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I N TRODUC TION

Household food insecurity in high- income economies has 
serious public health consequences,1 and the number of 
households affected in countries such as the USA, Canada, 

Australia is a growing concern.2 In the UK, food insecurity 
is substantial and growing3 with levels being among the 
worst in Europe.3 Despite being one of the world's highest 
ranked economies,4 an estimated 3.4  million people live 
in UK households where at least one person is moderately 
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Abstract
Background: Food insecurity in UK households is a substantial and growing con-
cern. The present study identified those at risk of food insecurity and explored the 
relationship between food security and fruit and vegetable consumption.
Methods: Data were examined from the Food and You survey (2016) for a large rep-
resentative sample (n = 3118) living in England, Wales and Northern Ireland. A ‘Food 
Security Score’ and a ‘Food Changes Score’ (relating to financially driven changes to 
food habits) were compiled and relationships with fruit and vegetable consumption 
were examined.
Results: The prevalence of marginal, low and very low food security was 12.6%, 5.4% 
and 2.8%, respectively. Significant correlations were observed between food secu-
rity and fruit and vegetable consumption. Food security and food changes, indepen-
dently, were significant predictors for fruit and vegetable consumption. With every 
unit increment in the Food Security Score (i.e., more food insecure), an 11% decrease 
in the odds of being a high fruit and vegetable consumer was evident. Likewise, the 
odds of being a high fruit and vegetable consumer decreases by 5% with every incre-
ment in the financially driven Food Changes Score.
Conclusions: A notable proportion (more than one- fifth) experienced marginal, low 
or very low food security. Food insecurity and financially driven food changes were 
accompanied by decreases in the odds of being a high fruit and vegetable consumer. 
Findings underline the potential consequences of food insecurity, and point to fur-
ther work aiming to examine other dietary implications, as well as strategies to miti-
gate against food insecurity and its detriment.
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or severely food insecure.5 This is according to the United 
Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) Voices 
of the Hungry project, based on relatively small samples of 
1000 people,6 and also potentially under representative of 
the highly vulnerable groups. Food insecurity has been re-
ported to be linked to poverty associated with austerity and 
welfare changes.7

Central to food security are issues such as food avail-
ability, accessibility and affordability.8 Moreover, food 
security encompasses the ‘physical, social and economic 
access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food’ to meet an 
individual's ‘dietary needs and food preferences for an ac-
tive and healthy life’.9 Conversely, food insecurity has been 
defined as a ‘household- level economic and social condi-
tion of limited or uncertain access to adequate food’10 and 
limited or uncertain ‘availability of nutritionally adequate 
and safe foods’ or limited or uncertain ‘ability to acquire 
acceptable foods in socially acceptable ways’.11 Largely 
associated with socio- economic status, factors such as 
household income, working status, education, social net-
work and capital have been found to be relevant to food 
insecurity.12 Income, specifically, is an inf luential predic-
tor for food security, and a UK study revealed receipt of 
means- tested benefits and perception of financial inse-
curity to be critical to food insecurity.13 In every region 
of the world, women are slightly more likely than men to 
be food insecure,14 and differences in food provision and 
preparation roles, as well as dietary intake [e.g., fruit and 
vegetable (FV) consumption15,16], are also apparent.

There have been calls to ascertain levels of food security 
in the UK and identify those most at risk.17 Likewise, a new 
national initiative to measure food insecurity has been wel-
comed by social advocacy groups.18 Both reflect increasing 
concerns, particularly regarding the growing numbers af-
fected and the subsequent impact on public health and dis-
ease prevention.

Food security influences individuals’ diets, and studies 
have examined associations between food insecurity and 
diet quality.19– 21 Notably, US research has suggested that, 
independent of poverty and socio- demographic differences, 
food- insecure individuals have poorer quality diets than 
food- secure adults.19 Furthermore, food- insecure adults 
reportedly use food sources differently; analysis of the US 
National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey data in-
dicated that the dietary quality of foods sourced from gro-
cery stores was higher in the highly food secure individuals.22

Food security influences food choice. Accessibility to 
nutritious foods is central to food security and, likewise, is 
a pre- requisite to an adequate diet. Poor diet has been im-
plicated in the global disease and mortality burden, and the 
need to improve diets has been highlighted.23 Chief risk fac-
tors are diets high in sodium and those low in fruit, vegeta-
bles, whole grains, nuts and seeds, and omega- 3 fatty acids, 
with each of these factors accounting for at least 2% of deaths 
globally.23 Furthermore, the relevance of FV consumption 
to an adequate diet and food- based dietary guidelines in-
ternationally is established.24 Therefore, the present study 

aimed to identify subgroups of the population that may be 
considered more at risk with respect to food security, as well 
as to explore the relationship between food security and FV 
consumption.

