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What Is the Issue?

Over the past several decades, Americans have grown to rely on the convenience of foods
prepared outside of the home. Unfortunately, food away from home (FAFH) often contains fewer
fruits and vegetables and have more calories, fat, and sodium than food prepared at home (FAH),
and consuming FAFH is associated with obesity. Recently passed labeling legislation aims to
help consumers make healthier FAFH choices and to encourage FAFH suppliers to produce more
healthful options. To explore Americans’ eating away from home behavior, this report presents
research on three broad FAFH topics: (1) food choices and availability; (2) nutrition and diet
quality; and (3) food policies, including menu labeling and food assistance programs.

What Did the Study Find?

Food choices and availability of FAFH. Over the past 30 years, FAFH’s share of U.S. house-
holds’ food budgets and total food spending grew steadily. FAFH options also became more
widely available as growing numbers and types of businesses—including grocery stores—
served prepared foods. Apart from the Great Recession (2007-09), these trends continued unin-
terrupted from 1987 to 2017, but the changes were not uniform across socioeconomic groups or
business types.

* Spending on FAFH surpassed spending on FAH for the first time in 2010, increasing its share
of total food spending from 44 percent (30 years prior) in 1987 to 50.2 percent in 2010.

* Higher income households spent more on FAFH and bought it more frequently than
lower income households. Households with incomes greater than 300 percent of the
Federal poverty guidelines obtained FAFH on 5.5 occasions per week, while households
whose incomes were less than or equal to Federal poverty guidelines obtained FAFH on
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of economic research and

analysis from the U.S. * For households with an elderly individual (over 64 years old), the share of household food
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* In 2000-15, quick-service restaurants (QSRs), also referred to as fast-food and limited-service restau-
rants, drove the industry’s growth both in sales and number of outlets. The fastest-growing segment of
the QSRs was fast casuals—e.g., Chipotle Mexican Grill and Panera Bread—which combines counter
service with the perceived ambiance and product quality of full-service restaurants (FSRs).

*  Much of the growth in foodservice establishments occurred in urban U.S. counties, consistent with
patterns of urban and rural migration. As rural populations declined, FSRs in rural areas were particu-
larly hard hit, leaving QSRs to dominate.

* Spending on FAFH declined during the Great Recession, by $47 billion (18 percent) in real dollars
from 2006 to 2010, and rebounded thereafter.

* During the Great Recession, households replaced spending at FSRs with unprepared foods purchased at
retail stores (like grocery stores), but households’ share of spending for QSRs stayed constant. In 2014,
household expenditures on FAFH had yet to rebound to pre-Recession levels.

* Despite the downturn in household spending on FAFH during the Great Recession, the number of chain
QSRs grew, and consumers spent a greater share of their FAFH dollars at these restaurants.

Nutritional composition and diet quality. The nutritional composition of FAFH across all income levels

and all FAFH types (except school foods) was consistently lower quality and more caloric than that of FAH.
Though FAFH is known to have lower diet quality, access to FAFH did not seem to affect FAFH consumption
and did not correlate with diminished overall diet quality.

* FAFH’s share of total average daily energy intake increased from 17 percent in 1977-78 to 34 percent
in 2011-12, and consumption of QSR foods was the largest source of this growth.

¢ On the whole, FAFH contained more saturated fats and sodium, and less calcium, iron, and fiber than
FAH—however, the nutritional composition of FAFH varied across outlet types. For example, in 2009-
12, the fat content of school lunches (a type of FAFH) was almost identical to that of FAH (33 percent)
while the fat content of QSR foods averaged 39 percent.

* Although frequent QSR customers purchased less vegetables, fish, and nuts, their overall diet quality
was no worse than that of QSR nonconsumers.

Policies that affect FAFH. FAFH consumption is influenced by public policy mainly on two fronts. First,
current food assistance programs with in-kind food benefits affect food choices and diet quality of partici-
pating low-income households. For example, new requirements that improve nutrition of school meals
directly affect children’s diet quality. Second, new menu labeling regulations may help consumers make more
informed food choices at restaurants.

* The average household Healthy Eating Index (HEI-2010) for FAFH was lower than for FAH, regardless
of SNAP participation or income.

* School meals provided by the National School Lunch Program and School Breakfast Program
contained higher levels of calcium than both FAH and other sources of FAFH and adhered better to
USDA’s Dietary Guidelines for Americans than other sources of FAFH.

How Was the Study Conducted?

This report uses a variety of data sources and techniques to examine FAFH trends. The analysis was done
primarily using descriptive statistics (e.g., means, differences, and correlations) and literature review. The main
data sources were the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), USDA ERS’s Food
Expenditure Series, the National Household Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey (FoodAPS), the Consumer
Expenditure Survey, U.S. Census Bureau’s Monthly Retail Trade and Foodservices series, NPD ReCount, and
Euromonitor Passport. These data sources include self-reported information and measurable individual charac-
teristics collected by household survey, establishment information, and proprietary industry data.

www.ers.usda.gov



Chapter 5: Demographics of Food-Away-From-Home

Frequency
Michelle J. Saksena

This chapter focuses on the frequency of FAFH acquisitions per week. It uses data from
the National Household Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey (FoodAPS) to examine
whether the observed increases in expenditure shares on FAFH are driven by increases in
FAFH acquisitions and variation in acquisitions by demographic group. Findings indicate
a positive correlation between socioeconomic status and the number of FAFH acquisitions
per week.

While the household budget share for FAFH has increased (chapter 3) with variation across socio-
economic groups (chapter 4), it is unclear whether these changes are related to increases in FAFH
prices (chapter 1) or increases in quantities of FAFH purchased. Studying quantities gives additional
information about the purchase behavior of households. This chapter examines whether the observed
increase in expenditures on FAFH is a result of more frequent trips to FAFH outlets. Otherwise,
expenditure increases may reflect larger purchases per FAFH event.? It also compares the average
weekly frequency of FAFH acquisitions by demographic groups using data from USDA’s National
Household Food Acquisition Survey (FoodAPS) (see box “FoodAPS and Food Away From Home”).
This analysis complements the analysis in chapter 8, which delves into the relationship between
proximity to food outlets and diet quality by demographic group.

Data

Using FoodAPS data, frequencies of FAFH acquisitions were calculated per week per capita by
counting the number of FAFH events, identified by a unique code, divided by the number of house-
hold members. No distinctions were made by where the FAFH was acquired. Thus, visits to fast-
food and full-service restaurants were treated as commensurate events. To get average frequencies,
weekly frequencies were grouped by the relevant demographic characteristic of the household head.
Each adult group was split into 10-year age cohorts since evidence suggests that FAFH purchases
vary across age groups (Kuhns and Saksena, 2017).

