 15.1%.  
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6.3 INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG ADULTS 

Table 6.3.1 presents responses to the four questions about adults in the six-item 

short module. 

TABLE 6.3.1 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG ADULTS 

 Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

How often adult clients or other adults in 
the household cut the size of meals or 
skipped meals because there wasn’t enough 
money for food in the previous 12 monthsa 

    

Almost every month 27.3% 29.9% 29.2% 27.8% 
Some months but not every month 20.4% 18.3% 20.5% 20.1% 
Only one or two months 8.0% 7.1% 8.6% 7.9% 
Never 44.3% 44.6% 41.7% 44.2% 

     
Clients who ate less than they felt they 
should because there wasn’t enough money 
to buy food in the previous 12 months 

    

Yes 56.9% 57.2% 56.6% 56.9% 
No 43.1% 42.8% 43.4% 43.1% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
     

Clients who were hungry but didn’t eat 
because they couldn’t afford enough food in 
the previous 12 months  

    

Yes 40.1% 46.0% 52.0% 41.6% 
No 59.9% 54.0% 48.0% 58.4% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
     

Clients or other adults in the household ever 
did not eat for a whole day because there 
wasn’t enough money for food in the 
previous 12 months 

    

Yes 23.9% 36.6% 39.5% 26.5% 
No 76.1% 63.4% 60.5% 73.5% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 42,441 13,552 5,092 61,085 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 44, 44a, 45, 46, and 47 of the client 

survey. 
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NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For the first food security indicator in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
3.3% for pantry clients, 2.5% for kitchen clients, 2.4% for shelter clients, and 3.2% for all clients. 
 
For the second food security indicator in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 3.7% for pantry clients, 3.0% for kitchen clients, 2.4% for shelter clients, and 3.5% for all clients. 
 
For the third food security indicator in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
3.5% for pantry clients, 2.6% for kitchen clients, 1.7% for shelter clients, and 3.3% for all clients. 
 
For the fourth food security indicator in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 3.2% for pantry clients, 2.3% for kitchen clients, 1.6% for shelter clients, and 3.0% for all clients. 

 
aResponses may not add up to 100% because this panel was constructed from two questions:  “Never” came from 
Question 44, and the other responses from Question 44a. 

 
 
Adults in 27.8% of the client households had to cut the size of meals or skip meals 

because there was not enough money for food almost every month of the previous 12 months.  

Responses to the remaining three questions are: 

!  56.9% of the clients ate less than they felt they should because there was not 
enough money to buy food at least once during the previous 12 months. 

!  Adults in 41.6% of the client households were hungry but did not eat because they 
could not afford enough food at least once during the previous 12 months. 

!  Adults in 26.5% of the client households did not eat for a whole day at least once 
during the previous 12 months because there was not enough money for food. 
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As shown in Table 6.3.1N, nearly 7 million FA households reported that adults in the 

households had to cut the size of their meals or had to skip meals altogether during at least some 

of the previous 12 months because there was not enough money for food.  

TABLE 6.3.1N 
  

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS, BY INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY 

 Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

How often adult clients or other adults in 
the household cut the size of meals or 
skipped meals because there wasn’t enough 
money for food in the previous 12 months 

    

Almost every month 3,261,500 443,300 313,200 4,026,700 
Some months but not every month 2,443,800 271,100 219,400 2,922,600 
Only one or two months 953,400 105,500 92,500 1,144,900 
Never 5,291,700 660,600 447,100 6,408,900 

     
Clients who ate less than they felt they 
should because there wasn’t enough money 
to buy food in the previous 12 months     

Yes 6,799,700 846,900 606,600 8,255,900 
No 5,152,700 634,200 466,000 6,250,300 

     
Clients who were hungry but didn’t eat 
because they couldn’t afford enough food in 
the previous 12 months      

Yes 4,795,400 680,700 557,300 6,029,700 
No 7,157,100 800,500 515,400 8,476,500 

     
Clients or other adults in the household did 
not eat for a whole day because there wasn’t 
enough money for food in the previous 12 
months     

Yes 2,853,600 541,500 423,400 3,840,300 
No 9,098,800 939,700 649,300 10,665,900 

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF 
CLIENT HOUSEHOLDS 11,952,412 1,481,154 1,072,628 14,506,194 
 
NOTE: See Appendix A for the estimated number of people served in subgroups of FA clients. 

