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Abstract

As a group, LGBTQ+ people experience food insecurity at a disproportionately high rate, yet food security scholars and
practitioners are only beginning to uncover patterns in how food insecurity varies by subgroups of this diverse community.
In this paper, we use data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Household Pulse Survey—which added measures of gender identity
and sexuality for the first time in 2021—to analyze New Englanders’ food insufficiency rates by gender, sexuality, race, and
ethnicity. We find that (1) in the past seven days, 13.0 percent of LGB + (lesbian, gay, bisexual, and other non-heterosexual)
New Englanders experience food insufficiency—which is nearly twice the rate of heterosexual people—and 19.8 percent of
transgender+ (transgender, genderqueer, gender non-binary, and other non-cisgender people) New Englanders experience
food insufficiency—which is two to three times the rate of cisgender men and women. (2) Whereas cisgender New Eng-
landers experience food insufficiency at a lower rate than their counterparts in the rest of the nation (about two percentage
points lower for both cisgender men and women), transgender+ New Englanders experience no such New England advantage
compared to transgender+ people in the country as a whole. (3) LGBTQ+ New Englanders of color experience devastatingly
high rates of food insufficiency, with, for example, one in three Black transgender+New Englanders not having enough food
to eat in the past seven days. These findings suggest that addressing food insecurity in New England demands approaching
the problem with an intersectional queer lens, with attention to the ways in which racism, cissexism, and heterosexism are
creating a systemic, ongoing food crisis for LGBTQ+ New Englanders, especially those who are transgender+ and/or people
of color.
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encourages us to focus on how gender and sexuality—along
with intersecting identities like race and class—relate to
everyday things like eating (Leslie et al. 2019). Fortunately,
there has been a recent surge in research on LGBTQ+ food
insecurity (e.g., Conron and O’Neill 2021). However, aside
from Russomanno and Jabson Tree’s (2020, p 5) survey of
the Southeastern U.S. (n=105), this body of work has yet
to quantify this phenomenon with a regional lens, despite
important food policy decisions being implemented at these
regional levels (e.g., New England State Food System Plan-
ners Partnership 2022). Here, we focus on New England to
offer locally actionable data for a region of 15 million people
(authors’ own analysis of 2020 Decennial Census Redistrict-
ing Data). Doing so also sheds light on the experiences of
LGBTQ+ people in a politically liberal region of the U.S.,
through the lens of food access. Four of the six New England
states have food insecurity rates lower than the national rate
(Coleman-Jensen et al. 2021), but does this New England
exceptionalism hold for its LGBTQ+ residents?

In this paper, we analyze New England LGBTQ+ food
insufficiency—across gender identity, sexuality, race, ethnic-
ity, and income—using data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
Household Pulse Survey. The experimental survey, designed
to capture information about how households are faring dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, began data collection in April
2020, but did not add measures of gender identity and sexual
orientation until July 2021. According to Conron (2022),
this inclusion of gender identity and sexuality questions
“was directly related to the Biden administration’s executive
orders about data collection and equity,” making this “one of
the first times, to my knowledge, that we have information
about food insufficiency for trans people in a big national
survey data set.” This survey’s measure of food insecurity
differs from the official measure in its reference period—
asking respondents about their food situation in the past
seven days, rather than the past 12 months—and in its com-
plexity; our measure is a single question, whereas officially
food insecurity is measured in a multi-stage series of up to
18 questions. Here, people who report sometimes or often
not having enough to eat in the past seven days are described
as experiencing “food insufficiency.”

Because this measure does not capture, for instance,
people who did not have enough to eat last month but who
did last week, our results likely underreport the extent of
LGBTQ+ food insecurity in New England. Still, our three
main findings speak to the severity of the problem:

First, we estimate that in the past seven days, 13.0 percent
of LGB + New Englanders experience food insufficiency—
which is nearly twice the rate of heterosexual people—and
19.8 percent of transgender+ New Englanders experience
food insufficiency—which is two to three times the rate
of cisgender men and women. Second, whereas cisgender
New Englanders experience food insufficiency at a lower
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rate than their counterparts in the rest of the nation (about
two percentage points lower for both cisgender men and
women) transgender+ New Englanders experience no such
New England advantage compared to transgender+ people
in the country as a whole. Third, LGBTQ+ New Englan-
ders of color experience devastatingly high rates of food
insufficiency, with, for example, one in three Black transgen-
der+ New Englanders not having enough food to eat in the
past 7 days.

These findings indicate that even in a politically liberal
region with a low overall food insecurity rate, existing poli-
cies fail to ensure food security for New Englanders who
identify as people of color, transgender+, and LGB +. As we
will demonstrate, practice that relies on an income or class
lens alone is insufficient for relieving these inequities. A
socially just approach to addressing food insecurity demands
explicit attention to the intersections of racism, cissexism,
and heterosexism.

Literature review

Approaches to food insecurity in food systems
literature

Much of the public health, nutrition, and interdisciplinary
food systems scholarship addressing food insecurity is
focused on food accessibility and availability by increas-
ing individuals’ access to fresh fruits and vegetables (Allen
2004; Dailey et al. 2015; Hsiao et al. 2019; Lytle and Sokol
2017; Westengen and Banik 2016). This work is often cen-
tered on “food deserts,” a contentious concept that defines
areas lacking easy access to supermarkets or full-size gro-
cery stores that sell a wide range of healthy and fresh food
(Caramaschi 2017; Meenar and Hoover 2012; Sadler et al.
2013). A more recent line of research focused on the impacts
of food environments examines so-called food swamps, or
areas with a high-density of high-calorie fast food and junk
food stores, relative to healthier food options (Cooksey-
Stowers et al. 2017; Cooksey-Stowers et al. 2020). Many
intervention-oriented initiatives have accordingly utilized
this physical proximity-focused approach and focused on
increasing the availability of fresh foods in low-income
neighborhoods, based on the assumption that these initia-
tives will improve individuals’ diet quality and food secu-
rity (e.g. Blackmore 2013; Dailey et al. 2015; Hanson et al.
2022; Sadler 2016; Savoie-Roskos et al. 2016). For instance,
an extensive line of research is focused on the potential of
initiatives designed to increase the accessibility and avail-
ability of fresh produce in low income and underserved com-
munities, including urban agriculture (Siegner et al. 2018),
community gardens (Furness and Gallaher 2018), farmers
markets and farm stands (Evans et al. 2012; Markowitz
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2013; Sage et al. 2013), mobile markets (Leone et al. 2017);
and related food assistance programs such as the farmers’
market nutrition program (Blumberg et al. 2022; Dimitri
et al. 2015; Johnson et al. 2020; O’Dare 2017; Singleton
et al. 2017).

However, studies examining the link between food access
and food insecurity are often inconclusive (Kirkpatrick and
Tarasuk 2010; Lytle and Sokol 2017; Ma et al. 2016). For
example, an analysis of three waves of the Southeastern
Pennsylvania Household Health Survey found that better
neighborhood food access is associated with lower risk of
food insecurity, yet most food insecure individuals reported
good food access, suggesting that buying power, not access,
may be the primary driver of food insecurity (Mayer et al.
2014). Other research demonstrates that financial constraints
are the underlying cause of food insecurity (Loopstra and
Tarasuk 2013; Kirkpatrick and Tarasuk 2011), and USDA
(United States Department of Agriculture) researchers have
estimated that a $10 increase in the price of a standard “bas-
ket” of key foods would increase food insecurity by about
2.5 percentage points among low-income households (Greg-
ory and Coleman-Jensen 2013). Not surprisingly, studies
evaluating the impact of programs and initiatives designed
to increase individual access to fresh foods often have neg-
ligible or limited impacts on food insecurity (Dailey et al.
2015; Sadler et al. 2013).

The food justice approach to food insecurity is more sys-
temic and focuses on the root causes of food insecurity. This
research suggests that income and employment, housing,
and transportation-based policy interventions would be more
effective than approaches focused on increasing food avail-
ability and accessibility (Horst et al. 2017; Loopstra and
Tarasuk 2013). Food justice scholars argue that food systems
initiatives and scholarship focus on increasing the availabil-
ity of fresh fruits and vegetables because this strategy is
easier, politically feasible, and more appealing to mobilize
around (such as planning a farmer’s market or community
garden) and obtain funding to support, rather than advocat-
ing for policies to address the root causes of food insecu-
rity or confronting class and racial inequities (Allen 2008;
Guthman 2011). Guthman (2011) argues that because the
importance of fresh, local, organic foods has been posed in
opposition to all that is wrong with the food system, access
to these foods is posed as the solution to food insecurity.
This discursive strategy defines the problem of food inse-
curity as unequal access to high-quality food rather than
disparities in wages, employment, or housing, yet Guthman
notes that “bringing good food to others isn’t changing the
conditions of exploitation and oppression or addressing the
privilege that also results from pervasive inequality” (Guth-
man 2011, p 161).

