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Abstract 

Given the rise in food inflation, reduction of SNAP benefits, and the increased demand for food 

pantry participation, a more holistic understanding of potential barriers to obtaining assistance 

from non-Federally regulated food pantries is warranted. In May of 2022, 625 surveys were 

administered to low-income participants in the United States who participated in food collection 

from a food pantry in the previous month. Those participants were asked to select what 

information they were asked to provide during their visit, including home address, place of 

employment, Social Security card, driver’s license, household size, blood test, or others. Some 

forms of the required information needed to participate can be identified as a barrier to entry 

because it could be viewed as a deterrent to a segment of potential food pantry participants. This 

study found that the average number of barriers (pieces of information required) experienced 

across all respondents was 2.4 barriers to participation. Additionally, this study found that 

minorities (including Hispanic/Latino, African American, Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, 

Mixed, Asian, and American Indian/Alaskan Native) are 12% more likely to experience high 

(three or more) barriers to food pantry participation relative to White food pantry participants 

(P<0.01). Further, when analyzing the barriers to food pantry participation comparing all races, 

this study found that African American food pantry participants are 28% more likely to 

experience high barriers (three or more) to food pantry participation than White participants 

(P<0.001). SNAP users were 11% more likely to experience high barriers (three or more 

barriers) to food pantry participation than non-SNAP users (P<0.05). When comparing all 

genders, this study revealed that female food pantry participants are 11% more likely to 

experience high barriers (three or more) to food pantry participation than males (P<0.05). This 

study also found that African American female food pantry participants are 32% more likely to 



 

experience high barriers (3 or more) to food pantry participation than African American male 

food pantry participants (P<0.001). Further, this study found that African American food pantry 

participants who use SNAP are 38% more likely to experience high barriers (three or more) to 

food pantry participation than White SNAP-using food pantry participants (P<0.001). The 

implications of this study are that the most susceptible populations to being food insecure such as 

minorities, females, and SNAP-using individuals, are also facing the greatest number of barriers 

to food pantry participation compared to White, male, and non-SNAP-using individuals, 

respectively.  
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1. Introduction 
 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) defines food insecurity for a 

household as "the limited or uncertain of nutritionally adequate and safe foods or limited or 

uncertain ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways" found in Anderson 

(1990). In 2021, it was estimated that there were 13.5 million households that were food insecure 

in the United States (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2021). This food insecurity led to an estimated 53 

million people relying on food pantries and food banks for emergency food assistance in 2021 

(Feeding America 2021). 

Food pantries aim to improve food access by providing supplemental food assistance for 

food-insecure individuals. Food pantries can be operated by churches, community centers, 

schools or universities, shelters, or other community/local/national organizations (Seligman and 

Berkowitz 2019). Food banks are "warehouses that store large quantities and varieties of food 

items to be distributed by smaller front-line agencies known as food pantries, which directly 

serve the end users free of charge" (Ruopeng et al. 2019). Food banks receive food from drives, 

local farmers, businesses, or through federal program funding and, in turn, donate food or sell it 

at a discounted price to food pantries (Morello 2021). Food banks typically do not give food 

directly to people facing hunger but act more as food storage and distribution centers for food 

pantries (Morello 2021). Food pantries can also acquire food directly from food drives, the 

agricultural community, businesses, or, if available, make purchases from food banks.  

Food pantries are often autonomous and make decisions regarding operations, how and 

whom they serve, how frequently individuals can receive assistance, and eligibility criteria 

(Ginsburg et al. 2019). Given the autonomy of each food pantry and a lack of enforced 

guidelines for food pantry operators, access to and requirements for food-insecure individuals 
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can vary (Ginsburg et al. 2019). In the United States, there are two primary forms of food aid, 

federal programs, and charitable groups. Federal Food Assistance programs include but are not 

limited to Supplemental Food Assistance Program (SNAP), The Emergency Food Assistance 

Program (TEFAP), Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), and The National School Lunch 

Program (NSLP). Charitable Food Assistance groups include but are not limited to the following: 

Feeding America, No Kid Hungry, food banks, soup kitchens, and food pantries. 

Under Federal civil rights law and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil 

rights regulations and policies, the USDA, its agencies, offices, employees, and institutions 

participating in or administering USDA programs are prohibited from discriminating based on 

race, color, national origin, religion, sex, gender identity (including gender expression), sexual 

orientation, disability, age, marital status, family/parental status, income derived from a public 

assistance program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for prior civil rights activity, in any 

program or activity conducted or funded by the USDA (U.S. Department of Agriculture n.d.). 

The federal food assistance programs must abide by the non-discrimination statement. However, 

not all charitable food assistance groups, such as food pantries, receive federal funding or partner 

with a federal agency and therefore do not have to abide by the non-discrimination statement. 

Since nearly all the non-federally funded food pantries are not subject to anti-discrimination 

regulations, there could be bias towards or against community segments. While all supplemental 

food programs aim to enhance food security, those who act autonomously could intentionally or 

unintentionally discriminate against specific food-insecure individuals. The non-discrimination 

statement serves as a safety net for SNAP, NSLP, TEFAP, WIC, and other programs from the 

federal government to ensure all participants can receive appropriate treatment or make a 

discrimination claim if applicable. However, many food pantries do not have such guidelines, 
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which allows those seeking supplemental assistance outside of the federal food programs through 

food pantries to be subject to potential discrimination.    

In 1945, when the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) was established, the program 

stated, "lunches must be available to low-income students at no cost or reduced price without 

discrimination" (Ralston et al. 2008). Later in 1970, the program amended and claimed that the 

NSLP "prohibit[s] discrimination and overt identification of needy children" (Ralston et al. 

2008). Even with non-discrimination policies, people who participate in these programs can still 

experience discrimination. Karnaze (2018) illustrated how schools that are implementing the 

NSLP could be stigmatizing students during lunchtime in two ways, "(1) the physical separation 

of paying and nonpaying students in the cafeteria, often resulting in de facto racial segregation, 

and (2) the practice of "shaming" students who are unable to pay for their meals." Most students 

who participate in the NSLP are minorities, and therefore brings into question, do the actions of 

these schools violate the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Karnaze 2018). Since discrimination is 

present in federally protected programs designed to be observed under the eyes of justice, it is 

possible that discrimination can occur in non-regulated programs such as food pantries.  

The Hunger in America study in 2014 was conducted using 58,000 food pantries, meal 

programs, and other food charity programs within the Feeding America network to understand 

better charitable food distribution in the U.S. (Feeding America). The study found that 62.4% of 

the food banks' agencies were faith-based, 28.4% were nonprofit or private organizations that 

were not faith-based, 2.7% were government agencies, 3.1% were community action programs, 

and 3.3% were other types of agencies (Feeding America 2014). Similarly, Riediger et al. (2022) 

found that of 3,777 food pantries surveyed, 2,388 (63.2%) were faith-based food pantries. While 

all food pantries have the same goal, alleviating food insecurity, the different missions of each 
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food pantry could lead to discrimination for various demographic groups which may not 

follow/prescribe to a specific food pantry mission.  

Russomanno, Patterson, and Jabson (2019) conducted an interview-based study regarding 

food insecurity in transgender and gender nonconforming (TGNC) people in the Southeast 

region of the United States. The study found that TGNC people "feared experiencing 

community-level minority stress in the form of gender-based discrimination from conservative or 

anti-LGBT religious groups who organize food pantries" (Russomanno, Patterson, and Jabson 

2019). Again, it is likely that these religious-based food pantries want to help all community 

members; this reluctance of the TGNC community to use religious-based food pantries could be 

viewed as an endogenous barrier to highly affect participation and is represented in Table 1 

below.  

Survey research on supplemental food assistance from food pantries focuses on logistical 

barriers, such as lack of transportation, information, need, and access, according to Fong, Wright, 

and Wimer (2016). However, there is a lack of research on what food pantry users experience 

from their food pantry and how those experiences could be barriers to other food-insecure 

individuals. McGuire et al. (2011) found that 65% of food-insecure households who were aware 

of a food pantry in their community chose to refrain from using it. Food insecure individuals 

may not utilize a food pantry because of the lack of information or consistency from a food 

pantry, lack of access, or even stigma in visiting food pantries (Fong, Wright, and Wimer 2016). 

Low-income individuals could be informed of a local food pantry, could visit for assistance, and 

yet still not accept the service for many reasons, including but not limited to social stigma or 

other internalized thoughts convincing them not to visit (Wimer, Wright, and Fong 2013). 

Because most food pantries are not federally regulated, which would ensure fair access to all, 
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there may be a hesitancy to visit specific food pantries if they have a clear mission that conflicts 

with the views of a potential user.  

People who utilize food pantries may have similar feelings of shame and embarrassment. 

Purdam, Garratt, and Esmail (2016) studied social stigma and embarrassment in using food 

pantries in the U.K. and found that "all interviewees suggested that they had hesitated before 

coming to the food bank and most had felt a sense of embarrassment" (food pantries in the U.K. 

are called food banks). Additional interview-based studies support the findings that people who 

utilize food pantries experience humiliation, shame, or embarrassment (Hobbs et al. 1993; 

Hamelin, Habicht, and Beaudry 1999; Tarasuk and Beaton 1999). Stigma and feelings of 

embarrassment, guilt, or shame are encompassed around the idea of food pantries in general, 

regardless of use. 

Douglas et al. (2015) found that factors driving the use of food pantries were motivated 

by either financial shocks/changes in personal circumstances or existing life circumstances. 

Sudden economic shocks and changes to personal circumstances included the loss of a job, 

becoming ill, or losing a home (Douglas et al. 2015). Existing life circumstances include chronic 

illness, current or past issues with drug or alcohol use, or previous convictions with the law 

(Douglas et al. 2015). According to a study by Kicinski (2012), the median length of time for 

food pantry use for individuals was 22 months. The mean length of food pantry usage was 66 

months because users who had utilized food pantries for extended amounts of time, ten or more 

years (Kicinski 2012). 

Ginsburg et al. (2019) studied food pantry access in the Bronx, NY. They found that 68% 

of food pantries had some form of exogenous barrier to participation in the form of 

documentation for access such as photo I.D., utility bill, shelter letter, pay stub, proof of address, 
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birth certificate, and Medicare or Medicaid card. These can be viewed as exogenous barriers to 

participation and will be the primary focus of this study. The remaining 32% of food pantries did 

not require documentation (Ginsberg et al. 2019). In New York state, it is prohibited for food 

pantries to only provide food assistance after attending a religious service; however, this study 

shared that “one pastor said explicitly that his church runs the pantry as a way to proselytize: to 

have people listen to the church’s message as a means to an end” (Ginsberg et al. 2019). Even 

though there are state regulations in specific states against this type of food pantry eligibility, 

people who do not follow the mission of this church can face exogenous barriers to participation. 

Similarly, Gany et al. (2013) found that in their study of New York food pantries, 62% had an 

identification requirement in which 21% of clients were required to provide a government-issued 

photo I.D. According to the New York State Department of Motor Vehicles website, to obtain a 

non-driver ID, you must have the following; 1) proof of birth (one of the following, valid U.S. 

passport, passport card, U.S. birth certificate, foreign passport, certificate of naturalization or 

citizenship, U.S. employment authorization card, permanent resident card, etc.), 2) U.S. Social 

Security card, and 3) proof of New York state residency, choose 2 (NY state driver’s license, 

permit, or non-driver ID, bank statement, utility bill, U.S. high school photo ID card with report 

card, U.S. computer printed pay stub, etc.). Other required documentation mentioned by clients 

to use food pantries included documents that could show proof of income or residency; in 

contrast, some clients indicated that the food pantry they visited did not require any 

documentation (Gany et al. 2013). Various food pantries across the U.S. require a photo I.D., 

proof of address, Social Security number, or birth certificate for clients to receive food, 

according to their websites (Franklin Food Bank n.d.; The Salvation Army Mississippi Gulf 

Coast n.d.; St. Vincent de Paul Place n.d.; UAMS Northwest 2020). The range of documentation 
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requirements from food pantries adds to the complexity of understanding these organizations and 

how people’s access to food pantries could be limited based on many exogenous factors outside 

of simply needing food assistance.   

This study focuses on the commonly required documentation for food pantry users; home 

address, place of employment, household size, driver’s license, Social Security card, blood test, 

or other, all of which can be viewed as exogenous barriers to participation. While endogenous 

“soft” barriers such as embarrassment can deter participation in food pantries, this study focuses 

on the exogenous “hard” barriers to participation, such as having to provide documentation of 

income, citizenship, residency, etc.  