 
Columns in this table do not exactly add up to the column total.  This discrepancy occurs because tables 
showing percentage distributions are weighted with the monthly weight, while the number of clients 
presented in this table is estimated at the annual level.  Because the relationship between the monthly and 
annual weights varies across individuals depending on the frequency of visits to program sites, applying 
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annual estimates to a monthly snapshot of percentage distributions results in small discrepancies in 
column totals. 

 
 
Other findings include: 

!  Because of lack of resources to buy food, adults in over 8.2 million FA 
households ate less than they felt they should. 

!  6 million FA households contained adults who were hungry but, because they 
could not afford enough food, did not eat. 

!  Over 3.8 million FA households included adults who, because there was not 
enough money for food, did not eat for a whole day. 
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Table 6.3.2 examines the associations between the responses presented in Table 6.3.1 and 

participation and eligibility in SNAP. 

TABLE 6.3.2 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG ADULTS, BY SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFIT RECEIPT 

  SNAP Benefit Receipt Status of Households 
 All Client 

Households with 
Valid SNAP 

Benefit Receipt 
Statusa 

Receiving SNAP 
Benefits 

Apparently 
Eligible, Not 

Receiving 

Apparently 
Ineligible 

Because of 
Income, Not 
Receivingb 

How often adult clients or other 
adults in the household cut the 
size of meals or skipped meals 
because there wasn’t enough 
money for food in the previous 
12 months     

Almost every month 28.3% 29.5% 29.3% 17.3% 
Some months but not every 

month 20.5% 21.3% 21.5% 12.4% 
Only one or two months 8.1% 7.5% 8.6% 8.1% 
Never 43.1% 41.8% 40.5% 62.2% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 55,767 24,839 25,560 5,368 

Clients who ate less than they 
felt they should because there 
wasn’t enough money to buy 
food in the previous 12 months     

Yes 57.8% 60.0% 59.8% 37.2% 
No 42.2% 40.0% 40.2% 62.8% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 56,187 25,019 25,805 5,363 

Clients who were hungry but 
didn’t eat because they 
couldn’t afford enough food in 
the previous 12 months     

Yes 42.1% 44.4% 44.1% 21.4% 
No 57.9% 55.6% 55.9% 78.6% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 56,335 25,092 25,871 5,372 
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  SNAP Benefit Receipt Status of Households 
 All Client 

Households with 
Valid SNAP 

Benefit Receipt 
Statusa 

Receiving SNAP 
Benefits 

Apparently 
Eligible, Not 

Receiving 

Apparently 
Ineligible 

Because of 
Income, Not 
Receivingb 

Clients or other adults in the 
household ever did not eat for a 
whole day because there wasn’t 
enough money for food in the 
previous 12 months     

Yes 26.8% 28.1% 28.2% 13.6% 
No 73.2% 71.9% 71.8% 86.4% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 56,501 25,156 25,953 5,392 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 29, 31, 44a, 45, 46, and 47 of the client 

survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For the first survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 3.2% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 1.4% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 1.6% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 0.2% for ineligible clients. 
 
For the second survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 2.3% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 0.9% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 1.2% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 0.2% for ineligible clients. 
 
For the third survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 2.0% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 0.7% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 1.2% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 0.2% for ineligible clients. 
 
For the fourth survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 1.7% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 0.5% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 1.0% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 0.1% for ineligible clients. 
 
The differences between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and eligible households that 
are not receiving benefits are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for responses of “some months” and 
“never” to the first survey question and for all responses to the second survey question. The differences 
between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and ineligible households that are not 
receiving benefits are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for responses of “almost every month”, 
“some months”, and “only one or two months” to the first survey question, and all responses to the 
second, third, and fourth survey questions.  

 
aA “valid” SNAP benefit receipt status is one in which all participation and eligibility (i.e. income) questions have 
valid responses.  
 

bEligibility was determined based on the previous month’s income alone. 
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Key findings include:  

!  50.7% of recipients of SNAP benefits and 50.8% of apparently eligible 
nonparticipants said that they or other adults in the household reduced meal sizes 
or skipped meals entirely some months or every month in the past year because 
there was not enough money for food; the comparable percentage for apparently 
ineligible FA clients was 29.7%. 

!  60.0% of recipients of SNAP benefits and 59.8% of apparently eligible 
nonparticipants said they ate less than they should because they lacked money to 
buy food; the comparable figure for the apparently ineligible respondents was 
37.2%. 

