Table S1. Crude and multinomial regressions for significant SES determinants

and literacy scores.

Relative Risk (CI 95%)

Adequat

e

Excess

Deficient

Inadequate

Instant Food (1 =666)  Crude (excluding missing income)

1.00

2.3(1.3,4.2)*

2.7(0.7,11.1)

3.0 (1.6, 5.6) **

Crude (all sample) 100 25(14,44)* 27(0.7,10.7) 3.4 (L9, 6.2)***
Model 2 (gender + grade + family size) ~ 1.00 2.6 (1.5,4.6) ** 3.2(0.8,13.0) 3.3 (1.8, 6.1) ***
Model 3 (gender + grade +income) ~ 1.00 22(12,4.0)* 3.0(0.7,125) 2.4 (1.2,45)*
Model 4 (gend de + fath
odel 4 (gender + grade + father 100 2.6(15,4.6)* 3.4(0.8 144) 3.0 (L6, 5.6)*
education)
1 h
Model 5 (gender + grade +mother o5 5514 43)» 28(07,112) 3.1 (17,57)*
education)
Model 6 (gender + grade + skill) 100 2.2(13,39)* 27(0.7,11.1) 2.4(1.3,4.5)*
Model 7 (gender + grade +attitude) ~ 1.00 2.4(14,42)* 2.8(0.7,11.4) 2.6 (14,49)*
Frozen Food (n=660) Crude (excluding missing income) 1.00 13(09,20) 1.6(0554) 1.4(08,22)
Crude (all sample) 1.00 1.3(09,19) 14(05,4.6) 1.4(09,2.2)
Model 2 (gender + grade + family size) ~ 1.00 1.3 (0.9,2.0) 1.4(04,45) 1.3(0.9,2.1)
Model 3 (gender + grade + income) 1.00 1.3(09,2.0) 1.6(0.5,55 1.4(08, 2.2)
Model 4 fath
odel 4 (gender + grade + father 100  13(09,20) 16(0554) 1.5(0.9,2.4)
education)
Model 5 (gender + grade +mother o5 4309 109) 1404 46) 14(09,22)
education)
Model 6 (gender + grade + skill) 100 12(08,1.8) 12(04,41) 1.1(0718)
Model 7 (gender + grade + attitude) 1.00 1.2(0.8,1.8) 13(04,42) 1.3(08,2.1)
Take'ozg)o 0d (= 1ide (excluding missing income) 100 12(08,18) 07(02,27) 21 (13,33)*
Crude (all sample) 100 12(08,17) 0.6(0.2,24) 2.0(13,3.1)*
Model 2 (gender + grade + family size) ~ 1.00 1.2(0.8,1.7) 0.6(0.2,24) 2.0(1.3,3.1)*
Model 3 (gender + grade + income) 1.00 1.2(0.8,1.8) 0.7(0.2,27) 18(1.1,29)*
Model 4 (gender + grade + father 100 110817 07(0.226) 1.9(1.2,29)*
education)
Model 5 (gender + grade +mother 0y 150817 050121 18(12 28"
education)
Model 6 (gender + grade + skill) 1.00 1.1(0.7,1.6) 0.6(0.2,22) 1.6(1.0,2.6)*
Model 7 (gender + grade + attitude) ~ 1.00  1.1(0.8,1.6)  0.6(0.1,2.2) 1.6 (1.0,2.6)*

145 <0.05, ** p<0.01, * p < 0.001.



Table S2. Associations between convenience food intake and missing income

data.
Relative Risk (CI 95%)
Adequate Excess Deficient Inadequate p-Value

Among those with data for With income data 157 (27.4%) 12 (2.1%) 266 (46.3%) 139 (24.2%) 0.8492
instant foods Without income data 23 (25.0%) 1(1.1%) 46 (50.0%) 22 (23.9%)

Among those with data for With income data 154 (27.1%) 12 (2.1%) 264 (46.4%) 139 (24.4%) 0.8829
frozen foods Without income data 23 (25.3%) 1(1.1%) 45(49.5%) 22 (24.4%)

Among those with data for take- Withincome data 157 (27.5%) 11 (1.9%) 264 (46.2%) 139 (24.3%) 0.8646
out foods Without income data 23 (25.0%) 1(1.1%) 46 (50.0%) 22 (23.9%)

Among all people with nutrient With income data 158 (27.4%) 12 (2.1%) 268 (46.4%) 139 (24.1%) 0.8237
data Without income data 23 (24.5%) 1(1.1%) 47 (50.0%) 23 (24.5%)