A common exogenous barrier to participation in a food pantry is the requirement of a 

driver’s license or state-issued identification. To acquire a driver's license (excluding the 

increased requirements for a REAL ID) in the state of Arkansas, according to the Department of 

Finance and Administration website, an individual must provide the following documents; 1) 

proof of legal presence for U.S. citizens, a U.S. passport, U.S. birth certificate, or certificate of 

birth abroad, naturalization, or citizenship, 2) only for noncitizens, a foreign passport with valid 

U.S. visa, resident alien card, or valid employment authorization, 3) Social Security number, a 

Social Security card, W-2 tax form, 1099 tax form, etc., 4) proof of identity, a current driver’s 

license/ID, school identification card, tax return within one year, marriage certificate or license, 

pension, etc. As shown in Table 1, some of the LGBTQ+ community could be affected by food 

pantries requiring a driver’s license given that their driver’s license may not accurately represent 

their gender, and many transgender or nonconforming individuals experience "I.D. anxiety" 

(Tobia 2017). According to Table 1, low-income individuals could be affected by food pantries 

requiring a driver's license due to low-income individuals being less likely to have state-issued 
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photo identification. Perez (2015) found that "12% of adults living in a household with less than 

$25,000 annual income lack photo I.D.". The disparity could result from all the documentation 

requirements needed to obtain a photo ID and the time and resources it could take to obtain them. 

Table 1 shows that single mothers could be affected by food pantries requiring a driver’s license 

because some single mothers have reported that they rely on public transportation because they 

do not know how to drive, do not have access to driver’s education, or could not afford the 

expenses to own a car (Pittsburg Foundation 2019). Again, it is unlikely that most food pantries 

require a state-issued ID because they are trying to discriminate against one segment of the 

population; the reality is that there are exogenous barriers for portions of the food-insecure 

population to obtain such an ID. 

Table 1 is a brief representation of various demographic groups who may visit a food 

pantry and how specific documentation, referred to as barriers, may affect them (low, medium, 

or high). Required documentation to participate in food collection can be identified as a barrier to 

entry because it could be viewed as an impediment to a segment of clients.  

Table 1. Potential Effect of Barriers on Specific Population Groups in Food Pantry Participation  
 Barriers 

 Exogenous Endogenous 

Population 
Groups: 

Household 
Size 

Home 
Address 

Place of 
Employment 

Social 
Security 

Card 

Blood 
Test 

Driver's 
License 

Religious 
Affiliated 

Pantry 
Homeless 
(Non-Sheltered)  

low high high medium high medium medium 

LGBTQ+ low low low low high low/medium high 
Low-Income  medium medium low low high medium medium 
Single Mothers low low low low high medium medium 
Undocumented 
Noncitizen 

high high high high high high medium 

 
Another common exogenous barrier to food pantry access is a Social Security card. 

Generally, to acquire a Social Security number/card for the first time in the U.S., one must be a 

citizen or an authorized noncitizen to work in the United States. The official Social Security 
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Administration website states that if one is a citizen, one must provide the following: 1) proof of 

citizenship, a U.S. birth certificate or U.S. passport, 2) proof of identity, a U.S. driver's license, 

state-issued non-driver identification card, birth certificate, employee identification card, school 

identification card, health insurance card, or U.S. military identification card. One must provide 

at least two different forms of identification in total. Suppose one is a noncitizen applying for a 

Social Security number. In that case, one must provide the following: 1) immigration status, a 

work permit, lawful permanent resident card, foreign passport, or admissions stamp in an 

unexpired foreign passport, 2) work eligibility, an I-94 form (arrival/departure record), or work 

permit, 3) evidence of employment, a letter that has the job, employment start date, number of 

hours you will be working, supervisor’s name, phone number, and the supervisor’s dated 

signature on the letter, 4) proof of age, a foreign birth certificate, foreign passport, or a 

Department of Human Services issued document, 5) proof of identity, a permanent resident card, 

arrival/departure record with a foreign passport, or work permit from Department of Human 

Services (Social Security Administration n.d.). Suppose a Social Security card needed to be 

replaced. In that case, one must provide 1) proof of citizenship, a U.S. birth certificate or U.S. 

passport, 2) proof of identity, a U.S. driver's license, state-issued non-driver identification card, 

U.S. passport, employee identification card, school identification card, health insurance card, or 

U.S. military identification card (Social Security Administration n.d.). All documents used in 

personal identification for a driver's license, first-time Social Security card, or replacement 

Social Security card must be valid.  

Table 1 illustrates that food pantries that require a Social Security card could negatively 

affect the homeless population, given their living situations where forms of personal 

identification could be invalid, stolen, or lost, and obtaining a new one could be challenging 
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given the concept of "you need I.D. to get I.D." explained in Sanders et al. (2020). Table 1 shows 

that undocumented noncitizens would be affected by food pantries that require a Social Security 

number or a driver’s license for participation could make undocumented noncitizens ineligible, 

or authorized noncitizens who chose not to go through the lengthy process to obtain a Social 

Security number or driver’s license could also be ineligible.  

Another common requirement for access to a food pantry is a home address/proof of 

residency of a participant. Providing a home address, utility bill, lease agreement, or other 

documentation showing proof of residency for food pantry use could be a barrier to entry for 

low-income individuals living with someone else or not paying bills where their name is present, 

as shown in Table 1. Table 1 displays that food pantries that require a home address or proof of 

residency could affect undocumented noncitizens as they may fear being reported to federal 

authorities. It also highly affects non-sheltered homeless people, who may not have a consistent 

residence to report to obtain official documentation.  

Additionally, food pantries could require proof of a place of employment. Meyer et al. 

(2021) reported that 40% of the unsheltered homeless population in the U.S. were employed 

either full or part-time, meaning the remaining 60% of the unsheltered homeless population 

would not have a place of employment to report to be eligible for some food pantries. Food 

pantries that require a place of employment information would highly affect the unsheltered 

homeless population represented in Table 1. Undocumented non-citizens could be highly 

affected, as shown in Table 1, by food pantries requiring a place of employment because they 

could be hesitant, or fear being reported to federal authorities. According to the U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics website, in January 2023, there were 5.7 million unemployed individuals, and 

food pantries requiring employment information could significantly affect those currently 
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unemployed and needing food resources. By definition, those unemployed are likely to be some 

of the neediest regarding food insecurity.  

Another barrier to participation in a food pantry is proving household size. Household 

sizes required by food pantries could be used to give the proper ratio of food for a household or 

pantry records. However, it could significantly affect undocumented noncitizens, as represented 

in Table 1, as they could experience hesitation or fear of being reported to federal authorities by 

providing information about their household. Low-income individuals could fear that their leases 

may not be suited for the household size requested or could experience hesitation in providing 

household information as living arrangements could be complicated, represented by this barrier’s 

effect in Table 1.   

Blood testing is a less common but existing barrier to food pantries. Table 1 represents 

food pantries that require blood testing and could highly affect all population groups; non-

sheltered homeless, LGBTQ+, low-income, single mothers, and undocumented noncitizens due 

to the time and resources that would go into an individual obtaining a blood test. McCarty et al. 

(2016) explained that states were permitted to drug-test recipients of the Temporary Assistance 

for Needy Families (TANF) program, and while “SNAP law does not explicitly address drug 

testing but given the way that SNAP and TANF law interact state TANF drug testing policies 

may affect SNAP participants.” According to The Center for Law and Social Policy website, in 

2019, at least 13 states had policies for TANF recipients in screening for the possibility of illicit 

substance use, and dependent on the results from screening, chemical drug testing could be done; 

there have been attempts by states to apply these drug screening policies into other programs 

such as SNAP, Unemployment Insurance, and Medicaid (Thompson 2019). Further, this could 

discriminate against those with drug problems who are food insecure.  
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While existing literature (Taniey and Leyden 2022; Bacon and Baker 2017; Bucknum 

and Bentzel 2019) highlight the benefits of using food pantries to aid in alleviating hunger and 

endogenous reasons why people may not participate (El Zein et al. 2018; Fong, Wright, and 

Wimer 2016; Russomanno, Patterson, and Jabson 2019), there is a lack of knowledge regarding 

which exogenous barriers may be prevalent that prevents specific individuals who have a 

demand for the services of food pantries from participating. Documentation requirements could 

be required for a pantry's funding and are likely put in place not to discriminate but result in 

some people being turned away. These exogenous barriers can further marginalize groups 

already excluded in our society's social, educational, economic, or cultural parts. This study is 

the first attempt to explore documentation-based barriers to entry enacted by food pantries and 

how these barriers could affect demographic groups differently—in addition, to discuss the 

possibility of discrimination occurring in food pantries for different demographic groups.  

This study furthers the understanding of the complex system of food pantries and sparks 

the conversation of how food pantries could provide better aid in accessibility for equitable food 

assistance. Although food pantries have the noble goal of aiding in reducing food insecurity, an 

individual’s access and barriers to using a food pantry could differ in the current non-regulated 

system. Educating food pantries, researchers, and others regarding the impact of documentation 

requirements could help to enact change to better reach underserved demographic populations, 

including but not limited to minorities of gender, religion/non-religion, homeless, low-income, or 

immigration status. 

This study sets out to prompt future research in understanding why food insecure 

individuals may not be obtaining the food resources they need, further the understanding of what 
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food pantry access looks like, and how food pantries could continue to expand their outreach to 

groups who may be in the greatest need of food assistance.  

2. Data and Methodology 
 
2.1. Data Collection 
 

This study utilized an online survey conducted in the summer of 2022. The survey sought 

low-income adult individuals across the United States who participated in food collection from a 

food pantry in the previous month. The survey defined low income as at or below 200% of the 

federal poverty level for their given household size.  

To determine if respondents were classified as low-income, they were asked their 

household size, and based on the selected quantity, they were presented with a corresponding 

income question to identify if they were within the 200% of the federal poverty level threshold. 

If respondents selected that their income was “Definitely above” or “Probably above” the 

amount presented, they were screened out for not being classified as low-income at or below 

200% of the federal poverty level. Figure 1 was the income screening question for a four-person 

household. Any other household size, for example, a two-person household, would see a 

different amount for the income shown in Figure 1.  

 

  
Figure 1. Example Income Screening Question for Low-Income Classification for a Four-Person 
Household  
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The survey was created using Qualtrics, pre-tested, and subsequently administered by 

Dynata and recruited participants within their U.S. consumer survey database. The University of 

Arkansas Internal review board (IRB) approved the survey on 03/17/2022 (protocol number 

2201383047). Participants were provided with a written consent form they had to agree to before 

the beginning of the survey, which stated they could quit the study at any time. The survey was 

anonymous, and participants received no payment for completion.  

The complete survey is found in Appendix A. The survey begins with screening 

questions to ensure respondents were at least 18, classified as low-income and used a food pantry 

in the past month, then demographic questions followed. Within the survey, respondents were 

asked if, in the last month, anyone in their household received benefits from SNAP or WIC, did 

the pantry they participated in have fresh produce available, how many times where they were 

allowed to visit the pantry, did the pantry have hot meals or ready-to-eat items, information was 

collected when they visited the pantry, age, gender, race/ethnicities, marital status, highest 

completed education, and household annual total gross income.  

Dynata launched the survey on April 29, 2022, and collection ended on May 31, 2022. A 

total of 4,389 responses were received; however, respondents who did not consent to the survey 

(3.71%), commit to provide thoughtful or accurate responses (0.91%), were not at least 18 years 

old (0.77%), incomplete responses (4.51%), or were not considered low-income (42.83%), were 

removed from the data set. Of the remaining 2,074 responses, 69.86% were removed from the 

data set because respondents did not use a food pantry in the past thirty days. The final data 

sample consisted of 625 usable responses.  
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2.2. Low vs. High Barrier Ranking 
 
Figure 2 presents the question that each participant was shown regarding what documentation 
(barriers) were needed, if any, to participate in the last food pantry they visited.   
 

  
Figure 2. Example Question for Participants Regarding Requirements for Food Pantry 
Participation 
 

Barriers to participation in a food pantry were classified into “low” and “high” categories. 