!  28.1% of recipients of SNAP benefits and 28.2% of apparently eligible 
nonparticipants said that they or other adults in the household did not eat for a 
whole day because there was not enough money for food; the comparable 
percentage for apparently ineligible FA clients was 13.6%.  
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Households in nonmetropolitan as compared with metropolitan areas may have different 

opportunities to ensure adequate nutrition for their members.  For instance, nonmetropolitan 

households may face considerable transportation barriers in shopping for food.  On the other 

hand, they may have greater access to food that is grown at home or on nearby farms.  Using 

residential ZIP codes provided by clients, Table 6.3.3 examines how metropolitan status is 

associated with answers to adult food security questions.45  

TABLE 6.3.3 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG ADULTS, BY URBAN/METROPOLITAN STATUS 

  Urban/Metropolitan Status 
 All Client 

Households with 
Valid SNAP 

Benefit Receipt 
Statusa Central city 

Metro, Not 
Central city Nonmetro 

How often adult clients or other 
adults in the household cut the 
size of meals or skipped meals 
because there wasn’t enough 
money for food in the previous 
12 months     

Almost every month 27.7% 28.7% 28.3% 23.9% 
Some months but not every 

month 20.2% 20.3% 20.5% 19.2% 
Only one or two months 7.9% 8.0% 8.1% 7.2% 
Never 44.2% 43.0% 43.0% 49.7% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 58,684 28,119 16,156 14,409 

                                                 
45 We classified clients as living in central city, metropolitan non-central city, and nonmetropolitan by 

matching the client’s ZIP code with information from the Census bureau. The classifications are based on population 
distributions from 2003. The general concept of a metropolitan area is one of a large population nucleus, together 
with adjacent communities that have a high degree of economic and social integration with that nucleus. Each 
generally contains at least 10,000 people and can contain one or more counties. Central cities generally consist of 
one or more of the largest population and employment centers of a metropolitan area. Each metropolitan area may 
contain one or more central cities. Further details are available at http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf3.pdf. 
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  Urban/Metropolitan Status 
 All Client 

Households with 
Valid SNAP 

Benefit Receipt 
Statusa Central city 

Metro, Not 
Central city Nonmetro 

Clients who ate less than they 
felt they should because there 
wasn’t enough money to buy 
food in the previous 12 months     

Yes 56.9% 57.9% 58.8% 50.9% 
No 43.1% 42.1% 41.2% 49.1% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,141 28,365 16,259 14,517 

Clients who were hungry but 
didn’t eat because they 
couldn’t afford enough food in 
the previous 12 months     

Yes 41.5% 43.6% 41.8% 35.1% 
No 58.5% 56.4% 58.2% 64.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,291 28,455 16,283 14,553 

Clients or other adults in the 
household ever did not eat for a 
whole day because there wasn’t 
enough money for food in the 
previous 12 months     

Yes 26.4% 30.0% 23.6% 20.7% 
No 73.6% 70.0% 76.4% 79.3% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,480 28,533 16,332 14,615 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 29, 31, 44a, 45, 46, and 47 of the client 

survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For the first indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 4.5% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 2.9% for central city clients, 1.1% for 
metro area clients, and 0.6% for nonmetro clients. 
 
For the second indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 3.5% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 2.2% for central city clients, 
0.8% for metro area clients, and 0.5% for nonmetro clients. 
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For the third indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 3.3% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 2.1% for central city clients, 0.7% for 
metro area clients, and 0.5% for nonmetro clients. 
 
For the fourth indicator of food security in the table, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
3.0% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 1.9% for central city clients, 0.6% for metro 
area clients, and 0.4% for nonmetro clients. 
 

 
aA “valid” SNAP benefit receipt status is one in which all participation and eligibility (i.e. income) questions have 
valid responses.  

 
 
We find that 28.7% of households served in central city areas said that they or other 

adults in the household reduced meal sizes or skipped meals entirely almost every month in the 

past year because there was not enough money for food. This compares to 28.3% of households 

served in suburban areas (metropolitan areas outside central cities) and 23.9% in 

nonmetropolitan areas. 

 



Hunger in America 2010 National Report 

158 
CH 6.  CLIENTS:  FOOD INSECURITY 

6.4 INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
CHILDREN 

Besides the six questions shown in Tables 6.2.1 and 6.3.1, clients were asked three 

questions about their children’s skipping of meals, being hungry, and not eating enough. 