M ETHODS

The present study used data from the Food and You survey, 
a biennial cross- sectional survey administered by the Food 
Standards Agency. The Food and You survey focusses on 
the UK population's self- reported food- related behaviours, 
attitudes and knowledge.25 Using a random probability 
cross- sectional design, a representative sample from all in-
cluded countries (England, Wales and Northern Ireland) is 
obtained, with data collected via face- to- face interviews with 
a trained interviewer.26 Further details on the methodology, 
including the sample design and sampling frame, are avail-
able elsewhere.26 In 2016, for the first time, the Food and You 
survey included items on food security.25 Cognitive testing 
techniques were used to check respondents’ understanding 
and ability to select response options and the sensitivity of 
questions, before the full questionnaire was piloted; fur-
ther details are available.26,27 The presented study used data 
from this wave in 2016.28 The data relate to a representative 
sample (n = 3118) aged ≥ 16 years, recruited with an overall 
response rate of 52.6%.26 The Government Social Research 
guidelines were adhered to, including participants’ informed 
consent (for participants under the age of 18 years, consent 
from the legal guardian/parent was obtained); ethical ap-
proval for the data collection was obtained from NatCen in-
ternal Research Ethics Committee29 (NatCen 2019, personal 
communication).

Ten items from a validated measure of food security, in-
cluded in the survey, were used in the presented study; these 
corresponded to the US Adult Food Security Survey Module 
developed by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA).30– 32 
These items revolved around food- related behaviours and/or 
experiences related to difficulties in meeting food needs30,31 
(Table 1). In the study, these data were used to compile a Food 
Security Score (range: 0– 10) on the basis of the Adult Food 
Security Scale.32 The score corresponded to a measure of the 
severity of food insecurity30 where a higher score indicated 
a lower food security. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was cal-
culated and showed good internal consistency (0.86), which 
corresponded well with coefficients from other studies using 
the USDA measure for food security.33 The original data-
set also categorised respondents according to USDA food se-
curity status, that is, high, marginal, low and very low food 
security. High food security status reflects households with 
no difficulties or anxiety accessing adequate food, whereas 
marginal food security status households experience diffi-
culties at times or anxiety (but overall, the quality, variety 
and quantity are not substantially affected). Low food secu-
rity households decrease the quality, variety and desirability 
of food consumed, at the same time maintaining the overall 
quantity and normal eating patterns. In very low food secure 



   | 3FOOD INSECURITY AND FV

households, the eating patterns of at least one member of the 
household was disrupted with reduced intake.25,34

A further eleven items in the survey related to respon-
dents’ changes based on finances (Table 1). For the present 
study, these were deemed less ‘severe’ and used to compile 
the Food Changes Score, which ranged from 0 to 11, with a 
lower score reflecting fewer changes made. Cronbach's alpha 
coefficient for the food changes scale was 0.83, showing good 
internal consistency. Also in this study, a food changes status 
was compiled, with cases banded into four categories (i.e., 
no, few, some and many food changes made).

Fruit and vegetable consumption was established with 
three items: How often do you eat raw fruit? How often do 
you eat raw vegetables, including salad? How often do you 
eat cooked vegetables? The response options ranged from ‘at 
least once a day’ to ‘never’. Responses for these items were 
combined to provide a FV score, with a higher FV score cor-
responding to more frequent consumption. Internal scale 

reliability was assessed using mean inter- item correlation 
(because there were three component items), which was 
calculated at 0.30, within the optimal range of 0.2– 0.4.35 
Respondents were categorised based on their FV scores (i.e., 
never/rarely, sometimes, often and regularly consumes FV).