The low barrier category was defined as less than three required pieces of information collected 

from the respondent’s food pantry visit (Figure 2). High barriers were defined as three or more 

barriers experienced by a respondent. Less than three barriers were selected as the low barrier 

category because two of the seven options often do not require validation (home address and 

household size). By definition, if a participant had to show three pieces of information from 

Figure 2, it included either place of employment, Social Security card, driver’s license, or blood 

testing, all of which require documents that may prevent participation in the respective food 

pantry. If respondents experienced zero barriers, they could indicate so in the “other” fill-in-the-

blank option. 
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2.3. County Political Affiliation  
 

In recent political campaigns, the Republican party appears less apt to support funding for 

support services/programs (Bergh and Rosenbaum 2023; Huppke 2023; Goldstein 2023; 

National Low Income Housing Coalition 2023; Hulse and Edmondson 2023) for domestic 

supplemental food programs. This could result in two outcomes for barriers to food pantry 

participation. Either Republican counties had more barriers to participation because of historical 

voting against increased funding to food aid or fewer barriers as Republican counties may rally 

around the food pantries they have since there may be less state aid to support food aid. This 

study used the 2020 Presidential election county-level election results to see any relationships 

between county election results and barriers for food pantry users. Election data was calculated 

based on which party had the majority of votes for the Presidential election in each county’s 

FIPS code. Each respondent was assigned a county FIPS code based on the latitude and 

longitude coordinates of where they took the survey. Then the county election results were 

paired with the corresponding FIPS codes of respondents.  

 
2.4. Demographics  
 

Gender options in this study included male, female, transfemale, transmale, and gender 

variant or non-conforming, a total of five gender-independent variables. Previous studies have 

shown that women are historically more likely to be food insecure than men (Broussard 2019; 

Patterson, Russomanno, and Tree 2020; Grimaccia and Naccarato 2022), and the transgender and 

gender non-conforming community (TGNC) experience higher rates of poverty, joblessness, and 

homelessness, which are drivers of food insecurity (Russomanno, Patterson, and Jabson 2019). 
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Given the disproportionate effects that gender can have on food insecurity rates, this study 

assesses if disparity also occurs across all gender groups.  

Race options in this study included White, Black, Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaii/Pacific 

Islander, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Asian. If a respondent identified as two or more 

races/ethnicities, they were coded as “Mixed,” resulting in seven race-independent variables. 

Previous research has found that minorities in the United States have a higher prevalence of food 

pantry usage (Marriott 2022; Guo and Huang 2021) and experience food insecurity at a higher 

rate than White Americans (Myers and Painter 2017; Walker et al. 2021; Rice 2021; Franklin et 

al. 2012). With this knowledge, this study evaluates if minority groups with the historically 

highest usage and most significant need of food pantries experience more barriers than white 

individuals, in which case, food pantries may be more challenging to participate in for a 

population that needs it the most.  

According to the Arkansas Department of Human Services website, SNAP eligibility in 

2023 for the state of Arkansas includes eight requirements, 1) residency/citizenship (program is 

limited to U.S. citizens and certain legally admitted non-citizens), 2) lawful SNAP household 

(individuals who live together must purchase food and prepare meals together), 3) work 

registration (all able bodied individuals from age 16-59 who are not otherwise exempt must 

register for work), 4) requirement to work (all able-bodied adults between the ages of 18 through 

49 who are not pregnant or the parent of a minor dependent child must work at least twenty 

hours per week or participate in a work program), 5) resources (the value of non-exempt 

resources cannot exceed $3,500 for households with at least one member age 60 or older or 

disabled, the resource limit is $2,250 for all other households), 6) Social Security Number (each 

household member who wishes to participate in the program is required to provide a SSN or to 
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apply for one before they are allowed to participate), 7) cooperation with child support 

(cooperation means parents must provide the complete information or taken the necessary 

actions to obtain support for dependent children), and 8) income (households containing an 

individual with disability member or a member age 60 or older must have a net income at or 

below 100% of the federal poverty guidelines, all other households must have both a gross 

income at or below 130% of the federal poverty guidelines and a net income at or below 100% of 

the federal poverty guidelines). SNAP program households experience food insecurity (Clay and 

Rogus 2021) and pantry use at a higher rate than non-SNAP households; however, non-SNAP 

households had a more significant change in food insecurity and pantry usage during the 

beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic (Harper et al. 2022). Given the complicated impact the 

pandemic has had on households, this study evaluates if those who utilize SNAP experience 

higher or lower barriers than non-SNAP respondents.  

 
2.5. Econometric Analysis 
 

This study aims to assess the probability of being in either a low or high barriers group to 

food pantry participation; thus, we implemented a probit model.  

 
A binary probit regression was utilized across varying models specified as:  
 
𝑃𝑟(𝑌 = 1) = 	𝜙(𝛽! + 𝛽"𝑋" + 𝛽#𝑋# +⋯+ 𝛽$𝑋$)                                                                      (1) 
 
where 𝑃𝑟(𝑌 = 1) is the probability that the dependent variable, barriers, take the value of 1 if 

low barrier (less than 3), else 0 if high barrier (3 or more), 𝜙 is the standard normal cumulative 

distribution function, 𝛽! is the intercept coefficient, 𝛽", 𝛽#, … , 𝛽$ are the coefficients of the 

independent variables 𝑋", 𝑋#, … , 𝑋$ ,	respectively. Multiple iterations of equation one were run 

using exhaustive combinations of the independent variables described above. Coefficients from 
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the model iterations run from equation one were used to calculate the marginal effect at the mean 

for each variable within the model and calculated as: 

𝑀𝐸% = 	𝑓(𝛽! + 𝛽"𝑋" + 𝛽#𝑋# +⋯+ 𝛽$𝑋$) ∗ 	𝛽%                                   (2) 

where ME is the marginal effect of the independent variable j on the probability of the dependent 

variable, low barriers, taking the value of 1, and 𝛽% is the coefficient of the independent variable 

j.  

3. Results 
 
3.1. Frequency of Barriers  
 

Table 2 summarizes the barriers to food pantry participation relative to different 

demographic groups. The possible number of barriers in this study (shown in Table 2) ranged 

from zero to six. African American food pantry participants experienced the highest number of 

barriers relative to other races, with 2.7 barriers on average to participate in their last food pantry 

visit, shown in Table 2. American Indian/Alaskan Native and Mixed food pantry participants 

experienced 2.6 barriers on average to participate in their previous food pantry visit. Table 2 

indicated that African American and Mixed (two or more races) food pantry participants 

experienced the highest number of barriers to participation during their last food pantry visit 

available in the survey, six. White, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Asian food pantry 

participants experienced a maximum of five barriers participating in their last food pantry visit 

(Table 2).  Further, Table 2 shows that Hispanic/Latino food pantry participants experienced a 

maximum of 4 barriers participating in their last food pantry visit, and Native Hawaii/Pacific 

Islander food pantry participants experienced a maximum of 2 barriers participating in their 

previous food pantry visit. These results highlight the disparities in the barriers experienced by 

food pantry participants of various races.  
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Table 2 demonstrates that female food pantry participants, on average, experienced 2.5 

barriers to participation during their last food pantry visit, whereas male food pantry participants, 

on average experienced 2.3 barriers. A minuscule number of male (1 respondent out of 192) and 

female (2 respondents out of 492) food pantry participants experienced the maximum number of 

barriers participating in their last food pantry visit available in the survey, six. A two-sample t-

test of the average number of barriers of female versus male respondents supported that the 

average number of barriers for female respondents is statistically greater than that for male 

respondents. 

Table 2 shows that divorced food pantry participants, on average, experienced the highest 

number of barriers to participation during their last food pantry visit: for the marital status 

category, 2.6 barriers on average for food pantry participation. On average, married, widowed, 

and separated food pantry participants experienced 2.5 barriers during their last visit, as shown in 

Table 2. Single food pantry participants experienced the lowest number of barriers, 2.2 on 

average, to participate in their previous food pantry visit (Table 2).  

Table 2 illustrates that food pantry participants in Republican counties, on average 

experienced 2.5 barriers to participation in their last food pantry visit, and similarly, food pantry 

participants in Democratic counties, on average, experienced 2.4 barriers to participation in their 

previous food pantry visit. In addition, small amounts of both food pantry participants in 

Republican (2 respondents out of 296) and Democratic (1 respondent out of 329) counties 

experienced the maximum number of barriers to food pantry participation in the survey, six 

(Table 2).  A one-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of respondents living in 

Democratic counties versus Republican counties found that the average number of barriers for 

respondents in Democratic counties is not statistically (P>0.1) smaller than those of respondents 
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in Republican Counties. Therefore, there is no statistical difference between the average barriers 

experienced by respondents in Democratic and Republican counties. 

Table 2 shows that the four lowest income ranges of food pantry participants experienced 

a range of 2.2-2.5 barriers on average to participate in their last food pantry visit, whereas the 

three highest income ranges of food pantry participants experienced a range of 2-3 barriers on 

average to participate in their previous food pantry visit. The four lowest income ranges capture 

85% of the total observations of the survey. To reiterate, all participants in the survey are low-

income at 200% of the federal poverty line, so while high-income ranges are shown in Table 2, 

all participants are within the low-income threshold.  

Table 2 highlights that, on average, SNAP users who are food pantry participants 

experienced 2.5 barriers to participation during their food pantry visit. In contrast, non-SNAP 

users who are food pantry participants experienced 2.2 barriers. Although there appears to be a 

slight difference in the average of barriers to participation by SNAP users versus non-SNAP 

users, a one-sample t-test found that the average number of barriers for SNAP respondents is not 

statistically smaller than the average number of barriers for non-SNAP respondents, meaning 

there is no statistical difference between the average barriers experienced for SNAP respondents 

and non-SNAP respondents.  
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Table 2. The Average Number of Barriers to Participation in the Last Food Pantry Visit by 
Survey Participants  

  Average Number of 
Barriers 

Standard 
Deviation Min Max Total 

Observations 

Pooled:  2.4 1.2 0 6 625 
RaceA:           
White 2.4 1.2 0 5 350 
African American 2.7 0.9 0 6 108 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 2.6 1.4 1 5 7 
Asian 2.0 1.4 0 5 20 
Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander 1.7 0.6 1 2 3 
Hispanic or Latino 1.9 1.2 0 4 51 
Mixed (2 or more races) 2.6 1.4 0 6 86 
GenderB:           
Female 2.5 1.2 0 6 424 

Male  2.3 1.3 0 6 192 

Transfemale N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 

Transmale 3 0.8 2 4 3 

Gender Variant or Non-Conforming 2.4 1.5 1 5 5 

Marital Status:           
Single  2.2 1.3 0 6 207 
Married 2.5 1.1 0 6 259 
Widowed 2.5 1.3 1 5 33 
Divorced 2.6 1.3 0 5 90 
Separated 2.5 1.2 0 5 36 
2020 Presidential Election County-Level ResultsC:       
Democrat 2.4 1.2 0 6 329 
Republican 2.5 1.3 0 6 296 
Income:           
Less than $20,000 2.4 1.3 0 6 242 
$20,000-$39,999 2.4 1.3 0 5 223 
$40,000-$59,999 2.5 1.5 0 6 55 
$60,000-$79,999 2.2 0.7 1 3 12 
$80,000-$99,999 1.7 0.6 1 2 3 
$100,000-$119,000 1.7 0.9 1 3 16 
$120,000-$139,999 2.0 0.0 2 2 10 
$140,000-$159,999 2.9 0.5 1 4 63 
More than $160,000 3.0 N/A 3 3 1 
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Table 2. (Cont.)  
  Average Number of 

Barriers 
Standard 
Deviation Min Max Total 

Observations 

SNAP User in the Past 30 DaysD:           
Yes 2.5 1.2 0 6 447 

No 2.2 1.3 0 5 178 
*Note: one-sample one-tailed t-tests by race support that, on average, each respondent sub-group experienced “low 
barriers” (less than three). 
RaceA: two-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of White versus African American respondents 
supported that the average number of barriers for White respondents is statistically smaller than that for African 
American respondents (p-value of 0.007). 
GenderB: two sample t-test of the average number of barriers of female versus male respondents supported that the 
average number of barriers for female respondents are statistically greater than that for male respondents (p-value of 
0.03). 
2020 Presidential Election County-Level ResultsC: one-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of 
respondents living in Democratic counties versus Republican counties supported that the average number of barriers 
for respondents in Democratic counties is not statistically smaller than the average number of barriers for 
respondents in Republican Counties (p-value of 0.09). 
SNAP User in the Past 30 DaysD: one-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of respondents who utilize 
SNAP versus Non-SNAP respondents found that the average number of barriers for SNAP respondents is not 
statistically smaller than the average number of barriers for non-SNAP respondents (p-value of 0.99). 
 