Food justice scholars pay explicit attention to the role of
structural racism and racial inequities in the root causes of

food insecurity (Bowen et al. 2021; Garth and Reese 2020;
Hatch et al. 2019; Reese 2019). For instance, food justice
activists have challenged the term food desert because it
suggests such inequity is “natural” (Bell et al. 2021) and
implies barren emptiness, ignoring the cultural richness of
the community and failing to acknowledge the context of
structural racialization, segregation, and racial injustice that
drives the lack of full-service grocery stores in communi-
ties of color (Corcoran 2021; Dickinson 2019; Usher 2015).
Instead, some food justice activists and scholars have devel-
oped the concept of “American Apartheid” to refer to the
lack of access to nutritious, affordable, culturally appropri-
ate food in low-income communities of color (Akom et al.
2016; Dickinson 2019). The relationship between neighbor-
hood food access and food security stems from the ways
urban development patterns and housing discrimination have
contributed to spatial inequities that separate communities
along racial and class lines (Ball et al. 2009; Bruce et al.
2020; Raja et al. 2008), so that low-income communities
of color who experience higher rates of food insecurity are
also more likely to live in neighborhoods with less access
to fresh foods. A line of related scholarship further unpacks
the conception of food deserts and swamps, conceptualizing
the centrality of sugar-sweetened foods and beverages as
a form of environmental racism (Hatch 2016; Hatch et al.
2019). Other scholars have called for expanding conceptions
of food access (Usher 2015) and connecting analyses of the
food environment with structural racism and racial inequi-
ties in socioeconomic status (Bell et al. 2019; Dombrowski
et al. 2022; Odoms-Young 2018). Food justice scholars and
activists emphasize the self-determination and resilience of
these communities and call for systems-level strategies to
challenge and transform the structural conditions and poli-
cies that perpetuate food insecurity in these communities
(Joyner et al. 2022; Leslie and White 2018; Reese 2019;
White 2018). Food justice scholars have done important
work on how these root causes intertwine with systemic
discrimination based on race and nationality but are only
beginning to uncover further intersections with gender iden-
tity and sexuality (Hoffelmeyer 2021; Leslie 2017, 2019;
Leslie et al. 2019).

LGBTQ + food insecurity

Food insecurity is fundamentally an issue of inadequate
resources, and LGBTQ+ food insecurity rates are fueled by
gender and sexual oppression in areas like job and hous-
ing discrimination, which push people toward poverty.
Despite common myths about affluent urban gay people,
LGBTQ+ poverty rates average 22 percent compared to 16
percent for cisgender heterosexual people, with a transgen-
der poverty rate of 29 percent (Badgett et al. 2019, p 2).
Thirty one percent of Black LGBTQ+ people experience
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poverty compared to 25 percent of Black cisgender hetero-
sexual people, and this pattern of higher poverty rates for
people of color persists across LGBTQ+ subgroups (Badgett
et al. 2019, p 3). A survey of transgender people in New
York state found that transgender people’s rates of having
lived below the poverty line and having been unhoused are
more than twice those of cisgender people (Frazer and Howe
2015, pp. 9-10). Qualitative studies on LGBTQ+ food inse-
curity find job discrimination is a primary driver of food
insecurity (McFadden 2020; Russomanno et al. 2019).
Another qualitative study found that lack of transportation
and stable housing are significant barriers to accessing emer-
gency food relief (Wilson et al. 2020, p 2). Although there is
insufficient data on LGBTQ+ poverty in New England, one
study finds that LGBTQ+ people disproportionately live in
poverty in Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and
Vermont (data were not available for the other New England
states) (Choi et al. 2019, pp. 18-23).

While these studies indicate that poverty resulting from
discriminatory policy and practices are the main drivers of
LGBTQ+ food insecurity, this oppression does not function
solely through its effects on income. A national analysis of
the same dataset we use here found that transgender people
are nearly twice as likely as cisgender people to experience
food insufficiency when their incomes are below 130 percent
of the federal poverty threshold and are more than four times
as likely as cisgender people to experience food insufficiency
when their incomes are above twice the poverty threshold
(Conron and O’Neill 2021, p 5). More than three quarters of
both cisgender and transgender respondents “reported that
their inability to afford more food was the cause of insuf-
ficient food in their households.” However, “Almost twice
as many transgender people as cisgender people reported
additional barriers to accessing food, including that they
could not get out to buy food (24.1 percent and 12.3 per-
cent, respectively) and safety concerns (22.0 percent and
11.8 percent, respectively)” (Conron and O’Neill 2021, p
7). Because these data were collected during the early phase
of the COVID-19 pandemic when inability to get out to buy
food and safety concerns were heightened for much of the
population, these findings warrant further research to assess
why these concerns were higher for transgender people. In
sum, structural racism, cissexism, and heterosexism drive
LGBTQ+ food insecurity by perpetrating poverty among
LGBTQ+ people and people of color, but also when income
levels are equivalent.

Since 2014, quantitative studies in nutrition and public
health have documented LGBTQ+ food insecurity, finding
patterns across race, gender identity, and sexuality. With
data from a large and nationally representative survey, a
pathbreaking study by the UCLA Williams Institute found
27 percent of LGBTQ+ people in the U.S. reported not hav-
ing enough money for food at some point in the last year
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compared to 17 percent of cisgender heterosexual people
(Brown et al. 2016, p 10). We see further disparities within
the LGBTQ+ community by race, with LGBTQ+ food inse-
curity rates higher than cisgender heterosexual rates within
each racial and ethnic group. Underscoring the essential
intersection of race with gender identity and sexuality is
the fact that even though LGBTQ+-food insecurity rates are
elevated among white people, at 21 percent, Brown et al.
(2016, p 15) found them lower than the food insecurity rates
reported by cisgender heterosexual African American and
Hispanic populations (24 and 28 percent, respectively) (see
also Patterson et al. 2020, p 5). A study in New York found
transgender people were nearly twice as likely as cisgen-
der people to report being food insecure (Frazer and Howe
2015, pp. 9-10). One study of transgender and gender non-
conforming people in the southeastern U.S. found 79 per-
cent of respondents experiencing food insecurity (Russo-
manno and Jabson Tree 2020, p 5). While the numbers vary
between these studies due to geography, data quality, and
food insecurity measures, there are clear patterns in food
insecurity rates by race, gender identity, sexuality, and their
intersections.

However, existing studies on LGBTQ+ food insecurity
rarely disaggregate gender identity from sexuality (lump-
ing together LGB + with transgender+ individuals under the
umbrella of LGBTQ+), which may inflate food insecurity
estimates for LGB + people while underestimating those
of transgender+ people. Furthermore, because it requires
a very large sample size to quantitatively analyze differ-
ences not only by gender identity and sexuality, but also
across racial groups, most of these studies rely on a national
geographic scope, which may cloud disparities within and
across regions. New England is a particularly interesting
region to investigate for these types of inequities, given its
reputation as a politically liberal region with a low overall
food insecurity rate. In this analysis, we investigate whether
deeper inequities are hidden by methods that aggregate the
most marginalized groups into broader categories.

Methodology
Data and Sample

We drew data for this analysis from the U.S. Census
Bureau’s Household Pulse Survey, specifically from Phases
3.2 through 3.5, which were collected between July 21,
2021 and August 8, 2022 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021). The
Household Pulse Survey utilizes the Census Bureau’s Mas-
ter Address File of more than 145 million housing units to
randomly select households for participation in the survey.
Data for Phase 3.2 were collected over six two-week incre-
ments called “weeks,” as an artifact of earlier survey design.
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Data for Phases 3.3 through 3.5 were collected in three two-
week increments, with two-week breaks in between. In each
“week,” more than one million households were randomly
selected to participate in the survey, and on average, about
64,000 did. The survey is completed online and requires
about 20 min for the selected respondent to answer questions
about themselves, their household, and their pandemic-era
experiences. Each week’s sample is independently selected
so that the six samples are made up of different respondents;
to ensure a large enough group of LGBTQ+ respondents to
generate statistically reliable estimates in this analysis, we
pool the six samples from Phase 3.2 (Weeks 34-39) and the
nine samples from Phases 3.3 through 3.5 (Weeks 40-48)
to create one sample that covers approximately a one-year
period (n=971,836).

Although we included all respondents in the initial sam-
ple, not everyone answered each survey question. To ensure
our analyses were among a consistent group of respondents,
we created a subpopulation for analysis, only allowing those
who answered the questions on gender identity, sexuality,
race and ethnicity, age, food insufficiency, income, educa-
tion, and state of residence to be included (n=763,509).
As noted throughout, we also limit most of the analysis to
survey respondents who live in one of the six New England
states (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, or Vermont). This final restriction yields our
final sample size for most of the tables (n="71,032).