The dataset was analysed using SPSS, version 21 (IBM 
Corp.). Weighting was applied accordingly (further details 
are available elsewhere25), and descriptive analysis un-
dertaken, with a focus on levels of food security and food 
changes by key demographic variables. Kendall's correlation 
tests, a nonparametric measure of the strength of the rela-
tionship between two ordinal variables, were conducted to 
examine scores. To examine the relationship between age 
and also gender and food security status, food changes sta-
tus and FV consumption, chi- squared tests of independence 
were undertaken. A logistic regression model was developed 
to examine the relationship between Food Security Score 
and Food Changes Scores and FV consumption (dichoto-
mised to high and low). The model was adjusted for gender, 
age, household income, education, working status and coun-
try. p < 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

R E SU LTS

Food security status and financially driven changes varied 
across demographic characteristics, Figure 1 and Table 2. 
The sample comprised 3118 participants (51.2% women); 
one- third of participants were 35– 54  years (33.4%), and 
three- fifths (60.6%) were in work, with 22% being retired. 
Almost one- third had a degree/diploma in higher education 
as their highest attained qualification (32.1%).

Most (79.2%) were in the category of high food security; 
the remainder experienced marginal (12.6%), low (5.4%) and 
very low food security (2.8%). Food security status was as-
sociated with gender (χ2 = 16.41, df = 3, n = 3118, p < 0.001, 
φc = 0.07); more men (80.9%) were highly food secure com-
pared to women (77.7%) and more women had a low and very 
low food security status. Interestingly, when considering 
only respondents with responsibility for all or most of the 
food preparation/cooking and food/grocery shopping (most 
of whom were women), then this association did not hold. 
There were significant associations between these responsi-
bilities and gender (food preparation/cooking φc = 0.41; food/
grocery shopping φc = 0.38); the odds of being responsible 
for all or most of the food preparation/cooking for women 
was 4.70 times that of men; the equivalent for food/grocery 
shopping for women was 4.64 times that of men.

The most food secure age group was ≥ 75 years, with the 
least secure being the youngest (16– 24 years). Here, low and 
very low food security accounted for 9.2% and 6.3%, respec-
tively, of the youngest respondents; furthermore, one- fifth 
fell in the marginal food security band (21.2%). A general 
pattern of increasing food security with age was observed; 
food security status and age had a significant association 
but with a small effect size (χ2 = 174.04, df = 18, n = 3115, 
p < 0.0001, φc = 0.14). A greater proportion of unemployed 

T A B L E  1  Items relating to food security and financially driven food 
changes

Food security

‘I/We worried whether my/our food would run out before I/we got 
money to buy more’

Was that often true, sometimes true, or never true for you/your 
household in the last 12 months?

‘The food that I/we bought just didn't last, and I/we didn't have money 
to get more’

Was that often true, sometimes true, or never true for you/your 
household in the last 12 months?

‘I/We couldn't afford to eat balanced meals’
Was that often true, sometimes true, or never true for you/your 

household in the last 12 months?
In the last 12 months, since last (name of current month), did you or 

other adults in your household ever cut the size of your meals or 
skip meals because there wasn't enough money for food? (if yes) How 
often did this happen –  almost every month, some months but not 
every month, or in only 1 or 2 months?

In the last 12 months, did you ever eat less than you felt you should 
because there wasn't enough money for food?

In the last 12 months, were you ever hungry but didn't eat because there 
wasn't enough money for food?

In the last 12 months, did you lose weight because there wasn't enough 
money for food?

In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever 
not eat for a whole day because there wasn't enough money for 
food? (if yes) How often did this happen— almost every month, some 
months but not every month, or in only 1 or 2 months?

Financially driven food changes

Have you made any of these changes in the last 12 months for financial 
reasons?

Eaten at home more
Cooked at home more
Eaten fewer takeaways
Eaten out less
Made packed lunches more
Bought items that were on special offer more
Changed the places you buy food for cheaper alternatives
Changed the food you buy to cheaper alternatives
Prepared food that could be kept as leftovers more
Kept leftovers for longer before eating
Eaten food past its use- by date more
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respondents had very low (19.8%) or low food security 
(15.1%) compared to other groups. The retired were the 
most food secure (91.5% with high food security status). 
The percentage of highly food secure individuals increases 
with household income. Households with the highest in-
come were overwhelmingly in the highly food secure status 
(90.7%); in contrast, only 59.6% of those with an income less 
than £10,399 were highly food secure, and 14.5% were cate-
gorised as very low food secure.