Appendix 5.1 shows the average number of times an adult purchased FAFH by 10-year age cohorts
and corresponding demographic variables. Because of small sample sizes, households were top-
coded at 75 years old and above for the household head. Similarly, appendix table 5.2 provides statis-
tics for households with children, defined as individuals under the age of 19, grouped by the ages
that correspond to grade, middle, and high school attendance. The data are disaggregated by age to
highlight any age effects that may be driving FAFH acquisition frequency. As noted by Kuhns and
Saksena (2017), food purchase behavior can vary by the age of the shopper. Although conducting

the analysis at the individual level admittedly adds noise to the statistics reported here because the
acquisition data are reported at the household level, this method allows the number of FAFH acquisi-
tions of children to be analyzed.

35While chapter 3 analyzes food expenditures over time, this chapter’s analysis is cross-sectional due to the data limita-
tions of FoodAPS, which currently has only one round of data. This chapter highlights frequency of FAFH acquisitions,
rather than the quantity purchased (e.g., grams or pounds) at each FAFH acquisition with an awareness that food expenditures
have been increasing for the past 30 years.
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FoodAPS and Food Away From Home

The National Household Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey (FoodAPS) is a dataset jointly
sponsored by USDA’s Economic Research Service and Food and Nutrition Service. The data
contain comprehensive information on household food acquisitions for both food-at-home
(FAH) and food-away-from-home (FAFH) consumption, collected between April 2012 and
January 2013, for 4,826 sample households, with sampling weights to generalize to the U.S.
population. Data collected include information about individual and household characteristics,
food assistance participation, purchase prices, and nutritional content. As defined by the survey,
the youngest adults in the survey were 19 years old, and the oldest were over 90. Children were
defined as 18 years of age and younger.

In FoodAPS, FAFH and FAH are defined by where the food is acquired. FAFH include food
acquisitions from restaurants (e.g., bakery/bagel/donut shops; buffet restaurants; burger/hot
dog restaurants; cafés and bakery-cafes; chicken restaurants; coffee shops and teahouses; dairy
dessert shops; drinking places; miscellaneous specialty shops such as candy, cheese, juice,
pretzel, or popcorn; pizza restaurants; American restaurants; Asian restaurants; European
restaurants; Mexican/Tex-Mex/Latin American restaurants; seafood restaurants; steak house
restaurants; other restaurants; sandwich/deli/salad shops); travel places; vending machines and
food trucks; recreational places (e.g., gyms; bowling alleys; casinos; colleges; country clubs;
fairs, concerts, and amusement parks); fraternal organizations; hospitals; institutions; movie
theaters; municipal offices; nonfood retailers; parks and community centers; multiple places;
and unknown. Food that is acquired from a restaurant and brought home for consumption is
also considered FAFH. For example, delivery pizza is considered FAFH, while an apple, which
is also ready to eat but does not require preparation for it to be consumed, is considered FAH.
FoodAPS considers food assistance programs that feed individuals outside the home as FAFH.
Such programs include the National School Lunch Program.

To get nationally representative results, Food APS provides replicate weights created by using a
jackknife resampling technique. Jackknife resampling samples without replacement, dropping
one observation for each permutation and is used to search for overly influential observations.

Age

Frequency of adult FAFH acquisitions is higher among younger cohorts, usually peaking with
35-44-year-olds and steadily decreasing with older cohorts (fig. 5.1). According to the U.S. Census
Bureau, 25-34-year-olds have the highest labor force participation, while 45-54-year-olds have

the highest average monthly earnings; 35-44-year-olds are between these two age groups in both
categories. This hump-shaped pattern is consistent with lifecycle expenditure patterns of goods

that are associated with labor participation (Aguiar and Hurst, 2013). Peak FAFH acquisitions
among younger adults may also be attributable to more active social networks typical of this age
(Bhattacharya et al., 2016), which might encourage eating out more frequently (Higgs and Thomas,
2016). Furst et al. (1996) note that convenience and social influences are important factors in making
food choices. This finding is consistent with previous research that also indicates that younger adults
eat out more often (Dave et al., 2009; Anderson et al., 2011; Van der Horst et al., 2011; Bezzerra et
al., 2013).
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Figure 5.1
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by age group

Number of FAFH events / week

6
5
4
3
2
1
0 Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74
Age cohort

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.

Race and Gender

Both men and women on average make five FAFH acquisitions per week. There do not seem to be
statistical differences between men and women in terms of frequency of FAFH acquisitions within
each age group, (fig. 5.2), a result confirmed by t-tests.3® This is contrary to previous research that
similarly compares FAFH by gender and finds that men are more frequent consumers of FAFH
(Dave et al., 2009; Anderson et al., 2011; Van der Horst et al., 2011; Bezzerra et al., 2013; Seguin et
al., 2016). Similarly, across all age groups, non-Hispanic Whites eat FAFH the most often, though
the differences by race are small and were found not to be statistically significant (fig.5.3). It appears
that the driving factor for frequency of FAFH acquisitions is age.

36Two-sample t-tests were performed when comparing means of demographic groups. A t-test is a statistical
hypothesis test used to determine if the means of two groups, in this case frequency of FAFH acquisitions by demo-
graphic group, are equal.
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Figure 5.2
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by gender

Number of FAFH events / week
M Male M Female

N W w0 O N

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 6574 75+
Age cohort

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.

Figure 5.3
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by race

Number of FAFH events / week

M Non-Hispanic White ™ Non-Hispanic Black/African American I Hispanic

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
Age cohort

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.
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Socioeconomic Status: Income, Education, Employment, and
Food Assistance Receipt

Frequency of FAFH acquisitions appears to be positively correlated with income within all age
groups (fig. 5.4). Individuals whose incomes were less than 100 percent of the Federal poverty line
acquired food from FAFH places much less frequently than those whose incomes were equal to

or greater than 300 percent above the poverty line for the under 25, 25-34, 45-54, and 55-64 age
groups. The general upward income trend (though not always statistically different across age groups)
is consistent with other findings in this report, particularly that SNAP participants purchase FAFH
less frequently (chapter 4) and that lower income individuals obtain an increasing number of calories
from FAFH, but to a lesser extent than their higher income peers (chapter 7). In the FoodAPS survey,
individuals with household income equal to or greater than 300 percent of the poverty line showed
the highest number of FAFH acquisitions.3”

Chapter 8 further delves into the frequency and nutritional content of households’ food purchases
by FAFH outlet type, finding that among household groups delineated by outlet-type patronage,
“occasional fast food” households purchased the fewest number of calories on a weekly basis. In
fact, “nonconsumers” of fast food purchased more calories. Along with the results in this chapter,
this suggests that the increase in FAFH expenditures may not necessarily be the result of more
frequent trips to FAFH outlets, but that individuals, especially those in households that do not
patronize fast-food restaurants, may be purchasing larger quantities at each FAFH event.

