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Increasing obesity odds among foreign-
born New Yorkers are not explained by
eating out, age at arrival, or duration of
residence: results from NYC HANES 2004
and 2013/2014
Margrethe F. Horlyck-Romanovsky1* and Sean J. Haley2

Abstract

Background: Among the foreign-born in the United States (US) dietary acculturation and eating out may increase
obesity risk.
Using the 2004 (N = 1952) and 2013/14 (N = 1481) New York City (NYC) Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys,
we compared for the foreign-born and US-born by survey year: 1) odds of obesity; 2) association between eating
out and obesity and 3) effect of age at arrival and duration of residence among the foreign-born. Weighted logistic
regression estimated odds of obesity.

Results: Compared to the US-born, the foreign-born had lower odds of obesity in 2004, (aOR = 0.51 (95%CI 0.37–
0.70), P = <.0001). Odds were no different in 2013/14. In 2013/14 the foreign-born who ate out had lower obesity
odds (aOR = 0.49 (95%CI 0.31–0.77), P = 0.0022). The foreign-born living in the US≥10 years had greater odds of
obesity in 2004 (aOR = 1.73 (95%CI 1.08–2.79), P = 0.0233) but not in 2013/14.

Conclusions: Eating out does not explain increasing obesity odds among the foreign-born.

Keywords: Obesity, Dietary acculturation, Age at arrival, Duration of residence, Eating out

Introduction
Upon arrival to the United States (US), the foreign-born
have historically had healthier eating habits, lower BMI
and better cardiometabolic health than the US-born [1–
4]. For example, according to the National Health Inter-
view Survey (NHIS) 2000, only 8% of the foreign-born
had obesity upon arrival, compared to 22% of the US-
born population [4]. However, as the foreign-born settle
in the US, access to low-cost, nutrient-dense foods that

are richer in calories, sugar, fats, animal protein, and so-
dium increases [5–7]. In turn, many foreign-born experi-
ence significant weight gain over time, such that the
foreign-born who have lived in the US for 15 years or
more have obesity rates that are no different from the
US-born [4]. In another study using 2010–2014 NHIS
data, duration of residence in the US of more than 15
years among the foreign-born was associated with 19%
higher odds of overweight/obesity (Adjusted odds ratio
[aOR] 1.19; 95%CI, 1.10–1.29), compared to those living
in the US for less than 10 years [1]. According to 2013/
14 NHANES data, 37.9% of the total US population had
obesity [8].
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Changes in food consumption patterns among the
foreign-born have been defined as dietary acculturation
[9–11]. This process is characterized by adopting the
dietary practices of the dominant food culture, and has
been associated with increases in obesity rates among
the foreign-born [11–13]. For example, in the US diets
may include less fiber, fruits and vegetables, and more
meals consumed outside the home compared to the
countries of origin [7, 9, 14]. Increasing obesity rates
among the foreign-born living in the US have been
linked to fast food and eating out [10].
Meals outside the home include breakfast, lunch and

dinner purchased or consumed in restaurants or retail
outlets, for take-out or delivery. Eating out has been asso-
ciated with increased calorie intake and weight gain [15,
16]. In fact, compared to eating at home, eating one meal
out may increase daily calorie intake by an average of 134
cal. In turn, eating out for just one meal each week could
result in an annual weight gain of two pounds leading to
significant weight gain over time [15, 16].
However, recent evidence suggests that these dietary

changes and associated increase in BMI begin before the
foreign-born arrive in the US as a result of the global
nutrition transition [12, 14]. Furthermore, study results
related to eating out among the foreign-born living in
the US differ by geographic location and country of ori-
gin. A study among foreign-born Latino parents in Cali-
fornia found no association between BMI and meals
eaten out regardless of restaurant type. Curiously, in the
same study, meals eaten at the homes of friends and rel-
atives were associated with greater calorie intake than
restaurant meals or meals eaten at home [17]. Another
study examining acculturation among Puerto Rican mi-
grants in Boston found that higher acculturation level
was associated with more frequent meals out but also
higher dietary quality [18]. Although these studies
underscore that there are variations in dietary accultur-
ation across ethnic groups, meals prepared at restaurants
did not contribute to obesity risk regardless of popula-
tion studied.
Changes in eating patterns among the foreign-born

occur alongside changes to daily routines [9]. For ex-
ample, two qualitative studies of African immigrants to
New York City (NYC) found that moving to the US
meant having less time to cook, eating fast food more
often, being less physically activity, and experiencing
rapid weight gain [19, 20]. Even so, there is limited
population evidence about whether eating out contrib-
utes to the risk of obesity among the foreign-born. The
two waves (2004 and 2013/14) of NYC HANES data
used in this study provide a unique opportunity to detect
secular trends in both dietary practices and body size
among foreign-born and US-born New Yorkers over the
ten-year period.

