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Millions of Americans cannot always 
afford to buy enough food to support 
an active, healthy life.  While not 
many Americans starve to death, 
thousands of your state’s residents 
sometimes go to work, to school, or 
to bed hungry, and many others 
barely manage to avoid hunger.   
 
The fact that so many Americans 
struggle to keep their bellies 

adequately filled is a compelling 
public policy issue.  For instance, 
the fact that workers go hungry 
reveals that some jobs pay too little.  
The fact that so many children go 
hungry reveals that public 
assistance programs are failing to 
reach them.  This guide is designed 
to provide the data and background 
you need to write a report that 
exposes these realities. 

 
 

Persons living in food insecure households 
and households with at least one member going hungry, 

United States, 1999-01, by year 

 1999 2000 2001 

Total Population 270,318,000 273,685,000 276,661,000 

Number living in food insecure 
households 31,015,000 33,231,000 33,642,000 

Percent living in food insecure 
households 11.5% 12.1% 12.2% 

Number living in households with 
at least one member going hungry 7,779,000 8,523,000 9,014,000 

Percent living in households with 
at least one member going hungry 2.9% 3.1% 3.3% 

Source: Nord, Mark, Margaret Andrews, and Steven Carlson. Household Food Security in the United States, 2001. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Food Assistance and Nutrition Research Report No. 21, page 5, October 2002. 
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The Food Security Measurement Project 
 
In 1984, the President’s Task Force 
on Food Assistance concluded that 
researchers needed a new measure 
of hunger in America.  The Task 
Force found that clinical and 
medical definitions associate hunger 
too closely with malnutrition.  Once 
people, and especially children, are 
clinically and medically defined as 
“hungry,” their situation is already 
dire.  Policy makers needed a 
measure that would identify people 
going hungry or at risk of going 
hungry, not one that located people 
already in need of medical 
assistance. 
 
Responding to the Task Force’s 
challenge, researchers at various 
federal agencies, public policy 
institutes, and universities began 
collaborating to create a 
sophisticated set of survey questions 
that could measure what was 
happening in the U.S.  In support of 
the researchers’ efforts, Congress in 
1990 officially requested a 
standardized measure that could be 
used by federal agencies, and by 
state and local researchers.1  Over 
the next few years, researchers 
working together through the Food 
Security Measurement Project tested 
and refined a set of survey 
questions. 2  
 
The goal of these survey questions 
was not to identify individuals who 
were medically malnourished.  
Rather, the goal was to identify 
households struggling to get enough 
food for active, healthy lives.  The 
Measurement Project understood 

that many Americans go hungry at 
times, but few Americans starve to 
death.  Addressing hunger in the 
U.S. meant measuring hunger not 
as a medical problem, but as a 
social problem (see Hunger: a Social 
Problem, page 3). 
 
The finalized set of survey questions 
developed by the Measurement 
Project contains eighteen questions.  
Based on their answers to these 
questions, households are placed on 
a continuum representing the 
security of the household’s food 
situation.  Households on one end of 
the continuum are always certain 
they will have access to the food 
needed for active, healthy lives.  
Households at the opposite end of 
the continuum have severe 
problems with hunger, even among 
children. 
 
Based on where they fall along the 
continuum, households may be 
categorized as either “food secure” 
or “food insecure.”  Those 
households considered food 
insecure are financially stretched to 
the point where they cannot be 
certain all household members will 
avoid hunger without resorting to 
emergency measures like scavenging 
or accepting charity from soup 
kitchens and food banks.  In short, 
food insecure households too often 
do not know where their next meal 
will come from. 
 
Some food insecure households 
succeed in avoiding hunger; others 
do not. Households considered food 
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insecure are further categorized as 
either “food insecure with hunger,” 
or “food insecure without hunger.”  
In households classified as “food 
insecure with hunger,” at least one 
household member goes hungry at 
times because there is not enough 

money for food.  People who go 
hungry because they are on a diet 
are not counted as hungry.  
Households considered “food 
insecure with hunger” are only 
those who do not have enough 
money to buy enough food. 

 

 
 
The Data Source: The Food Security Supplement 
 
Starting in April 1995, the U.S. 
Census Bureau included the Food 
Security Measurement Project’s 
finalized questions on the Current 
Population Survey (CPS).  The CPS 

is a monthly national survey that 
has been conducted for more than 
fifty years.  It is the source for 
official statistics on poverty and 
unemployment. 3   

 
Hunger: A Social Problem 

 
Joe Smith is starving to death.  He has eaten only a few scraps of food over the last 
several weeks.  His body is shutting down.  By the time a doctor examines him, Joe 
has a serious medical condition – malnourishment.  He requires careful and 
sustained medical attention. 
 
Sarah Smith, by contrast, is not starving.  She has gone hungry several times in the 
last year, when her money ran out and she only had enough food to keep her 
children fed.  She worries nearly all the time about whether she’ll be able to feed the 
kids this month and whether she’ll lose her job if she has to survive on low-cost 
noodles and potatoes again.  She is eating as well and as much as she can; still, she 
goes hungry at times because her job pays too little and she's not getting enough 
help from public assistance, charities, family, and friends to avoid hunger. 
 
Joe’s hunger is a medical problem.  Sarah’s hunger is a social problem – she lacks 
access to adequate amounts of food.  Which of them is worthy of concern and 
attention?  Both of them are, of course.  But before researchers created surveys that 
could measure hunger as a social problem, the struggles of people like Sarah were 
invisible. 
 
Thanks to the work of the Food Security Measurement Project and other 
researchers, data are now available on the numbers of Americans who go hungry at 
times because they lack access to the food their bodies require.  Hunger is not only 
a medical problem; hunger is a social problem, too. 
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In addition to asking the basic 
survey questions every month, the 
Census Bureau often asks a set of 
supplemental questions.  Once a 
year since 1995, Census has used 
this supplemental survey to ask 
questions on the food situation in 
respondents’ households.  The Food 
Security Supplement was conducted 
in April 1995, September 1996, 
April 1997, August 1998, April 
1999, September 2000, and April 
2001.4  The raw data are released to 
the public one to two years following 
the survey, and are currently 
available for the supplements 
conducted in 1995 through 2000.  
In November 2002, USDA released a 
report on food insecurity in 2001, 
but the raw data was not available 
to the public when this guide was 
released. 
 

Between 40,000 and 50,000 
households nationally are surveyed 
on the Food Security Supplement to 
the CPS each year.  The sample 
includes households without 
working telephones, and homeless 
people living in shelters, but not 
homeless people living outside of 
such institutions. Data are collected 
in each state, but the annual 
number of households surveyed in 
smaller states is too small to yield 
statistically reliable results.  
Researchers must combine data 
from more than one year to create a 
sample size that is large enough to 
produce reliable results.  In this 
report, data from 1998, 1999, and 
2000 are combined.  Findings are 
determined for each individual year, 
and the average of the three years is 
reported. 

 
Measuring Food Insecurity and Hunger 
 
Households participating in the 
Food Security Supplement to the 
CPS are asked a series of more than 
50 questions about their food 
situation.  As mentioned earlier, 
answers to eighteen of these 
questions are used to place 
households on a continuum 
representing the security of the 
household’s food situation.   
 
The first few questions address 
relatively mild indicators of food 
insecurity.  For example, the least 
severe situation is probed this way: 
 

Was this statement often, 
sometimes, or never true for you in 
the last 12 months? "We worried 

whether our food would run out 
before we got money to buy more."  