Figure 5.4
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by percentage of poverty level

Number of FAFH events / week

M < 100% of poverty line M 100-130% of poverty line  m 131-167% of poverty line
168-299% of poverty line M= 300% poverty line

T T I T |

N W A~ OO N
—
—

Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
Age cohort

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.

3TPoverty thresholds are determined by the U. S. Census Bureau (2017).
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Education is another indicator of socioeconomic status (SES). Highly educated individuals are
more likely to have higher earnings and thus more discretionary income to spend on FAFH,
possibly leading to more FAFH consumption (BLS, 2017). There is a consistent upward trend in the
frequency of FAFH acquisitions from the least educated adults to the most, across all age groups
except the 75+ group (fig. 5.5). The difference in acquisition rates between adults with a high school
education or less and adults who are college graduates or higher is statistically significant for all but
the 45-54 and 75+ age groups. A similar upward trend is found for employed versus unemployed
adults (fig. 5.6). T-tests determined the differences were statistically significant for all age groups
except 65-74 and 75+.

Finally, when comparing adult participants in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) with nonparticipants, SNAP participants acquire FAFH with far less frequency across

all age groups (fig. 5.7). This result is consistent with the findings for education level and employ-
ment status that also indicate that adults with lower SES eat FAFH less frequently. The differences
between SNAP participants and nonparticipants were statistically significant for all but the under 25
and 65-74 age cohorts.

Figure 5.5
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by education

Number of FAFH events / week

B High school orless M 2-year degree & some college ™ College graduate or higher

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
" Under2s5 = 2534 3544 4554 5564 6574 75+
Age cohort

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Education levels are based on the individual’s response to his or her highest
attained level of education. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile and the
spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.
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Figure 5.6
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by employment status

Number of FAFH events/week

. M Not employed ™ Employed

0 II II II II I| II 'I

Under 25 | 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74
Age cohort
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Note: FAFH = food away from home. Employment status is determined for the primary responder and corresponds to
individual-level employment status, not household-level. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at
the 95th percentile and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.

Figure 5.7
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by SNAP participation

Number of FAFH events/ week
W SNAP M No SNAP

TTITTT)

M Under2s | 2534 35-44 ' 4554 ' 5564 | 65-74
Age cohort

N WA OO N 0 ©

'y

Note: FAFH = food away from home. SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program. Vertical error bars
represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile and the spread of data for each statistic.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.
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Marital and Parental Status

Single adults age 44 and younger acquire FAFH with more frequency than their married/partnered
counterparts, but this reverses beginning with the 45-54 age group (fig. 5.8). This analysis shows that
adults with children in their household acquired FAFH less frequently than those without children
cross all age groups (fig. 5.8). However, after testing for statistically significant differences, first
between married and single adults and then between adults with and without children, no statisti-
cally significant differences between them within age groups are found.

Differences in FAFH Frequency for Households with Children 0-18
Years Old Across Demographic Groups

Instead of 10-year age cohorts, households with children are clustered according to the age of the
children in the household: child (0-10 years of age), youth (11-13), and teen (14-18). At first glance,
a general trend can be seen across the three age subgroups, showing that households with youths
appear to acquire FAFH with the most frequency (figs. 5.9-5.11).38

Much like the adults, there was little variation in the frequency of FAFH acquisitions when disaggre-
gating households with children by race. African-American and Hispanic youth and teens acquire
FAFH with greater frequency than non-Hispanic White youth and teens, but these differences were
found to be statistically insignificant.

Figure 5.8
Weekly frequency of FAFH by adults by household characteristics

Number of FAFH events / week

M Single m Married/partnered M No children Children

0 ‘Il l“ ‘I‘ II‘ ||| Ill ii'

" Under25 = 25-34  35-44 4554 5564 6574
Age cohort

N W~ 00O N

Y

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.

3Since children below 4 years of age are generally not yet attending school, we were asked for a separate designation for
children not of school age.
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Figure 5.9
Weekly frequency of FAFH by children by race/ethnicity

Number of FAFH events/ week
10

m Non-Hispanic White ® Non-Hispanic Black/African American M Hispanic

Child (0-10) Youth (11-13) Teen (14-18)
Age group
Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey .

Figure 5.10a

Weekly frequency of FAFH by children participating in the National School Lunch
Program (NSLP), including NSLP meals

Number of FAFH events / week

8 B Child does not receive meals from NSLP M Child receives meals from NSLP
7
6
5
4
3
2
0
Child (0-10) Youth (11-13) Teen (14-18)
Age group

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.
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Figure 5.10b

Weekly frequency of FAFH by children participating in the National School Lunch
Program (NSLP), including NSLP meals

Number of FAFH events / week

M Child does not receive meals from NSLP M Child receives meals from NSLP
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Child (0-10) Youth (11-13) Teen (14-18)
Age group

Note: FAFH = food away from home. Vertical error bars represent the standard error of the mean at the 95th percentile
and the spread of data for each statistic.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDA’s National Household Food Acquisition and
Purchase Survey.

National School Lunch Program

Previous research has analyzed the effect of Federal food assistance programs on shopping behav-
iors. Tuttle (2016) found that participation in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)
reduces expenditures on FAFH. Using the FoodAPS data, ERS researchers examine the correla-

tion between FAFH acquisitions and participation in another Federal food assistance program, the
National School Lunch Program (NSLP), among households with children.