When considering financially driven changes, more 
than two- fifths of respondents reported at least one change; 
for example, bought items that were on special offer more 
(20.3%) and changed the place to buy food for cheaper al-
ternatives (17.6%). More women (48.8%) than men (37.7%) 

reported at least one change, and a significant association 
(with a small effect size) was observed (χ2 =  39.09, df  =  1, 
n = 3118, p < 0.0001, φ = 0.11). Likewise, more women (than 
men) reported any individual change (Figure 2); the associ-
ations between each change (except for eaten out less) and 
gender were significant (small effect sizes). When restricting 
the sample to only those with main responsibility for all or 
most of the food/grocery shopping and food preparation/
cooking, the association between gender and reporting at 
least one change remained significant and weak (χ2 = 14.04, 
df = 1, n = 1310, p < 0.0005, φ = 0.10). Interestingly however, 
the association did not hold for four changes: eaten food past 
its use- by date more, kept leftovers for longer before eating, 
changed the places you buy food for cheaper alternatives and 

F I G U R E  1  Food security status and financially driven changes: distribution (%) by gender and age
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made packed lunches more. For all changes, an association 
between age and reporting financially driven changes was 
observed; with the largest effects being observed for ‘no 
changes’ (χ2 = 327.92, df = 6, n = 3113, p < 0.0001, φc = 0.33) 
where most 16– 24  year olds (58.1%) and 25– 34  year olds 
(60.6%) reported at least one change compared to a minority 
of those aged 75 years or more (13.1%) and 65– 74 year olds 
(21.1%).

Gender was associated with FV consumption (χ2 = 146.42, 
df = 3, n = 3119, p < 0.0001, φc = 0.22) and more than one- half 
of women (52.6%) were regular consumers of FV compared 
to less than one- third of men (31.7%). FV consumption 
was also associated with age (χ2 = 115.19, df = 18, n = 3114, 
p < 0.0001, φc = 0.11); one- half of 65– 74 year olds were regu-
lar consumers of FV (50.7%) compared to less than one- third 
of 16– 24 year olds (30.8%).

Kendall's correlation tests revealed a significant but weak 
negative correlation (τ  =  −0.116, p  <  0.0001) between food 
security (higher Food Security Score corresponds to lower 
food security) and FV consumption (FV score), and between 
food changes (higher Food Changes Score corresponds to 
more changes) and FV consumption (FV score; τ = −0.043, 
p < 0.005). There was a significant association between food 
security status and FV consumption (χ2  =  91.07, df  =  9, 
n = 3118, p < 0.0001, φc = 0.10). More individuals of a higher 
food security status were in the highest consumers of FV 
compared to those of a lower food security status. Likewise, 
a significant association between food changes status and 
FV consumption was observed (χ2 = 50.28, df = 9, n = 3119, 
p < 0.0001, φc = 0.07). Effect sizes for both these associations 
are small.

The logistic regression model developed to examine 
the relationship between Food Security and Food Changes 

Scores with FV consumption as the dependent variable (di-
chotomised to high and low) was statistically significant 
(χ2 = 345.01, df = 23, n = 2452, p < 0.0001) and able to dif-
ferentiate between those who reported a higher and a lower 
frequency for FV consumption, correctly classifying 65.4% 
of cases and explaining 18.4% (Nagelkerke R2) of the vari-
ance in FV consumption. Food Security and Food Changes 
Scores, independently, were significant predictors (p < 0.001 
and p < 0.05, respectively) for FV consumption. When con-
trolling for age, gender, household income, working status, 
education and country, with every unit increment in the 
Food Security Score (i.e., less food secure), there was an 11% 
decrease [odds ratio (OR)  =  0.89; 95% confidence interval 
(CI) = 0.83– 0.95] in the odds of being a high FV consumer. 
Likewise, the odds of being a high FV consumer decreased 
by 5% (OR = 0.95; 95% CI = 0.91– 0.99) with every unit incre-
ment in the Food Changes Score.

Other variables contributed to FV consumption, most 
notably gender [women were almost three times as likely 
(OR = 2.88) to report having a higher FV consumption then 
men], age [individuals aged 65– 74  years being almost four 
times as likely (OR = 3.88) to report a high FV consumption 
compared to those aged 16– 24 years] and education [those 
with a degree/diploma in higher education or a higher/post-
graduate degree were more likely (OR = 1.77 and OR = 3.10, 
respectively) to report high FV consumption compared to 
those whose highest qualifications were GCSEs].