Importantly, survey respondents are asked about food
insufficiency in reference to their entire household. At the
same time, characteristics about gender identity, sexual ori-
entation, race-ethnicity, and age are all collected only about
the individual responding to the survey on behalf of their
household. As a result, it should be noted that we are deriv-
ing person-level estimates of food insufficiency from a meas-
ure designed to collect information about an entire house-
hold. We suggest here that while this technical difference
should be borne in mind, the possibility that an LGB + or
transgender+ person would live in a household where some-
one else experienced food insufficiency, but the respondent
themselves did not, is minimal.

Among New England respondents, about 12 percent of
the sample identifies as LGB + and about two percent as
transgender+. State by state data collected by Gallup in 2015
and 2016 suggest that Vermont and Massachusetts have the
highest share of residents identifying as LGBT in the nation,
at around 5 percent of each state’s population (Gates 2017).
Although the Gallup data are older and patterns of self-
identification may have shifted over time, it is possible that
LGB + and transgender respondents are over-represented in
our sample, even after applying survey weights. However,
since most of our analyses are within the LGBTQ+ groups,
an underrepresentation of cisgender and heterosexual popu-
lations would not substantively change the findings here. In

terms of racial-ethnic composition, the 2020 Decennial Cen-
sus recorded that 73 percent of New England’s population
identifies as white and 88 percent identifies as non-Hispanic
(authors’ own analysis of 2020 Decennial Census redistrict-
ing data). In our sample, about 85 percent is white and 91
percent is non-Hispanic; applying survey weights partially
addresses this bias, but people of color are still underrep-
resented in our sample. It is not possible to measure the
effects of this nonresponse bias directly, although the Census
Bureau finds that response rates to the survey were dispro-
portionately high among people with higher incomes, and
in communities with low poverty, low housing vacancy, and
low rates of being uninsured (Peterson et al. 2021). Taken
together, this suggests that our sample may exclude some of
the most disadvantaged New Englanders.

Measures

The main “outcome” measure for this paper is food insuf-
ficiency. The specific survey question read “Getting enough
food can also be a problem for some people. In the last
7 days, which of these statements best describes the food
eaten in your household? Select only one answer.” Respond-
ents could select from (1) enough of the kinds of food (I/
we) wanted to eat; (2) enough, but not always the kinds of
food (I/we) wanted to eat; (3) sometimes not enough to eat;
or (4) often not enough to eat. For this paper, we consider
those who sometimes or often do not have enough to eat to
be experiencing food insufficiency.

Sexual orientation is measured with a single question ask-
ing respondents “which of the following best represents how
you think of yourself?”” Response options include gay or les-
bian; straight, that is not gay or lesbian; bisexual; something
else; or I don’t know. For this paper, respondents selecting
any option other than “straight, that is not gay or lesbian”
are considered LGB +.

Gender identity was collected as a series of questions ask-
ing respondents what gender they were assigned at birth and
whether they describe themselves as male, female, transgen-
der, or none of those. Here, respondents who identify as
transgender or none of these, or whose current gender iden-
tity does not align with their reported sex assigned at birth,
are considered transgender+.

Race and ethnicity were collected in two distinct ques-
tions. Respondents were first asked “Are you of Hispanic,
Latino, or Spanish origin?” and allowed to select yes or no.
Respondents were then asked “What is your race? Please
select all that apply” with the options to select from “white,
alone,” “Black, alone,” “Asian, alone,” or “Any other race
alone, or race in combination.” The Census Bureau recodes
the race responses before making the data public so that
any respondents selecting multiple races are shifted into the
fourth category (“race in combination”). We treat race and
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ethnicity separately here and make no revisions to either
measure.

While this U.S. Census Bureau’s Household Pulse Sur-
vey’s measures of race, ethnicity, gender identity, and sex-
ual orientation are far from capturing the actual diversity
within each characteristic, the survey’s large sample size
and recent addition of gender identity and sexual orientation
questions (which previously were not included at all) offer
a rare opportunity to analyze inequities among people with
intersecting marginalized identities in a regional context.

Methods

To assess potential disparities in food insufficiency between
LGBTQ+ and other respondents, we first conduct a series
of chi-square tests assessing food insufficiency by gender
identity and sexual orientation separately. We then assess
the relationship between food insufficiency and race and
ethnicity separately for LGB + and transgender+ respond-
ents with another series of chi-square tests. We next utilize
the bivariate results to identify measures for inclusion in
the multivariable logistic regression models to follow. In
these models, we focus on our key measures of interest:
gender identity, sexual orientation, race, and ethnicity. We
enter these measures in succession into a series of models,
in order of theoretical interest, to estimate the independent
contribution of each element on food insufficiency. Finally,
to ground results in concrete examples, we calculate pre-
dicted probabilities following our final models to identify the
probability of being food insufficient among specific groups.

All analyses are weighted using person-level replicate
weights. Survey weights are designed to ensure that esti-
mates calculated among the survey sample are representa-
tive of the population. Replicate weights provide multiple
weights for each respondent and allow calculation of esti-
mates using each weight in succession, then averaging the
results. In this way, a single sample can be treated as multi-
ple samples, generating more informed standard errors and
more precise confidence intervals and significance tests. The
Household Pulse Survey contains 80 replicate weights. All
analyses were conducted in Stata/SE 17.0.

Results

Examining food insufficiency rates by sexual orientation
reveals that 13 percent of LGB + New Englanders expe-
rienced food insufficiency in the past seven days, more
than twice the rate among those identifying as straight.
Looking at gender identity, 20 percent—or about one in
five—transgender+ New Englanders experienced food
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insufficiency last week, twice the rate of cisgender women
and three times the rate of cisgender men.

Table 1 shows that New England’s lower-than-national
food insufficiency rate does not hold true for all New Eng-
landers. Whereas cisgender New Englanders have lower food
insufficiency rates than their counterparts in other regions,
transgender+ New Englanders have a rate like transgen-
der+ residents of other regions—that is, unlike cisgender
New Englanders their rate does not reflect any New Eng-
land advantage. To further disaggregate disadvantage within
specific groups, we classify respondents by sexual orienta-
tion and gender identity, then estimate food insufficiency
for these combinations, clarifying specifically for whom the
New England advantage is unavailable. While cisgender men
and cisgender women (across sexual orientation categories)
have lower food insufficiency rates in New England than in
other places, LGB +cisgender men, and transgender+ New
Englanders (across sexual orientation categories) do not
experience a New England advantage.

What happens when we further dissect these numbers by
race, ethnicity, income, and other characteristics? Table 2
first shows food insufficiency rates of LGB + vs. heterosex-
ual New Englanders. Because the sample sizes are small for
some subgroups, these estimates are not precise and include
a large margin of error (range of possible values accounting
for the margin of error is indicated in the “low” and “high”
columns in Table 2). However, patterns of heightened food
insufficiency rates are clear among some LGB + subgroups,
including transgender+ people, low-income people, and peo-
ple of color. Regarding the latter, about one in four Hispanic
and Black LGB + New Englanders did not have enough to
eat last week.

Like with sexuality, Table 2 also presents food insuf-
ficiency rates for gender identity and compares transgen-
der+ New Englanders to cisgender men and cisgender
women New Englanders by race, ethnicity, income, and
more. Although food insufficiency is uniformly higher
among transgender+ respondents, for some subgroups,
the disparity between cisgender and transgender+ New
Englanders is especially wide. For instance, food insuf-
ficiency is about 1.5 times higher among transgen-
der+ respondents than cisgender men respondents who
are LGB +, who are young adults, or who are very low
income. But among transgender+ respondents who are
Hispanic, Black, or over age 65, rates are three or more
times the rate of their cisgender men counterparts. Uni-
formly, multiracial, Black, and Hispanic New Englanders
have higher rates of food insufficiency than their white or
non-Hispanic neighbors, and so too do transgender+ New
Englanders have elevated rates of food insufficiency
compared with their cisgender neighbors. However,
being transgender+ and Black, multiracial, or Hispanic
is associated with extreme rates of food insufficiency,
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Table 1 Percent Reporting