 
The middle range of questions asks 
whether household members are 
eating less because they lack 
enough money for food.  One of 
these questions is: 
 

In the last 12 months, did you ever 
cut the size of your meals or skip 
meals because there wasn't 
enough money for food?  

 
The final questions ask about even 
more severe experiences.  For 
example, one question asks: 
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In the last 12 months, did you ever 
not eat for a whole day because 
there wasn't enough money for 
food?  

 
Respondents answering, “yes,” to 
three or more of the eighteen 
questions are classified as “food 
insecure.”   Households classified as 
food insecure at a minimum worried 
their food would run out before they 
got money for more, said the food 

they bought did not last, and could 
not afford to eat balanced meals.  
Households characterized as “food 
insecure with hunger” reported in 
addition at a minimum that adults 
ate less than they felt they should 
and that adults cut the size of meals 
or skipped meals in three or more 
months of the last year.  Many 
households with hunger reported 
more severe problems. 

 
 
Past Reports of Food Insecurity at the State Level 
 
In October 1999, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
released the first report of food 
insecurity and hunger at the state 
level.  The report was based on 
findings from the Food Security 
Supplement for 1996 through 1998. 
The report disclosed the percentage 
of households that were food 
insecure and “food insecure with 
hunger” for all 50 states and the 
District of Columbia.  The report 
found that hunger rates were 
particularly high in states along the 
southern and western borders of the 
country.  In Oregon, the hunger rate 
was perhaps the highest in the 
nation.5 
 
After writing this first report, USDA 
did not prepare reports on hunger 
and food insecurity in the states 
until the data for 1999-2001 were 
available.  However, other 
researchers analyzed the raw data 
to produce their own state-level 
reports.  In January 2002, the Food 
Research and Action Center released 

a report on the rates by state in 
1997-99.6  The Oregon Center for 
Public Policy also analyzed the 
1997-99 data and posted the rates 
on our web site – www.ocpp.org.  
When the raw data for 2000 was 
released in August 2002, the Food 
Security Institute at the Center on 
Hunger and Poverty at Brandeis 
University produced a report that 
included the overall food security 
and hunger rates for 1998-00.7  The 
Brandeis report also included 
figures for children and adults. 
 
In November 2002, USDA released 
hunger and food insecurity rates by 
state for 1999-2001.8  The report 
also presented adjusted figures by 
state for 1996-98, allowing an 
accurate comparison to be made 
over time.  According to the report, 
eight states and the District of 
Columbia saw statistically 
significant declines in their hunger 
rates from 1996-98 to 1999-2001, 
while two states saw increases.9 
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Explanation of Tables 
 
The tables included with this report 
provide overall food insecurity and 
hunger rates and numbers, by state, 
as well as rates and numbers for a 
variety of subpopulations, including 
workers, the elderly, and people 
living in rural areas.  After each 
table is a companion table providing 
90 percent confidence intervals. 
 
What are 90 percent confidence 
intervals? 
 

The Food Security Supplement to 
the CPS gathers a representative 
sample of U.S. households.  
Because it gathers information from 
a sample of the population, and not 
the entire population, the result is 
an estimate.  The 90 percent 
confidence interval means that it is 
90 percent certain that the actual 
rate falls within the stated range. 
 
Some data are excluded 
 

To help ensure the continued 
credibility of the Food Security 
Supplement, the OCPP excluded 
figures based on very small 
population samples and figures 
associated with wide confidence 
intervals.  First, if the population 
under consideration was less than 
75,000, the findings were 
excluded.10  For example, if a state’s 
Hispanic population was smaller 
than 75,000, information about 
hunger among Hispanics was not 
included.  The survey did not reach 
enough Hispanics to provide reliable 
results in many states.   
Findings were also excluded when 
the 90 percent confidence interval  

 
was more than one-half the size of 
the point estimate.  For example, if 
the survey sample suggested that 10 
percent of renters in a state lived in 
food insecure homes, but the 90 
percent confidence interval was plus 
or minus 6 percent, the findings 
were excluded because the 
confidence interval was more than 
one-half the estimate.  The margin 
of error was too wide in these cases 
to report the findings. 11   
 
These precautions will help protect 
the data’s credibility.  Still, you 
should become familiar with the 90 
percent confidence intervals and 

Tables In This Guide 
 
Accompanying each of the thirteen tables 
in this guide is a second table that 
provides estimates of 90 percent 
confidence intervals.  The table topics 
included are: 
 
Table 1: Overall food insecurity and 

hunger rates 
Table 2: Children 
Table 3: All individuals 
Table 4: Workers 
Table 5: People aged 25 and older 

with less than a bachelor’s 
degree 

Table 6:  Hispanics 
Table 7: African Americans/Blacks 
Table 8: Non-Hispanic whites 
Table 9: People living in metropolitan 

areas 
Table 10: People living in rural areas 
Table 11: Renters 
Table 12: Homeowners (and others 

living with them) 
Table 13: People in low-income 

households (less than 185% 
of poverty) 
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judge for yourself whether to report 
the findings. 
 
You should be aware that the 
confidence intervals reported in this 
guide are estimates.  In estimating 
the confidence intervals, the OCPP 
followed guidelines recommended by 
the Census Bureau.12 
 
Caution: Be careful before you rank 
your state! 
 

Researchers with experience 
calculating statistical significance 
may wish to explore how their states 
compare to others, or to the U.S. as 
a whole.  The 90 percent confidence 
intervals provide these researchers 
with the basic information needed to 
determine whether differences 
between states in the survey are 
likely to reflect actual differences in 
the population.   
 
Unless you perform this statistical 
analysis, though, you should avoid 
ranking your state using the data 
provided in this guide.  Because of 
the margins of error, your ranking 
may not actually be as it appears.  
For example, Oregon’s overall 
hunger rate appears to be the 
highest in the nation, but the 
margin of error means that Oregon’s 
rate may actually be lower than a 
handful of other states.  Because 
the confidence intervals provided 
here are estimates, you should be 
particularly careful about comparing 
your state to others. 
 
 
 
 
 

How do the numbers compare to 
previous years? 
 

As mentioned earlier, the Food 
Security Supplement to the CPS has 
been conducted annually since 
1995.  After evaluating the survey in 
its initial years of operation, the 
survey’s designers changed the 
format of the questions beginning in 
1998.  These changes made the 
survey’s findings more accurate.  
However, the changes also mean 
that findings from 1998 and later 
are not precisely comparable to 
findings from previous years.  This 
guide provides hunger and food 
insecurity data by state for 1998-
2000, drawing only on the best data.  
The survey’s designers did create a 
process for revising data from 1998 
and later so that it is comparable to 
earlier years.13  Here, however, only 
the most recent and reliable data 
are provided. 
 
For the latest overall rates, go to 
USDA’s most recent report 
 

In November 2002, USDA released 
overall food insecurity and hunger 
rates by state for the years 1999-
2001.  When reporting the overall 
food insecurity and hunger rates for 
your state, you should report the 
most recent figures, the ones 
provided in USDA’s report, 
Household Food Security in the 
United States, 2001, available from 
USDA at http://www.ers.usda.gov/ 
publications/fanrr29/.   
 