Because school lunches must adhere to certain nutritional standards, they may not necessarily be
considered typical FAFH fare. To control for this variation, frequency of FAFH acquisitions is calcu-
lated for households with children that do and do not receive lunches from the NSLP. Children who
receive school lunches from NSLP acquire FAFH much more frequently than children who do not
receive lunches from NSLP (fig. 5.11a). T-tests find the differences within each age group statisti-
cally significant. However, when NSLP acquisitions are excluded, the differences are negated and, in
fact, children who do not receive lunches from NSLP acquire FAFH slightly more frequently, though
the differences were statistically significant only for youth (fig. 5.11b). Nonetheless, the results are
consistent with the findings of Tuttle (2016) and chapter 4 that households that participate in SNAP
allocate a smaller share of their budget to FAFH and consume FAFH less frequently than nonpar-
ticipants. The parents of children who do not participate in NSLP are likely to be wealthier and able
to afford to consume FAFH on a more regular basis. And since SNAP benefits cannot be used to
purchase FAFH, and NSLP offers free or reduced-price lunches, participating households have less
incentive than nonparticipants to consume FAFH.
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Discussion

Americans are spending more on FAFH than ever before; however, the relationship between
increased expenditures and food purchasing behavior is still unclear. Using FoodAPS data, this
chapter explores whether and how observed increases in expenditure share (see chapter 3) on FAFH
translate into differences in the frequency of FAFH acquisitions among various demographic groups
within age cohorts. This analysis shows that 35-44-year-olds acquire FAFH with greater frequency
than other adult age cohorts. However, after performing t-tests, these differences were found to be
largely statistically insignificant. In addition, there were virtually no differences in frequency of
FAFH acquisitions between men and women across all 10-year adult age groups, as well as when
disaggregating the data by race, marital, and parental status. Similar insignificance was observed
when analyzing FAFH frequency for households with children; there do not seem to be statistically
significant differences when dividing the data by race.

The most compelling results were frequency differences by various measures of socioeconomic
status (SES). When disaggregating the data by household income as a percentage of the poverty
level, education level, employment status, and SNAP participation, adults with measurably higher
SES acquired FAFH more frequently compared to their lower SES counterparts. A similar result
was found with households with children. After controlling for NSLP meals, households with chil-
dren who did not receive NSLP meals displayed more frequent FAFH acquisitions, though these
differences were statistically insignificant except within the youth age group.
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Appendix: Tables

Appendix table 5.1
Frequency of food-away-from-home (FAFH) events for adults, by age and demographic group

Cohort group by age | Under 25 | %0/ 25-34 | 92 35-44 | 92 a5-54 | 92° 55-64 | 20,
Number of Individuals | 1,093 \ 1,716 \ 1,419 \ 1,396 | 1,049
Demographic variables
Age 5.01 460 541| 531 | 478 584| 545 | 486 6.04| 505 | 450 5.60| 4.96| 4.45| 5.48
Race
\';'V%’i‘tﬁ'sr’a”'c 5.14 461 5.64| 555 | 492| 623 542 | 466 6.20| 523 | 453| 587| 5.20| 4.63| 577
Non-Hispanic
Black/African 4.56 3.77| 5.36| 4.50 | 3.40| 5.69| 519 | 3.63| 6.70| 4.13 | 3.22| 5.13| 4.00| 329 4.68
American

American Indian

or Alaska Native 7.63 3.70| 9.29| 7.05 | 1.10| 11.35| 7.76 | 291| 8.61| 482 | 215 6.89| 3.63| 2.37, 7.38

Asian 4.83 3.48| 6.26| 4.32 | 322 542| 567 | 3.18) 7.95| 570 | 3.57| 8.66| 2.63| 1.82| 345
Hispanic 4.28 3.55| 5.00f 4.78 | 4.04 5.52| 5.40 4.15 6.66| 4.41 3.67| 5.14| 4.67| 3.56 5.79
Sex
Male 4.92 419| 565| 545 | 471 6.20| 541 | 464| 6.19| 498 | 447| 549| 487| 441, 533
Female 5.08 465| 552| 519 | 457, 5.81| 549 | 482 6.15| 512 | 428 596| 5.04| 430, 5.79
Race-sex
White, male 5.11 4.06| 6.16| 577 | 486 6.68| 535 | 442 6.28| 504 | 438 570 4.96| 4.30| 5.61
Black, male 4.24 3.06| 543| 4.33 | 255| 6.11| 454 | 3.14| 594| 445 | 291| 6.00/ 3.91| 295 4.86
White, female 5.17 427| 6.07| 535 | 457, 6.14| 548 | 466| 6.30| 542 | 442| 6.41| 540 453, 6.27
Black, female 4.80 3.75| 585| 4.63 | 3.44| 582| 564 | 3.75| 7.53| 3.86 | 2.82| 490| 4.08| 291, 5.25
Body weight classification
Not overweight 4.91 423| 559| 545 | 457, 6.34| 564 | 460 6.69| 537 | 412| 6.61| 4.94| 3.66| 6.22
Overweight 5.11 4.44| 577| 499 | 419 5.78| 510 | 436| 5.84| 511 | 451 571| 505 411 6.00
Obese 5.32 412| 6.53| 551 | 454 6.48| 573 | 490| 6.55| 478 | 4.01| 554| 491| 435 546

Socioeconomic variables
Income (All races and genders)

< 100% of

poverty 3.90 3.34| 446| 4.36 | 350 5.23| 4.84 | 412| 556| 4.17 | 3.44| 4.89| 4.06| 3.14| 4.98
line

100-130% of

poverty line 4.65 3.36| 595| 4.68 | 350, 5.86| 4.75 | 3.77| 5.73| 421 | 296| 546| 3.91| 2.66| 5.17
131-167% of

poverty line 4.17 325| 5.08| 4.65 | 3.66| 5.64| 478 | 3.72| 5.84| 496 | 3.35| 6.57| 3.31| 1.90, 4.71
168-299% of

poverty line 5.36 438| 6.35| 486 | 413 559| 528 | 3.87| 6.68| 481 | 385 577 4.90| 3.87| 5.93
= 3007 of 5.62 482| 642| 6.11 | 516 7.06| 589 | 489 6.88| 547 | 465 6.29| 545 468 6.22
poverty line ) : : : : c : - . . : 5 . 6 .