Objectives
The purpose of this study was to use the 2004 and 2013/
14 waves of the NYC Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey (NYC HANES), to compare among foreign-born
and US-born New Yorkers by survey year: 1) the odds of
obesity among NYC residents; 2) the association be-
tween eating out and obesity and 3) whether age at ar-
rival to or duration of residence in the US influenced
these relationships among the foreign-born.
Based on previous research we hypothesized that com-

pared to the 2004 cohort, obesity odds would be higher
in the 2014 cohort for both the foreign-born and US-
born; and that age at arrival and longer duration of
residence in the US for the foreign-born would be asso-
ciated with greater odds of obesity. Furthermore, we hy-
pothesized that eating out would be associated with
odds of obesity among the foreign-born in NYC. We ex-
amined the effect of eating out on odds of obesity over
time by analyzing the two waves of NYC HANES data
separately and combined for both the total population,
the foreign-born and the US-born.

Materials and methods
Study design
NYC HANES is a population based, cross–sectional sur-
vey modeled after the National Health and Nutrition
Examination Survey (NHANES). Data from the NYC
HANES waves 2004 and 2013/14 were used for this
study. The sampling methodology randomly selected
households within NYC census tracts and then ran-
domly selected eligible adult persons over the age of 20
within the households. The overall response rate for
2004 was 55% (N = 1999) and for 2013/14 the response
rate was 36% (N = 1527). The data collection consisted
of 1) an in-person interview, 2) a computer assisted self-
interview, and 3) a brief medical exam with biospecimen
samples. A more detailed description of the methods is
available elsewhere [21, 22]. The NYC HANES 2004
dataset is comprised of 6 separate datasets. Only data
from the SPFILE (demographic data), CAPI (nutrition
and diet data) and EXAM (medical examination) data-
sets were used for this analysis. The NYC HANES 2013/
14 data are contained in a single dataset. Both 2004 and
2013/14 datasets are de-identified and publicly available,
and both had survey weights applied to account for
probability of selection and non-response. The two
waves of data represent two independent cross sections
from different time periods. The datasets have a total
sample of 3526 non-institutionalized adult NYC resi-
dents aged 20 years and older.
All analyses were weighted to account for the complex

sampling survey design, non-response, and post-
stratification according to the data analysis guidelines
from the New York City Department of Health [21, 22].
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Survey participants who were missing data for height
and weight (components of BMI) were excluded from
the analysis. Thereafter, the weighting for survey partici-
pants who had complete data was adjusted by categories
of age, sex, and race/ethnicity to ensure that the dataset
represented the NYC population. Therefore, all esti-
mates are weighted and representative of the New York
City population. The final weighted samples of the 2004
and 2013/14 survey waves represented populations of 5,
827,719 and 6,271,280 New Yorkers, respectively.
This secondary data analysis was exempted by the City

University of New York institutional ethics review
committee.

Dependent variable
The dichotomized obesity variable was calculated from
measured weight and height variables and defined as
BMI ≥30 kg/m2 or BMI < 30 kg/m2. BMI was calculated
from measured weight and height and categorized into
four categories: underweight BMI < 18.5 kg/m2, healthy
weight BMI 18.5–24.9 kg/m2, overweight BMI 25–29.9
kg/m2, and obesity BMI ≥30 kg/m2 [23, 24]. We con-
ducted sensitivity analyses and found no difference when
comparing underweight + healthy weight to overweight.
Therefore, we combined underweight, healthy weight,
and overweight. Individual BMI scores and the four BMI
classifications were only used for descriptive statistics,
whereas the dichotomized obesity variable was the
dependent variable in logistic regression models.