For rates among various 
subpopulations like workers, rural 
residents, this guide provides the 
most recent data currently available 
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to the public.  USDA does not 
provide data for these 
subpopulations in its report, and 
the raw data for 2001 has not yet 
been made available. 
 
How many children go hungry? 
 

Research has shown that, when 
financial pressures mount in 
families, the food situation typically 
deteriorates along a continuum.14  
First, adults worry that their money 
won’t last.  They then start cutting 
back on the nutritional value of 
their own meals and may go hungry 
at times while keeping the children 
fed.  If the financial situation 
continues to worsen, children’s 
meals are more likely to be scaled 
back, and adults will go hungry 
more often.  In the most severe 
situations, parents may be forced to 
let their children go hungry for 
extended periods.  Some 
households, it should be noted, do 
not follow this typical pattern.  
Children go hungry at times in some 
homes with moderate food 
insecurity.15 
 

This report provides data on the 
percentage and number of children 
who live in homes where at least one 
member goes hungry.  In many of 
these homes, children are shielded 
from hunger while their parents go 
hungry.  Of course, children are 
affected when their parents go 
hungry and when financial 
resources are inadequate.  Parents 
who are hungry are less able to be 
vigorous and engaged parents.  In 
addition, they are less able to be 
productive at work, which may 
impact their work relationships and 
their chances for a better job. 
 
Although some parents are able to 
shield their kids from hunger, some 
are not.  Children are going hungry 
in your state, but the exact number 
is not yet available.  However, some 
national data is available.  The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture estimates 
that in 2001 some 467,000 children 
nationally lived in homes where at 
least one child went hungry.16  This 
figure represents the upper bound of 
how many children in the US were 
going hungry at times in 2001. 

 
 
Analyzing Why People in your State Go Hungry 
 
Even if your state has a moderate or 
low rate of hunger and food 
insecurity, this data can be useful 
for advocacy work.  The general 
public imagines that hunger in the 
U.S. is confined to a few isolated 
places.  A state hunger report will 
open their eyes to hunger in their 
own backyards and create new 
opportunities for revealing the 

struggles of low-income families in 
the state. 
 
Because the general public is blind 
to hunger in their communities, it is 
important to be able to describe how 
responsible families can find 
themselves with empty stomachs 
and nowhere to turn.  To build this 
story in Oregon, the OCPP used 
information already collected and 
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analyzed about the conditions of 
low-income Oregonians.  In 
addition, OCPP analyzed state-by-
state data on such variables as 
unemployment and poverty to 
understand the conditions in which 
hunger rates are typically high.  
Using the data for the last half of 
the 1990s, the OCPP found that: 
 
� States with wide gaps between 

the rich and poor tended to have 
high hunger rates.17 

 
� States with rapid population 

growth over the 1990s tended to 
have high hunger rates in the 
last half of the decade.  
Population growth may 
contribute to hunger by driving 
up the cost of living and by 
straining the budgets of social 
service programs if revenue fails 
to keep pace with increased need.  
Also, some individuals and 
families who move to another 
state may lack social networks 
that protect against hunger. 

 

� States with high unemployment 
rates were likely to have high 
hunger rates.  Those states with 
an average annual 
unemployment rate over 5.5 
percent in the last half of the 
1990s had a combined hunger 
rate that was 31 percent higher 
than the combined rate in all 
other states. 

 
� Not surprisingly, states with high 

poverty rates tended to have high 
hunger rates.  However, the 
correlation was not exact.  Some 
states with high hunger rates 
(like Oregon) have average 
poverty rates, suggesting that 
other factors are also at play.  In 
Oregon, the cost of living rose 
rapidly over the 1990s while the 
incomes of low-income families 
were stagnant.  These conditions 
strain the resources of low-
income families, including those 
above the poverty line.  If the cost 
of living is growing, a stagnant 
income will not stretch as far. 

 
Drawing on Hunger Data from Other Sources 
 
Besides the hunger data in this 
guide, other data sources can 
improve a state report.  These 
sources fall into two categories: (1) 
other surveys that ask questions 
about the food situation in 
households, and (2) data from 
public and private food assistance 
programs. 
 
Other hunger surveys 
 

Many state governments conduct 
surveys that may already (or could) 

include questions on food insecurity 
and hunger.  In Oregon’s case, two 
state surveys include food insecurity 
questions.  These surveys have been 
valuable because they help answer 
questions that the Food Security 
Supplement to the CPS cannot 
answer, such as which regions 
within the state have the most 
serious problem. 
 
In addition, researchers in other 
states may have access to data 
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unavailable in Oregon.  The Urban 
Institute included some questions 
about hunger on a survey called the 
National Survey of America’s 
Families it conducted in 1997 and 
1999 in 13 states – Alabama, 
California, Colorado, Florida,  
 

Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, New Jersey, 
New York, Texas, Washington, and 
Wisconsin.18 The questions are 
similar to those used on the Food 
Security Supplement to the CPS, 
but not precisely the same. 
 

  
If few data are available from other 
sources on hunger in your state, 
new sources of state data may need 
to be created.  When creating new 
surveys, keep in mind that there is a 
standard set of questions that are 
used to measure food insecurity and 
hunger.  This standard set of 
questions should be used whenever 
possible to make it easier to 
compare the results from different 
surveys and to keep confusion to a 

minimum.  The standard questions 
are provided in a guide written by 
the USDA, available on the Food 
Security Briefing Room web site at 
http://www.ers.usda.gov/briefing/F
oodSecurity/.  The questions follow 
two formats.  One is the same set of 
18 questions used to measure 
hunger on the Food Security 
Supplement to the CPS.  The other 
is a set of six questions that may be 
used to lower survey costs.  The six-

 
The Behavioral Risk Factors Surveillance System 

 
The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) conducts an annual telephone survey called the 
Behavioral Risk Factors Surveillance System (BRFSS) in every state.  Typically, state health 
agencies conduct the survey in cooperation with the CDC.  While the base survey does not 
include questions about hunger, states may add their own questions to the base survey.  
For example, following an advocacy effort in Oregon, the state health agency added to the 
BRFSS in 2001 a set of hunger questions recommended by USDA. Washington State will 
include the same questions on that state’s BRFSS in 2003. 
 
The BRFSS is a useful survey for a number of reasons: For one, the sample size is large 
enough to allow for a single-year assessment of hunger, unlike the Food Security 
Supplement to the Current Population Survey.  In addition, the survey is conducted 
throughout the year, eliminating seasonal effects.  Hunger and food insecurity are probably 
most prevalent in the winter months, so if a survey asks questions only in the summer, the 
results may undercount actual food insecurity and hunger over the course of the last year.  
Because it gathers data over the course of the year, the BRFSS avoids this problem. 
 
Unfortunately, the BRFSS is a telephone survey.  It does not reach households lacking 
working telephones.  People who are going hungry are more likely to be without phone 
service, so the sample may undercount hunger.  Oregon’s BRFSS undercounts hunger and 
food insecurity for this reason. In contrast, the Food Security Supplement to the CPS is 
conducted through visits to respondents’ homes when necessary, assuring a more 
representative sample. 
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question set has been carefully 
tested to produce results very 
similar to those produced by the 18-
question set.19  However, the six-
question survey does not reveal the 
extent of hunger among children. 
 