Income by race and gender
< 100% of poverty 333 | 222| 443| 468 | 2.96| 6.39| 462 | 3.07| 6.16| 371 | 263| 479 423 226/ 6.20

line
White, male 2.97 1.72| 422| 3.89 | 1.32| 6.47| 462 | 1.80) 7.43| 3.64 | 2.36| 4.93| 4.29| 1.52| 7.06
Black, male 4.80 3.18| 6.43| 4.19 | 3.00f, 5.38| 485 | 3.21| 6.49| 479 | 3.93| 5.65| 3.89| 257, 520
White, female 3.78 2.44| 513| 422 | 3.30, 5.13| 6.10 | 3.84, 8.36| 4.10 | 2.60| 5.60| 3.92| 1.15 6.69
Black, female

100-130% of poverty line
White, male 4.39 251| 6.26| 3.20 | 222, 4.18| 447 | 222, 6.72| 3.46 | 1.51| 541| 3.12| 2.15| 4.09
Black, male 3.64 1.15| 6.12| 4.91 |-0.05| 9.87| 549 | 0.22| 10.76| 6.90 | 4.72| 9.07| 4.51| 0.52| 8.49
White, female 4.59 2.26| 6.92| 4.07 | 2.31| 583| 463 | 299, 6.28| 3.76 | 2.10| 5.42| 4.72| 2.44| 7.00
Black, female 5.71 3.32| 8.09| 6.52 | 400 9.04| 588 | 290, 886 2.72 | 1.25| 4.18| 3.88| 2.70| 5.05

131-167% of poverty line
White, male 4.25 291 | 559 | 461 (334 | 588 | 441 | 209 | 6.73 | 485 (208 | 7.62 | 2.85 | 0.77 | 4.92
Black, male 4.08 235 | 580 | 6.38 |0.84 | 1191 | 3.46 | 1.81 | 5.11 581 [1.69 | 9.92 | 1.41 |-0.38| 3.19
White, female 4.62 3.04 621 | 464 | 328 | 6.00 | 499 |362 | 6.35 | 457 |281 | 6.32 | 3.87 | 1.60 | 6.14
Black, female 3.82 0.05 | 758 | 564 | 134 | 995 | 6.16 |3.10 | 922 | 424 |-1.88| 10.36 | 3.74 | 0.74 | 6.74

Continued—
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Cohort group by age | Under 25 9(5;?’ 25-34 le% 35-44 gg‘l% 45-54 ggi/ ° 55-64 gg:/o

168-299% of poverty line

White, male 5.60 426 | 6.94 | 535 |4.20| 6.49 517 | 3.28 | 7.05 519 | 332 | 7.07 | 464 | 260 | 6.67

Black, male 5.07 241 | 7.72 | 352 | 0.50 | 6.54 3.88 | 224 | 552 464 | 1.15| 8.13 | 452 [-0.05| 9.09

White, female 5.01 3.17 | 6.86 | 4.65 | 3.73 | 5.57 5.07 | 3.27 | 6.86 520 | 399 | 6.42 | 495 | 3.76 | 6.14

Black, female 6.17 3.62 | 871 | 3.46 | 0.61| 6.32 478 |2.00 | 7.55 3.97 | 160 | 6.34 | 6.53 | 1.03 | 12.03
> 300% of poverty line

White, male 5.76 3.74 | 7.78 | 6.69 |523| 8.15 578 | 424 | 7.31 540 | 465 | 6.16 | 5.44 | 461 | 6.27

Black, male 4.54 3.39 | 570 | 414 | 212 | 6.16 470 | 0.72 | 8.68 464 | 184 | 744 | 319 | 1.55 | 4.82

White, female 5.61 3.63 | 7.60 | 6.50 |5.04 | 7.96 6.08 |4.72 | 7.44 578 | 433 | 7.23 | 6.06 | 4.68 | 7.44

Black, female 4.67 129 | 8.04 | 494 |1.65| 822 5.47 | 1.35 | 9.60 3.83 | 1.79 | 5.87 | 3.68 | 2.32 | 5.03
Not employed 3.76 3.13 | 440 | 442 | 3.75| 5.10 474 | 416 | 5.33 3.86 | 3.27 | 4.45 | 3.93 | 3.50 | 4.37
Employed 5.65 5.18 | 6.12 | 568 |5.10 | 6.26 | 569 |5.00 | 6.38 | 543 |4.81 | 6.06 | 573 | 5.00 | 6.46
No SNAP 5.19 468 | 5.71 | 554 |4.91 | 6.16 5.62 |4.97 | 6.27 524 | 464 | 5.85 | 5.10 | 455 | 5.65
SNAP 414 3.25 | 5.03 | 425 |38.72| 4.78 427 | 3.48 | 5.07 3.56 | 3.06 | 4.07 | 3.69 | 2.82 | 4.56
Education

High school 439 | 377 |501| 443 |393| 493 | 482 |4.15| 550 | 4.85 |3.58 | 6.11 | 4.00 | 357 | 4.60

2-year degree
and some college| 5.05 439 | 571 | 492 | 428 | 556 | 557 |4.83 | 6.31 498 | 404 | 592 | 487 | 415 | 5.59

College graduate | g e> | 500 | 803 | 633 |5.34| 7.32 | 6.00 |498 | 7.01 | 538 | 439 | 637 | 5.79 | 452 | 7.06

or higher
Household characteristics
Single 5.02 456 | 548 | 556 |4.71 | 6.41 5.63 | 470 | 657 | 5.08 | 439 | 577 | 457 | 3.57 | 5.56
Married/partnered 4.92 3.97 | 588 | 5.04 |443 | 564 | 534 (462 | 6.06 | 5.03 [ 431 | 576 | 521 | 476 | 5.66
No children 5.33 4.74 | 5.91 582 | 481 | 6.84 5.83 | 490 | 6.77 523 | 424 | 6.21 499 | 4.44 | 554
Children 4.56 3.77 | 536 | 491 | 443 | 539 | 530 |461| 6.00 | 483 | 432 | 534 | 481 | 3.47 | 6.15

Lifestyle variables
< Median commuter

time (15 minutes) 5.61 5.14 | 6.08 | 5.66 |5.05| 6.26 5.77 | 5.09 | 6.46 5.43 | 4.80 | 6.07 | 5.64 | 4.88 | 6.40
> Median commuter
time (15 minutes) 3.76 3.13 | 439 | 421 |3.49 | 4.92 439 | 3.86 | 4.93 3.78 | 328 | 429 | 3.96 | 3.47 | 4.45
Not vegetarian 5.03 465 | 541 | 531 |4.78 | 583 | 542 | 4.86 | 597 5.04 | 4.47 | 5.61 | 5.04 | 457 | 5.51
Vegetarian 4.44 152 | 735 | 544 |216 | 873 | 7.00 | 228 | 11.71 | 574 | 0.96 | 10.583 | 242 | 1.11 | 3.73
Not dieting 5.08 455 | 5,61 | 525 |4.74| 5.77 5.38 | 472 | 6.03 520 | 450 | 590 | 4.86 | 4.35 | 5.37
Dieting 4.43 269 | 6.17 | 570 |3.88| 7.51 576 | 487 | 6.65 | 455 | 3.49 | 560 | 5.19 | 3.91 | 6.47
Health status
Excellent 4.81 3.44 | 6.18 | 588 [4.00| 7.76 | 540 | 412 | 6.68 | 484 |3.88 | 580 | 4.75 | 3.58 | 5.93
Fair 4.84 3.58 | 6.15 | 5.80 |3.88| 7.72 553 | 463 | 6.44 5.08 | 414 | 6.01 | 4.05 | 3.40 | 4.70
Nonsmoker 5.10 468 | 552 | 527 |4.72| 583 | 547 |4.79 | 6.15 518 | 4.62 | 575 | 5.15 | 453 | 5.77
Smoker 4.73 3.83 | 563 | 542 [4.44 | 640 | 539 |[425| 6.53 | 459 |[3.80 | 537 | 4.09 | 3.20 | 4.97