DISCUSSION

The present study examined food security and financially 
driven food changes in relation to FV consumption in a large 

F I G U R E  2  Financially driven changes as reported by men and women (% of men and women, separately)
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representative sample across England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland. Furthermore, the study demonstrated the relation-
ship between food security and FV consumption. The find-
ings revealed that, although most individuals were food 
secure, with no difficulty or anxiety around accessing ad-
equate food, the prevalence rates of marginal, low and very 
low food security were 12.6%, 5.4% and 2.8%, respectively. 
This outlines the extent and nature of food insecurity, and 
responds to calls aiming to identify those at most risk.17 It 
is interesting to consider these levels with reference to, for 
example, the prevalence of very low food security in the 
USA, at 4.3%.36 The prevalence rates in the presented study 
can also be compared with FAO data for the UK (measured 
on a different scale, the Food Insecurity Experience Scale), 
which indicated a 3- year average for 2017– 2019 of 5% at the 
moderate or severe level and 1.3% at the severe level for food 
insecurity.5

The present study also revealed a relationship between 
gender and both food security status and food changes sta-
tus, with more women experiencing low and very low food 
security, and making more financially driven food changes. 
This may be a reflection of women as the traditional gate-
keepers when it comes to food provision. In this represen-
tative sample, the odds of being responsible for all or most 
of the food preparation/cooking were more than four times 
higher for women than those for men; likewise, for all or 
most of the food/grocery shopping, the odds were more 
than four times higher for women than those for men. It 
may follow that women are more aware of levels of house-
hold food security by virtue of their responsibility for food 
provision. Interestingly, this argument is supported by the 
data, whereby food security and gender were no longer sig-
nificantly associated when the sample was restricted to those 
respondents with responsibility for food. This was less ap-
parent for financially driven food changes, where gender 
was still a significant variable for some changes. The role of 
gender in food security is critical; globally, women have been 
shown to have a higher probability of being food insecure 
compared to men.37 Furthermore, in the developed regions 
of the European Union, women are almost five percentage 
points more likely to experience food insecurity of some 
level than men.37

As well as gender, age was also important in consider-
ing those most at risk, with younger individuals being more 
likely to have lower food security status and also make more 
financially driven food changes. An inverse association be-
tween age and food insecurity has been reported previously 
in the USA38 and Australia.39

When examining food security and FV consumption, 
the more food insecure a person and the more changes to 
an individual's food habits because of financial reasons, the 
more likely they were to report a lower frequency of FV con-
sumption. For every unit increment in the Food Security 
Score (i.e., less food secure), there was an 11% decrease in the 
likelihood of reporting a higher FV consumption. The num-
ber of financially driven food changes was also associated 
with FV consumption, showing a 5% decrease in the odds of 

reporting a higher FV consumption for every unit increment 
in the Food Changes Score. This provides evidence that an 
individual's food security status can influence the frequency 
of consumption of certain foods, in support of literature on 
the adverse relationship between food insecurity and dietary 
patterns.40 Moreover, given the place of FV within dietary 
guidelines, and as a public health priority, then its relation-
ship with food security is pertinent.

Previous work from across the world has found an as-
sociation between food security and FV consumption.41– 44 
A US study of low- income pregnant women found that, as 
the food security decreased, fresh FV variety in the home 
declined, which was then associated with reduced FV con-
sumption.41 An analysis of the Korean National Health and 
Nutrition Examination Survey showed food insecurity to be 
associated with inadequate dietary intake, including lower 
FV consumption.42 Both studies measured food security 
based on the US Household Food Security Survey Module. 
A Brazilian study also adapted this module and found food 
insecurity to negatively affect FV consumption,43 alongside 
other work reporting food- insecure households to have a 
more monotonous diet, largely composed of high energy 
foods.45

In the present study, it is important to acknowledge the 
limitations, including the self- report nature of the data. 
Likewise, the relevance of social desirability and social ap-
proval bias in general dietary self- report is relevant, as is the 
possibility of under- reporting of food insecurity. The study's 
cross- sectional nature and the model specificity, in terms 
of the variables included, should be acknowledged (e.g., 
food skills and nutrition knowledge were not considered). 
Furthermore, it is important to recognise the complex nature 
of food habits and the interplay of other variables, not in-
cluded in the analysis. The Food Changes and FV scores are 
unique to this study, and should be considered in the context 
of the items, when comparing across studies. Furthermore, 
the FV score, based on three items, was at an individual level 
and incorporated raw fruit, raw/cooked vegetables and salad, 
but did not, for example, capture tinned fruit, and may have 
also been under- reported with respect to compound dishes.

