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Background Conclusions

* There are over 1.4 million international students * Lack of food security is a serious issue among
studying in the US.!

* Internationals students may experience a variety of

Table 1: Characteristics of International Students by
Food Security Status

international students at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill, with nearly half reporting

challenges as they transition to living and studying in High Food Marginal Food  Food Insecurity p-value food insecurity or marginal food security.
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Employment Status 77 struggle is real: A systematic review of food
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