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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. 

 