Covariates
Nativity was defined dichotomously as either foreign-
born (including US territories) or US-born (including
the 50 states and Washington, DC, but excluding US
territories). Average weekly consumption of meals away
from home was defined as eating out (including break-
fast, lunch, or dinner purchased or consumed in restau-
rants or retail outlets, for take-out or delivery) and
standardized across survey years as 0 (never), > 0–1, 2, 3,
4, 5, 6, 7, 8+ times per week. Meals out was constructed
from how often participants reported eating out and di-
chotomized as Yes/No based on the closest whole num-
ber to the median in both years (Times per week eating
meals out: 2004: Median 0.99; and 2013/14: Median
1.04). Health behavior variables included fruit and vege-
table intake, smoking and physical activity. Fruit and
vegetable intake, an indicator of dietary quality, was con-
structed from how often participants reported eating
fruits and vegetables and dichotomized as ≥2 times per
day vs. < 2 times per day, based on the closest whole
number to the median in both years (Times per day eat-
ing fruits and vegetables: 2004: Median 2.03; and 2013/
14: Median 2.10). For comparison, the United States
average daily intake of fruits and vegetables (including

potatoes) is 2.5 servings [25]. Smoking was defined as
having smoked at least 100 cigarettes and currently
smoking every/some days [26]. Physical activity was de-
fined as engaging in moderate and/or vigorous physical
activity as part of work, transportation or recreation on
average ≥ 10min/day vs. < 10 min/day [27]. Indicators of
acculturation included age at arrival defined as arriving
in the US as an adult at ≥18 vs. < 18 years of age, to dis-
tinguish between child and adult arrivals. Duration of
residence was calculated from age at time of survey and
year of arrival in the US and was dichotomized as resid-
ing within the US ≥10 years or < 10 years consistent with
increased risk of significant weight gain after 10–15 years
of residence in the new country [1, 28].

Independent variables
Sex was collected as female or male. Race and Hispanic/
Latino ethnicity were self-reported, and subsequently
categorized as non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black,
non-Hispanic Asian, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic other.
Age categories (20–29, 30–39, 40–49, 50–59, and 60
years and older) were used for descriptive statistics,
while respondents reported age (range 20–94) was used
for logistic regression models. Income was defined as
<$20,000 vs. ≥$20,000. Marital status was defined di-
chotomously as married or living with a partner vs.
never married, separated, or divorced. Education was de-
fined as <high school vs. ≥high school or high school
equivalent.

Statistical methods
We used chi square and t-tests to assess differences be-
tween foreign-born and US-born participants in each
year and between years. We examined the literature for
evidence regarding each specific variable and conducted
sensitivity analyses to inform variable composition (in-
cluding meals out, age at arrival, time in the US, educa-
tion, income, fruit, and vegetable intake). Tests for
collinearity and interaction among the independent vari-
ables were conducted before proceeding to weighted
multivariate logistic regression.
Weighted logistic regression models estimated ad-

justed odds ratio (aOR) of obesity by covariates and
adjusting for independent variables among the total,
foreign-born and US-born populations. Covariates in-
cluded nativity, eating out, fruit and vegetable consump-
tion, smoking, and physical activity. Independent
variables in all models included age, sex, race/ethnicity,
education, income, and marital status. Models estimating
odds among the foreign-born also included age at arrival
and duration of residence in the US.
Model fit to test the global null hypothesis for each

model was estimated by second order Rao-Scott Likeli-
hood Ratio Chi-Square Test adjusted for the complex
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survey design [29, 30]. All models had a Rao-Scott Like-
lihood Ratio Chi-Square Test P < .0001 indicating that
the models as a whole fit significantly better than the
null model [29, 30].
Six logistic regression models examined the relation-

ship between nativity and obesity: Three models exam-
ined differences in obesity odds among all New Yorkers,
the foreign-born and the US-born in 2004: Model 1 esti-
mated the relationship between nativity and obesity for
the 2004 total sample (Table 2). Model 2 examined the
relationship for the 2004 foreign-born population and
included age at arrival and duration of residence in the
US (Table 2). Model 3 examined the odds of obesity for
the 2004 US-born population (Table 2).
Three models examined differences in obesity odds

among all New Yorkers, the foreign-born and the US-
born in 2013/14. Model 4 estimated the odds of obesity
for the 2013/14 total sample (Table 2). Model 5 exam-
ined the odds of obesity for the 2013/14 foreign-born
sample and included age at arrival and duration of US
residence (Table 2). Model 6 examined the odds of obes-
ity for the 2013/14 US-born sample (Table 2).
Three supplementary models examined difference in

obesity odds among all New Yorkers, the foreign-born
and the US-born between the two survey waves (Add-
itional file 1). Model 1S compared the odds of obesity
between 2004 and 2013/14 for the total sample. Model
2S estimated the odds of obesity between 2004 and
2013/14 for the foreign-born only and included age at
arrival and duration of US residence. Model 3S esti-
mated the odds of obesity between 2004 and 2013/14 for
the US-born only.
All regression models were adjusted for age, sex, race/

ethnicity, education, income, marital status. Models esti-
mating odds among the foreign-born also included age
at arrival and duration of residence in the US.
All regression analyses accounted for the complex sur-

vey design and stratified sampling representative of
NYC. Statistical Analysis Software (SAS) version 9.2 was
used for analyses.