TABLE 6.4.1 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN 

 Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

How often during the previous 
12 months clients’ child/children 
was/were not eating enough because 
they just couldn’t afford enough food     

Often 6.3% 4.4% 9.4% 6.3% 
Sometimes 22.3% 14.5% 24.7% 21.8% 
Never 71.3% 81.1% 65.9% 71.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     
Clients whose child/children ever 
skipped meals because there wasn’t 
enough money for food during the 
previous 12 months     

Yes 15.5% 10.7% 14.2% 15.1% 
No 84.5% 89.3% 85.8% 84.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     
Clients whose child/children was/were 
hungry at least once during the previous 
12 months, but couldn’t afford more 
food     

Yes 18.4% 13.9% 17.9% 18.0% 
No 81.6% 86.1% 82.1% 82.0% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N)  17,972 2,094 868 20,934 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 3, 6b, 49, 50, and 51 of the client 

survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 
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For the first survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 6.9% for pantry clients, 6.2% for kitchen clients, 4.7% for shelter clients, and 6.8% for all 
clients. 
 
For the second survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 6.8% for pantry clients, 6.7% for kitchen clients, 4.8% for shelter clients, and 6.7% for all 
clients. 
 
For the third survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 6.7% for pantry clients, 6.4% for kitchen clients, 10.1% for shelter clients, and 6.7% for all 
clients. 

 
 
Among all clients with children, 6.3% stated that during the previous 12 months, their 

children were often not eating enough because they just could not afford enough food.  Another 

21.8% of the clients experienced such a situation sometimes during the previous 12 months. 

!  15.1% of the clients with children said that at least once during the previous 12 
months, their children skipped meals because there was not enough money for 
food. 

!  18.0% of the clients with children said that at least once during the previous 12 
months, their children were hungry, but they could not afford more food. 
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Table 6.4.1N provides estimates of the number of FA households with children that 

reported various indicators of food insecurity related to the children.  

TABLE 6.4.1N 
  

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CLIENT HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN  
BY INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY 

 Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

Client 
Households 

How often during the previous 
12 months clients’ child/children 
was/were not eating enough because 
they just couldn’t afford enough food     

Often 333,600 12,200 10,600 353,400 
Sometimes 1,173,000 40,600 28,000 1,232,800 
Never 3,750,800 226,800 74,600 4,063,900 

     
Clients whose child/children ever 
skipped meals because there wasn’t 
enough money for food during the 
previous 12 months     

Yes 814,000 29,900 16,000 855,500 
No 4,443,400 249,700 97,100 4,794,600 

     
Clients whose child/children was/were 
hungry at least once during the previous 
12 months, but couldn’t afford more 
food     

Yes 964,800 38,900 20,300 1,019,600 
No 4,292,600 240,700 92,900 4,630,600 

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF 
CLIENT HOUSEHOLDS WITH AT 
LEAST ONE CHILD YOUNGER 
THAN AGE 18 YEARS 5,257,400 279,600 113,200 5,650,200 
 
NOTE: See Appendix A for the estimated number of people served in subgroups of FA clients. 
 

Columns in this table do not exactly add up to the column total.  This discrepancy occurs because tables 
showing percentage distributions are weighted with the monthly weight, while the number of clients 
presented in this table is estimated at the annual level.  Because the relationship between the monthly and 
annual weights varies across individuals depending on the frequency of visits to program sites, applying 
annual estimates to a monthly snapshot of percentage distributions results in small discrepancies in 
column totals. 
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In nearly 1.6 million FA households, children were reported not to be eating enough  

because the households could not afford enough food.  Other findings are: 

!  In over 0.8 million FA households, children had to skip meals because of lack of 
resources to buy food. 

!  In 1 million of the households, children were reported to have been hungry, at 
least once, because of lack of household resources to buy food. 
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Table 6.4.2 examines the associations between the responses presented in Table 6.4.1 and 

participation and eligibility in SNAP. 

TABLE 6.4.2 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN, BY SUPPLEMENTAL 
NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BENEFIT RECEIPT 

  SNAP Benefit Receipt Status of Households 
 All Client 

Households 
with Valid 

SNAP Benefit 
Receipt Statusb 

Receiving 
SNAP Benefits 

Apparently 
Eligible, Not 

Receiving 

Apparently 
Ineligible 

Because of 
Income, Not 
Receivinga 

How often during the previous 
12 months clients’ child/children 
was/were not eating enough because 
they just couldn’t afford enough food     

Often 6.2% 5.9% 6.9% 3.5% 
Sometimes 21.8% 20.7% 24.3% 11.5% 
Never 71.9% 73.4% 68.8% 85.0% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 18,796 9,412 8,277 1,107 
     