 
 
 Table 3 illustrates the occurrence of each barrier to using a food pantry by race. Table 3 

highlights that 56% of African American food pantry participants had to provide their Social 

Security card during their last visit to their local food pantry. In contrast, only 21% of White, 

29% of Mixed, 14% of Hispanic/Latino, 15% of Asian, and 14% of American Indian/Alaskan 

Native respondents had to provide theirs. Four two-sample t-tests were conducted to see if the 

percentage of African American food pantry participants who experienced a Social Security card 

as a barrier to food pantry participation was greater than that of other races with sufficient 

observations (including White, Mixed, Hispanic/Latino, and Asian respondents). The results of 

the t-testing supported that the percentage of African American respondents who experienced a 

Social Security card as a barrier to food pantry participation, 56%, is significantly greater than 

that of White (21%), Mixed (29%), Hispanic/Latino (14%), and Asian (15%) respondents. There 

could be some selection bias amongst the undocumented Hispanic/Latino community where 

individuals know which food pantries require federal documentation for participation and choose 
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not to frequent those operations. Regardless, food pantries requiring clients to provide Social 

Security cards to participate in food collection are creating more than one barrier from the Social 

Security card itself. It takes a minimum of two officially validated documents to obtain a Social 

Security card; therefore, pantries that require a Social Security card may appear as enforcing one 

barrier but creates three barriers to utilize a pantry, the Social Security card itself and the two 

documents to obtain the card in the first place. As a result, the additional barriers to food pantry 

participation created by food pantries requiring a Social Security card alone could further distort 

food assistance services from food-insecure populations.  

 In addition, 57% of American Indian/Alaskan Native food pantry participants had to 

provide their driver’s license during their visit to their local food pantry, whereas 48% of White, 

31% of African American, 40% of Asian, 41% of Hispanic/Latino, and 51% of Mixed food 

pantry participants had to provide theirs. American Indian/Alaskan Native and Native 

Hawaii/Pacific Islander food pantry participants had too few observations to be included in t-

testing, so the following highest percentage by race who experienced a driver’s license barrier 

was selected for t-testing, Mixed respondents (51%) versus the remaining races to see if the 

difference in percentages of respondents by race for the driver’s license barrier is significant. 

Four individual two-sample t-tests of the percentage of Mixed respondents that experienced 

driver’s license as a barrier to food pantry participation versus respondents of different races 

(including White, Asian, Hispanic/Latino, and African American) support that the percentage of 

Mixed respondents that experienced a driver’s license as a barrier to food pantry participation is 

significantly greater than that of only African American (31%) respondents. The remaining three 

t-tests revealed that the percentage of Mixed respondents (51%) who experienced a driver’s 

license as a barrier to food pantry participation was not statistically greater than that of White 
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(48%), Asian (40%), and Hispanic/Latino (41%) respondents, meaning there is no statistical 

difference between the percentage of Mixed versus White, Asian, and Hispanic/Latino 

respondents who experienced a driver’s license as a barrier to food pantry participation, even 

though there appear to be differences in the percentages shown in Table 3. Driver’s license 

requirements can be challenging for specific population groups (homeless, low-income, 

undocumented noncitizens, LGBTQ+ community, etc.) due to the time, resources, and 

documentation required to obtain the driver’s license. It takes a minimum of two officially 

validated documents to get a driver’s license, so a pantry that requires a driver’s license may 

appear as one barrier, but is three barriers, the driver’s license itself and the two documents to 

obtain the license in the first place. 

 Further, 60% of African American food pantry participants had to provide a place of 

employment during their last visit to their local food pantry. In contrast, only 21% of White, 14% 

of American Indian/Alaskan Native, 25% of Asian, 16% of Hispanic/Latino, and 27% of Mixed 

food pantry participants had to provide theirs. Four individual two-sample t-tests of the 

percentage of African American respondents that experienced place of employment as a barrier 

to food pantry participation versus respondents of different races (including White, Asian, 

Hispanic/Latino, and Mixed) support that the percentage of African American respondents (60%) 

that experienced place of employment as a barrier to food pantry participation is significantly 

greater than that of White (21%), Asian (25%), Hispanic/Latino (16%), and Mixed (27%) 

respondents. Food pantries that require a place of employment by clients to receive food 

collection could also have adverse effects on particular population groups (homeless, 

unemployed, undocumented noncitizens, etc.) given that these groups may not have employment 
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or the documentation to prove it all together, further creating difficulty for already high-risk food 

insecure populations. 

Table 3. Food Pantry Barriers Frequency by Type and Race  

  

White African 
American 

American 
Indian or 
Alaskan 
Native 

Asian Native Hawaii 
or Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Mixed 

Zero Barriers 12 1 - 2 - 2 4 
 

(3.43) (0.93) - (10.00) - (3.92) (4.65) 
Home Address 277 98 6 12 3 36 61  

(79.14) (90.74) (85.71) (60.00) (100) (70.59) (70.93) 
Place of EmploymentA 73 65 1 5 - 8 23 

 
(20.86) (60.19) (14.29) (25.00) - (15.69) (26.74) 

Social Security CardB 73 60 1 3 - 7 25 
 

(20.86) (55.56) (14.29) (15.00) - (13.73) (29.07) 
Driver's LicenseC 169 33 4 8 - 21 44 

 
(48.29) (30.56) (57.14) (40.00) - (41.18) (51.16) 

Household Size 233 31 6 11 2 22 63 

 
(66.57) (28.70) (85.71) (55.00) (66.67) (43.14) (73.26) 

Blood Test 1 1 - - - - 2 

 (0.29) (0.93) - - - - (2.33) 
Other 9 1 - - - 3 8 
 (2.57) (0.93) - - - (5.88) (9.30) 

Total Observations  
 

350 
 

108 
 
7 

 
20 

 
3 

 
51 

 
86 

Barrier occurrence in percentage by total race observations in parentheses 
Place of EmploymentA: Four separate two-sample t-tests of the percentage of African American respondents that 
experienced place of employment as a barrier to food pantry participation versus White, Asian, Hispanic/Latino, and 
Mixed respondents supports that the percentage of African American respondents that experienced place of 
employment as a barrier to food pantry participation is significantly greater than that of White, Asian, 
Hispanic/Latino, and Mixed respondents (p-value <0.001 for each of the four t-tests). 
Social Security CardB: Four separate two-sample t-tests of the percentage of African American respondents that 
experienced a Social Security card as a barrier to food pantry participation versus White, Mixed, Hispanic/Latino, 
and Asian respondents supported that the percentage of African American respondents that experienced a Social 
Security card as a barrier to food pantry participation is significantly greater than that of White, Mixed, and 
Hispanic/Latino (p-value < 0.001 for each of the three t-tests) respondents. The fourth t-test also supported that the 
percentage of African American respondents that experienced a Social Security card as a barrier to food pantry 
participation is significantly greater than that of Asian respondents (p-value <0.01). 
Driver's LicenseC: Four separate two-sample t-tests of the percentage of Mixed respondents that experienced driver’s 
license as a barrier to food pantry participation versus White, Asian, Hispanic/Latino, and African American 
respondents reveals that the percentage of Mixed respondents that experienced driver’s license as a barrier to food 
pantry participation is not significantly greater than that of White (p-value of 0.36), Asian (p-value of 0.25), and 
Hispanic/Latino (p-value of 0.17) respondents. The fourth t-test revealed that the percentage of Mixed respondents 
that experienced a driver’s license as a barrier to food pantry participation is significantly greater than that of 
African American respondents (p-value <0.01). 
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3.2. Frequency of Barrier Combinations 
 

Table 4 shows the breakdown of all the single, 2-item, and 3-item combinations of 

barriers to participation in a respondent’s last food pantry visit by race. In Table 4, 168 food 

pantry participants (out of 625), or 27%, experienced only one barrier to participation during 

their last food pantry visit. Comparatively, 9% of African American food pantry participants 

within the survey experienced home address as their only barrier to food pantry participation, 

whereas 24% of Hispanic/Latino food pantry participants experienced home address as their only 

barrier. As shown in Table 4, the most common single barrier to participation in a respondent’s 

last food pantry visit across all races (known as the pooled sample) was a home address; of all 

the barriers experienced by respondents, 11% of the respondents experienced home address as 

their only barrier. The most common single barrier to participation in a respondent’s last food 

pantry visit for each race is as follows: home address for White (11%), African American (9%), 

American Indian/Alaskan Native (14%), Asian (20%), Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander (33%), 

Hispanic/Latino (24%), and household size for Mixed (8%), and American Indian/Alaskan 

Native (14%) food pantry participants.  

 Respondents included in the 2-item barrier occurrence only experienced one of the two-

item combinations listed in Table 4. Table 4 indicated that 155 food pantry participants (out of 

625), or 24%, experienced a two-item combination of barriers to participation during the 

respondent’s last food pantry visit. Table 4 shows that 67% of Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander 

food pantry participants experienced the two-item barrier combination of home address and 

household size, whereas 17% of White, 6% of African American, 14% of American 

Indian/Alaskan Native, 5% of Asian, 10% of Hispanic/Latino, and 13% of Mixed food pantry 

participants experienced this exact two-item combination during their last food pantry visit. The 
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most common two-item combination barrier to participation in a respondent’s previous food 

pantry visit, across all races (known as the pooled sample) was home address and household size; 

of all of the barriers experienced by respondents, 14% of respondents experienced the two-item 

barrier combination of home address and household size as their only barriers. The most 

common two-item combination barrier to participation in a respondent’s last food pantry visit for 

each race is as follows: home address and household size for White (17%), African American 

(6%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (14%), Asian (56%), Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander 

(67%), Hispanic/Latino (10%), Mixed (13%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (14%), and 

driver’s license and household size for Asian (5%) food pantry participants. Some two-item 

barrier combinations are more restrictive than others; for example, home address and household 

size may not require official validation. However, the two-item barrier combination of driver’s 

license and household size does. A minimum of two officially validated documents are required 

to obtain a driver's license, so if a respondent experiences the two-item barrier combination of 

driver’s license and household size, they are potentially experiencing four barriers due to the 

concept that you need ID to get ID.  

 Table 4 highlights that 196 food pantry participants (out of 625), or 28%, experienced a 

three-item combination of barriers to participation in a respondent’s last food pantry visit. 

Further, 44% of African American individuals within the survey experienced the three-item 

combination of home address, place of employment, and Social Security card, whereas 0% of 

White, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, and Mixed 

respondents experienced this specific three-item combination. The most common three-item 

combination barrier to participation in a respondent’s last food pantry visit, across all races 

(known as the pooled sample) was home address, driver’s license, and household size 
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combination of all the barriers experienced by respondents, 13% of respondents experienced this 

specific three-item barrier combination as their only barriers. The most common three-item 

combination barrier to participation in a respondent’s last food pantry visit for each race is as 

follows: home address, driver’s license, and household size for White (16%), American 

Indian/Alaskan Native (43%), Asian (10%), Hispanic/Latino (12%), Mixed (13%), American 

Indian/Alaskan Native (43%), and home address, place of employment, and Social Security card 

for African American (44%) food pantry participants. Some three-item barrier combinations are 

more restrictive than others; for example, the three-item combination of home address, driver’s 

license, and household size requires official validation to obtain a driver’s license (a minimum of 

two officially validated documents). However, the three-item barrier combination of home 

address, driver’s license, and Social Security card requires more officially validated documents 

(a minimum of two officially validated documents to obtain the driver’s license and a minimum 

of two officially validated documents to obtain the Social Security card), in addition, more time 

and resources need to obtain the driver’s license and Social Security card rather than just the 

driver’s license alone.  

Other combinations were present, such as four-item, five-item, etc., combinations; 

however, the single, two-item, and three-item barrier combinations accounted for 80% of barrier 

combinations experienced by respondents across all races (Table 4). Table 4 exhibits 81% of 

White, 94% African American, 86% of American Indian/Alaskan Native, 85% Asian, 100% of 

Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, 88% Hispanic/Latino, and 75% of Mixed respondents by race, 

respectively are captured by single, two-item, and three-item barrier combinations.  
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Table 4. Barrier Combination Occurrence by Race  

  

Frequency Pooled 
(%) 

White 
(%) 

African 
American 

(%) 

American Indian or Alaskan 
Native (%) 

Asian 
(%) 

Native Hawaii or Pacific 
Islander (%) 

Hispanic or 
Latino (%) 

Mixed 
(%) 

Single Barrier Occurrence:                 
Home Address (HA) 70 11 11 9 14 20 33 24 6 
Household Size (HHS) 42 7 7 2 14 10 - 8 8 
Driver's License (DL) 25 4 5 2 - 5 - 6 2 
No Barriers 17 3 3 1 - 10 - 4 3 
Other (O) 7 1 1 1 - - - 6 - 
Social Security Card (SSC) 4 1 1 - - - - 2 1 
Place of Employment (PE) 3 - - - - 5 - 2 1 
Blood Test (BT) 0 - - - - - - - - 
Total* 168A 27B 27 15 29 50 33 51 22 
2-Item Combination Barrier Occurrence:                
HA & HHS 86 14 17 6 14 5 67 10 13 
HA & DL 19 3 4 - - - - 4 5 
HA & PE 17 3 5 1 - - - - - 
DL & HHS 8 1 1 1 - 5 - - 1 
HA & SSC 5 1 1 1 - - - - 2 
SSC & DL 5 1 - 2 - - - - 2 
HHS & O 4 1 - - - - - - 3 
PE & DL 2 - 1 - - - - - - 
PE & HHS 2 - 1 - - - - - - 
PE & SSC 2 - - - - - - - 1 
SSC & HHS 2 - - 1 - - - - - 
DL & O 1 - - - - - - - - 
HA & O 1 - - - - - - - - 
PE & O 1 - - - - - - - 1 
Total* 155A 24B 28 12 14 10 67 14 29 
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Table 4. (Cont.)  