Data on food assistance programs 
 

Data from the food bank network or 
Food Stamp program in your state 
are helpful in supporting your 
arguments.  In addition, data from 

the state Food Stamp program may 
be helpful in supporting your 
arguments.  Because welfare reform 
caused such dramatic declines in 
Food Stamp use, however, that 
program does not provide as clear 
an indicator of need as in the past.  
Finally, data from your state’s 
school lunch and breakfast 
programs, and from the state 
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
program, can be useful.   

 
 
Stories of Individual Families 
 
The various food assistance 
programs are also rich sources for 
stories about families struggling to 
put food on the table.  The Oregon 
Food Bank Statewide Network 
identified the families that OCPP 
used as examples in Hunger in 
Oregon. 
 
It is not always easy to locate 
individuals or families experiencing 
hunger or food insecurity.  Many 
families facing personal hardship 
are understandably reluctant to tell 

the world how they sometimes can’t 
get food on the table. 
 
Still, finding food insecure families 
willing to make their stories public 
is worth the effort.  The faces and 
stories of food insecure families give 
readers people with whom to 
empathize.  They also provide an 
opportunity to draw attention to 
issues that can’t be drawn out in 
text based on the available data.  
Plus, reporters covering these issues 
inevitably want to speak to people 
who go hungry at times. 
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Conclusion 
 
In a recent editorial, The Oregonian, 
Oregon’s major newspaper, chided 
the candidates in the state’s 
gubernatorial race about their lack 
of focus on hunger.20  The editorial 
follows several articles on hunger in 
The Oregonian and other state 
newspapers since USDA released its 
seminal report on hunger at the 
state level in 1999.  Hardly a month 
goes by when hunger is not in the 
headlines in Oregon. 
 

The substantial media coverage on 
hunger in Oregon over the last three 
years reveals the value of state data 
on food insecurity.  Thanks to the 
data, policy makers must confront 
Oregon’s high hunger rate.  The 
struggles of families trying to eat 
adequately are a more significant 
part of the political debate than they 
would have been otherwise.  
Hopefully, food insecure families in 
Oregon and other states are closer 
to getting help.  
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Endnotes 
                                                
1 National Nutrition Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990. 
 
2 For a more detailed review of the history of the Food Security Supplement, see  
http://www.ers.usda.gov/briefing/FoodSecurity/history/index.htm. 
 
3 For a short history of the Current Population Survey, see http://www.bls.census.gov/cps/bhistory.htm. 
 
4 The Food Security Supplement was also conducted in December 2001.  The twin surveys in 2001 will help 
researchers identify the effects of conducting the survey at different times of the year.  In the future, the survey will 
be conducted in December each year. 
 
5 See Explanation of Tables section,  “Caution: Be careful before you rank your state” on page 7.  Due to margins 
of error, researchers cannot say for certain that Oregon’s hunger rate was the highest. 
 
6 FRAC’s report, “State-by-State Rates of Household Hunger and Food Insecurity, 1997-1999 can be found at 
http://www.frac.org/html/publications/SFSPJune19.PDF. 
 
7 The Brandeis report, “Hunger and Food Insecurity in the Fifty States: 1998-2000” can be found at 
http://www.centeronhunger.org/pdf/statedata98-00.pdf.  A searchable database using data contained in the report is 
available at http://www.centeronhunger.org/states/fsistate.html. 
 
8 Nord, Mark, Margaret Andrews, and Steven Carlson. Household Food Security in the United States, 2001. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Food Assistance and Nutrition Research Report No. 29, October 2002 (released 
November 12, 2002). 
 
9 Ibid, p. 46.  The eight states with statistically significant declines were California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Louisiana, New Hampshire, New York, Texas, and Virginia.  The two states with statistically significant increases 
were Idaho and Utah.   
 
10 In choosing 75,000 as the cut-off, we followed the Census Bureau’s recommendation.  See “Source and Accuracy 
Statement for the September 2000 CPS Microdata File for Food Security,” page 17-2, available on the Census’ data 
file CD containing the September 2000 Food Security Supplement to the CPS.  The CD is entitled “Current 
Population Survey: Archive of Microdata Files – 2000 Through 2001,” issued August 5, 2002.   
 
11 We also excluded any remaining findings with 90 percent confidence intervals larger than plus or minus 10 
percent. 
 
12 The OCPP used the process for generalized variance estimates (GVE) provided by the Census Bureau in the 
Source and Accuracy Statements for the Food Security Supplements for 1998-00.  At the suggestion of Mark Nord 
of the Economic Research Service at USDA, the OCPP used the parameters for poverty when calculating 
confidence intervals for various subpopulations of persons living in food insecure households.  These parameters 
produced confidence intervals that are somewhat more conservative (wider) than the parameters proposed by 
Census in their technical documentation.  The OCPP’s choice corrected somewhat for the fact that the GVE 
method (using the parameters proposed by Census) has been found to underestimate standard errors generally by 
about 25 percent.  See Cohen, et al. Household Food Security in the United States, 1998 and 1999: Technical 
Report, Economic Research Service, USDA, June 2002. 
 
13 The file descriptions for the Food Security Supplement to the CPS include a discussion of the variables required 
to create food insecurity and hunger rates across years prior to 1998.  See 
http://www.bls.census.gov/cps/foodsecu/foodsecu.htm. 
 
14 Hamilton, William L., et al, Household Food Security in the United States in 1995: Summary Report of the 
Food Security Measurement Project, September 1997, pp. 33-34. 
 
15 Nord, Mark and Gary Bickel. Measuring Children’s Food Security in U.S. Households, 1995-99.  U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Food Assistance and Nutrition Research Report Number 
25, April 2002. 
 



Hunger in Your State: A guide for producing state-level reports  

 14

                                                                                                                                                       
16 The figure of 467,000 children represents 0.6 percent of all children living in households in the U.S. See Nord, 
Mark, Margaret Andrews, and Steven Carlson. Household Food Security in the United States, 2001. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Food Assistance and Nutrition Research Report No. 29, page 5, October 2002. 
 
17 The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities and the Economic Policy Institute’s report Pulling Apart provides 
valuable data by state on income inequality.  For the report’s most recent update (April 23, 2002), see 
http://www.cbpp.org/4-23-02sfp-pr.htm. 
 
18 The NSAF findings can be accessed at 
http://www.urban.org/Content/Research/NewFederalism/NSAF/Overview/NSAFOverview.htm. 
 
19 Blumberg, Stephen J., et al. The Effectiveness of a Short Form of the Household Food Security Scale, American 
Journal of Public Health, August 1999, Vol. 89, No. 8, pp. 1231-34. 
 
20 “Hungering for a Public Discussion,” The Oregonian, September 29, 2002. 



Ta
bl

e 
10

: 
Pe

rc
en

t a
nd

 n
um

be
r o

f p
eo

pl
e 

in
 ru

ra
l a

re
as

 li
vi

ng
 in

 fo
od

 in
se

cu
re

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
s,

  
ho

us
eh

ol
ds

 w
ith

 a
t l

ea
st

 o
ne

 m
em

be
r g

oi
ng

 h
un

gr
y,

 1
99

8-
00

, b
y 

st
at

e 

St
at

e 
Pe

rc
en

t 
th

at
 a

re
 

fo
od

 
in

se
cu

re
 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 p

eo
pl

e 
liv

in
g 

in
 ru

ra
l 

ar
ea

s 
St

at
e

Pe
rc

en
t 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 p

eo
pl

e 
liv

in
g 

in
 ru

ra
l 

ar
ea

s 

U
S 

13
.0

%
 

6,
64

0,
00

0 
3.