Census region

Northeast (CT, ME,
MA, NH, RI, VT,
NJ, NY, PA) 5.07 415 | 598 | 479 | 354 | 6.04 | 474 |3.71 | 577 | 474 | 412 | 535 | 5.06 | 3.75 | 6.37
Midwest (IL, IN, MI,
OH, WI, 1A, KS, MN,
MO, NE, ND, SD) 5.11 417 | 6.04 | 5.40 |4.31| 6.49 5.36 | 4.15| 6.57 5.69 |4.87 | 6.51 | 463 | 413 | 5.12
South (DE, DC, FL,
GA, MD, NC, SC,
VA, WV, AL, KY,
MS, TN, AK, LA,
OK, TX) 5.17 434 | 6.00 | 5.64 |4.68| 6.60 6.02 (535 | 6.70 | 458 | 3.62 | 555 | 550 | 4.29 | 6.71
West (AZ, CO, ID,
MT, NV, NM, UT,
WY, AK, CA, HI,
OR, WA) 4.53 3.78 | 529 | 5.05 | 4.60 | 5.50 5.28 | 4.02 | 6.55 5.06 | 3.53 | 6.58 | 4.35 | 3.39 | 5.32
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Cohort group by age 65-74 95% ClI 75+ 95% Cl N 95% Cl

Number of individuals 629 337 6,673
Demographic variables
Age 4.28 3.48 5.08 | 3.44 2.77 412 | 4.96 472 | 5.20
Race
Non-Hispanic White 4.39 3.45 5.32 | 3.55 2.82 429 | 5.07 4.78 | 5.36
Non-Hispanic Black/African American 3.20 1.75 457 | 219 1.36 2.93 | 4.36 3.79 | 4.92
American Indian or Alaska Native 4.00 0.89 9.83 1.00 | -1.71 9.05 | 6.37 439 | 8.36
Asian 3.09 0.00 6.17 | 279 | -2.00 | 7.59 | 4.47 3.61 5.33
Hispanic 2.55 1.54 3.56 | 2.90 1.59 4.22 | 4.56 417 | 4.94
Sex 4.83 3.53 6.14 | 3.85 2.87 4.84 | 5.03 4.71 5.36
Male 3.78 3.16 4.41 3.09 2.38 3.80 | 4.90 464 | 5.16
Female
Race-sex
White, male 5.07 3.57 6.57 | 3.97 2.93 5.01 5.13 4.71 5165
Black, male 3.54 1.29 5.78 | 2.40 1.26 3.55 | 4.23 3.62 | 4.85
White, female 3.78 3.10 4.45 | 3.17 2.39 3.95 | 5.01 475 | 5.28
Black, female 2.82 1.08 456 | 2.10 1.14 3.06 | 4.45 3.72 | 5.18
Weight classification
Not overweight 4.87 3.11 6.63 | 3.55 2.71 438 | 5.12 4.68 | 5.56
Overweight 4.07 3.11 5.02 | 3.06 2.37 3.75 | 4.81 4.44 | 519
Obese 4.01 3.13 4.89 | 3.91 2.25 5,57 | 4.98 472 | 5.25
Socioeconomic variables
Income (all races and genders)
< 100% of poverty line 4.22 2.14 6.29 | 2.83 1.56 410 | 4.16 3.75 | 4.58
100-130% of poverty line 3.25 1.92 458 | 2.91 1.20 462 | 4.16 3.58 | 4.75
131-167% of poverty line 3.20 2.18 4.21 3.38 0.65 6.11 4.21 3.61 4.82
168-299% of poverty line 3.42 2.67 417 | 3.82 2.52 513 | 4.76 430 | 5.23
> 300% of poverty line 4.89 3.55 6.23 | 3.60 2.76 4.45 | 5.50 5.11 5.89
Income by race and gender
< 100% of poverty line 7.37 1.77 12.96 | 2.76 0.98 4.53 4.31 3.49 5.12
White, male 3.19 0.92 547 | 277 | 273 | 827 | 4.05 3.06 | 4.72
Black, male 2.87 1.84 3.90 | 2.96 1.26 466 | 4.32 3.61 4.52
White, female 2.02 0.08 3.95 | 1.46 0.20 272 | 3.89 3.33 | 524
Black, female
100-130% of poverty line
White, male 3.66 1.14 6.19 | 343 | -1.68 | 854 | 4.75 2.65 | 4.58
Black, male 1.00 -0.99 2.99 4.10 2.80 | 7.50
White, female 3.16 1.87 4.46 | 3.03 1.74 4.31 3.61 342 | 468
Black, female 1.05 -0.84 294 | 217 | -1.87 | 6.21 5.13 2.82 | 6.27
131-167% of poverty line
White, male 2.64 1.80 3.47 | 317 | -0.71 7.06 | 4.56 299 | 497
Black, male 3.08 -1.17 7.33 | 1.00 | -0.99 | 2.99 | 4.27 1.91 6.91
White, female 3.41 2.40 4.42 | 3.65 0.02 7.28 | 3.99 3.64 | 494
Black, female 3.16 -0.15 6.46 | 1.00 1.00 1.00 | 4.44 2.42 | 6.58
168-299% of poverty line
White, male 3.87 2.42 5.32 | 4.39 2.06 6.72 | 4.56 433 | 552
Black, male 4.31 0.99 763 | 229 | -0.76 | 533 | 4.64 2.88 | 5.63
White, female 3.07 2.64 3.51 3.13 2.45 3.82 | 494 3.96 | 5.21
Black, female 2.96 -1.36 729 | 4.18 0.30 8.06 | 4.19 3.56 | 5.54
> 300% of poverty line
White, male 5.51 3.07 7.95 | 4.11 3.09 5.14 | 5.63 495 | 6.30
Black, male 4.45 -3.60 | 1250 | 2.88 | -0.13 | 5.89 | 4.28 3.03 | 5,52
White, female 4.47 3.34 5.60 3.21 1.93 4.49 5.69 5.29 6.09
Black, female 6.38 3.26 9.49 | 1.91 0.09 3.73 | 4.51 2.66 | 6.36
Not employed 3.97 3.25 4.69 | 3.31 2.64 3.98 | 4.00 3.76 | 4.24
Employed 5.31 2.54 8.07 | 5.40 3.11 7.68 | 5.60 526 | 5.94
No SNAP 4.34 3.49 5.18 | 3.56 2.84 427 | 5.11 4.84 | 5.38
SNAP 3.44 2.65 422 | 212 1.02 3.21 3.91 3.57 | 4.25
Continued—
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Cohort group by age 65-74 95% ClI 75+ 95% ClI N 95% ClI
Education
High school or less 3.62 2.46 4.78 2.81 2.11 3:52 4.29 3.91 4.67
2-year degree and some college 3.98 2.97 5.00 | 5.19 3.01 7.37 | 4.96 458 | 5.33
College graduate or higher 5.15 3.67 6.62 | 3.61 2.90 4.33 | 7.00 5.18 | 6.21
Household characteristics
Single 411 3:23 5.00 3.32 2.54 410 4.92 4.66 5.19
Married/partnered 4.40 3.08 571 | 364 | 263 | 465 | 500 | 4.65 | 5.36
No children 4.32 3.47 517 3.47 2.77 4.16 4.98 4.63 5.32
Children 3.36 1.97 4.75 2.81 0.81 4.82 4.94 4.69 5.20
Lifestyle variables
< Median commuter time (15 minutes) 5.34 2.46 8.22 5.40 3.11 7.68 5.59 5.25 5.94
> Median commuter time (15 minutes) 3.90 3.17 4.63 | 3.31 2.64 3.98 | 3.90 3.65 | 4.15
Not vegetarian 4.26 3.46 5.06 | 3.50 2.79 422 | 4.98 4.73 | 5.22
Vegetarian 4.82 -3.18 12.82 | 2.20 0.83 3.57 4.57 3.46 5.69
Not dieting 4.50 3.56 543 | 329 | 269 | 3.90 | 5.01 471 | 5.30
Dieting 3.82 2.85 4.79 3.74 2.37 5.11 4.82 4.35 5.28
Health status
Excellent 6.13 2.68 9.58 2.84 1.60 4.08 512 4.35 5.90
Fair 3.12 2.42 3.82 3.39 0.70 6.08 4.76 4.35 517
Nonsmoker 4.20 3.38 5.02 3.39 2.68 411 4.99 4.74 5.25
Smoker 4.79 2.52 7.05 3.86 2.54 5.17 4.86 4.37 5.34
Census region
Northeast (CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT, NJ, NY, PA) 4.62 3.27 5.97 3.23 1.96 4.50 4.74 4.39 5.10
'\N"'E‘)”""Ses; (IL, IN, MI, OH, W1, 1A, KS, MN, MO, NE, | 4 14 | 294 | 594 | 383 | 260 | 507 | 507 | 473 | 5.41
i?(?ms(F)'FN,DEk,FIEA’,G(')A}'(,'\{II'E))(')NC' SC,VA,WV,AL,| 405 | 227 | 583 | 348 | 228 | 468 | 511 | 448 | 5.75
m‘fsél(q/’*@/f)o’ ID, MT, NV, NM, UT, WY, AK, CA, | 400 | 285 | 516 | 263 | 1.33 | 393 | 473 | 426 | 5.19