  

Frequency Pooled 
(%) 

White 
(%) 

African 
American 

(%) 

American Indian or Alaskan 
Native (%) 

Asian 
(%) 

Native Hawaii or Pacific 
Islander (%) 

Hispanic or 
Latino (%) 

Mixed 
(%) 

3-Item Combination Barrier Occurrence:               
HA, DL, & HHS 87 13 16 8 43 10 - 12 13 
HA, PE, & SSC 49 8 - 44 - - - 2 - 
HA, PE, & DL 15 2 - 11 - - - 4 - 
HA, PE, & HHS 14 2 2 2 - 5 - - 6 
HA, SSC, & HHS 11 2 2 2 - - - 2 - 
HA, SSC, & DL 9 1 2 - - 5 - - - 
HA, HHS, & O 3 - 1 - - - - - - 
SSC, DL, & HHS 3 - - - - - - - 2 
DL, HHS, & O 1 - - - - - - - - 
HA, DL, & O 1 - - - - - - 2 - 
PE, DL, & HHS 1 - - - - - - 2 - 
PE, HHS, & O 1 - - - - - - - 1 
PE, SSC, & HHS 1 - - - - 5 - - - 
Total* 196A 28B 23 67 43 25 0 24 22 
Barriers Occurrence 
by Race (%)**     81 94 86 85 100 88 73 

Barriers Captured 
(%)*** 80                 

A = summation of frequency by single, 2-item combination, or 3-item combination occurrence for the respective sample 
B = summation of the pooled column by single, 2-item combination, or 3-item combination occurrence for the respective sample 
* Values are the summation of columns by single, 2-item combination, or 3-item combination for respective sample, and by race, in terms of percentage 
** Values are in terms of percentages and derived from (summation of single, 2-item combination, and 3-item combination frequency for respective sample by 
race / total observations by race) 
*** Value derived from (summation of valuesA / 625) 
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3.3. Probit Regression Results 
 
 Table 5 illustrates the results from the five model specifications. Additional models were 

estimated, but the results presented in Table 5 were the most robust and deemed the preferred 

models. Alternative model specification results can be found in Appendix B.  

Table 5. Probit Models Regression Results  

Dependent Variable: Low Barriers 
(less than 3) 

Model 1: 
White vs. 
Minority  

Model 2: 
All Races 

Model 3: 
All 

Genders 

Model 4: 
African 

American 
Subset 

Model 5: 
SNAP 
User 

Subset 
Intercept 0.17* 0.37*** 0.24** 0.85* 0.17* 

 (0.07) (0.11) (0.09) (-0.36) (0.08) 
Non-White -0.30**     

 (0.10)     

Hispanic or Latino  0.19   0.07 
  (0.19)   (0.24) 

African American  -0.75***   -1.05*** 
  (0.15)   (0.17) 

Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander   4.58   4.65 
  (84.04)   (146.95) 

Mixed (2 or more races)   -0.15   -0.21 
  (0.15)   (0.18) 

Asian  -0.04   -0.42 
  (0.30)   (0.57) 

American Indian or Alaskan Native  -0.32   -0.60 
  (0.48)   (0.54) 

Democrat     -0.73*  

 
   (-0.34)  

Female    -0.28*  -1.26***  

 
  (0.11) (-0.31)  

Transfemale   -4.85   

 
  (92.13)   

Transmale    -0.67   

 
  (0.75)   

Gender Variant or Non-Conforming   0.02   

 
  (0.57)   

SNAP User in the Past 30 days  -0.28*    

 
 (0.12)    

AIC 861.18 836.33 867.25 106.22 586.11 
n (sample size) 625 625 625 108 447 

Standard error in parentheses 
***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05 
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Table 6. Marginal Effects from Various Probit Model Specifications  

Dependent Variable: Low Barriers 
(less than 3) 

Model 1: 
White vs. 
Minority 

Model 2: 
All Races 

Model 3: 
All 

Genders 

Model 4: 
African 

American 
Subset 

Model 5: 
SNAP User 

Subset 

Non-White -0.12**     

 (0.04)     

Hispanic or Latino  0.07   0.02 
  (0.07)   (0.09) 

African American  -0.28***   -0.38*** 
  (0.05)   (0.05) 

Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander  1.72   1.70 
  (31.60)   (53.80) 

Mixed (2 or more races)  -0.06   -0.08 
  (0.06)   (0.07) 
      

Asian  -0.018   -0.16 
  (0.11)   (0.21) 

American Indian or Alaskan Native  -0.12   -0.22 
  (0.18)   (0.20) 

Democrat    -0.19*  

 
   -0.08  

Female   -0.11* -0.32***  

 
  (0.04) (0.06)  

Transfemale   -1.91   

 
  (36.33)   

Transmale   -0.26   

 
  (0.30)   

Gender Variant or Non-Conforming   0.01   

 
  (0.23)   

SNAP User in the Past 30 days  -0.11*    

   (0.04)    

n  (sample size) 625 625 625 108 447 
Standard error in parentheses 
***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05 
*Note: Given the dependent variable is low barriers, the marginal effects interpretation for Model 1 would 
reveal that Non-White food pantry participants are 12% less likely to experience low (less than 3) barriers 
relative to White food pantry participants (P<0.01) when utilizing a food pantry. This would suggest that 
minorities face a greater likelihood of experiencing high barriers to food pantry participation on average. 
Given the complex nature of the marginal effects interpretations for all five models, the explained results 
below will be explained in terms of high barriers instead of low barriers.  
 
 Table 6 illustrates that in Model 1, respondents were categorized as either a White or 

Non-White (including Hispanic or Latino, African American, Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander, 

Mixed, Asian, and American Indian or Alaskan Native) to estimate the effect of being a minority 
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had on the number of barriers to participation needed to utilize a food pantry. Model 1 in Table 6 

reveals that Non-White food pantry participants are 12% more likely to experience high (3 or 

more) barriers relative to White food pantry participants (P<0.01) when utilizing a food pantry. 

This would suggest that minorities face more barriers to participation in food pantries on 

average.  

 Within Table 6, Model 2 estimates how all races (including White, Hispanic or Latino, 

African American, Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander, Mixed, Asian, and American Indian or 

Alaskan Native) and SNAP Use (SNAP usage in the past thirty days, 1=yes, 0=no) impact 

barriers to food pantry participation. Model 2 shows that African American food pantry 

participants are 28% more likely to experience high barriers than White participants (P<0.001). 

The remaining races, Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, Mixed, Asian, and 

American Indian/Alaskan Native respondents, were not statistically different from the White 

respondents’ effect on the dependent variable, barriers, with the current observations from this 

survey. Table 6 also reveals that in Model 2, SNAP Users in the past 30 days are 11% more 

likely to experience high barriers to food pantry participation than non-SNAP users (P<0.05). 

 Model 3, presented in Table 6, estimates how all genders (including male, female, 

transfemale, transmale, and gender variant or non-conforming) affect barriers to food pantry 

participation. Model 3 reveals that female food pantry participants are 11% more likely to 

experience high barriers (three or more) than males (P<0.05), as shown in Table 6. The 

remaining genders, transfemale, transmale, and gender variant/non-conforming, were not 

statistically different from male respondents’ effect on the dependent variable, barriers, with the 

current observations from this survey.  
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 Model 4 in Table 6 is a subsample of only African American food pantry participants. 

The county-based results from the 2020 Presidential Election were calculated for each 

respondent, 1 representing a Democratic County majority and 0 representing a Republican 

County majority. This model estimates the probability that the dependent variable, barriers, takes 

the value of 1 if there is a low barrier (less than 3) or 0 if there is a high barrier (3 or more). 

Model 4, illustrated in Table 6, indicates that African American food pantry participants in 

Democratic counties are 19% more likely to experience high barriers than African American 

food pantry participants in Republican counties (P<0.05). Model 4 also reveals (in general) 

African American females are 32% more likely to experience high barriers than African 

American males (P<0.001). 

 Model 5, shown in Table 6, includes only those respondents who utilized SNAP in the 

past month. All races (including White, Hispanic/Latino, African American, Native 

Hawaii/Pacific Islander, Mixed, Asian, and American Indian/Alaskan Native) were independent 

dummy variables. Model 5 illustrates that African American food pantry participants who used 

SNAP in the last month are 38% more likely to experience high barriers than White SNAP 

participants (P<0.001). The remaining races, Hispanic/Latino, Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, 

Mixed, Asian, and American Indian/Alaskan Native respondents, were not statistically different 

from the White respondents’ effect on the dependent variable, barriers, with the current 

observations from this survey. Model 5 and Model 2 in Table 6 highlight the trend of African 

American food pantry participants experiencing a greater likelihood of experiencing high 

barriers, with Model 2 at 28% and Model 5 at 39% compared to White food pantry participants.  
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4. Discussion and Conclusions 
 
 Previous research on food pantries focused mainly on barriers that include lack of 

transportation, information, need, and access (Fong, Wright, and Wimer 2016); however, there is 

a lack of research on what information or documentation is required to participate in food pantry 

distribution. Documentation types that require multiple forms of authentication (Social Security 

card, driver’s license, etc.) could be difficult for population groups, including undocumented 

non-citizens, homeless (Sanders et al. 2020), low-income (Perez 2015), single mothers (Pittsburg 

Foundation 2019), and members of the LGBTQ+ community (Tobia 2017), to obtain creating 

difficulty for those in the greatest need of food pantry assistance. Certain barriers, such as a 

Social Security card and driver’s license, are more than just one barrier; they are inherently three 

barriers each because both require two additional forms of officially validated documents to 

obtain them. This affects demographic groups such as undocumented non-citizens, homeless, 

low-income, single mothers, and members of the LGBTQ+ community more than others, and 

further marginalizes these populations. Therefore, this study sets out to better understand the 

types of documentation-based/barriers food pantries require across the United States.  

 This study revealed that female food pantry participants were 11% (p<0.05) more likely 

to experience high barriers (3 or more barriers) relative to male food pantry participants when 

utilizing a food pantry (shown in Model 2 of Table 6). Also, female food pantry participants in 

this study on average experienced 2.5 barriers to food pantry participation, whereas male food 

pantry participants on average experienced 2.3 barriers to food pantry participation (shown in 

Table 2), a two-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of female versus male 

respondents supported that the average number of barriers for female respondents are statistically 

greater than that for male respondents (p<0.05). Even further, African American female food 
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pantry participants were 32% (p<0.001) more likely to experience high barriers relative to 

African American male food pantry participants when utilizing a food pantry (shown in Model 4 

of Table 6).  

 In addition, this study found that minority food pantry participants (including 

Hispanic/Latino, African American, Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, Mixed, Asian, and 

American Indian/Alaskan Native) were 12% (p<0.01) more likely to experience high barriers (3 

or more barriers) relative to White food pantry participants when utilizing a food pantry (shown 

in Model 1 of Table 6). Moreover, African American food pantry participants were 28% 

(p<0.001) more likely to experience high barriers (3 or more barriers) relative to White food 

pantry participants when utilizing a food pantry (shown in Model 2 of Table 6). Similarly, 

African American food pantry participants on average experienced 2.7 barriers to food pantry 

participation, whereas White food pantry participants on average experienced 2.4 barriers to food 

pantry participation (Table 2), a two-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of White 

versus African American respondents supported that the average number of barriers for White 

respondents is statistically smaller than that for African American respondents (p<0.01). Also, 

60% of African Americans in this study had to provide a place of employment and 56% had to 

provide a Social Security card at their previous food pantry visit, while 21% of White 

respondents had to provide a place of employment and 21% had to provide a Social Security card 

at their last visit (shown in Table 3), two-sample t-tests support that the percentage of African 

Americans that experienced a place of employment barrier and a social security card barrier is 

significantly greater than that of White respondents (p<0.001 in both tests).  

 Further, this study revealed that SNAP users on average experienced 2.5 barriers to food 

pantry participation whereas non-SNAP users on average experienced 2.2 barriers (Table 2), 
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one-sample t-test of the average number of barriers of respondents who utilize SNAP versus non-

SNAP respondents found that the average number of barriers for SNAP respondents is not 

statistically smaller than the average number of barriers for non-SNAP respondents (p>0.05). 