Clients whose child/children ever 
skipped meals because there wasn’t 
enough money for food during the 
previous 12 months     

Yes 14.6% 13.0% 16.9% 9.6% 
No 85.4% 87.0% 83.1% 90.4% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 18,760 9,415 8,243 1,102 
     
Clients whose child/children was/were 
hungry at least once during the previous 
12 months, but couldn’t afford more 
food     

Yes 17.7% 16.9% 19.4% 10.1% 
No 82.3% 83.1% 80.6% 89.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 18,744 9,389 8,246 1,109 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 29, 31, 49, 50, and 51 of the client 

survey. 
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NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 
know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For the first survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 63.3% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 26.6% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 29.4% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 7.3% for ineligible clients. 
 
For the second survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 63.3% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 26.6% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 29.5% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 7.3% for ineligible clients. 
 
For the third survey indicator of food security in the table, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 63.3% for all clients with valid SNAP benefit receipt status, 26.6% for clients receiving 
SNAP benefits, 29.5% for eligible, not receiving clients, and 7.3% for ineligible clients. 
 
Due to possible nonresponse bias, estimates with missing, don’t know, and refusal responses greater than 
10% should be interpreted with caution. 
 
The differences between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and eligible households that 
are not receiving benefits are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses to each survey 
question. The differences between estimates for households receiving SNAP benefits and ineligible 
households that are not receiving benefits are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses to 
each survey question. 
 

aEligibility was determined based on the previous month’s income alone. 
 
bA “valid” SNAP benefit receipt status is one in which all participation and eligibility (i.e. income) questions have 
valid responses.  

 

Several findings include:  

!  Among all clients with children that participated in SNAP, 5.9% stated that during 
the previous 12 months, their children were often not eating enough because they 
could not afford enough food. This compares to 6.9% of eligible nonparticipants 
and 3.5% of ineligible nonparticipants. 

!  Among all clients with children that participated in SNAP, 13.0% said that during 
the previous 12 months, their children skipped meals because there was not 
enough money for food. This compares to 16.9% of eligible nonparticipants and 
9.6% of ineligible nonparticipants. 

!  Among all clients with children that participated in SNAP, 16.9% said that at least 
once during the previous 12 months, their children were hungry at least once, but 
they could not afford more food. This compares to 19.4% of eligible 
nonparticipants and 10.1% of ineligible nonparticipants.  
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Table 6.4.3 examines the associations between the responses presented in Table 6.4.1 and 

living in an urban or metropolitan area. 

TABLE 6.4.3 
  

INDICATORS OF FOOD INSECURITY AMONG HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN, BY 
URBAN/METROPOLITAN STATUS 

  Urban/Metropolitan Status 

 

All Client Households 
with One or More 
Children Younger 

than 18 Central city 
Metro, Not 
Central city Nonmetro 

How often during the previous 
12 months clients’ child/children 
was/were not eating enough 
because they just couldn’t afford 
enough food     

Often 6.3% 6.5% 7.0% 4.2% 
Sometimes 21.8% 22.7% 23.8% 15.4% 
Never 72.0% 70.8% 69.2% 80.4% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 19,578 8,283 6,266 5,029 

Clients whose child/children 
ever skipped meals because 
there wasn’t enough money for 
food during the previous 12 
months     

Yes 15.1% 15.8% 17.6% 8.3% 
No 84.9% 84.2% 82.4% 91.7% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 19,546 8,281 6,246 5,019 

Clients whose child/children 
was/were hungry at least once 
during the previous 12 months, 
but couldn’t afford more food     

Yes 18.0% 19.0% 20.3% 11.1% 
No 82.0% 81.0% 79.7% 88.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 19,528 8,263 6,249 5,016 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to questions 49, 50, and 51 of the client survey. 
 
NOTES: The percentages presented in this table are based only on usable responses, excluding missing, don’t 

know, and refusal responses.  All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the 
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Technical Appendix volume to represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The 
sample sizes (N) also include missing data. 

 
For the first survey indicator of food security above, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 63.9% for all clients with one or more children under 18, 35.6% for central city clients, 
16.9% for metro clients, and 11.4% for nonmetro clients. 
 
For the second survey indicator of food security above, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 63.9% for all clients with one or more children under 18, 35.6% for central city clients, 
16.9% for metro clients, and 11.4% for nonmetro clients. 
 
For the third survey indicator of food security above, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses 
combined are 63.9% for all clients with one or more children under 18, 35.6% for central city clients, 
16.9% for metro clients, and 11.4% for nonmetro clients. 