Sometimes/Often Not Enough
to Eat (Food Insufficiency) in

Past 7 Days, by Respondent

Characteristics and Geography

New England U.S., Outside New England
Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Total 7.7 74 8.1 9.5 9.3 9.6%%*
Gender Identity
Cisgender Female 8.3 7.9 8.8 10.0 9.8 10.2%%%
Cisgender Male 6.5 6.1 7.1 8.3 8.1 8.5%**
Transgender+ 19.8 16.4 23.7 223 20.7 24.0
Sexual orientation
LGB+ 13.0 11.7 14.5 15.6 15.0 16.2%*
Straight-identifying 7.0 6.7 7.3 8.7 8.5 8.8
Sexual orientation & gender identity
LGB +Cisgender female 11.5 9.9 133 14.9 14.2 15.6%%*
LGB + Cisgender male 12.0 9.6 14.8 13.5 12.6 14.5
LGB + Transgender+ 21.7 17.5 26.6 23.8 219 25.8
Straight cisgender female 7.9 7.5 8.3 9.4 9.2 9.6%%*
Straight cisgender male 6.0 5.5 6.5 7.8 7.6 8.0%**
Straight transgender+ 14.5 9.3 21.8 18.7 16.1 21.6
Age
18-24 10.0 8.1 12.3 11.8 11.0 12.6
25-34 9.0 8.0 10.1 11.2 10.7 11.7%%*
3544 9.4 8.7 10.3 124 12.0 12.8%%*
45-54 10.1 9.3 11.0 11.5 11.1 12.0%*
55-64 74 6.7 8.2 8.5 8.1 8.8%
65 or older 3.6 3.1 4.0 44 4.1 4.6%*
Educational attainment
Did not graduate college 11.9 11.3 12.4 12.9 12.7 13.1%%
Graduated college 22 2.0 2.4 29 2.8 3.0%%*
Ethnicity
Not Hispanic 6.8 6.5 72 8.5 8.3 8.6% %
Hispanic 17.0 153 18.8 15.0 14.5 15.6%*
Income
Under 25,000 25.1 23.6 26.8 271 27.0 28.3%*
25,000 to 34,999 16.4 14.8 18.1 16.3 159 16.8
35,000 to 49,999 12.2 10.9 13.6 11.7 11.2 12.1
50,000 to 74,999 6.8 59 7.9 6.4 6.2 6.7
75,000 to 99,999 3.8 32 4.6 3.4 3.1 3.7
100,000 to 149,999 1.8 14 24 1.5 14 1.7
150,000 or more 0.8 0.5 12 1.0 0.9 1.2
Race
Any other race/combination 16.9 14.4 19.6 17.3 16.3 18.5
Asian alone 4.6 33 6.4 5.8 5.2 6.4
Black alone 18.1 17.5 18.8 184 15.8 21.2
White alone 6.7 6.4 7.1 8.0 7.8 8. 1HH*

“LGB+"” category includes respondents identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual, “something else,” or “I
don't know.” “Transgender+ " includes respondents identifying as transgender, “none of these,” or whose
assigned sex at birth does not match their current gender identity. “Low” and “high” indicate the 95% con-
fidence interval (i.e., estimate + the margin of error). All estimates are calculated using person-level repli-
cate weights. Asterisks indicate results of chi-square tests between geography and food insufficiency within
respondent characteristics; *p <0.05; **p<0.01; ***p <0.001

Source Carsey School of Public Policy analysis of Census Bureau Household Pulse Survey, Weeks 3448,
n=971,836
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with transgender+ New Englanders of color experiencing
food insufficiency at two to four times the already-high
rates of cisgender New Englanders of color.

Finally, one of the most unexpected findings from
Table 2—high rates of food insufficiency among the high-
est-income transgender+ respondents—offers an opportu-
nity to consider the ways that even attempts to disaggregate
estimates by group can still obscure important differences.
Attempting to identify why these respondents are high
income-high food insufficiency, we find that transgen-
der+ people in this income bracket are substantially more
likely to be under age 25 (18 percent, versus 3 to 4 percent
of cisgender respondents), report an average of 5.2 people
in their household (versus an average of 3 among cisgender
respondents), and perhaps most alarmingly, are substantially
more likely to describe their living quarters as a boat, RV,
or van (25.2 percent, compared with less than 0.2 percent of
cisgender respondents). Because the income measure here
is collected at the household level, we suggest that these
respondents may indeed be reporting the pooled resources
of all household members (as instructed). However, as a full
30 percent of transgender+ respondents in this income cat-
egory live in households of 8 or more people, we posit that
reported income is not a proxy for income available to the
respondent as in smaller households.

To better understand whether and how gender, sexuality,
race, income, and other characteristics intersect to enhance
risks for food insufficiency, we use logistic regressions to
separately assess the effects of each characteristic. This is
especially important since much of the existing scholarship
aggregates gender identity and sexual orientation into a
single measure, obscuring potential to examine independ-
ent effects of each on the overall experience of food insuf-
ficiency. In Table 3, Model 1, we first include just a measure
of gender identity, and find that the odds of food insuffi-
ciency for transgender+respondents are 3.5 times those of
cisgender men respondents. To parse out the distinct effect
of sexual orientation from gender identity, Model 2 includes
an indicator of LGB + identity. That both measures have a
sizable odds ratio that is statistically significant suggests
that each characteristic contributes its own explanatory
power to our estimation of food insufficiency. In Model 3,
we also include measures of race and ethnicity and others
to further isolate the effects of gender identity and sexual
orientation. Model 3 shows that even after accounting for
the effects of age, education, income, race and ethnicity,
being LGB +increases a New Englanders’ odds of expe-
riencing food insufficiency by 38 percent over a straight-
identifying person’s odds, and being transgender+ increases
the odds by 70 percent over cisgender men. The odds of
food insufficiency shift with age, even accounting for income
and more, with the odds increasing in middle adulthood,
then declining sharply for adults age 65 and older. While

identifying specific causes is beyond the scope here, young
adults may be protected by living with their families of ori-
gin, while middle adulthood can bring the resource strains
of childrearing. Both a college degree and higher incomes
are consistently protective against food insufficiency, while
being Black, multiracial, or Hispanic also increases the odds
of food insufficiency as compared to a person who is white
or non-Hispanic, respectively.

To help visualize the independent and converging effects
identified in the regression models, we also calculate pre-
dicted probabilities of experiencing food insufficiency for
a variety of groups. This approach allows researchers to
hold constant the measures controlled in the final regres-
sion model (Table 3, Model 3) while “solving” the regres-
sion equation for different combinations of values on the
included variables (e.g., for each income category or for
Black respondents in each age group). As a baseline, Fig. 1
shows the predicted probability of reporting food insuffi-
ciency by membership in the listed groups (regardless of
other identities).

Figure 2 shows the predicted probability of experiencing
food insufficiency for straight-identifying New Englanders
in dark blue and LGB + New Englanders in turquoise, with
separate bars for white, Hispanic, and Black respondents.
As in Fig. 1, these probabilities are calculated after control-
ling for gender, age, education, and income, as included in
Table 3, Model 3.

After controlling for differences in age, education,
income, and gender identity, the probability that a person
of color is experiencing food insufficiency is significantly
higher than among white respondents, and LGB + people
of all race-ethnicities have a greater probability of expe-
riencing food insufficiency than their straight-identifying
counterparts.

Figure 3 takes the same approach as Fig. 2, and dem-
onstrates that even protective factors like being white are
not sufficient to buffer transgender+ New Englanders from
a high probability of food insufficiency. Specifically, New
Englanders are most protected if both white and cisgender,
although having either of those characteristics lowers the
probability of food insufficiency compared with those who
have neither. Notably, being white does not protect transgen-
der+ New Englanders from an elevated probability of food
insufficiency. However, racism intersects with cissexism in
such a way where Black and Hispanic transgender+ New
Englanders face extreme probabilities of food insufficiency.

Comparing Figs. 2 and 3 yields a compelling reason to
assess sexuality and gender identity separately. Figure 2
shows that while those identifying as LGB + certainly
face higher probabilities of food insufficiency than their
straight-identifying counterparts, the gap across sexual ori-
entation is moderate, around two to three percentage points
across racial-ethnic groups. By contrast, Fig. 3 shows that
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Table 3 Logistic Regressions

-2, i Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Predicting Food Insufficiency
Among New Englanders (Odds OR SE OR SE OR SE
Ratios)
Gender Identity
Cisgender female 1.30 0.07%%* 1.28 0.07 1.03 0.06
Cisgender male Ref. Ref. Ref.
Transgender+* 3.52 0.42%%* 2.45 0.35%%* 1.70 0.26%*
LGB+° 1.75 0.12%%* 1.38 0.12%%*
Age
18-24 Ref.
25-34 1.29 0.20
35-44 1.51 0.21%*
45-54 1.69 0.25%%*
55-64 1.18 0.17
65 or older 0.44 0.06%**
Graduated college 0.35 0.037%**
Income
Under 25,000 Ref.
25,000 to 34,999 0.62 0.05%%*
35,000 to 49,999 0.47 0.047#%*
50,000 to 74,999 0.26 0.037%%*
75,000 to 99,999 0.16 0.027%%*
100,000 to 149,999 0.08 0.017%%*
150,000 or more 0.04 0.01 %%
Hispanic 1.21 0.09*
Race
Any other race or combination 1.59 0.17%%*
Asian alone 0.79 0.17
Black alone 1.75 0.18%%*
White alone ref
Constant 0.07 0.00%** 0.07 0.007%%** 0.27 0.04%%*
n 71,032 71,032 71,032
F (2,78) 46.73%¥*  (3,77) 52.62%¥*  (19,61)  89.71%**

All analyses are weighted with person-level replicate weights

“Includes those identifying as “transgender,

birth

”

none of these,” or as a gender different from sex assigned at

PReference is “not lesbian, gay, or bisexual”

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Source Carsey School of Public Policy analysis of Census Bureau Household Pulse Survey, Weeks 3448

transgender+ identity is an even stronger predictor of food
insufficiency, with the predicted probability of being food
insufficient 4-5 percentage points higher among transgen-
der+respondents than their cisgender counterparts, regard-
less of race-ethnicity.