Conversely, this study found that SNAP users were 11% more likely (p<0.05) to experience high 

barriers (3 or more barriers) to food pantry participation compared to non-SNAP users (shown in 

Model 2 of Table 6). 

 Previous literature supports that food insecurity is experienced at higher rates for women 

compared to men, minorities compared to White individuals, and SNAP households compared to 

non-SNAP households (Broussard 2019; Patterson, Russomanno, and Tree 2020; Grimaccia and 

Naccarato 2022; Russomanno, Patterson, and Jabson 2019; Myers and Painter 2017; Walker et 

al. 2021; Rice 2021; Franklin et al. 2012). The female, minority, and SNAP-using populations 

should be the target demographic for food pantry use, yet this study finds they are experiencing 

the highest number of barriers to participating in food assistance from a food pantry. As such, 

future research should be conducted to dive into the improvement of food pantry access for all 

people.  

A limitation of this study, there were no straightforward questions for respondents 

regarding the type of food pantries they visited; future research should focus on barriers by 

respective food pantries (faith-based, community-based, education-based) to check between 

pantry types. Importantly, this study could not disentangle the effects of government vs. non-

government-endorsed food pantries with regard to the number of barriers to participation. Future 

research should compare the differences between those food pantries which receive government 

funding and those that work independently. Another limitation of this study would be the 

presence of inherent bias. Food pantry users who participated in this study may already be aware 
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of the participation requirements of their local food pantries and know which pantries to avoid. 

Furthermore, this study did not ask if respondents were turned away from a food pantry due to 

not meeting documentation requirements, as such, this could be the most binding factor for food 

pantry participation. Lastly, as this study had a low number of observations for certain 

population groups (Transmale, Transfemale, Gender Variant/Non-Conforming, American 

Indian/Alaskan Native, and Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander individuals), future studies should 

have a more representative sample. 

In February 2023 SNAP benefits were cut in the United States, ending the enhanced 

benefits Congress passed in March 2020 to provide additional support because of the COVID-19 

pandemic. The 42 million low-income Americans currently enrolled in SNAP will soon face a 

“hunger cliff” because of the abrupt reduction in SNAP benefits; benefits will decrease on 

average for recipients by $90 a month, with some households losing $250 a month or more in 

benefits (Sainato 2023; Aubrey 2023). The USDA estimates that food prices will increase by 

7.9% in 2023 (Sainato 2023), leaving families with even higher grocery bills and fewer SNAP 

benefits to help feed their families. SNAP recipients whose benefits have been reduced are 

already experiencing an increase in skipping meals, eating less, visiting food pantries, and 

buying less but cheaper and less nutritious meals (Sainato 2023; Aubrey 2023). Food pantries 

have already been facing “elevated levels of service” (pre-SNAP budget cuts) because of 

increased food and gas prices throughout the United States (Kaplan and Hoff 2023). With 

significant SNAP budget cuts in effect, food pantries and other non-profit food assistance groups 

will face considerable surges in demand as food pantry demand is directly influenced by 

financial shocks (Douglas et al. 2015). Given the reduction in SNAP benefits it is becoming 

more important for food-insecure individuals to have access to food pantries. Creating policy 
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recommendations for thousands of independent organizations which do not answer to one 

governing body is difficult. The results of this study suggest that instead of relying on 

documentation which requires multiple points of authentication (driver’s license or Social 

Security card), food pantries could opt for any form of photo identification such as a school, 

work, or another form of photo I.D. that is less tedious for participants to obtain. This would help 

reduce some of the difficulties food-insecure individuals could face by removing the additional 

barriers of obtaining officially validated identification. 

In the spirit of helping the most vulnerable it would be optimal for food pantries to 

consider an honor system, not requiring documentation for identification or proof of need, and 

just trust that clients are whom they say they are to help get food resources to food insecure 

households while maintaining the privacy and dignity of clients. An obvious first question that 

come to people’s minds when talking about an honor system in food pantries is, “What about 

people who will abuse the system or lie to get food?” Rebecca de Souza, the author of the book, 

“Feeding the Other: Whiteness, Privilege, and Neoliberal Stigma in Food Pantries,” attempts to 

address this concern and explains that “stigmatizing narratives shape the operations of food 

pantries and ultimately serve to uphold an unjust food system” (Shimada 2021). This book finds 

that society, over time has created this perception of distrust, suspicion, and fraud to those who 

utilize food pantries, especially of minorities, resulting in food pantries requiring various 

barriers, in the form of documentation requirements, for example. Similarly, the perception that 

the SNAP program is riddled with fraud is extremely inaccurate; less than one percent of SNAP 

benefits go to households that are ineligible, and there is a less than four percent payment error 

rate, including both overpayment and underpayment rates (Dean 2016; Central Texas Food Bank 

2023). The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities website states, “the overwhelming majority of 
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SNAP errors that do occur result from mistakes by recipients, eligibility workers, data entry 

clerks, or computer programmers, not dishonesty or fraud by recipients” (Dean 2016). This again 

highlights the presence of stereotypes and stigma that are not based in truth, surrounding food 

assistance programs and the driving force of creating unnecessary barriers for food insecure 

individuals to utilize a food pantry. If the mindset of all food pantries, the charitable food system, 

and society shifted to battle food insecurity created by structural problems within our country 

instead of leading with suspicion and stereotypes for food insecure individuals, there could be 

more accomplished to address the real issue, people going hungry. That being said, because each 

food pantry follows a different mission statement (religious affiliation, targeting specific 

cultures, etc.) by definition there will be segmentation and unfortunately, documentation to prove 

that you are following the mantra of each mission statement.  

This study can be of use to food pantries, food security researchers, others within the 

food assistance community, and those who may want to learn more about food pantries, and sets 

out to prompt future research in understanding why food insecure individuals may not be 

obtaining the food resources they need, further the understanding of what food pantry access 

looks like, and how food pantries could continue to expand their outreach to groups who may be 

in the greatest need of food assistance. In addition, this study hopes to encourage people to 

question the systems that have always been in place and, ultimately, spark conversations 

involving the role of food pantries in combatting food insecurity. 

 

 

 



 

\ 

42 

 

5. References 
 
An, Ruopeng, Junjie Wang, Junyi Liu, Jing Shen, Emily Loehmer, and Jennifer McCaffrey. “A 

Systematic Review of Food Pantry-Based Interventions in the USA.” Public Health 
Nutrition 22, no. 09 (March 5, 2019): 1704–16. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1368980019000144. 

 

Anderson, Sue. “Core Indicators of Nutritional State for Difficult-to-Sample Populations.” The 
Journal of Nutrition 120 (November 1, 1990): 1555–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/120.suppl11.1555. 

 

Arkansas Department of Finance and Administration. “Documents Required for Issuance of 
Driver’s License or Identification Card,” July 2021. Accessed January 5, 2023. 
https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/images/uploads/driverServicesOffice/Required_Document
s_List_7-2021.pdf. 

 

Arkansas Department of Human Services. “Quick Reference Snap Eligibility,” October 2022. 
Accessed January 5, 2023. https://humanservices.arkansas.gov/wp-
content/uploads/Quick-Reference-SNAP-Eligibility-Charts-1.11.23.pdf. 

 

Aubrey, Allison. “Pandemic Food Assistance That Held Back Hunger Comes to an End.” NPR, 
March 1, 2023. Accessed May 15, 2023. https://www.npr.org/sections/health-
shots/2023/03/01/1160220847/pandemic-food-assistance-that-held-back-hunger-comes-
to-an-end. 

 

Bacon, Christopher M., and Gregory L. Baker. “The Rise of Food Banks and the Challenge of 
Matching Food Assistance with Potential Need: Towards a Spatially Specific, Rapid 
Assessment Approach.” Agriculture and Human Values 34, no. 4 (April 10, 2017): 899–
919. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-017-9783-y. 

 

Bergh, Katie, and Dottie Rosenbaum. “House Republicans’ Proposals Could Take Food Away 
from Millions of Low-Income Individuals and Families.” Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities, March 20, 2023. Accessed May 5, 2023. https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-
assistance/house-republicans-proposals-could-take-food-away-from-millions-of-low. 

 

Broussard, Nzinga H. “What Explains Gender Differences in Food Insecurity?” Food Policy 83 
(February 1, 2019): 180–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2019.01.003. 

 



 

\ 

43 

Bucknum, Megan, and Deborah Bentzel. “Food Banks as Local Food Champions: How Hunger 
Relief Agencies Invest in Local and Regional Food Systems.” In Elsevier EBooks, 285–
305, 2019. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-813617-1.00013-7. 

 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. “TED: The Economics Daily,” February 7, 2023. Accessed 
February 20, 2023. https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2023/number-of-unemployed-at-5-7-
million-in-january-2023.htm 

 

Central Texas Food Bank. “‘Lord and Lady Scam Artist’ Are the Exception, Not the Rule,” April 
9, 2023. Accessed May 31, 2023. https://www.centraltexasfoodbank.org/news/lord-and-
lady-scam-artist-are-exception-not-rule. 

 

Clay, Lauren A., and Stephanie Rogus. “Food Access Worries, Food Assistance Use, Purchasing 
Behavior, and Food Insecurity Among New Yorkers During COVID-19.” Frontiers in 
Nutrition 8 (January 1, 2021). https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2021.647365. 

 

Coleman-Jensen, Alisha, Matthew P. Rabbitt, Christian A. Gregory, and Anita Singh. 
“Household Food Security in the United States in 2021.” Economic Research Service, 
September 2022. Accessed January 5, 2023. 
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/104656/err-309.pdf 

 

De Souza, Rebecca T. Feeding the Other: Whiteness, Privilege, and Neoliberal Stigma in Food 
Pantries. MIT Press, 2019. 

 

Dean, Stacy. “SNAP:  Combating Fraud and Improving Program Integrity Without Weakening 
Success.” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, June 9, 
2016. https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/snap-combating-fraud-and-
improving-program-integrity-without-weakening. 

 

Douglas, Flora, Jennifer Sapko, Kirsty Kiezebrink, and Janet Kyle. “Resourcefulness, 
Desperation, Shame, Gratitude and Powerlessness: Common Themes Emerging from A 
Study of Food Bank Use in Northeast Scotland.” AIMS Public Health 2, no. 3 (June 29, 
2015): 297–317. https://doi.org/10.3934/publichealth.2015.3.297. 

 

Feeding America. “More than 53 Million People Received Help from Food Banks and Food 
Pantries in 2021,” June 15, 2022. Accessed February 16, 2023. 
https://www.feedingamerica.org/about-us/press-room/53-million-received-help-2021. 

 



 

\ 

44 

Fong, Kelley, Rachel M. Wright, and Christopher Wimer. “The Cost of Free Assistance: Why 
Low-Income Individuals Do Not Access Food Pantries.” Journal of Sociology and Social 
Welfare 43, no. 1 (January 1, 2016). https://doi.org/10.15453/0191-5096.3999. 

 

Franklin, Brandi E., Ashley R. Jones, Dejuan Love, Stephane Puckett, Justin Macklin, and 
Shelley I. White-Means. “Exploring Mediators of Food Insecurity and Obesity: A 
Review of Recent Literature.” Journal of Community Health 37, no. 1 (February 1, 
2012): 253–64. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-011-9420-4. 

 

Franklin Food Bank. “What You Need to Bring to the Food Bank.” Accessed February 16, 2023. 
https://franklinfoodbank.org/get-help-2/what-you-need-to-bring-to-the-food-bank/. 

 

Gany, Francesca, Sehrish Bari, Michael Crist, Alyssa J. Moran, Natasha Rastogi, and Jennifer 
Leng. “Food Insecurity: Limitations of Emergency Food Resources for Our Patients.” 
Journal of Urban Health-Bulletin of the New York Academy of Medicine 90, no. 3 (June 
1, 2013): 552–58. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-012-9750-2. 

 

Ginsburg, Zoë A., Alexander D. Bryan, Ellen B. Rubinstein, Hilary J. Frankel, Andrew R. 
Maroko, Clyde B. Schechter, Kristen Cooksey Stowers, and Sean C. Lucan. “Unreliable 
and Difficult-to-Access Food for Those in Need: A Qualitative and Quantitative Study of 
Urban Food Pantries.” Journal of Community Health 44, no. 1 (February 1, 2019): 16–31. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-018-0549-2. 