 
Due to possible nonresponse bias, estimates with missing, don’t know, and refusal responses greater than 
10% should be interpreted with caution. 
 
The differences between estimates for households living in an urban area and households living in a 
nonmetropolitan area are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses to each survey 
question. The differences between estimates for households living in a suburban area and households 
living in a nonmetropolitan area are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses to each 
survey question. 

 
Findings presented in Table 6.4.3 examine the associations between the responses 

presented in Table 6.4.1 and living in an urban or metropolitan area. 

Key findings from Table 6.4.3 include: 

!  29.2% of the households with children served in central city areas, 30.8% of the 
households served in suburban areas (metropolitan areas outside central cities), 
and 19.6% of the households served in nonmetropolitan areas answered that their 
children often or sometimes did not eat enough during the past year because there 
was not enough money to buy more food. 

!  15.8% of the households with children served in central city areas, 17.6% of those 
served in suburban areas (metropolitan areas outside central cities), and 8.3% of 
those served in nonmetropolitan areas provided an affirmative answer to whether 
their children skipped a meal during the past year because there was not enough 
money to buy more food. 

!  19.0% of the households with children served in central city areas, 20.3% of those 
served in suburban areas (metropolitan areas outside central cities), and 11.1% of 
those served in nonmetropolitan areas answered that their children went hungry 
during the past year because there was not enough money to buy more food. 
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6.5 CHOICE BETWEEN FOOD AND NECESSITIES 

Clients were asked whether their families had to choose between food and necessities 

during the 12-month period prior to the interview.  Table 6.5.1 summarizes the results. 

TABLE 6.5.1 
  

CHOICE BETWEEN FOOD AND NECESSITIES 

 Pantry Client 
Households 

Kitchen Client 
Households 

Shelter Client 
Households 

All Client 
Households 

In the previous 12 months, clients or 
their family who ever had to choose 
at least once between      

Paying for food and paying for 
utilities or heating fuel 

49.2% 33.2% 33.1% 46.1% 

Paying for food and paying for 
rent or mortgage 

40.6% 33.5% 38.3% 39.5% 

Paying for food and paying for 
medicine or medical care 

36.0% 26.2% 26.1% 34.1% 

Paying for food and paying for 
transportation 

35.1% 34.3% 34.4% 34.9% 

Paying for food and paying for 
gas for a car 

38.1% 24.5% 26.7% 35.6% 

     
Households with all five of the 
situations 

13.4% 8.2% 8.9% 12.4% 

Households with four of the five 
situations 

12.6% 9.0% 10.9% 12.0% 

Households with three of the five 
situations 

13.9% 11.8% 11.0% 13.4% 

Households with two of the five 
situations 

12.7% 12.1% 12.9% 12.7% 

Households with just one of the 
situations 

12.7% 13.5% 10.6% 12.7% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 42,441 13,552 5,092 61,085 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to Question 52 of the client survey. 
 
NOTES: All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the Technical Appendix volume to 

represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The sample sizes (N) also include 
missing data. 

 
For choosing between food and utilities, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
3.6% for pantry clients, 3.4% for kitchen clients, 1.3% for shelter clients, and 3.5% for all clients. 
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For choosing between food and rent (mortgage), missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 3.6% for pantry clients, 3.3% for kitchen clients, 1.6% for shelter clients, and 3.4% for all clients. 
 
For choosing between food and medical care, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
3.4% for pantry clients, 3.0% for kitchen clients, 1.7% for shelter clients, and 3.2% for all clients. 
 
For choosing between food and transportation, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
3.8% for pantry clients, 3.1% for kitchen clients, 1.3% for shelter clients, and 3.6% for all clients. 
 
For choosing between food and gas for a car, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
4.1% for pantry clients, 4.0% for kitchen clients, 1.5% for shelter clients, and 4.0% for all clients. 
 
For number of situations, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 2.9% for pantry 
clients, 2.3% for kitchen clients, 1.0% for shelter clients, and 2.7% for all clients. 
 
 

As shown in Table 6.5.1, among pantry client households, 49.2% had to choose between 

paying for food and paying for utilities or heating fuel, 40.6% between food and rent or 

mortgage, 36.0% between food and medicine or medical care, 35.1% between food and paying 

for transportation, and 38.1% between food and paying for gas for a car.  Results for kitchen and 

shelter client households are: 

!  Among kitchen client households, 33.2% had to choose between paying for food 
and paying for utilities or heating fuel, 33.5% between food and rent or mortgage, 
26.2% between food and medicine or medical care, 34.3% between food and 
paying for transportation, and 24.5% between food and gas for a car. 

