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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. 
 



Hunger in America 2010 National Report 
 
TABLE 6.3.1 (continued) 
 

149 
CH 6.  CLIENTS:  FOOD INSECURITY 

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. 

 