 

Goldstein, Adam. “USDA Secretary Battles with U.S. House Republicans over Costs of Federal 
Nutrition Programs.” Missouri Independent, March 29, 2023. Accessed May 1, 2023. 
https://missouriindependent.com/2023/03/29/usda-secretary-battles-with-u-s-house-
republicans-over-costs-of-federal-nutrition-programs/. 

 

Grimaccia, Elena, and Alessia Naccarato. “Food Insecurity in Europe: A Gender Perspective.” 
Social Indicators Research 161, no. 2–3 (May 21, 2020): 649–67. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-020-02387-8. 

 

Guo, Baorong, and Jin Huang. “Food Banks and Food Pantries Provide Protection for Racial and      
Ethnic Minorities during the COVID-19 Pandemic.” Health & Social Work 46, no. 3 
(July 19, 2021): 239–40. https://doi.org/10.1093/hsw/hlab015. 

 



 

\ 

45 

Hamelin, Anne-Marie, Jean-Pierre Habicht, and Micheline Beaudry. “Food Insecurity: 
Consequences for the Household and Broader Social Implications.” Journal of Nutrition 
129, no. 2 (February 1, 1999): 525S-528S. https://doi.org/10.1093/jn/129.2.525s. 

 

Harper, Kaitlyn, Emily H. Belarmino, Francesco Acciai, Farryl Bertmann, and Punam Ohri-
Vachaspati. “Patterns of Food Assistance Program Participation, Food Insecurity, and 
Pantry Use among U.S. Households with Children during the COVID-19 Pandemic.” 
Nutrients 14, no. 5 (February 26, 2022): 988. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14050988. 

 

Hobbs, Karen, Wayne MacEachern, Ann McIvor, and Steve Turner. “Waste of a Nation: Poor 
People Speak Out About Charity.” Canadian Review of Social Policy, no. 31 (1993): 94–
104. http://www.jstor.org/stable/45407442. 

 

National Low Income Housing Coalition. “House Freedom Caucus Proposes Funding Caps and 
Work Requirements,” March 20, 2023. Accessed April 6, 2023. 
https://nlihc.org/resource/house-freedom-caucus-proposes-funding-caps-and-work-
requirements. 

 

Hulse, Carl, and Katie Edmondson. “House G.O.P. Prepares to Slash Federal Programs in 
Coming Budget Showdown.” The New York Times, March 8, 2023. Accessed April 9, 
2023. https://www.nytimes.com/2023/03/08/us/politics/house-republicans-deficit-budget-
biden.html. 

 

Huppke, Rex. “Minnesota Republican Confirms Hunger Doesn’t Exist Because He Hasn’t Seen 
It.” USA Today, March 16, 2023. Accessed May 4, 2023. 
https://www.usatoday.com/story/opinion/columnist/2023/03/16/minnesota-senator-steve-
drazkowski-says-hunger-doesnt-exist/11482135002/. 

 

Kaplan, Juliana, and Madison Hoff. “Food Banks, Already Struggling with High Demand, Are 
Bracing Themselves for an Onslaught Once Emergency Food Stamps Wind down: ‘This 
Is Really, Really Going to Hurt Some of the Most Vulnerable Populations.’” Business 
Insider, February 26, 2023. Accessed May 3, 2023. 
https://www.businessinsider.com/americans-lose-food-stamps-snap-benefits-banks-
bracing-high-need-2023-2. 

 

Karnaze, Anna. “You Are Where You Eat: Discrimination in the National School Lunch 
Program.” Northwestern Pritzker School of Law Scholarly Commons, November 15, 
2018. Accessed January 3, 2023. 
https://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/nulr/vol113/iss3/4. 



 

\ 

46 

 

Kicinski, Leah R. “Characteristics Of Short And Long-Term Food Pantry Users.” Michigan 
Sociological Review 26 (2012): 58–74. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23292651?casa_token=SAMsCBpCW_8AAAAA%3ADc4Y
XpIdJh5k66PvXjoyYKFIbAhEtPt4O2ukp6omM8OhgyQv-
WWvp3n4nPbdBAf1V5PMwf7-
TPZHbBZD6PQRCnAkb0PlkH9QDpJbIX62M2kOmQFe3LI. 

 

Marriott, James J., Lauren Fiechtner, Nick Birk, Daniel J. Taitelbaum, Angela Odoms-Young, 
Norbert L.W. Wilson, Lauren A. Clay, and Rachel M. Zack. “Racial/Ethnic Disparities in 
Food Pantry Use and Barriers in Massachusetts during the First Year of the COVID-19 
Pandemic.” Nutrients 14, no. 12 (June 18, 2022): 2531. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu14122531. 

 

McCarty, Maggie, Gene Falk, Randy A. Aussenberg, and David H. Carpenter. “Drug Testing 
and Crime-Related Restrictions in TANF, SNAP, and Housing Assistance.” 
Congressional Research Service, November 28, 2016. Accessed January 3, 2023. 
https://greenbook-
waysandmeans.house.gov/sites/greenbook.waysandmeans.house.gov/files/R42394%20-
%20Drug%20Testing%20and%20Crime-
Related%20Restrictions%20in%20TANF,%20SNAP,%20and%20Housing%20Assistanc
e_1.pdf. 

 

McGuire, Shelley. “Nord, M., Coleman-Jensen A., Andrews M., Carlson S. Household Food 
Security in the United States, 2009. EER-108, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Econ. Res. Serv. 
November 2010.” Advances in Nutrition 2, no. 2 (March 1, 2011): 153–54. 
https://doi.org/10.3945/an.110.000216. 

 

Meyer, Bruce D., Angela T. S. Wyse, Alexa Grunwaldt, Carla Medalia, and Derek Wu. 
“Learning about Homelessness Using Linked Survey and Administrative Data,” May 31, 
2021. https://doi.org/10.3386/w28861. 

 

Morello, Paul. “How Food Banks and Food Pantries Get Their Food.” Feeding America, 
December 29, 2021. Accessed December 12, 2022. 
https://www.feedingamerica.org/hunger-blog/how-food-banks-and-food-pantries-get-
their-food. 

 



 

\ 

47 

Myers, Ana Ceci, and Matthew A. Painter. “Food Insecurity in the United States of America: An 
Examination of Race/Ethnicity and Nativity.” Food Security 9, no. 6 (November 22, 
2017): 1419–32. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-017-0733-8. 

 

New York State Department of Motor Vehicles. “Get a Non-Driver ID.” Accessed March 6, 
2023. https://dmv.ny.gov/non-driver-id-card. 

 

Perez, Vanessa M. “Americans With Photo Id: A Breakdown of Demographic Characteristics.” 
Project Vote, February 2015. Accessed January 4, 2023. https://www.projectvote.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/06/AMERICANS-WITH-PHOTO-ID-Research-Memo-February-
2015.pdf. 

 

Patterson, Joanne, Jennifer Russomanno, and Jennifer M. Jabson. “Sexual Orientation Disparities 
in Food Insecurity and Food Assistance Use in U.S. Adult Women: National Health and 
Nutrition Examination Survey, 2005–2014.” BMC Public Health 20, no. 1 (August 13, 
2020). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-09261-9. 

 

Purdam, Kingsley, Elisabeth Garratt, and Aneez Esmail. “Hungry? Food Insecurity, Social 
Stigma and Embarrassment in the UK.” Sociology 50, no. 6 (December 1, 2016): 1072–
88. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038515594092. 

 

Ralston, Katherine L., Constance Newman, Annette L. Clauson, Joanne F. Guthrie, and Jean C. 
Buzby. “The National School Lunch Program:  Background, Trends, and Issues.” 
AgEcon Search, 2008. https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.56464. 

 

Rice, George. “COVID-19 & Food Insecurity: How the COVID-19 Pandemic Has Exacerbated 
Food Insecurity and Will Disproportionally Affect Low Income and Minority Groups.” 
DigitalCommons@UM Carey Law, 2021. 
https://digitalcommons.law.umaryland.edu/rrgc/vol21/iss1/7. 

 

Riediger, Natalie D., Lindsey Dahl, Rajeshwari A. Biradar, Adriana N. Mudryj, and Mahmoud 
Torabi. “A Descriptive Analysis of Food Pantries in Twelve American States: Hours of 
Operation, Faith-Based Affiliation, and Location.” BMC Public Health 22, no. 1 (March 
17, 2022). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-12847-0. 

 

Russomanno, Jennifer, Joanne Patterson, and Jennifer M. Jabson. “Food Insecurity Among 
Transgender and Gender Nonconforming Individuals in the Southeast United States: A 



 

\ 

48 

Qualitative Study.” Transgender Health 4, no. 1 (January 17, 2019): 89–99. 
https://doi.org/10.1089/trgh.2018.0024. 

 

Sainato, Michael. “Low-Income Americans Face a ‘Hunger Cliff’ as Snap Benefits Are Cut.” 
The Guardian, March 17, 2023. Accessed May 11, 2023. 
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2023/mar/17/snap-food-benefits-us-cuts-impact-
families. 

 

Sanders, Chris, Kristin Burnett, Steven Lam, Mehdia Hassan, and Kelly Skinner. “‘You Need ID 
to Get ID’: A Scoping Review of Personal Identification as a Barrier to and Facilitator of 
the Social Determinants of Health in North America.” International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health 17, no. 12 (June 13, 2020): 4227. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17124227. 

 

Seligman, Hilary K., and Seth A. Berkowitz. “Aligning Programs and Policies to Support Food 
Security and Public Health Goals in the United States.” Annual Review of Public Health 
40, no. 1 (April 1, 2019): 319–37. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-publhealth-040218-
044132. 

 

Shimada, Eriko. “Review: Feeding the Other: Whiteness, Privilege, and Neoliberal Stigma in 
Food Pantries.” Graduate Association for Food Studies, August 31, 2021. Accessed May 
30, 2023. https://gradfoodstudies.org/2021/08/31/review-feeding-the-other/. 

 

Social Security Administration. “Social Security Number & Card.” Accessed February 21, 2023. 
https://www.ssa.gov/number-card. 

 

St. Vincent De Paul Place. “Food Pantry Participation.” Accessed February 16, 2023. 
https://www.svdpp.org/food-pantry-participation. 

 

Taniey, R., and Laureen Leyden. “Feeding Hungry Students: College Students’ Experiences 
Using Food Pantries and Successful Strategies for Implementing on-Campus Food 
Assistance Programs.” Journal of American College Health, July 26, 2022, 1–16. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2022.2098031. 

 

Tarasuk, Valerie, and George H. Beaton. “Household Food Insecurity and Hunger Among 
Families Using Food Banks.” Canadian Journal of Public Health-Revue Canadienne De 
Sante Publique 90, no. 2 (March 1, 1999): 109–13. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03404112. 

 



 

\ 

49 

The Pittsburg Foundation. “A Qualitative Study of Single Mothers in Allegheny County,” 2019. 
Accessed January 7, 2023. 
https://pittsburghfoundation.org/sites/default/files/Single%20Women%20Report%20201
9%20-%20The%20Pittsburgh%20Foundation.pdf. 

 

The Salvation Army Mississippi Gulf Coast. “Food Assistance.” Accessed February 16, 2023. 
https://salvationarmyalm.org/msgulfcoast/get-help/jackson_county_ss/#toggle-id-1. 

 

Thompson, Darrel. “Drug Testing and Public Assistance.” The Center for Law and Social Policy, 
February 5, 2019. Accessed February 13, 2023. 
https://www.clasp.org/publications/report/brief/drug-testing-and-public-assistance/. 

 

Tobia, Jacob. “Why Transgender People Suffer from ‘ID Anxiety’.” Time, June 19, 2017. 
Accessed January 5, 2023. https://time.com/4817285/transgender-id-anxiety/. 

 

UAMS Northwest. “Basic Needs, Food Pantries and Meal Services,” 2020. Accessed February 
16, 2023. https://nwa.uams.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/NWA-Community-Health-
Resource-Guide-3.0-Final-Draft.pdf. 

 

U.S. Department of Agriculture. “Non-Discrimination Statement.” Accessed February 16, 2023. 
https://www.usda.gov/non-discrimination-statement. 

 

Walker, Rebekah J., Emma Garacci, Aprill Z. Dawson, Joni S. Williams, Mukoso N. Ozieh, and 
Leonard E. Egede. “Trends in Food Insecurity in the United States from 2011–2017: 
Disparities by Age, Sex, Race/Ethnicity, and Income.” Population Health Management 
24, no. 4 (August 16, 2021): 496–501. https://doi.org/10.1089/pop.2020.0123. 

 

Wimer, Christopher, Rachel Wright, and Kelley Fong. “The Cost of Free Assistance: Studying 
Nonuse of Food Assistance in San Francisco.” Institute For Research On Poverty 
University of Wisconsin-Madison, February 2013. Accessed February 1, 2023. 
https://www.irp.wisc.edu/wp/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/dp140813.pdf. 