Discussion
In this paper, we document elevated rates of food insuf-

ficiency among New Englanders who identify as people
of color, transgender+, and LGB +, examining how each

@ Springer

characteristic predicts food insufficiency on its own. We
also document how race, ethnicity, gender identity, and
sexual orientation intersect to create differing portraits of
risk that would be lost in an analysis that lumped gender
identity and sexual orientation into a single measure, or that
did not inspect race and ethnicity separately. We find that
food insufficiency is elevated among LGB + New Englan-
ders, transgender+ New Englanders, and New Englanders of
color, but that in particular, transgender+ New Englanders
face significant risk of food insufficiency.

The intersections of race, gender identity, and sexuality
are essential to understanding LGBTQ+ food insecurity.
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Fig. 1 Predicted probability of
reporting food insufficiency by Black
selected characteristics
Hispanic
White

LGB+ & Transgender+

Transgender+

LGB+

0

2
N
B

4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Predicted Probability of Food Insufficiency

Note: Predicted probabilities are calculated net of gender identity, sexual orientation, age, college graduation,

ethnicity, income, and race (see Table 3, Model 3). Orange bars indicate the 95% confidence interval.

Predicted Probability of Reporting Food Insufficiency by Selected Characteristics

White

Straight-identifying Hispanic

LGB+

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%
Predicted Probability of Food Insufficiency

Note: Predicted probabilities are calculated net of gender identity, sexual orientation, age, college graduation, ethnicity, income, and race (see Table 3,
Model 3). Differences in predicted probabilities between LGB+ and heterosexual respondents within race categories are statistically significant after
adjusting for multiple comparisons (Bonferroni method; p<0.05). Orange bars indicate the 95% confidence interval.

Fig.2 Predicted probability of reporting food insufficiency by selected characteristics

Other scholarship has reported that elevated risks of food  that phenomenon here too, but by examining gender iden-
insecurity exist for white LGBTQ+ people, but that even  tity and sexuality separately, find that this only holds true
those elevated rates are lower than among cisgender hetero-  for sexuality, and indeed, that membership in a privileged
sexual African American and Hispanic populations (Brown  racial category is not sufficient to buffer transgender+ New
et al. 2016; Patterson et al. 2020, p 5). We find evidence of = Englanders from extreme food insufficiency.
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A core finding of this study is that the oppression that drives
LGBTQ+food insufficiency operates both through and outside of
income. LGBTQ+ people have higher poverty rates than cisgen-
der heterosexual people (Badgett et al. 2019), which dispropor-
tionately limits LGBTQ+ people’s ability to achieve food security.
These higher poverty rates are due to discrimination in the basic
aspects of everyday life, especially in employment, transportation,
and housing (Russomanno et al. 2019; Wilson et al. 2020).

However, this study demonstrates that even after holding
income constant, transgender+ New Englanders still face
disproportionate levels of food insufficiency. Explaining why
demands further research, but we can still identify docu-
mented areas of discrimination against transgender+ people
that offer clues. For example, job discrimination does not
only mean lower income, but can also increase the frequency
of economic instability that limits a person’s safety net and
increases demand for food assistance (McFadden 2020).
Housing discrimination limits where transgender+ people
are able—and feel safe enough—to live, increasing instability
(Grant et al. 2011). Binary gender markers on drivers’ licenses
are an example of transportation discrimination that may also
diminish the likelihood of transgender+ people applying for
food assistance that requires identification (Maier 2020).
Thanks to discrimination in the health care system, transgen-
der+ people are often forced to travel extra distance and pay
elevated costs to receive the care that they need, further limit-
ing available resources (Kachen and Pharr 2020).

Predicted Probability of Reporting Food Insufficiency by Selected Characteristics

I White

Cisgender female

Cisgender male

Transgender+

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%

Furthermore, many Republicans are centering
LGBTQ+ hate by fueling hysteria about unproven issues
such as transgender+ bathroom use and sports participation
(Hasenbush et al. 2019). The GOP is making a concerted
effort to increase LGBTQ+ stigma, such as with The Texas
Republican Party’s 2022 policy platform “defining homo-
sexuality as an ‘abnormal lifestyle choice’ and also opposing
‘all efforts to validate transgender identity’” (Lavietes 2022).
Taken together, this study suggests that these various ways
anti-LGBTQ+ sentiments are institutionalized make people
food insecure, which we have quantified here.

Coupled with the emerging literature on LGBTQ+ food
insecurity, this study points to three areas for future
research. First, due to data limitations, this work was
unable to investigate the critical role of place, and in par-
ticular, of rurality. While the role of residence in a rural
area is insufficiently addressed in existing food insecurity
literature, several recent studies point to rurality as being
an important factor for LGBTQ+ people. Whereas cisgen-
der heterosexual poverty is about 16 percent in both rural
and urban areas, poverty for LGBTQ+ people is 21 percent
in urban and 26 percent in rural places (Badgett, Choi,
and Wilson 2019: 9). One qualitative study comparing
LGBTQ+ food insecurity in a rural and an urban county
found that charitable food services in the rural county
were more likely to be religious (Wilson et al. 2020, p 24),
and churches are often the site for (even publicly funded)

Hispanic

12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Predicted Probability of Food Insufficiency

Note: Predicted probabilities are calculated net of gender identity, sexual orientation, age, college graduation, ethnicity, income, and race (see Table 3, Model

3). Differences in predicted probabilities between cisgender and transgender respondents within race categories are statistically significant after adjusting for

multiple comparisons (Bonferroni method; p<0.001). Orange bars indicate the 95% confidence interval.

Fig. 3 Predicted probability of reporting food insufficiency by selected characteristics
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emergency food relief (Russomanno et al. 2019, p 94).
Some of these sites even expect people to pray before
receiving emergency food relief (Wilson et al. 2020, p
15), and some LGBTQ+ people are not comfortable seek-
ing food assistance in these settings due to discrimination
(Russomanno et al. 2019).

Second, age may be another factor related to food inse-
curity and the structural oppression of LGBTQ+ people
over the life course. While our findings from Table 2 found
uneven rates of food insufficiency across the life course, it
was beyond the scope of this work to identify mechanisms
behind those patterns. Earlier work finds that about one in
three LGBTQ+ young people are food insecure (Wilson and
Conron 2020, p 2). Another study found that 54 percent of
LGBTQ+ 18- to 35-year-olds are food insecure, with trans
men showing the highest rate at 65 percent (Arikawa et al.
2021, p 1235). LGBTQ+ poverty and job discrimination lead
to increased likelihood of sex work among LGBTQ+ peo-
ple, and one study finds that food insecurity increases young
sex workers’ likelihood of being pressured into sex without
a condom, increasing HIV risk among young sex workers
(Barreto et al. 2017). Disproportionately high rates of food
insecurity among LGBTQ+ youth persist among college stu-
dents (Haskett et al. 2020) and among LGBTQ+ graduate
students (Boncyk et al. 2021). LGBTQ+ seniors also may
face unique challenges with food insecurity. For example,
LGBTQ+ seniors are disproportionately poor, and are less
likely to have adult children who act as caregivers (Viola
et al. 2018; Wilson et al. 2020).

Third, there is a clear need for more qualitative research on
LGBTQ+food insufficiency, given the findings of quantitative
analyses like this one and others cited here, that demonstrate
higher rates of food insufficiency for these groups. Given that
these broad patterns have been clearly identified, the next step
is to better understand the processes and mechanisms that are
driving higher food insufficiency rates for these groups. Our
inability, for example, to be more specific about the living
conditions of transgender+ New Englanders who have high
household income but still experience food insufficiency
offers a prime example of areas in which deeper understand-
ing of circumstance and context is needed. In future work,
better explaining how identity-based marginalization impacts
food security will shed light on avenues for more impactful
policy and practice to address these disparities.