Results
Table 1 displays descriptive statistics by survey years.

NYC HANES 2004 participants
Among the 2004 total sample, 52% were foreign-born
(Table 1, Section A). The top five countries and territor-
ies of origin for the foreign-born in the 2004 sample
were: Dominican Republic (n = 155), China (n = 87),
Mexico (n = 82), Puerto Rico (n = 74) and Jamaica (n =
43). (Additional file 2).
The foreign-born differed significantly from the US

born in nearly all aspects, except for sex. Compared to
the US-born, the foreign-born were less likely to have

obesity, 22% vs. 30.2%, but more likely to experience
overweight, 40% vs. 30.4%, respectively (P < 0.0001).
Foreign-born were significantly less likely to eat meals
away from home compared to the US-born, 75% vs.
91.2% (P < 0.0001). The foreign-born were less likely to
be smokers (18.6% vs. 28.7%, P < 0.0001) and be physic-
ally active, as 51.1% reported less than 10min of physical
activity per day compared to a third 36.5% (P < 0.0001)
of the US-born. A majority (78%) of the foreign-born
had arrived in the US at 18 years of age or older and
67% had lived in the US for ≥10 years or more. Foreign-
born respondents were more likely to be Hispanic (39%
vs. 12.2%), between the ages of 30 and 59 (P < 0.0001), to
make less than $20 K (40.5% vs. 21.6%, P < 0.0001), be
married or live with a partner (62% vs. 44.7%, P <
0.0001) and have less than a high school education,
(37.1% vs. 16.2%), (P < 0.0001).

NYC HANES 2013/14 participants
Of the 2013/14 total sample, 50% were foreign born
(Table 1, Section B). The top five countries and territor-
ies of origin for the foreign-born in the 2013/14 sample
were Dominican Republic (n = 81), Puerto Rico (n = 63),
China (n = 58), Jamaica (n = 55), and Russia (n = 25).
(Additional file 2) The foreign-born and US-born dif-
fered across all aspects except for sex, and fruit and
vegetable intake. The foreign-born were more likely to
experience overweight than the US-born (38.4% vs
30.4%), but rates of obesity were similar (29.8% vs.
30.7%), (P = 0.0074) and mean BMI was lower (27.7 kg/
m2 vs. 28.1 kg/m2, P = < 0.0001). Compared to the US-
born, the foreign-born were more likely to never eat
meals out (9.8% vs 33%, P < 0.0001). The foreign-born
were less likely to smoke (P = 0.0306), and less physically
active, as 44.2% reported engaging in at least 10 min of
physical activity per day, compared to 64.1% among the
US-born (P < 0.0001). Among the foreign-born, a major-
ity had arrived in the US at ≥18 years of age, and 76%
had lived in the US for ≥10 years.
Compared to the US-born, the foreign-born were

more likely to be Hispanic or Asian (P < 0.0001),
between the ages of 30 to 60+ years (P = 0.0262), more
likely to earn <$20 K (P < 0.0001), more likely to be
married or living with a partner (60.3% vs. 41.7%, P <
0.0001), and less likely to have a high school education
or above (24.6% vs 13.0%, P < 0.0001).

Participant comparison NYC HANES 2004 vs. 2013/14
The 2013/14 foreign-born sample differed from the 2004
group by having higher mean BMI (P < 0.0001), higher
obesity rates (P = 0.0007), eating out less (P = 0.0006),
experiencing older age at arrival (P = 0.0012) and longer
duration of residence (P < 0.0001). The 2013/14 US-born
differed from the 2004 sample by higher fruit and

Horlyck-Romanovsky and Haley BMC Public Health         (2021) 21:1453 Page 4 of 14