1%
 

1,
59

8,
00

0 
51

,2
30

,0
00

 
M

S 
17

.2
%

 
31

8,
00

0 
4.

4%
 

81
,0

00
 

1,
85

0,
00

0 
AK

 
13

.0
%

 
41

,0
00

 
5.

3%
 

17
,0

00
 

31
8,

00
0 

M
T 

14
.8

%
 

10
1,

00
0 

3.
6%

 
24

,0
00

 
68

4,
00

0 
AL

 
14

.4
%

 
21

0,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

44
2,

00
0 

N
C

 
12

.7
%

 
28

4,
00

0 
3.

3%
 

74
,0

00
 

2,
23

4,
00

0 
AR

 
16

.1
%

 
20

3,
00

0 
4.

2%
 

53
,0

00
 

1,
25

8,
00

0 
N

D
 

9.
2%

 
34

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
37

6,
00

0 
AZ

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
N

E 
9.

7%
 

70
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

71
4,

00
0 

C
A 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

N
H

 
10

.2
%

 
41

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
40

3,
00

0 
C

O
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

N
J 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

C
T 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

N
M

 
24

.9
%

 
18

5,
00

0 
8.

4%
 

63
,0

00
 

74
0,

00
0 

D
C

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
N

V 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
D

E 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
n/

a 
N

Y 
12

.4
%

 
20

2,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

61
9,

00
0 

FL
 

19
.3

%
 

13
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

68
9,

00
0 

O
H

 
8.

1%
 

15
9,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
93

2,
00

0 
G

A 
16

.7
%

 
36

1,
00

0 
4.

3%
 

92
,0

00
 

2,
19

2,
00

0 
O

K 
13

.9
%

 
16

7,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

20
7,

00
0 

H
I 

16
.9

%
 

47
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

27
9,

00
0 

O
R

 
19

.5
%

 
16

7,
00

0 
7.

2%
 

63
,0

00
 

86
7,

00
0 

IA
 

8.
8%

 
13

6,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

56
0,

00
0 

PA
 

10
.0

%
 

19
8,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
96

6,
00

0 
ID

  
15

.8
%

 
12

6,
00

0 
5.

1%
 

40
,0

00
 

79
0,

00
0 

R
I 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

IL
 

13
.7

%
 

25
4,

00
0 

3.
8%

 
71

,0
00

 
1,

85
5,

00
0 

SC
 

15
.3

%
 

16
6,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
11

4,
00

0 
IN

 
7.

5%
 

18
2,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

2,
41

0,
00

0 
SD

 
10

.2
%

 
46

,0
00

 
2.

5%
 

11
,0

00
 

44
6,

00
0 

KS
 

15
.1

%
 

16
0,

00
0 

4.
2%

 
45

,0
00

 
1,

05
4,

00
0 

TN
 

12
.9

%
 

20
8,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
61

1,
00

0 
KY

 
10

.7
%

 
20

8,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

92
6,

00
0 

TX
 

17
.0

%
 

55
4,

00
0 

3.
6%

 
11

6,
00

0 
3,

28
8,

00
0 

LA
 

15
.1

%
 

13
6,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

89
6,

00
0 

U
T 

12
.7

%
 

45
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

33
8,

00
0 

M
A 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

VA
 

12
.4

%
 

19
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
56

1,
00

0 
M

D
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

n/
a 

VT
 

12
.9

%
 

53
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

41
1,

00
0 

M
E 

11
.3

%
 

91
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

79
6,

00
0 

W
A 

22
.0

%
 

26
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
19

2,
00

0 
M

I 
10

.3
%

 
12

7,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

24
5,

00
0 

W
I 

11
.0

%
 

19
2,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
78

3,
00

0 
M

N
 

8.
9%

 
12

6,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

40
4,

00
0 

W
V 

11
.9

%
 

10
3,

00
0 

3.
6%

 
31

,0
00

 
86

8,
00

0 
M

O
 

8.
0%

 
10

4,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

29
3,

00
0 

W
Y 

11
.4

%
 

39
,0

00
 

2.
8%

 
10

,0
00

 
34

2,
00

0 
So

ur
ce

: O
C

PP
 a

na
ly

si
s 

of
 F

oo
d 

Se
cu

rit
y 

Su
pp

le
m

en
t t

o 
th

e 
C

PS
, 1

99
8-

00
. 

R
an

ki
ng

s 
an

d 
ot

he
r c

om
pa

ris
on

s 
ac

ro
ss

 s
ta

te
s 

ar
e 

un
re

lia
bl

e 
if 

no
 te

st
 o

f s
ta

tis
tic

al
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

ce
 is

 c
on

du
ct

ed
.  

 
90

 p
er

ce
nt

 c
on

fid
en

ce
 in

te
rv

al
s 

ar
e 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
bu

t n
ot

 s
uf

fic
ie

nt
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fo

r c
al

cu
la

tin
g 

st
at

is
tic

al
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

ce
.  

 
n/

a 
= 

Th
e 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
in

 th
es

e 
st

at
es

 w
as

 to
o 

sm
al

l f
or

 th
e 

su
rv

ey
 to

 p
ro

du
ce

 re
lia

bl
e 

re
su

lts
. 



Ta
bl

e 
11

: 
Pe

rc
en

t a
nd

 n
um

be
r o

f r
en

te
rs

 li
vi

ng
 in

 fo
od

 in
se

cu
re

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
s,

  
ho

us
eh

ol
ds

 w
ith

 a
t l

ea
st

 o
ne

 m
em

be
r g

oi
ng

 h
un

gr
y,

 1
99

8-
00

, b
y 

st
at

e 

St
at

e 
Pe

rc
en

t 
th

at
 a

re
 

fo
od

 
in

se
cu

re
 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 re

nt
er

s 
St

at
e

Pe
rc

en
t 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 re

nt
er

s 

U
S 

24
.6

%
 

18
,8

72
,0

00
 

7.
2%

 
5,

52
4,

00
0 

76
,7

92
,0

00
 

M
S 

27
.0

%
 

16
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

58
9,

00
0 

AK
 

19
.9

%
 

26
,0

00
 

8.
9%

 
11

,0
00

 
12

8,
00

0 
M

T 
28

.7
%

 
61

,0
00

 
7.

9%
 

17
,0

00
 

21
3,

00
0 

AL
 

25
.6

%
 

23
6,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

92
6,

00
0 

N
C

 
21

.1
%

 
37

6,
00

0 
6.

0%
 

10
8,

00
0 

1,
78

8,
00

0 
AR

 
24

.6
%

 
17

0,
00

0 
6.

4%
 

44
,0

00
 

72
2,

00
0 

N
D

 
21

.0
%

 
31

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
14

6,
00

0 
AZ

 
28

.7
%

 
41

4,
00

0 
6.