!  Among shelter client households, 33.1% had to choose between paying for food 
and paying for utilities or heating, 38.3% between food and rent or mortgage, 
26.1% between food and medicine or medical care, 34.4% between food and 
paying for transportation, and 26.7% between food and gas for a car. 
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The responses to the question of whether the household had to make choices between 

buying food and spending money on other necessities provides another indicator of the 

constraints that households face. It is therefore of interest to examine how these responses are 

correlated with selected measures of household well-being such as food security. Table 6.5.2 

presents the results. 

TABLE 6.5.2 
  

HOUSEHOLD TRADE-OFFS, BY FOOD SECURITY STATUS 

  Food Security Status of Client Households 

 
All Client 

Households Food Secure 

Food Insecure 
with Low Food 

Security 

Food Insecure 
with Very Low 
Food Security 

Choose between food and 
utilities or heating fuel 

    

Yes 46.1% 16.6% 45.7% 66.5% 
No 53.9% 83.4% 54.3% 33.5% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,281 15,459 22,262 21,560 

Choose between food and rent 
or mortgage 

    

Yes 39.5% 12.7% 36.7% 60.5% 
No 60.5% 87.3% 63.3% 39.5% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,154 15,420 22,220 21,514 

Choose between food and 
medical care 

    

Yes 34.1% 9.8% 32.2% 52.5% 
No 65.9% 90.2% 67.8% 47.5% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
     

SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,333 15,473 22,278 21,582 

Choose between food and 
paying for transportation 

    

Yes 34.9% 9.5% 31.2% 56.1% 
No 65.1% 90.5% 68.8% 43.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,196 15,449 22,220 21,527 
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Choose between food and 
paying for gas for a car 

    

Yes 35.6% 12.7% 35.4% 51.3% 
No 64.4% 87.3% 64.6% 48.7% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     
SAMPLE SIZE (N) 59,011 15,397 22,193 21,421 
 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to Questions 52, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the client 

survey. 
 
NOTES: All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the Technical Appendix volume to 

represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The sample sizes (N) also include 
missing data. 

 
For choosing between food and utilities, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
0.4% for all clients, 0.4% for households that are food secure, 0.6% for households that are food insecure 
with low security, and 0.6% for households that are food insecure with very low security. 
 
For choosing between food and rent (mortgage), missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 0.4% for all clients, 0.4% for households that are food secure, 0.6% for households that are food 
insecure with low security, and 0.5% for households that are food insecure with very low security. 
 
For choosing between food and medical care, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
0.3% for all clients, 0.3% for households that are food secure, 0.6% for households that are food insecure 
with low security, and 0.4% for households that are food insecure with very low security. 
 
For choosing between food and transportation, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
0.4% for all clients, 0.4% for households that are food secure, 0.8% for households that are food insecure 
with low security, and 0.5% for households that are food insecure with very low security. 
 
For choosing between food and gas for a car, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
0.5% for all clients, 0.5% for households that are food secure, 0.8% for households that are food insecure 
with low security, and 0.7% for households that are food insecure with very low security. 
 
The differences between estimates for food secure households and food insecure households with low 
food security are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses to each survey question. The 
differences between estimates for food secure households and food insecure households with very low 
food security are statistically significant at the 0.05 level for all responses to each survey question. 

 

Table 6.5.2 describes the proportions of households that face direct trade-offs among 

necessities for subgroups defined by food security status. Specific results include: 

!  9.8% of the food-secure households, 32.2% of the food-insecure households with 
low food security, and 52.5% of the food-insecure households with very low food 
security had to choose between food and medical care during the past year. 
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!  16.6% of the food-secure households, 45.7% of the food-insecure households 
with low food security, and 66.5% of the food-insecure households with very low 
food security had to choose between food and utilities (or heating fuel) during the 
past year. 

!  12.7% of the food-secure households, 36.7% of the food-insecure households 
with low food security, and 60.5% of the food-insecure households with very low 
food security had to choose between food and rent (or mortgage) during the past 
year. 

!  9.5% of the food-secure households, 31.2% of the food-insecure households with 
low food security, and 56.1% of the food-insecure households with very low food 
security had to choose between food and rent (or mortgage) during the past year. 