Conclusion

In conclusion, these findings contribute to the literature on
food insecurity by clearly demonstrating the need for greater
attention to the root causes of food insecurity in the U.S.
Our analysis supports food justice scholarships’ call for

examining the role of structural racialization, segregation,
and racial injustice that drives food insecurity. By exam-
ining food insufficiency with an intersectional analysis of
gender identity and sexuality in addition to race and ethnic-
ity, our findings indicate that structural patterns of gender
and sexual discrimination and injustice play a significant
role in increasing people’s risk of experiencing food insuf-
ficiency. The implications of this analysis are that research,
policy and practice focused on food security that do not take
identity-based discrimination and patterns of disadvantage
into account may be leaving the most food insecure people
behind. The effects of cissexism, heterosexism, and racism
on food insufficiency persist even when we hold income
constant; this oppression operates both through and outside
of income. This suggests that income-based food insecurity
programs alone are insufficient for addressing the problem.
Our analysis shows that for food security scholars and practi-
tioners to be successful in their goals, they must pay explicit
attention to gender identity and sexuality. This study further
supports the calls in food justice scholarship for increasing
attention to structural oppression that drives employment,
housing, and income disparities. Policy and practice that
is based on income or food access alone is not addressing
the problem, especially for people who belong to multiple
marginalized groups.

Acknowledgements We thank the Food Systems Lab at the University
of New Hampshire and Angela Serrano at the Universidad de los Andes
for their valuable support and feedback on this paper.

References

Akom, A.A., A. Shaw, and A. Nakai. 2016. Kids, kale, and concrete:
Using participatory technology to transform an urban American
food desert. In Race, equity, and education, ed. P.A. Noguera, J.C.
Pierce, and R. Ahram, 75-102. Cham: Springer.

Allen, P. 2004. Together at the table: Sustainability and sustenance in
the American agrifood system. Philadelphia: Pennsylvania State
University Press.

Allen, P. 2008. Mining for justice in the food system: Perceptions,
practices, and possibilities. Agriculture and Human Values 25 (2):
157-161.

Arikawa, A.Y., J. Ross, L. Wright, M. Elmore, A.M. Gonzalez, and
T.C. Wallace. 2021. Results of an online survey about food inse-
curity and eating disorder behaviors administered to a volunteer
sample of self-described LGBTQ+ young adults aged 18 to 35
years. Journal of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics 121
(7): 1231-1241.

Badgett, M.V., S.K. Choi, and B.D.M. Wilson. 2019. LGBT poverty
in the United States: A study of differences between sexual ori-
entation and gender identity groups.” UCLA Williams Institute.
https://escholarship.org/content/qt37b61728/qt37b617z8.pdf.
Accessed 13 September 2021

Ball, K., A. Timperio, and D. Crawford. 2009. Neighbourhood socio-
economic inequalities in food access and affordability. Health
and Place 15 (2): 578-585.

@ Springer


https://escholarship.org/content/qt37b617z8/qt37b617z8.pdf

1052

I.S. Leslie et al.

Barreto, D., K. Shannon, C. Taylor, S. Dobrer, J. St, S.M. Jean,
P. Duff. Goldenberg, and K.N. Deering. 2017. Food insecurity
increases HIV risk among young sex workers in metro Vancou-
ver, Canada. AIDS and Behavior 21 (3): 734-744.

Bell, C.N., J. Kerr, and J.L. Young. 2019. Associations between
obesity, obesogenic environments, and structural racism vary
by county-level racial composition. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health 16 (5): 861-878.

Bell, M.M., L.L. Ashwood, I.S. Leslie, and L.H. Schlachter. 2021.
An Invitation to Environmental Sociology, 6th ed. Thousand
Oaks: SAGE Publications.

Blackmore, W. 2013. The surprising solution to urban food deserts
(Hint: It’s not more supermarkets). TakePart. https://news.
yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-commu
nities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=
aHROcHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2x1LmNvbS8andguce_referrer_
sig=AQAAAImgxIZROSxpHOAMONQN339MWvWC531
L35teBNagZsual w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHk
cwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo08rP5-1fcCO817iU 1Jtnz0930L
VKAO-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qf VOEDcGXjWICO6TiTsuP
Ww19-gX. Accessed 20 April 2022

Blumberg, R., E. Fowler, Y. Bai, P. Lal, A. Smolen, and I. Dubrovsky.
2022. An Investigation of Social Ecological Barriers to and
Facilitators of WIC Farmers Market Nutrition Program Voucher
Redemption. Nutrients 14 (9): 1871-1885.

Boncyk, M., S. Froese, R. Ambikapathi, C. Verissimo, E. Matangi,
Y. Ruiz, C. Fletcher, D. AboAlsafa, L. Heniff, and N. Gunaratna.
2021. Social disparities and food environment determinants of
food insecurity among graduate students in the United States
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Current Developments in
Nutrition 5 (Supplement 2): 107-107.

Bowen, S., S. Elliott, and A. Hardison-Moody. 2021. The structural
roots of food insecurity: How racism is a fundamental cause of
food insecurity. Sociology Compass 15 (7): 1-23.

Brown, T.N.T., A.P. Romero, and G.J. Gates. 2016. Food insecurity
and SNAP participation in LGBT communities. UCLA Wil-
liams Institute. http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-conte
nt/uploads/Food-Insecurity-and-SNAP-Participation-in-the-
LGBT-Community.pdf. Accessed 24 August 2017

Bruce, M., C. Ulrich, J. Shults, D.J. Wiebe, and T.S. Richmond.
2020. The contribution of neighborhood characteristics to
psychological symptom severity in a cohort of injured Black
patients. Injury Prevention 26: A15-A16.

Caramaschi, S. 2017. Counteracting food deserts. The potential for
mobile food vending in regenerating contemporary cities. Inter-
national Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning 12
(4): 744-751.

Choi, S.K., M.V. Badgett, and B.D.M. Wilson. 2019. State profiles of
LGBT poverty in the United States. UCLA Williams Institute.
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/State-
LGBT-Poverty-Dec-2019.pdf. Accessed 13 September 2021

Coleman-Jensen, A., M.P. Rabbitt, C.A. Gregory, and A. Singh.
2021. Household food security in the United States in 2020.
USDA Economic Research Service, Economic Research Report
No. 298. https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details/?
pubid=102075. Accessed 20 April 2022

Conron, K.J. and K.K. O’Neill. 2021. Food insufficiency among
transgender adults during the COVID-19 pandemic. UCLA Wil-
liams Institute. https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-conte
nt/uploads/Trans-Food-Insufficiency-Dec-2021.pdf. Accessed
20 April 2022

Conron, K. 2022. New data shows more than 25 percent of transgender
adults are food insecure. Spotlight on Poverty & Opportunity.
https://spotlightonpoverty.org/spotlight-exclusives/new-data-
shows-more-than-25-of-transgender-adults-are-food-insecure/.
Accessed 20 April 2022

@ Springer

Cooksey-Stowers, K., M.B. Schwartz, and K.D. Brownell. 2017. Food
swamps predict obesity rates better than food deserts in the United
States. International Journal of Environmental Research and Pub-
lic Health 14 (11): 1366-1386.

Cooksey Stowers, K., Q. Jiang, A.T. Atoloye, S. Lucan, and K. Gans.
2020. Racial differences in perceived food swamp and food desert
exposure and disparities in self-reported dietary habits. Interna-
tional Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 17
(19): 7143-7157.

Corcoran, M.P. 2021. Beyond ‘food apartheid’: Civil society and the
politicization of hunger in New Haven, Connecticut. Urban Agri-
culture and Regional Food Systems 6 (1): 1-12.

Dailey, A.B., A. Hess, C. Horton, E. Constantian, S. Monani, B. Wargo,
K. Davidson, and K. Gaskin. 2015. Healthy options: A commu-
nity-based program to address food insecurity. Journal of Preven-
tion and Intervention in the Community 43 (2): 83-94.

Dickinson, M. 2019. Black agency and food access: Leaving the food
desert narrative behind. City 23 (4-5): 690-693.

Dimitri, C., L. Oberholtzer, M. Zive, and C. Sandolo. 2015. Enhancing
food security of low-income consumers: An investigation of finan-
cial incentives for use at farmers markets. Food Policy 52: 64-70.

Dombrowski, R.D., A.B. Hill, B. Bode, K.A. Knoff, H. Dastgerdi-
zad, N. Kulik, J. Mallare, K. Blount-Dorn, and W. Bynum. 2022.
Assessing the influence of food insecurity and retail environments
as a proxy for structural racism on the COVID-19 pandemic in an
urban setting. Nutrients 14 (10): 2130-2143.

Evans, A.E., R. Jennings, A.W. Smiley, J.L. Medina, S.V. Sharma, R.
Rutledge, M.H. Stigler, and D.M. Hoelscher. 2012. Introduction
of farm stands in low-income communities increases fruit and
vegetable among community residents. Health & Place 18 (5):
1137-1143.