This findings of the present study contribute to the mount-
ing evidence concerning the prevalence of food insecurity, 
and likewise inform the development of dedicated strategies 
and interventions to address household food security. Given 
the observed relevance of the food gatekeeper (i.e., the indi-
vidual with responsibility for most/all food), in addition to 
the greater risk of food insecurity in lower income house-
holds, as well as in those who are younger and unemployed, 
efforts should be targeted at those most relevant.

Other implications lie in the relationships observed be-
tween food security (also financially driven food changes) 
and FV consumption. With dietary risk factors being im-
plicated in the global burden of non- communicable dis-
ease and diets low in FV being specifically highlighted,23 
there is a need to establish and address the full implica-
tions of food security on the diet of those affected. Future 
studies focussing on wholegrains, fast food consumption 
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and dietary patterns would provide a better understanding 
of diet across food security status in the UK. Food insecu-
rity has been found to be associated with dietary outcomes 
for populations in US,19 Canada20 and France.21 Likewise, 
studies could provide an understanding of the complex-
ities of how compromised food security relates to lower 
FV consumption. This is critical to inform wider targeted 
strategies, and ref lects recommendations to consider food 
insecurity alongside hunger, malnutrition and obesity, 
given their shared causal factors.3 In this way, steps can be 
taken to ameliorate the dietary consequences on the indi-
viduals and households most affected.

CONCLUSIONS

Most of the population were considered to be in the cat-
egory of high food security; a notable proportion, how-
ever, experienced marginal (12.6%), low (5.4%) or very low 
food security (2.8%). Food insecurity, as well as financially 
driven food changes, were accompanied by decreases in 
the odds of being a high FV consumer. As the prevalence 
of food insecurity in the UK rises, and its implications on 
diets materialise, the calls to develop measures to address 
food insecurity become more urgent, and there is a need to 
incorporate food security within strategies aiming to im-
prove dietary practices. This ref lects recommendations to 
consider hunger, malnutrition and obesity alongside food 
insecurity. Given the mounting evidence of its pervasive 
nature and the existing health inequalities, there is an im-
perative to act in an attempt to limit the reach and conse-
quences of food insecurity.

AC K NOW L E D G M E N T S
We acknowledge the UK Data Service for providing the data, 
as well as NatCen Social Research for additional details re-
garding the survey methodology. The authors received no 
financial support for the research, authorship and/or publi-
cation of this article.

C ON F L IC T OF I N T E R E S T S
The authors have no conflicts of interest.

AU T HOR C ON T R I BU T ION S
HE conceived the study. OT, HE and MH analysed and in-
terpreted the data. OT drafted the manuscript, and all au-
thors contributed to the revision of the manuscript, and 
also read and approved the final manuscript submitted for 
publication.

T R A N SPA R E NC Y DE C L A R AT ION
The lead author affirms that this manuscript is an honest, ac-
curate and transparent account of the study being reported. 
The reporting of this work is compliant with STROBE guide-
lines. The lead author affirms that no important aspects of 
the study have been omitted and that any discrepancies from 
the study as planned have been explained.

ORC I D
M. Homer   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1161-5938 
H. Ensaff   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4582-5244 

R E F E R E N C E S
 1. Loopstra R. Interventions to address household food insecurity in 

high- income countries. Proc Nutr Soc. 2018;77:270– 81.
 2. Pollard CM, Booth S. Food insecurity and hunger in rich coun-

tries— it is time for action against inequality. Int J Environ Res Public 
Health. 2019;16:1804.

 3. House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee. Sustainable 
development goals in the UK follow up: hunger, malnutrition 
and food insecurity in the UK. HC 2017- 2019, 1491. London: The 
Stationery Office; 2019.

 4. World Bank. GDP ranking 2019. Washington, DC: World Bank; 2020.
 5. FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP, WHO. The state of food security and nu-

trition in the world 2020. Transforming food systems for affordable 
healthy diets. Rome: FAO; 2020.