Note: SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from the National Household Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey

(FoodAPS).
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Appendix table 5.2
Weekly frequency of food-away-from-home events for children, by age and demographic group

All
Youth Teen Indi-
Child (11- (14- vidu-
Cohort group by age (0-10) 95% ClI 13) 95% CI 18) 95% ClI als 95% CI
Number of Individuals 1,994 \ 627 \ 967 3,589
Demographic variables
Race
Non-Hispanic White 4.16 3.74| 4.58| 5.74 4.81| 6.66| 5.43 469| 6.18| 4.80| 4.34| 525
Non-Hispanic Black/African American 4.80 3.48| 6.11] 6.02 4.37| 7.67| 6.06 430 7.81| 543| 4.68| 6.18
American Indian or Alaska Native 6.14 4.54| 7.75| 7.47 4.17| 10.78| 6.56 2.19| 10.93| 6.60| 4.62| 8.57
Asian 4.76 2.03| 7.50| 5.10 0.77| 9.44| 520 | -0.39| 10.79| 4.91| 1.75| 8.08
Sex
Boys 4.28 3.77| 4.80| 5.73 4.51| 6.96| 5.63 4.71| 6.55| 4.93| 4.41| 544
Girls 4.34 3.91| 4.77| 5.95 5.09| 6.80| 5.65 494| 6.37| 4.98| 4.63| 5.32
Race-sex
White, male 3.99 3.44| 4.583| 5.87 4.12| 7.62| 5.67 456| 6.77| 4.83| 4.21| 5.46
Black, male 5.04 3.16| 6.93| 5.72 3.37| 8.08| 5.58 3.84| 7.32| 535 4.21| 6.49
White, female 4.30 3.80| 4.81| 5.62 4.34| 6.90| 5.18 459| 5.78| 4.76| 4.25| 5.27
Black, female 4.51 3.25| 5.78| 6.52 3.91| 9.13| 6.55 460 850 552| 4.75| 6.29
Body weight classification
Not overweight 4.41 3.74| 5.08| 5.72 4.94| 6.51| 5.51 4.74| 6.27| 5.06| 4.56| 5.55
Overweight 3.84 2.94| 4.74| 5.84 4.54| 7.14| 6.22 486 7.58| 5.11| 4.30| 5.92
Obese 4.39 3.74| 5.05| 6.85 4.98| 8.72| 5.45 426| 6.64| 4.95| 4.40| 5.49
Body weight classification, male
Not overweight 4.38 3.38| 5.38| 5.64 4.40| 6.88| 5.57 450 6.64| 5.05| 4.37| 5.73
Overweight 3.99 2.58| 5.39| 6.25 3.88| 8.61| 5.74 3.78| 7.69| 510 3.82| 6.39
Obese 4.40 3.58| 5.27| 6.56 3.93| 9.19| 5.56 3.62| 7.49| 500 4.17| 5.82
Body weight classification, female
Not overweight 4.44 3.79| 5.09| 5.79 4.69| 6.89| 5.45 4.71| 6.18| 5.06| 4.58| 5.54
Overweight 3.70 2.66| 4.74| 5.51 4.31| 6.70| 6.80 5.01| 8.59| 5.13| 4.24| 6.01
Obese 4.39 3.43| 5.35| 7.47 3.40| 11.54| 5.28 4.14| 6.42| 4.87| 3.96| 5.79
Socioeconomic variables
Income by race and gender
< 100% of poverty line
White, male 3.79 2.81| 4.76| 4.92 3.90| 5.95| 4.91 3.39| 6.43| 4.34| 3.65| 5.04
Black, male 3.91 2.43| 5.39| 7.00 5.00/ 9.00| 5.31 3.98| 6.64| 501 3.73| 6.30
White, female 4.32 3.22| 5.42| 5.09 3.57| 6.60| 4.23 3.12| 5.34| 447 3.63| 5.30
Black, female 5.06 2.93| 7.20| 5.66 0.53| 10.78| 4.61 2.09| 7.13| 5.01| 3.67| 6.35
100-130% of poverty line
White, male 4.15 2.78| 5.51| 4.42 2.24| 6.61| 6.86 488| 8.84| 4.69| 354 5.85
Black, male 5.11 3.39| 6.83| 7.03 | -0.91| 14.96| 7.24 3.22| 11.25| 6.00| 3.09| 8.90
White, female 4.57 1.61| 7.54| 6.11 3.26| 8.96| 6.49 3.79| 9.20| 5.37| 3.65| 7.10
Black, female 5.22 2.51| 7.93] 9.01 1.69| 16.33| 8.92 6.47| 11.38| 7.00| 4.82| 9.17
131-167% of poverty line
White, male 3.86 3.04| 4.69| 5.88 3.72| 8.04| 5.47 3.22| 7.72| 4.73| 3.72| 574