 

Wright, Breanne N., Regan L Bailey, Bruce A. Craig, Richard D. Mattes, Lacey McCormack, 
Suzanne Stluka, Lisa Franzen-Castle, et al. “Daily Dietary Intake Patterns Improve after 
Visiting a Food Pantry among Food-Insecure Rural Midwestern Adults.” Nutrients 10, 
no. 5 (May 9, 2018): 583. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu10050583. 

 



 

\ 

50 

Zein, A. El, Anne E. Mathews, Lisa House, and Karla P. Shelnutt. “Why Are Hungry College 
Students Not Seeking Help? Predictors of and Barriers to Using an On-Campus Food 
Pantry.” Nutrients 10, no. 9 (August 25, 2018): 1163. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/nu10091163. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

\ 

51 

Appendices 
 

Appendix A. Survey Questions 
 
Q1 INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE You are invited to participate in a research study about 
food insecurity (IRB ________). Please read through the following information and indicate 
your consent below to begin the survey.  
INFORMATION ABOUT THE RESEARCH STUDY The survey should take approximately 
20 minutes.  
     
You must be 18 years of age or older to participate 
Risks and Benefits: Your participation will assist in advancement of knowledge of U.S. food 
insecurity. There are no anticipated risks to participating in this study. 
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in the research is completely voluntary. 
  
Confidentiality: Your responses on the survey will be recorded anonymously. No identifying 
personal information will be collected in the survey. Only basic demographic information (age, 
gender, education etc.) will be collected. 
Right to Withdraw: You are free to refuse to participate in the research and to stop filling out the 
survey at any time. If you have questions or concerns about this study, you may contact Alexis 
Skinner at ajskinne@uark.edu. For questions or concerns about your rights as a research 
participant, please contact Ro Windwalker, the University's Compliance Coordinator, at 1+ (479) 
575-2208 or by e-mail at irb@uark.edu. 
  
Thank you for your participation! 
By clicking the button below and taking the survey, you acknowledge that you have read the 
above statement and have been able to ask questions and express concerns, which have been 
satisfactorily answered by the investigator. You understand the purpose of the study as well as 
the potential risks and benefits that are involved. You understand that your participation is 
voluntary and that no rights have been waived in giving your consent. You acknowledge that you 
are 18 years of age or older and that you may choose to terminate your participation in the study 
at any time for any reason. 

o I consent. Begin the study.  

o I do not consent. I do not wish to participate.  
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Q2 Do you commit to carefully reading and providing thoughtful and accurate answers to the 
questions in the survey? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

Q3 Are you of legal age (18 or older)? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
 
Q4 How many people (including yourself) live in your household? 

▼ 1 ... 9+ 
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Q5 Do you have children that live in your household? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $25,520? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
 

Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $34,480? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
 
Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $43,440 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
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Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $52,400 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
 
Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $61,360 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
 
Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $70,320 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
 
Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $79,280 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
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Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $88,240 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
 
Q6 Is your annual household income above or below $92,000 before taxes? 

o Definitely above  

o Probably above  

o Probably below  

o Definitely below  
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Please carefully and truthfully answer each of the questions below. 
Q7 What is your age? 

o 18-21 years old  

o 25-34 years old  

o 45-54 years old  

o 55-64 years old  

o 65+ years old  
 

Q8 To which gender identity do you most identify? 

o Female  

o Male  

o Transgender Female  

o Transgender Male  

o Gender Variant/Non-Conforming  

o Not Listed ________________________________________________ 
 
Q9 Choose one or more race/ethnicity you consider yourself to be: (mark all that apply). 

▢ White  

▢ Black or African American  

▢ American Indian or Alaskan Native  

▢ Asian  

▢ Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander  
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▢ Hispanic or Latino  

▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
 
Q10 What is your marital status? 

o Single (Never Married)  

o Married, or in a Domestic Partnership  

o Widowed  

o Divorced  

o Separated  
 
Q11 What is your highest completed education? 

o Less than High School  

o High School/GED  

o Some College  

o 2-Year College Degree  

o 4-Year College Degree  

o Master's Degree or PhD Degree  
 
Q12 In the last month has anyone in your household received benefits from the SNAP program? 
This program used to be called food stamps. It puts money on a SNAP EBT card that you can 
use to buy food. 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q13 In the last month has anyone in your household received benefits from WIC? This program 
is called the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,  and Children. 
Benefits are in the form of paper vouchers for eligible items or an EBT card. 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Q14 Have you used a food pantry or acquired food through a community building (Church, 
Samaritan Center, Community Center, Food Bank, etc.) in the last month? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Q15 Did the Food Pantry, Church, Samaritan Center, Community Center, etc. that you visited 
offer fresh produce such as fruits and vegetables? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Q16 How many times are you allowed to visit this Food Pantry, Church, Samaritan Center, 
Community Center, etc.? 

o One visit per week  

o Two visits per week  

o Three or more visits per week  

o One visit per month  

o Two visits per month  

o Three visits per month  
 
Q17 Did the Food Pantry, Church, Samaritan Center, Community Center, etc. that you visited 
offer hot meals or ready-to-eat meal items? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q18 Information collected when you visited the Food Pantry, Church, Samaritan Center, 
Community Center, etc.? Select all that apply. 

▢ Home Address  

▢ Place of Employment  

▢ Social Security Card  

▢ Driver's License  

▢ Household Size  

▢ Blood Test  

▢ Other? ________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q19 What is your age? 

o 18-21 years old  

o 25-34 years old  

o 45-54 years old  

o 55-64 years old  

o 65+ years old  
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Q20 To which gender identity do you most identify? 

o Female  

o Male  

o Transgender Female  

o Transgender Male  

o Gender Variant/Non-Conforming  

o Not Listed ________________________________________________ 
 
Q21 Choose one or more race/ethnicity you consider yourself to be: (mark all that apply). 

▢ White  

▢ Black or African American  

▢ American Indian or Alaskan Native  

▢ Asian  

▢ Native Hawaii or Pacific Islander  

▢ Hispanic or Latino  

▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
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Q22 What is your marital status? 

o Single (Never Married)  

o Married, or in a Domestic Partnership  

o Widowed  

o Divorced  

o Separated  
 
Q23 What is your highest completed education? 

o Less than High School  

o High School/GED  

o Some College  

o 2-Year College Degree  

o 4-Year College Degree  

o Master's Degree or PhD Degree  
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Q24 What do you estimate your household annual total gross income to be (total income before 
taxes and deductions) this year? 

o Less than $20,000  

o $20,000-$39,999  

o $40,000-59,999  

o $60,000-$79,999  

o $80,000-$99,999  

o $100,000-$119,999  

o $120,000-$139,999  

o $140,000-$159,999  

o $160,000 or more  
 
Q25 What is your zip code? 
 

▢ ________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B. Additional Models  
 
Table B1. Probit regression results from additional models.  
 

Dependent Variable:  
Low Barriers (less 
than 3) 

Model 6: 
Election 

Data 

Model 7: 
Produce 
Access 

Model 8: 
SNAP 

Subset & 
Election 

Data 

Model 9: 
SNAP 
Subset 
with 

Race & 
Gender 

Model 10: 
Nonwhite 
& SNAP 

Model 11: 
Marital 
Status 

Model 12: 
Hot Meals 
or Ready-

to-Eat 

Intercept 0.03 0.04 0.47** 0.36** 0.45*** 0.21* 0.06 

 (0.07) (0.10) (0.15) (0.13) (0.11) (0.09) (0.06) 

Non-White 
  -0.55***  -0.30**   

 
  -0.12  (0.10)   

Hispanic or Latino 
   0.00    

 
   (0.24)    

Black 
   -1.04***    

 
   (0.17)    

Native Hawaii or 
Pacific Islander 

   4.66    

 
   (235.03)    

Mixed (2 or more 
races) 

   -0.16    

 
   (0.19)    

Asian 
   -0.52    

 
   (0.58)    

American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

   -0.61    

 
   (0.54)    

Republican 0.03  -0.10     

 (0.10)  (0.12)     

Female 
  

-0.34* -0.26    

 
  (0.14) (0.14)    

Transfemale 
  -5.39 -5.38    

 
  (235.03) (235.03)    

Transmale 
  

-4.90 -5.22 
   

   (165.93) (166.19)    
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Table B1. (Cont.) 

Dependent Variable:  
Low Barriers (less 
than 3) 

Model 6: 
Election 

Data 

Model 7: 
Produce 
Access 

Model 8: 
SNAP 

Subset & 
Election 

Data 

Model 9: 
SNAP 
Subset 
with 

Race & 
Gender 

Model 10: 
Nonwhite 
& SNAP 

Model 11: 
Marital 
Status 

Model 12: 
Hot Meals 
or Ready-

to-Eat 

Gender Variant or 
Non-Conforming 

  4.64 4.66    

   (166.19) (166.19)    
SNAP User in Past 30 
days 

    -0.38***   

 
    (0.11)   

Produce Access 
 

0.00 
     

 
 (0.11)      

Married 
     -0.27*  

 
     (0.12)  

Widowed 
     -0.10  

 
     (0.24)  

Divorced 
     -0.33*  

 
     (0.16)  

Separated 
     -0.14  

 
     (0.23)  

Hot Meals or Ready-
to-Eat 

      -0.04 

       (0.10) 

AIC 869.62 869.73 599.68 584 851.70 868.92 869.60 
Standard error in parentheses 
***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

\ 

65 

Table B2. Marginal effects from additional probit models regression results.  
 

 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Low 
Barriers (less than 3)  

Model 6: 
Election 

Data 

Model 7: 
Produce 
Access 

Model 8: 
SNAP 

Subset & 
Election 

Data 

Model 9: 
SNAP 
Subset 

with Race 
& Gender 

  

Model 10: 
Nonwhite 
& SNAP 

Model 11: 
Marital 
Status 

Model 
12: Hot 
Meals or 
Ready-
to-Eat 

Non-White 0.01  -0.21***  -0.12**  
 

 (0.04)  -0.04  (0.04)  
 

Hispanic or Latino    0.00   
 

 
   (0.09)   

 
Black    -0.37***   

 
 

   (0.05)   
 

Native Hawaii or Pacific 
Islander 

   1.67   
 

 
   (84.40)   

 
Mixed (2 or more races)    -0.06   

 
 

   (0.07)   
 

Asian    -0.19   
 

 
   (0.21)   

 
American Indian or Alaskan 
Native 

   -0.22   
 

 
   (0.19)   

 
Republican   -0.04    

 
 

  (0.05)    
 

Female   -0.13* -0.09   
 

 
  (0.05) (0.05)   

 
Transfemale   -2.03 -1.93   

 
 

  (88.30) (84.40)   
 

Transmale   -1.84 -1.87   
 

 
  (62.34) (59.68)   

 
Gender Variant or Non-
Conforming 

  1.75 1.67   
 

 
  (62.44) (59.68)   

 
SNAP User in Past 30 days     -0.15***  

 
 

    (0.04)  
 

Produce Access  0.00     
 

 
 (0.05)     

 
Married      -0.11*  
      (0.05)  
Widowed      -0.03  

      (0.09)  
Divorced      -0.13*  
      (0.06)  
Separated      -0.06  

  
 
      

(0.09) 
   

 



 

\ 

66 

Table B2. (Cont.) 

 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Low 
Barriers (less than 3)  

Model 6: 
Election 

Data 

Model 7: 
Produce 
Access 

Model 8: 
SNAP 

Subset & 
Election 

Data 

Model 9: 
SNAP 
Subset 

with Race 
& Gender 

  

Model 10: 
Nonwhite 
& SNAP 

Model 11: 
Marital 
Status 

Model 
12: Hot 
Meals or 
Ready-
to-Eat 

Hot Meals or Ready-to-Eat       

 
 

-0.01 
              (0.04) 

Standard error in parentheses 
***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05 
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Appendix C. IRB Approval Document 

 
 

To: Alexis Skinner
From: Douglas J AdamsJustin R Chimka, Chair

IRB Expedited Review
Date: 03/17/2022
Action: Exemption Granted
Action Date: 03/17/2022
Protocol #: 2201383047
Study Title: Using Anchoring Vignettes to Assess the Understanding of Food Insecurity in Low-

Income Households

The above-referenced protocol has been determined to be exempt.

If you wish to make any modifications in the approved protocol that may affect the level of risk to your participants, you
must seek approval prior to implementing those changes. All modifications must provide sufficient detail to assess the
impact of the change.

If you have any questions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact the IRB Coordinator at 109 MLKG
Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.

cc: Di Fang, Investigator
Wei Yang, Investigator
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