Frazer, S., and E.E. Howe. 2015. Transgender health and economic
insecurity: A report from the 2015 LGBT Health and Human
Services Needs Assessment Survey. Empire State Pride Agenda.
http://strengthinnumbersconsulting.com/wp-content/uploads/
2017/06/TG-health-and-economic-insecurity-report-FINAL.pdf.
Accessed 13 September 2021

Furness, W.W., and C.M. Gallaher. 2018. Food access, food security
and community gardens in Rockford, IL. Local Environment 23
(4): 414-430.

Garth, H., and A.M. Reese, eds. 2020. Black food matters: Racial
Jjustice in the wake of food justice. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

Gates, G. J. 2017. Vermont leads states in LGBT identification. Gallup.
https://news.gallup.com/poll/203513/vermont-leads-states-1gbt-
identification.aspx. Accessed 20 April 2022

Grant, .M., L.A. Mottet, and J. Tanis. 2011. Injustice at every turn:
A report of the National Transgender Discrimination Survey.
National Center for Transgender Equality and National Gay
and Lesbian Task Force. https://dlwqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.
net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expir
es=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84 AnNb-
7uhl1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJIT8§DItM
9FF306rRx1 ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu70OwvMR292UJ
Lu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOO0X1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Te
hweh6malLZ48SKMQVIGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlo
uPIKjy liLKNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzL
gNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUa
Ae77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPfAIXHVNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__
&Key-Pair-1d=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA Accessed 24
August 2022

Gregory, C.A., and A. Coleman-Jensen. 2013. Do high food prices
increase food insecurity in the United States? Applied Economic
Perspectives and Policy 35 (4): 679-707.

Guthman, J. 2011. Weighing. Obesity, food justice, and the limits of
capitalism. Berkeley: University of California Press.


https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
https://news.yahoo.com/why-supermarkets-arent-answer-neediest-communities-233326759.html?guccounter=1andguce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xlLmNvbS8andguce_referrer_sig=AQAAAJmqxIZROSxpH0AMOnQN339MWvWC531L35teBNagZsua1w2ttB-LRo4UDWV07q31ApbUp7A-MXiHkcwZWVy2NOgknWCbAHo8rP5-1fcCO8I7iU1Jtnz093OLVkA0-ct9DHMGjxa4EcG4XKpC8qfV9EDcGXjW9C6TiTsuPWw19-gX
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Food-Insecurity-and-SNAP-Participation-in-the-LGBT-Community.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Food-Insecurity-and-SNAP-Participation-in-the-LGBT-Community.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Food-Insecurity-and-SNAP-Participation-in-the-LGBT-Community.pdf
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/State-LGBT-Poverty-Dec-2019.pdf
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/State-LGBT-Poverty-Dec-2019.pdf
https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details/?pubid=102075
https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details/?pubid=102075
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Trans-Food-Insufficiency-Dec-2021.pdf
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Trans-Food-Insufficiency-Dec-2021.pdf
https://spotlightonpoverty.org/spotlight-exclusives/new-data-shows-more-than-25-of-transgender-adults-are-food-insecure/
https://spotlightonpoverty.org/spotlight-exclusives/new-data-shows-more-than-25-of-transgender-adults-are-food-insecure/
http://strengthinnumbersconsulting.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/TG-health-and-economic-insecurity-report-FINAL.pdf
http://strengthinnumbersconsulting.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/TG-health-and-economic-insecurity-report-FINAL.pdf
https://news.gallup.com/poll/203513/vermont-leads-states-lgbt-identification.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/203513/vermont-leads-states-lgbt-identification.aspx
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/31122982/NTDS_Report-with-cover-page-v2.pdf?Expires=1661351582&Signature=GzfIv~f~LOMSOj2UUU84AnNb-7uh1jg-pS08uOV8~dqzpgzmzLPWxavxMXXDDaBJlT8DItM9FF3O6rRx1ALZKXmfP1sujSQbIsYu7OwvMR292UJLu~3u05sJ66j5kfaUzgC8TcaOOX1rm2SUbHB2cxhVIdgt6Tehweh6maLZ48SKMQVJGVPtcG2t7bsYelkVtw2Tye~LLPlouPIKjy1iLkNKCz~ci9QlsjC5Xs2CrPJ4xnFFm-8zjo43vPzLgNKcopgkm3X62rJPaiKEpT2A7nnyGDk5OAecEpF1fwOUaAe77E7te9dgCK76MhsqSSPf4IXHvNTTVwoPC7g7iGxOBg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA

LGBTQ+food insufficiency in New England

1053

Hanson, K.L., X. Meng, L.C. Volpe, S. Jilcott Pitts, Y. Bravo, J. Tif-
fany, and R.A. Seguin-Fowler. 2022. Farmers’ market nutrition
program educational events are broadly accepted and may increase
knowledge, self-efficacy and behavioral intentions. Nutrients 14
(3): 436-449.

Hasenbush, A., A.R. Flores, and J.L. Herman. 2019. Gender identity
nondiscrimination laws in public accommodations: A review of
evidence regarding safety and privacy in public restrooms, locker
rooms, and changing rooms. Sexuality Research and Social Policy
16 (1): 70-83.

Haskett, M.E., D. Kotter-Griihn, and S. Majumder. 2020. Prevalence
and correlates of food insecurity and homelessness among uni-
versity students. Journal of College Student Development 61 (1):
109-114.

Hatch, A.R. 2016. Blood sugar: Racial pharmacology and food justice
in Black America. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Hatch, A.R., S. Sternlieb, and J. Gordon. 2019. Sugar ecologies: Their
metabolic and racial effects. Food, Culture & Society 22 (5):
595-607.

Hoffelmeyer, M. 2021. “Out” on the farm: Queer farmers maneuver-
ing heterosexism and visibility. Rural Sociology 86 (4): 752-776.

Horst, M., N. McClintock, and L. Hoey. 2017. The intersection of
planning, urban agriculture, and food justice: A review of the
literature. Journal of the American Planning Association 83 (3):
277-295.

Hsiao, B.S., L. Sibeko, and L.M. Troy. 2019. A systematic review
of mobile produce markets: Facilitators and barriers to use, and
associations with reported fruit and vegetable intake. Journal of
the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics 119 (1): 76-97.

Johnson, M.O., T. Cozart, and R.D. Isokpehi. 2020. Harnessing knowl-
edge for improving access to fruits and vegetables at farmers
markets: Interactive data visualization to inform food security
programs and policy. Health Promotion Practice 21 (3): 390—400.

Joyner, L., B. Yagiie, A. Cachelin, and J. Rose. 2022. Farms and
gardens everywhere but not a bite to eat? A critical geographic
approach to food apartheid in Salt Lake City. Journal of Agricul-
ture, Food Systems, and Community Development 11 (2): 67-88.

Kachen, A., and J.R. Pharr. 2020. Health care access and utilization
by transgender populations: A United States Transgender Survey
study”. Transgender Health 5 (3): 141-148.

Kirkpatrick, S.I., and V. Tarasuk. 2010. Assessing the relevance of
neighbourhood characteristics to the household food security of
low-income Toronto families. Public Health Nutrition 13 (7):
1139-1148.

Kirkpatrick, S.I., and V. Tarasuk. 2011. Housing circumstances are
associated with household food access among low-income urban
families. Journal of Urban Health 88 (2): 284-296.

Lavietes, M. 2022. Texas GOP’s new platform calls gay people ‘abnor-
mal’ and rejects trans identities. NBC News. https://www.nbcne
ws.com/nbc-out/out-politics-and-policy/texas-gops-new-platf
orm-calls-gay-people-abnormal-rejects-trans-identi-rcna34530.
Accessed 23 August 2022

Leone, L.A., L. Haynes-Maslow, and A.S. Ammerman. 2017. Veggie
van pilot study: Impact of a mobile produce market for under-
served communities on fruit and vegetable access and intake.
Journal of Hunger & Environmental Nutrition 12 (1): 89-100.

Leslie, I.S. 2017. Queer farmers: Sexuality and the transition to sus-
tainable agriculture. Rural Sociology 82 (4): 747-771.

Leslie, I.S. 2019. Queer farmland: Land access strategies for small-
scale agriculture. Society & Natural Resources 32 (8): 928-946.

Leslie, I.S., and M.M. White. 2018. Race and food agricultural resist-
ance in U.S. history. In Handbook of the sociology of racial and
ethnic relations, ed. P. Batur and J.R. Feagin, 347-364. Cham:
Springer.

Leslie, I.S., J. Wypler, and M.M. Bell. 2019. Relational agriculture:
Gender, sexuality, and sustainability in U.S. farming. Society &
Natural Resources 32 (8): 853-874.

Loopstra, R., and V. Tarasuk. 2013. Severity of household food inse-
curity is sensitive to change in household income and employ-
ment status among low-income families. The Journal of Nutri-
tion 143 (8): 1316-1323.

Lytle, L.A., and R.L. Sokol. 2017. Measures of the food environ-
ment: A systematic review of the field, 2007-2015. Health and
Place 44: 18-34.