8%
 

99
,0

00
 

1,
44

7,
00

0 
N

E 
20

.5
%

 
84

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
41

4,
00

0 
C

A 
27

.4
%

 
3,

69
7,

00
0 

7.
4%

 
99

5,
00

0 
13

,4
93

,0
00

 
N

H
 

20
.2

%
 

66
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

32
6,

00
0 

C
O

 
19

.6
%

 
21

6,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

09
7,

00
0 

N
J 

19
.8

%
 

44
7,

00
0 

6.
0%

 
13

7,
00

0 
2,

27
4,

00
0 

C
T 

22
.5

%
 

18
2,

00
0 

8.
2%

 
67

,0
00

 
82

8,
00

0 
N

M
 

33
.5

%
 

13
0,

00
0 

12
.3

%
 

48
,0

00
 

38
9,

00
0 

D
C

 
20

.9
%

 
61

,0
00

 
6.

7%
 

19
,0

00
 

29
0,

00
0 

N
V 

21
.5

%
 

13
8,

00
0 

8.
2%

 
53

,0
00

 
64

4,
00

0 
D

E 
19

.7
%

 
38

,0
00

 
7.

3%
 

14
,0

00
 

18
6,

00
0 

N
Y 

21
.0

%
 

1,
57

4,
00

0 
6.

4%
 

48
3,

00
0 

7,
49

2,
00

0 
FL

 
26

.8
%

 
1,

19
3,

00
0 

8.
0%

 
35

5,
00

0 
4,

44
5,

00
0 

O
H

 
24

.9
%

 
65

4,
00

0 
7.

8%
 

20
5,

00
0 

2,
62

1,
00

0 
G

A 
22

.4
%

 
41

8,
00

0 
7.

8%
 

14
5,

00
0 

1,
86

1,
00

0 
O

K 
29

.6
%

 
24

9,
00

0 
9.

7%
 

83
,0

00
 

83
9,

00
0 

H
I 

24
.8

%
 

11
3,

00
0 

5.
6%

 
26

,0
00

 
45

8,
00

0 
O

R
 

30
.2

%
 

33
7,

00
0 

11
.5

%
 

12
8,

00
0 

1,
10

8,
00

0 
IA

 
23

.9
%

 
13

9,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
57

9,
00

0 
PA

 
21

.1
%

 
50

4,
00

0 
5.

6%
 

13
3,

00
0 

2,
39

6,
00

0 
ID

  
31

.0
%

 
94

,0
00

 
9.

0%
 

27
,0

00
 

30
6,

00
0 

R
I 

20
.9

%
 

61
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

29
4,

00
0 

IL
 

22
.9

%
 

74
1,

00
0 

7.
2%

 
23

2,
00

0 
3,

24
5,

00
0 

SC
 

24
.0

%
 

17
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

72
0,

00
0 

IN
 

22
.7

%
 

27
7,

00
0 

8.
0%

 
99

,0
00

 
1,

23
0,

00
0 

SD
 

19
.5

%
 

32
,0

00
 

6.
5%

 
11

,0
00

 
16

5,
00

0 
KS

 
29

.0
%

 
20

2,
00

0 
7.

9%
 

55
,0

00
 

69
7,

00
0 

TN
 

26
.7

%
 

31
7,

00
0 

8.
7%

 
10

2,
00

0 
1,

20
0,

00
0 

KY
 

23
.5

%
 

17
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

74
2,

00
0 

TX
 

30
.5

%
 

2,
00

6,
00

0 
8.

0%
 

52
6,

00
0 

6,
56

5,
00

0 
LA

 
28

.7
%

 
36

4,
00

0 
8.

1%
 

10
6,

00
0 

1,
24

6,
00

0 
U

T 
27

.4
%

 
11

9,
00

0 
11

.0
%

 
48

,0
00

 
43

7,
00

0 
M

A 
19

.3
%

 
33

7,
00

0 
5.

1%
 

88
,0

00
 

1,
75

0,
00

0 
VA

 
17

.9
%

 
26

1,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

44
9,

00
0 

M
D

 
19

.5
%

 
26

2,
00

0 
9.

3%
 

12
5,

00
0 

1,
34

2,
00

0 
VT

 
23

.3
%

 
30

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
12

6,
00

0 
M

E 
23

.0
%

 
53

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
23

2,
00

0 
W

A 
24

.8
%

 
42

6,
00

0 
10

.7
%

 
18

5,
00

0 
1,

72
7,

00
0 

M
I 

23
.6

%
 

43
9,

00
0 

5.
1%

 
94

,0
00

 
1,

86
3,

00
0 

W
I 

21
.0

%
 

26
5,

00
0 

7.
1%

 
85

,0
00

 
1,

24
0,

00
0 

M
N

 
19

.7
%

 
17

1,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
86

6,
00

0 
W

V 
27

.2
%

 
95

,0
00

 
9.

8%
 

35
,0

00
 

35
1,

00
0 

M
O

 
19

.8
%

 
23

5,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

18
7,

00
0 

W
Y 

21
.7

%
 

24
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

11
0,

00
0 

So
ur

ce
: O

C
PP

 a
na

ly
si

s 
of

 F
oo

d 
Se

cu
rit

y 
Su

pp
le

m
en

t t
o 

th
e 

C
PS

, 1
99

8-
00

. 
R

an
ki

ng
s 

an
d 

ot
he

r c
om

pa
ris

on
s 

ac
ro

ss
 s

ta
te

s 
ar

e 
un

re
lia

bl
e 

if 
no

 te
st

 o
f s

ta
tis

tic
al

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 is
 c

on
du

ct
ed

.  
 

90
 p

er
ce

nt
 c

on
fid

en
ce

 in
te

rv
al

s 
ar

e 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

bu
t n

ot
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fo
r c

al
cu

la
tin

g 
st

at
is

tic
al

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

.  
 

n/
a 

= 
Th

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

in
 th

es
e 

st
at

es
 w

as
 to

o 
sm

al
l f

or
 th

e 
su

rv
ey

 to
 p

ro
du

ce
 re

lia
bl

e 
re

su
lts

. 



Ta
bl

e 
12

: 
Pe

rc
en

t a
nd

 n
um

be
r o

f h
om

eo
w

ne
rs

 (a
nd

 a
ll 

pe
rs

on
s 

in
 th

ei
r h

om
es

) w
ho

 a
re

 li
vi

ng
 in

 
fo

od
 in

se
cu

re
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s,
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s 
w

ith
 a

t l
ea

st
 o

ne
 m

em
be

r g
oi

ng
 h

un
gr

y,
 1

99
8-

00
, b

y 
st

at
e 

St
at

e 
Pe

rc
en

t 
th

at
 a

re
 

fo
od

 
in

se
cu

re
 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

in
 h

om
es

 
ow

ne
d 

by
 

so
m

eo
ne

 in
 

th
e 

ho
us

eh
ol

d 

St
at

e
Pe

rc
en

t 
th

at
 a

re
 

fo
od

 
in

se
cu

re
 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

in
 h

om
es

 
ow

ne
d 

by
 

so
m

eo
ne

 in
 

th
e 

ho
us

eh
ol

d 

U
S 

7.
4%

 
14

,0
07

,0
00

 
1.

6%
 

3,
05

4,
00

0 
19

0,
44

5,
00

0 
M

S 
11

.2
%

 
24

1,
00

0 
3.

2%
 

68
,0

00
 

2,
15

2,
00

0 
AK

 
9.

2%
 

37
,0

00
 

3.
5%

 
14

,0
00

 
40

6,
00

0 
M

T 
10

.1
%

 
66

,0
00

 
2.

3%
 

15
,0

00
 

65
7,

00
0 

AL
 

9.
3%

 
32

8,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
3,

52
5,

00
0 

N
C

 
7.