 6. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Voices 
of the hungry technical report: methods for estimating comparable 
rates of food insecurity experienced by adults throughout the world. 
Rome: FAO; 2016.

 7. Human Rights Watch. Nothing left in the cupboards: austerity, wel-
fare cuts, and the right to food in the UK. New York, NY: Human 
Rights Watch; 2019.

 8. Aborisade B, Bach C. Assessing the pillars of sustainable food secu-
rity. Eur Int J Sci Technol. 2014;3:117– 25.

 9. FAO. Guidelines for National Food Insecurity and Vulnerability 
Information and Mapping Systems (FIVIMS): background and prin-
ciples. Committee on World Food Security, 24th Session. Rome, 2– 5 
June 1998. Rome: FAO; 1998.

 10. USDA ERS. Definitions of food security; 2019. https://www.ers.usda.
gov/topic s/food- nutri tion- assis tance/ food- secur ity- in- the- us/defin 
ition s- of- food- secur ity.aspx. Accessed July 29, 2020.

 11. Anderson SA. Core indicators of nutritional state for difficult- to- 
sample populations. J Nutr. 1990;120:1555– 600.

 12. Smith MD, Rabbitt MP, Coleman- Jensen A. Who are the world’s food 
insecure? New evidence from the food and agriculture organization’s 
food insecurity experience scale. World Dev. 2017;93:402– 12.

 13. Power M, Uphoff EP, Stewart- Knox B, Small N, Doherty B, Pickett 
KE. Food insecurity and socio- demographic characteristics in two 
UK ethnic groups: an analysis of women in the Born in Bradford co-
hort. J Public Health (Bangkok). 2018;40:32– 40.

 14. FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP, WHO. The state of food security and nu-
trition in the world 2017. Rome: FAO; 2017.

 15. Wardle J, Parmenter K, Waller J. Nutrition knowledge and food in-
take. Appetite. 2000;34:269– 75.

 16. Population Health Team NHS Digital. Health survey for England 
2018: adult’s health- related behaviours. Leeds: NHS Digital; 2019.

 17. Taylor A, Loopstra R. Too poor to eat: food insecurity in the UK. 
London, UK: The Food Foundation; 2016.

 18. Butler P. UK hunger survey to measure food insecurity. Guardian. 
2019. https://www.thegu ardian.com/socie ty/2019/feb/27/gover nment 
- to- launc h- uk- food- insec urity - index. Accessed February 27, 2019.

 19. Leung CW, Epel ES, Ritchie LD, Crawford PB, Laraia BA. Food inse-
curity is inversely associated with diet quality of lower- income adults. 
J Acad Nutr Diet. 2014;114:1943– 53.

 20. Kirkpatrick SI, Tarasuk V. Food insecurity is associated with nutri-
ent inadequacies among Canadian adults and adolescents. J Nutr. 
2008;138:604– 12.

 21. Bocquier A, Vieux F, Lioret S, Dubuisson C, Caillavet F, Darmon N. 
Socio- economic characteristics, living conditions and diet quality 
are associated with food insecurity in France. Public Health Nutr. 
2015;18:2952– 61.

 22. Spees CK, Clark JE, Hooker NH, Watowicz RP, Taylor CA. Dietary in-
take contributions of food and beverages by source and food security 
status in US adults. J Nutr Educ Behav. 2017;49:667– 83.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1161-5938
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1161-5938
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4582-5244
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4582-5244
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/definitions-of-food-security.aspx
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/definitions-of-food-security.aspx
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/definitions-of-food-security.aspx
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/feb/27/government-to-launch-uk-food-insecurity-index
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2019/feb/27/government-to-launch-uk-food-insecurity-index


   | 9FOOD INSECURITY AND FV

 23. GBD 2017 Diet Collaborators. Health effects of dietary risks in 195 
countries, 1990– 2017: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of 
Disease Study 2017. Lancet. 2019;393:1958– 72.

 24. Herforth A, Arimond M, Álvarez- Sánchez C, Coates J, Christianson 
K, Muehlhoff E. A global review of food- based dietary guidelines. 
Adv Nutr. 2019;10:590– 605.

 25. NatCen Social Research. Food and You survey, Wave 4 (2016): User 
guide. London: NatCen Social Research; 2017.

 26. Bates B, Hovard P, Lubian K, Papp M, Eaton E. The Food and You sur-
vey, Wave 4: Technical report. London, UK: NatCen Social Research 
& Food Standards Agency; 2017.