Ma, X., A.D. Liese, B. Bell, L. Martini, J. Hibbert, C. Draper, and
S.J. Jones. 2016. Perceived and geographic food access and food
security status among households with children. Public Health
Nutrition 19 (15): 2781-2788.

Maier, M.B. 2020. Altering gender markers on government identity
documents: Unpredictable, burdensome, and oppressive. Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Journal of Law and Social Change 23
(3): 203-250.

Markowitz, L. 2013. Expanding access and alternatives: Building
farmers’ markets in low-income communities. In US food pol-
icy: Anthropology and advocacy in the public interest, ed. L.
Markowitz and J.A. Brett, 81-95. New York: Routledge.

Mayer, V.L., A. Hillier, M.A. Bachhuber, and J.A. Long. 2014. Food
insecurity, neighborhood food access, and food assistance in
Philadelphia. Journal of Urban Health 91 (6): 1087-1097.

McFadden, C. 2020. Discrimination against transgender employees
and jobseekers. In Handbook of labor, human resources and
population economics, ed. K.F. Zimmermann, 1-14. Cham:
Springer.

Meenar, M.R., and B.M. Hoover. 2012. Community food security via
urban agriculture: Understanding people, place, economy, and
accessibility from a food justice perspective. Journal of Agricul-
ture, Food Systems, and Community Development 3 (1): 143-160.

New England State Food System Planners Partnership. 2022. https://
nefoodsystemplanners.org/. Accessed March 7, 2022

O’Dare Wilson, K. 2017. Community food environments and healthy
food access among older adults: A review of the evidence for
the Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (SFMNP). Social
Work in Health Care 56 (4): 227-243.

Odoms-Young, A.M., 2018. Examining the impact of structural rac-
ism on food insecurity: Implications for addressing racial/ethnic
disparities. Family & Community Health 41 (Supplement 2 Food
insecurity and obsesity): S3-S6

Patterson, J.G., J. Russomanno, A.A. Teferra, and J.M. Jabson Tree.
2020. Disparities in food insecurity at the intersection of race and
sexual orientation: A population-based study of adult women in
the United States. SSM - Population Health 12: 1-11.

Peterson, S., N. Toribio, J. Farber, and D. Hornick. 2021. Nonresponse
bias report for the 2020 Household Pulse Survey. U.S. Census
Bureau, Demographic Statistical Methods Division. https://
www?2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-docum
entation/hhp/2020_HPS_NR_Bias_Report-final.pdf. Accessed
20 April 2022

Raja, S., C. Ma, and P. Yadav. 2008. Beyond food deserts: Measuring
and mapping racial disparities in neighborhood food environ-
ments. Journal of Planning Education and Research 27 (4):
469-482.

Reese, A.M. 2019. Black food geographies: Race, self-reliance, and
food access in Washington, DC. Chapel Hill: UNC Press Books.

Russomanno, J., and J.M. Jabson Tree. 2020. Food insecurity and
food pantry use among transgender and gender non-conforming
people in the Southeast United States. BMC Public Health 20
(590): 1-11.

Russomanno, J., J.G. Patterson, and J.M. Jabson. 2019. Food insecu-
rity among transgender and gender nonconforming individuals

@ Springer


https://www.nbcnews.com/nbc-out/out-politics-and-policy/texas-gops-new-platform-calls-gay-people-abnormal-rejects-trans-identi-rcna34530
https://www.nbcnews.com/nbc-out/out-politics-and-policy/texas-gops-new-platform-calls-gay-people-abnormal-rejects-trans-identi-rcna34530
https://www.nbcnews.com/nbc-out/out-politics-and-policy/texas-gops-new-platform-calls-gay-people-abnormal-rejects-trans-identi-rcna34530
https://nefoodsystemplanners.org/
https://nefoodsystemplanners.org/
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/2020_HPS_NR_Bias_Report-final.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/2020_HPS_NR_Bias_Report-final.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/2020_HPS_NR_Bias_Report-final.pdf

1054

I.S. Leslie et al.

in the southeast United States: A qualitative study. Transgender
Health 4 (1): 89-99.

Sadler, R.C. 2016. Integrating expert knowledge in a GIS to optimize
siting decisions for small-scale healthy food retail interventions.
International Journal of Health Geographics 15 (1): 1-13.

Sadler, R.C., J.A. Gilliland, and G. Arku. 2013. A food retail-based
intervention on food security and consumption. International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 10 (8):
3325-3346.

Sage, J.L., V.A. McCracken, and R.A. Sage. 2013. Bridging
the gap: Do farmers’ markets help alleviate impacts of food
deserts? American Journal of Agricultural Economics 95 (5):
1273-1279.

Savoie-Roskos, M., C. Durward, M. Jeweks, and H. LeBlanc. 2016.
Reducing food insecurity and improving fruit and vegetable
intake among farmers’ market incentive program participants.
Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior 48 (1): 70-76.

Siegner, A., J. Sowerwine, and C. Acey. 2018. Does urban agricul-
ture improve food security? Examining the nexus of food access
and distribution of urban produced foods in the United States: A
systematic review. Sustainability 10 (9): 2988-3015.

Singleton, C.R., M. Baskin, E.B. Levitan, B. Sen, E. Affuso, and
O. Affuso. 2017. Perceived barriers and facilitators of farm-
to-consumer retail outlet use among participants of the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren (WIC) in Alabama. Journal of Hunger & Environmental
Nutrition 12 (2): 237-250.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2021. Source of the data and accuracy of the
estimates for the Household Pulse Survey—phase 3.2. https://
www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-docum
entation/hhp/Phase3-2_Source_and_Accuracy_Weekpercen
t2034.pdf. Accessed 20 April 2022

Usher, K.M. 2015. Valuing all knowledges through an expanded
definition of access. Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and
Community Development 5 (4): 109-114.

Viola, D., R. Frasso, and E. Miller. 2018. Running out: Food insecu-
rity in the LGBT older adult community. Thomas Jefferson Uni-
versity Master of Public Health Capstone Presentations. https://
jdc.jefferson.edu/mphcapstone_presentation/267. Accessed 13
September 2021

Westengen, O.T., and D. Banik. 2016. The state of food security:
From availability, access and rights to food systems approaches.
Forum for Development Studies 43 (1): 113—134.

White, M.M. 2018. Freedom farmers: Agricultural resistance and
the Black freedom movement. Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press.

@ Springer

Wilson, B.D.M. and K.J. Conron. 2020. National estimates of food
insecurity: LGBT people and COVID-19. UCLA Williams
Institute. https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/
food-insecurity-covid19/. Accessed 13 September 2021

Wilson, B.D.M., M.V.L. Badgett, and A.H. Gomez. 2020. “We’re
still hungry”: Lived experiences with food insecurity and food
programs among LGBTQ people. UCLA Williams Institute.
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/
LGBTQ-Food-Bank-Jun-2020.pdf. Accessed 13 September
2021

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

Isaac Sohn Leslie is an Extension Assistant Professor of Community
Development at the University of Vermont. Ike is a publicly engaged
environmental sociologist specializing in justice, sustainability, and
economic viability in food systems. They have a Ph.D. in sociology
from the University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Jessica Carson is a Research Assistant Professor at the University of
New Hampshire’s Carsey School of Public Policy, where she studies
how policy and practice decisions create or reduce patterns of inequity
along the axes of demographic difference and neighborhood charac-
teristics. She has particular interest in the multi-dimensional nature of
food access and the functionality of the social safety net within and
across places. She has a Ph.D. in sociology from the University of
New Hampshire.

Analena Bruce is the Director of the UNH Food Systems Lab and an
Assistant Professor in the Department of Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Food Systems at the University of New Hampshire. She is a sociolo-
gist with a research focus on the development of sustainable livelihood
strategies for New England farmers and Values-Based Food Supply
Chains designed to increase equity, transparency, and resilience in the
food system.


https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/Phase3-2_Source_and_Accuracy_Weekpercent2034.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/Phase3-2_Source_and_Accuracy_Weekpercent2034.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/Phase3-2_Source_and_Accuracy_Weekpercent2034.pdf
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/demo/technical-documentation/hhp/Phase3-2_Source_and_Accuracy_Weekpercent2034.pdf
https://jdc.jefferson.edu/mphcapstone_presentation/267
https://jdc.jefferson.edu/mphcapstone_presentation/267
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/food-insecurity-covid19/
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/publications/food-insecurity-covid19/
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/LGBTQ-Food-Bank-Jun-2020.pdf
https://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/LGBTQ-Food-Bank-Jun-2020.pdf

	LGBTQ+ food insufficiency in New England
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Approaches to food insecurity in food systems literature
	LGBTQ + food insecurity

	Methodology
	Data and Sample
	Measures
	Methods

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