5%
 

41
5,

00
0 

1.
5%

 
85

,0
00

 
5,

57
0,

00
0 

AR
 

8.
8%

 
14

8,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

68
6,

00
0 

N
D

 
6.

8%
 

34
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

49
3,

00
0 

AZ
 

13
.6

%
 

45
3,

00
0 

2.
5%

 
85

,0
00

 
3,

37
7,

00
0 

N
E 

7.
8%

 
95

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

21
9,

00
0 

C
A 

7.
0%

 
1,

37
4,

00
0 

1.
3%

 
25

5,
00

0 
19

,5
16

,0
00

 
N

H
 

3.
8%

 
34

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
89

3,
00

0 
C

O
 

7.
2%

 
20

7,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
2,

87
4,

00
0 

N
J 

5.
1%

 
29

2,
00

0 
0.

9%
 

53
,0

00
 

5,
71

6,
00

0 
C

T 
3.

9%
 

96
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

2,
46

4,
00

0 
N

M
 

15
.8

%
 

21
3,

00
0 

4.
4%

 
59

,0
00

 
1,

34
9,

00
0 

D
C

 
5.

4%
 

13
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

24
3,

00
0 

N
V 

7.
6%

 
94

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

22
2,

00
0 

D
E 

5.
4%

 
29

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
54

0,
00

0 
N

Y 
4.

5%
 

45
4,

00
0 

1.
0%

 
99

,0
00

 
10

,0
72

,0
00

 
FL

 
8.

4%
 

86
9,

00
0 

2.
3%

 
24

2,
00

0 
10

,3
72

,0
00

 
O

H
 

5.
5%

 
48

7,
00

0 
1.

2%
 

10
3,

00
0 

8,
89

9,
00

0 
G

A 
9.

1%
 

48
8,

00
0 

2.
2%

 
11

6,
00

0 
5,

34
4,

00
0 

O
K 

8.
8%

 
20

9,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
2,

39
6,

00
0 

H
I 

6.
3%

 
42

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
66

9,
00

0 
O

R
 

8.
1%

 
16

9,
00

0 
3.

0%
 

62
,0

00
 

2,
09

0,
00

0 
IA

 
4.

3%
 

98
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

2,
26

8,
00

0 
PA

 
6.

5%
 

62
5,

00
0 

1.
5%

 
14

2,
00

0 
9,

64
8,

00
0 

ID
  

10
.7

%
 

96
,0

00
 

3.
4%

 
30

,0
00

 
89

2,
00

0 
R

I 
4.

6%
 

30
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

66
2,

00
0 

IL
 

7.
3%

 
62

4,
00

0 
1.

5%
 

12
7,

00
0 

8,
49

4,
00

0 
SC

 
8.

3%
 

26
2,

00
0 

2.
1%

 
65

,0
00

 
3,

16
1,

00
0 

IN
 

5.
6%

 
26

3,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
4,

64
7,

00
0 

SD
 

6.
0%

 
33

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
54

9,
00

0 
KS

 
7.

6%
 

14
8,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
93

0,
00

0 
TN

 
8.

6%
 

33
4,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

3,
89

7,
00

0 
KY

 
5.

8%
 

17
0,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

2,
92

3,
00

0 
TX

 
11

.3
%

 
1,

49
4,

00
0 

2.
7%

 
35

8,
00

0 
13

,2
05

,0
00

 
LA

 
11

.3
%

 
34

0,
00

0 
2.

5%
 

75
,0

00
 

3,
02

4,
00

0 
U

T 
10

.1
%

 
16

1,
00

0 
2.

3%
 

37
,0

00
 

1,
61

1,
00

0 
M

A 
3.

3%
 

13
0,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

3,
92

8,
00

0 
VA

 
6.

5%
 

31
8,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

4,
93

2,
00

0 
M

D
 

6.
1%

 
22

7,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
3,

76
3,

00
0 

VT
 

8.
4%

 
37

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
44

2,
00

0 
M

E 
7.

2%
 

75
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
04

5,
00

0 
W

A 
8.

4%
 

33
0,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

3,
90

5,
00

0 
M

I 
6.

2%
 

49
6,

00
0 

1.
0%

 
84

,0
00

 
7,

94
5,

00
0 

W
I 

5.
9%

 
23

4,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
4,

02
0,

00
0 

M
N

 
5.

8%
 

22
9,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

3,
92

9,
00

0 
W

V 
7.

7%
 

10
6,

00
0 

2.
0%

 
28

,0
00

 
1,

37
9,

00
0 

M
O

 
5.

6%
 

23
0,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

4,
12

1,
00

0 
W

Y 
8.

4%
 

32
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

38
1,

00
0 

So
ur

ce
: O

C
PP

 a
na

ly
si

s 
of

 F
oo

d 
Se

cu
rit

y 
Su

pp
le

m
en

t t
o 

th
e 

C
PS

, 1
99

8-
00

. 
R

an
ki

ng
s 

an
d 

ot
he

r c
om

pa
ris

on
s 

ac
ro

ss
 s

ta
te

s 
ar

e 
un

re
lia

bl
e 

if 
no

 te
st

 o
f s

ta
tis

tic
al

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 is
 c

on
du

ct
ed

.  
 

90
 p

er
ce

nt
 c

on
fid

en
ce

 in
te

rv
al

s 
ar

e 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

bu
t n

ot
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fo
r c

al
cu

la
tin

g 
st

at
is

tic
al

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

.  
 

n/
a 

= 
Th

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

in
 th

es
e 

st
at

es
 w

as
 to

o 
sm

al
l f

or
 th

e 
su

rv
ey

 to
 p

ro
du

ce
 re

lia
bl

e 
re

su
lts

. 



Ta
bl

e 
13

: 
Pe

rc
en

t a
nd

 n
um

be
r o

f p
eo

pl
e 

in
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s 
w

ith
 in

co
m

e 
un

de
r 1

85
 p

er
ce

nt
 o

f p
ov

er
ty

 li
vi

ng
 in

 fo
od

 in
se

cu
re

 
ho

us
eh

ol
ds

, h
ou

se
ho

ld
s 

w
ith

 a
t l

ea
st

 o
ne

 m
em

be
r g

oi
ng

 h
un

gr
y,

 1
99

8-
00

, b
y 

st
at

e 

St
at

e 
Pe

rc
en

t 
th

at
 a

re
 

fo
od

 
in

se
cu

re
 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 p

eo
pl

e 
un

de
r 1

85
%

 
of

 p
ov

er
ty

 
St

at
e

Pe
rc

en
t 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

N
um

be
r 

th
at

 a
re

 
fo

od
 

in
se

cu
re

 

Pe
rc

en
t 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

N
um

be
r 

w
he

re
 a

t 
le

as
t o

ne
 

m
em

be
r 

go
es

 
hu

ng
ry

 a
t 

tim
es

 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r 

of
 p

eo
pl

e 
un

de
r 1

85
%

 
of

 p
ov

er
ty

 

U
S 

29
.9

%
 

23
,3

34
,0

00
 

8.
2%

 
6,

38
4,

00
0 

77
,9

42
,0

00
 

M
S 

30
.2

%
 

33
5,

00
0 

7.
6%

 
84

,0
00

 
1,

10
9,

00
0 

AK
 

26
.6

%
 

37
,0

00
 

11
.1

%
 

16
,0

00
 

13
9,

00
0 

M
T 

29
.3

%
 

10
1,

00
0 

7.
6%

 
26

,0
00

 
34

5,
00

0 
AL

 
24

.8
%

 
41

1,
00

0 
6.