Black, male 4.63 1.55| 7.72| 6.59 2.15| 11.03| 6.53 3.30| 9.77| 5.31| 2.62| 8.01
White, female 3.88 2.11| 5.65| 3.71 1.39| 6.04| 6.61 3.75| 9.46| 4.66| 3.45| 5.87
Black, female 4.31 1.05| 7.57| 6.66 3.28| 10.04| 7.24 1.64| 12.83| 5.43| 3.43| 7.44
168 299% of poverty line
White, male 3.85 3.12| 4.58| 5.72 2.31| 9.12| 5.48 3.17| 7.79| 4.60| 3.32| 5.87
Black, male 9.34 2.96| 15.73| 4.20 0.09| 8.31| 7.40 5.50| 9.30| 8.09| 3.57| 12.61
White, female 4.25 3.37| 5.14| 6.39 4.18| 8.60| 5.38 3.79| 6.97| 4.93| 4.00| 5.85
Black, female 3.82 1.03| 6.61| 5.73 4.54| 6.91| 7.14 3.79| 10.49| 4.76| 2.88| 6.65
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All

Youth Teen Indi-
Child (11- (14- vidu-
Cohort group by age (0-10) 95% ClI 13) 95% CI 18) 95% ClI als 95% ClI
> 300% of poverty line
White, male 4.23 2.64| 5.83| 6.93 3.91| 9.94| 6.06 | 459| 7.53| 5.33| 4.25| 6.40
Black, male 2.99 0.61| 5.38| 3.84 | -1.89| 9.57| 5.08 1.55| 8.61| 4.20| 2.34| 6.06
White, female 4.37 3.28| 5.45| 5.66 3.50| 7.82| 4.91 3.97| 5.85| 469| 3.71| 5.67
Black, female 3.09 2.35| 3.83| 7.08 1.29| 12.88| 7.04 2.03| 12.05| 6.08| 3.42| 8.74
No SNAP 4.34 3.95| 4.73| 5.83 490 6.76| 5.72 490| 6.55| 5.01| 4.61| 5.41
SNAP 4.23 3.65| 4.80| 5.89 478 7.01| 5.23 440| 6.06| 4.73| 4.31] 5.15
Schooling
Grade school or less 4.31| 3.95| 4.67
Middle school 5.84| 5.15| 6.53
High school 5.64| 4.92| 6.36
NSLP events included in FAFH tally
(N;g"Lde%S not receive meals from 308 | 263 353|467 | 3.76| 558/ 422 | 368 476 3.61| 3.30| 3.92
Child receives meals from NSLP 6.86 6.25| 7.47| 7.01 6.13| 7.89| 7.68 6.91| 8.44| 7.14| 6.75| 7.54
NSLP events not included in FAFH tally
,C\ig'l'_dpdoes not receive meals from 3.08 | 263 353|467 | 3.76| 558|422 | 368 476 3.61| 3.30| 3.92
Child receives meals from NSLP 2.95 2.40| 3.50| 3.49 2.87| 4.11| 3.95 3.30, 4.60| 3.42| 3.10| 3.73
Lifestyle variables
Not vegetarian 4.31 3.95| 4.68| 5.89 5.18| 6.60| 5.64 490 6.38| 4.96| 4.61| 5.30
Vegetarian 4.25 2.17| 6.34| 3.52 0.28| 6.76| 5.60 2.65| 8.55| 4.70| 3.48| 5.91
Not dieting 4.30 3.93| 4.67| 5.89 520 6.59| 5.65 491 6.39| 4.95| 4.59| 5.31
Dieting 4.77 3.06| 6.48| 4.64 1.94| 7.34| 5.43 3.50, 7.36| 4.97| 3.89| 6.06
Census region
mj’rtlz‘f}f‘;‘p‘()ct ME, MA, NH, RI, VT, 457 | 352| 562|479 | 346 612|551 | 475 6.26| 4.89| 4.39| 5.40
Midwest (IL, IN, MI, OH, WI, IA, KS,
MN, MO,(NE, ND, SD) 4.46 3.75| 5.16| 5.94 478 7.10| 5.16 413| 6.19| 4.90| 4.27| 5.52
South (DE, DC, FL, GA, MD, NC, SC,
VA, WV, AL, KY, MS, TN, AK, LA, OK, 417 3.62| 4.72| 6.20 5.04| 7.37| 6.26 475 7.76| 5.12| 4.35| 5.88
TX)
wisg(}?ZCXPHII,DOII\RATW’\L\)/ NM, UT, 412 3.35| 4.89| 6.06 4.77| 7.36| 5.38 456 6.21| 4.79| 4.43| 5.16

Note: SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; NSLP = National School Lunch Program.

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from the National Household Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey

(FoodAPS).
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