!  12.7% of the food-secure households, 35.4% of the food-insecure households 
with low food security, and 51.3% of the food-insecure households with very low 
food security had to choose between food and rent (or mortgage) during the past 
year. 
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There is also a notable association between household structure and reporting direct 

trade-offs between necessities (Table 6.5.3). 

TABLE 6.5.3 
  

HOUSEHOLD TRADE-OFFS, BY HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE 

 

All Households 
Households 
with Seniors 

Households 
with Children, 

No Seniors 

One-Person 
Households 
with Neither 
Children Nor 

Seniors 

Households 
with Two or 

More People but 
with Neither 
Children Nor 

Seniors 

Choose between 
food and utilities or 
heating fuel 

     

Yes 46.1% 34.9% 54.7% 38.5% 53.9% 
No 53.9% 65.1% 45.3% 61.5% 46.1% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE 
(N) 59,412 11,821 18,343 19,551 9,697 

Choose between 
food and rent or 
mortgage 

     

Yes 39.5% 23.3% 46.5% 37.4% 46.1% 
No 60.5% 76.7% 53.5% 62.6% 53.9% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE 
(N) 59,283 11,772 18,312 19,522 9,677 

Choose between 
food and medical 
care 

     

Yes 34.1% 29.6% 35.5% 31.6% 40.7% 
No 65.9% 70.4% 64.5% 68.4% 59.3% 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE 
(N) 59,463 11,834 18,347 19,571 9,711 

Choose between 
food and paying for 
transportation 

     

Yes 34.9% 21.7% 36.9% 37.5% 40.6% 

No 65.1% 78.3% 63.1% 62.5% 59.4% 



Hunger in America 2010 National Report 
 
TABLE 6.5.3 (continued) 
 

174 
CH 6.  CLIENTS:  FOOD INSECURITY 

 

All Households 
Households 
with Seniors 

Households 
with Children, 

No Seniors 

One-Person 
Households 
with Neither 
Children Nor 

Seniors 

Households 
with Two or 

More People but 
with Neither 
Children Nor 

Seniors 
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE 
(N) 59,321 11,789 18,302 19,536 9,694 

Choose between 
food and paying for 
gas for a car 

     

Yes 35.6% 26.0% 42.7% 30.2% 40.7% 

No 64.4% 74.0% 57.3% 69.8% 59.3% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SAMPLE SIZE 
(N) 59,133 11,764 18,266 19,454 9,649 
 
SOURCE: This table was constructed based on usable responses to Questions 52, 44, 44a, 45, and 46 of the client 

survey. 
 
NOTES: All usable responses were weighted as described in Chapter 3 and in the Technical Appendix volume to 

represent all emergency food clients of the FA National Network.  The sample sizes (N) also include 
missing data. 

 
For choosing between food and utilities, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
0.9% for all households, 0.9% for households with seniors, 1.1% for households with seniors and no 
children, 1.0% for one-person households with neither seniors nor children, and 0.6% for households with 
two or more people but neither seniors nor children. 
 
For choosing between food and rent (mortgage), missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined 
are 0.8% for all households, 0.8% for households with seniors, 1.0% for one-person households with 
neither seniors nor children, 0.9% for one-person households with neither seniors nor children, and 0.6% 
for households with two or more people but neither seniors nor children. 
 
For choosing between food and medical care, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
0.7% for all households, 0.7% for households with seniors, 1.1% for one-person households with neither 
seniors nor children, 0.9% for one-person households with neither seniors nor children, and 0.6% for 
households with two or more people but neither seniors nor children. 
 
For choosing between food and transportation, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
1.0% for all households, 1.0% for households with seniors, 1.1% for one-person households with neither 
seniors nor children, 0.9% for one-person households with neither seniors nor children, and 0.6% for 
households with two or more people but neither seniors nor children. 
 
For choosing between food and gas for a car, missing, don’t know, and refusal responses combined are 
1.1% for all households, 1.1% for households with seniors, 1.2% for one-person households with neither 
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seniors nor children, 1.1% for one-person households with neither seniors nor children, and 0.7% for 
households with two or more people but neither seniors nor children. 

 
 
Key findings include: 

!  29.6% of households with seniors and 35.5% of households with children and no 
seniors reported making trade-offs between food and medical care, compared with 
34.1% for the whole population. 

!  The comparable percentages for trade-offs between food and utilities were 
34.9% for households with seniors and 54.7% for households with children but no 
seniors, compared with 46.1% for the whole population.  

The choice between food and rent (or mortgage payments) was faced by 46.5% of 

households with children but no seniors, compared with only 23.3% of households with seniors. 

 