2%
 

10
2,

00
0 

1,
65

7,
00

0 
N

C
 

26
.1

%
 

57
4,

00
0 

6.
2%

 
13

5,
00

0 
2,

19
5,

00
0 

AR
 

25
.0

%
 

25
6,

00
0 

5.
3%

 
55

,0
00

 
1,

02
0,

00
0 

N
D

 
22

.2
%

 
50

,0
00

 
4.

3%
 

10
,0

00
 

22
5,

00
0 

AZ
 

37
.9

%
 

63
6,

00
0 

8.
0%

 
13

5,
00

0 
1,

73
0,

00
0 

N
E 

23
.2

%
 

12
6,

00
0 

6.
0%

 
33

,0
00

 
54

5,
00

0 
C

A 
35

.2
%

 
3,

78
5,

00
0 

8.
2%

 
88

0,
00

0 
10

,7
55

,0
00

 
N

H
 

27
.2

%
 

67
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

25
1,

00
0 

C
O

 
29

.3
%

 
26

1,
00

0 
9.

4%
 

81
,0

00
 

89
4,

00
0 

N
J 

27
.7

%
 

36
7,

00
0 

9.
2%

 
12

0,
00

0 
1,

31
9,

00
0 

C
T 

31
.7

%
 

16
9,

00
0 

12
.5

%
 

67
,0

00
 

54
4,

00
0 

N
M

 
36

.0
%

 
27

6,
00

0 
12

.7
%

 
97

,0
00

 
76

7,
00

0 
D

C
 

31
.4

%
 

52
,0

00
 

8.
8%

 
14

,0
00

 
16

1,
00

0 
N

V 
32

.4
%

 
17

0,
00

0 
10

.0
%

 
51

,0
00

 
53

1,
00

0 
D

E 
25

.6
%

 
45

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
18

0,
00

0 
N

Y 
29

.0
%

 
1,

46
3,

00
0 

8.
6%

 
43

3,
00

0 
5,

04
0,

00
0 

FL
 

33
.1

%
 

1,
50

8,
00

0 
10

.1
%

 
46

2,
00

0 
4,

55
5,

00
0 

O
H

 
25

.9
%

 
77

3,
00

0 
7.

5%
 

22
2,

00
0 

2,
95

7,
00

0 
G

A 
26

.0
%

 
61

3,
00

0 
7.

9%
 

18
7,

00
0 

2,
34

1,
00

0 
O

K 
30

.2
%

 
37

0,
00

0 
9.

1%
 

11
2,

00
0 

1,
22

2,
00

0 
H

I 
32

.3
%

 
10

8,
00

0 
7.

4%
 

25
,0

00
 

33
5,

00
0 

O
R

 
35

.2
%

 
35

0,
00

0 
13

.3
%

 
13

2,
00

0 
99

1,
00

0 
IA

 
22

.2
%

 
16

7,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
74

7,
00

0 
PA

 
22

.7
%

 
73

0,
00

0 
6.

0%
 

19
4,

00
0 

3,
21

8,
00

0 
ID

  
30

.7
%

 
14

4,
00

0 
10

.4
%

 
48

,0
00

 
46

9,
00

0 
R

I 
27

.1
%

 
66

,0
00

 
n/

a 
n/

a 
24

7,
00

0 
IL

 
29

.6
%

 
84

8,
00

0 
9.

2%
 

26
2,

00
0 

2,
86

2,
00

0 
SC

 
28

.3
%

 
32

0,
00

0 
7.

6%
 

85
,0

00
 

1,
13

2,
00

0 
IN

 
24

.5
%

 
36

9,
00

0 
8.

6%
 

13
0,

00
0 

1,
51

2,
00

0 
SD

 
18

.9
%

 
44

,0
00

 
5.

8%
 

13
,0

00
 

23
2,

00
0 

KS
 

29
.6

%
 

23
6,

00
0 

10
.2

%
 

82
,0

00
 

80
1,

00
0 

TN
 

28
.7

%
 

48
3,

00
0 

7.
8%

 
13

3,
00

0 
1,

67
8,

00
0 

KY
 

23
.2

%
 

25
6,

00
0 

6.
5%

 
72

,0
00

 
1,

09
7,

00
0 

TX
 

37
.1

%
 

2,
73

4,
00

0 
9.

4%
 

69
3,

00
0 

7,
37

4,
00

0 
LA

 
30

.3
%

 
51

0,
00

0 
9.

3%
 

15
7,

00
0 

1,
67

5,
00

0 
U

T 
30

.1
%

 
18

1,
00

0 
9.

8%
 

60
,0

00
 

60
4,

00
0 

M
A 

27
.3

%
 

32
5,

00
0 

6.
8%

 
82

,0
00

 
1,

20
2,

00
0 

VA
 

25
.0

%
 

35
3,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
43

8,
00

0 
M

D
 

26
.4

%
 

24
0,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

91
4,

00
0 

VT
 

28
.2

%
 

43
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

15
2,

00
0 

M
E 

24
.8

%
 

92
,0

00
 

n/
a 

n/
a 

37
0,

00
0 

W
A 

33
.5

%
 

49
6,

00
0 

12
.5

%
 

18
6,

00
0 

1,
49

8,
00

0 
M

I 
28

.7
%

 
66

5,
00

0 
5.

8%
 

13
4,

00
0 

2,
32

0,
00

0 
W

I 
26

.6
%

 
31

6,
00

0 
6.

9%
 

84
,0

00
 

1,
22

3,
00

0 
M

N
 

26
.2

%
 

28
1,

00
0 

n/
a 

n/
a 

1,
08

9,
00

0 
W

V 
24

.7
%

 
18

0,
00

0 
8.

1%
 

59
,0

00
 

73
4,

00
0 

M
O

 
22

.2
%

 
30

6,
00

0 
n/

a 
n/

a 
1,

38
4,

00
0 

W
Y 

28
.3

%
 

46
,0

00
 

7.
3%

 
12

,0
00

 
16

2,
00

0 
So

ur
ce

: O
C

PP
 a

na
ly

si
s 

of
 F

oo
d 

Se
cu

rit
y 

Su
pp

le
m

en
t t

o 
th

e 
C

PS
, 1

99
8-

00
. 

R
an

ki
ng

s 
an

d 
ot

he
r c

om
pa

ris
on

s 
ac

ro
ss

 s
ta

te
s 

ar
e 

un
re

lia
bl

e 
if 

no
 te

st
 o

f s
ta

tis
tic

al
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

ce
 is

 c
on

du
ct

ed
.  

 
90

 p
er

ce
nt

 c
on

fid
en

ce
 in

te
rv

al
s 

ar
e 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
bu

t n
ot

 s
uf

fic
ie

nt
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fo

r c
al

cu
la

tin
g 

st
at

is
tic

al
 s

ig
ni

fic
an

ce
.  

 
n/

a 
= 

Th
e 

po
pu

la
tio

n 
in

 th
es

e 
st

at
es

 w
as

 to
o 

sm
al

l f
or

 th
e 

su
rv

ey
 to

 p
ro

du
ce

 re
lia

bl
e 

re
su

lts
. 



 