 27. Bates B, Hovard P, Sal N, Eaton E. The Food & You survey, Wave 4: 
Development report. London, UK: NatCen Social Research & Food 
Standards Agency; 2017.

 28. NatCen Social Research FSA. Food and You survey, 2016 [data 
collection]. UK Data Service SN: 8193. https://doi.org/10.5255/
UKDA- SN- 8193- 1.

 29. Food Standards Agency. Statement of statistical sources for Food and 
You reports; 2019.

 30. Bickel G, Nord M, Price C, Hamilton W, Cook J. Guide to measur-
ing household food security, rev2ised 2000. Alexandria, VA: U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service; 2000.

 31. Bates B, Roberts C, Lepps H, Porter L. The food and you survey, 
wave 4: combined report for England, Wales and Northern Ireland. 
London: NatCen Social Research & Food Standards Agency; 2017.

 32. USDA. U.S. adult food security survey module: three- stage design, 
with screeners. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Economic Research Service; 2012.

 33. Marques ES, Reichenheim ME, De Moraes CL, Antunes MML, 
Salles- Costa R. Household food insecurity: A systematic review of 
the measuring instruments used in epidemiological studies. Public 
Health Nutr. 2015;18:877– 92.

 34. USDA. USDA ERS –  measurement; 2019. [Cited 2020 Jul.] Available 
from: https://www.ers.usda.gov/topic s/food- nutri tion- assis tance/ 
food- secur ity- in- the- us/measu rement.aspx. Accessed July 29, 2020.

 35. Piedmont RL. Inter- item correlations. In: Michalos AC, editor. 
Encyclopedia of quality of life and well- being research. Dordrecht: 
Springer Netherlands, 2014; p. 3303– 4.

 36. Coleman- Jensen A, Rabbitt MP, Gregory CA, Singh A. Household 
food security in the United States in 2018, ERR- 270. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service; 2019.

 37. Broussard NH. What explains gender differences in food insecurity? 
Food Policy 2019;83:180– 94.

 38. DelVecchio DT, Hake M, Morgan B, O’Leary M. Baby boomers and 
beyond: facing hunger after fifty. Chicago, IL: Feeding America; 2015.

 39. Butcher LM, O’Sullivan TA, Ryan MM, Lo J, Devine A. Utilising 
a multi- item questionnaire to assess household food security in 
Australia. Health Promot J Aust. 2019;30:9– 17.

 40. Morales ME, Berkowitz SA. The relationship between food insecu-
rity, dietary patterns, and obesity. Curr Nutr Rep. 2016;5:54– 60.

 41. Nunnery DL, Labban JD, Dharod JM. Interrelationship between food 
security status, home availability of variety of fruits and vegetables 
and their dietary intake among low- income pregnant women. Public 
Health Nutr. 2018;21:807– 15.

 42. Kim HJ, Oh K. Household food insecurity and dietary intake in 
Korea: results from the 2012 Korea National Health and Nutrition 
Examination Survey. Public Health Nutr. 2015;18:3317– 25.

 43. Araújo ML, Mendonça RD, Lopes Filho JD, Lopes ACS. Association 
between food insecurity and food intake. Nutrition. 2018;54:54– 9.

 44. Asfour L, Natale R, Uhlhorn S, Arheart KL, Haney K, Messiah 
SE. Ethnicity, household food security, and nutrition and activity 
patterns in families with preschool children. J Nutr Educ Behav. 
2015;47:498– 505.

 45. Panigassi G, Segall- Correa AM, Marin- Leon L, Perez- Escamilla R, 
Maranha LK, Sampaio MD. Intra- family food insecurity and profile 
of food consumption [Insegurança alimentar intrafamiliar e perfil de 
consumo de alimentos]. Rev Nutr. 2008;21:135– 44.

How to cite this article: Turnbull O, Homer M, Ensaff 
H. Food insecurity: Its prevalence and relationship to 
fruit and vegetable consumption. J Hum Nutr Diet. 
2021;00:1–9. https://doi.org/10.1111/jhn.12866

https://doi.org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-8193-1
https://doi.org/10.5255/UKDA-SN-8193-1
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/measurement.aspx
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/measurement.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1111/jhn.12866