Ta
b
le

1
C
ha
ra
ct
er
is
tic
s
of

th
e
Fo
re
ig
n-
Bo

rn
an
d
U
S-
Bo

rn
Po

pu
la
tio

ns
;N

YC
H
A
N
ES

Ye
ar
s
20
04

an
d
20
13
/2
01
4

A N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
04

B N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
13

/1
4

C 20
04

vs
20

13
/1
4

D 20
04

vs
.2

01
3/

14

To
ta
l

Po
p
ul
at
io
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

Fo
re
ig
n-

B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

U
S-

B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

P- va
lu
ea

To
ta
l

Po
p
ul
at
io
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

Fo
re
ig
n-
B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

U
S-

B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

P- va
lu
ea

Fo
re
ig
n-

B
or
n

P-
va
lu
ea

U
S-

B
or
n

P-
va
lu
ea

N
=
19
52

b
N
=
10
73

N
=
87
9

N
=
14
82

N
=
71
3

N
=
76
9

To
ta
lP

op
ul
at
io
n
W
ei
g
ht
ed

c
10
0%

52
.0
%

48
.0
%

10
0%

50
.0
%

50
.0
%

B
M
Ik

g
/m

2

O
be

si
ty
,a

ge
ad

ju
st
ed

d
26
.8
%

22
.6
%

29
.3
%

31
.7
%

29
.6
%

31
.9
%

M
ea
n
BM

I±
SE

26
.9
±
0.
19

27
.9
±
0.
3

<
.0
00
1

27
.7
±
0.
3

28
.1
±
0.
3

0.
35
67

<
.0
00
1

<
.0
00
1

O
be

si
ty

≥
30

kg
/m

2
26
.0
%

22
.0
%

30
.2
%

<
.0
00
1

30
.2
%

29
.8
%

30
.8
%

0.
00
74

0.
00
07

0.
96
80

O
ve
rw

ei
gh

t,
25
–2
9.
9
kg
/m

2
35
.3
%

39
.9
%

30
.4
%

34
.4
%

38
.4
%

30
.4
%

H
ea
lth

y
W
ei
gh

t
18
.5
–2
4.
9
kg
/m

2
37
.0
%

36
.7
%

37
.4
%

33
.3
%

29
.4
%

37
.3
%

U
nd

er
w
ei
gh

t
<
18
.5
kg
/m

2
1.
7%

1.
4%

2.
0%

2.
0%

2.
4%

1.
7%

Ea
ti
ng

O
ut

M
ea
n
Ti
m
es

pe
r
W
ee
k
±
SE

2.
50

±
0.
1

2.
02

±
0.
1

3.
03

±
0.
1

<
.0
00
1

2.
32

±
0.
1

1.
81

±
0.
1

2.
85

±
0.
1

<
.0
00
1

<
.0
00
1

<
.0
00
1

N
o

16
.0
%

22
.5
%

8.
8%

<
.0
00
1

21
.5
%

33
.0
%

9.
8%

<
.0
00
1

0.
00
06

0.
32
65

Ye
s

84
.0
%

77
.5
%

91
.2
%

78
.5
%

67
.0
%

90
.2
%

Fr
ui
t
an

d
V
eg

et
ab

le
In
ta
ke

≥
2
tim

es
pe

r
da
y

55
.1
%

57
.4
%

52
.7
%

0.
04
52

61
.8
%

62
.9
%

60
.8
%

0.
50
28

0.
05
12

0.
00
54

<
2
tim

es
pe

r
da
y

44
.9
%

42
.6
%

47
.3
%

38
.2
%

37
.1
%

39
.2
%

Sm
ok

in
g

N
on

-S
m
ok
er

76
.6
%

81
.4
%

71
.3
%

<
.0
00
1

81
.2
%

83
.9
%

78
.4
%

0.
03
06

0.
28
90

0.
00
80

Sm
ok
er

23
.4
%

18
.6
%

28
.7
%

18
.8
%

16
.1
%

21
.6
%

Ph
ys
ic
al

A
ct
iv
it
y
≥
10

m
in
/d
ay

N
o

44
.1
%

51
.1
%

36
.5
%

<
.0
00
1

45
.9
%

55
.8
%

35
.9
%

<
.0
00
1

0.
09
65

0.
38
0

Ye
s

55
.9
%

48
.9
%

63
.5
%

54
.1
%

44
.2
%

64
.1
%

A
g
e
at

A
rr
iv
al

M
ea
n
±
SE

28
.0
±
0.
5

25
.6
±
0.
82

0.
00
17

N
/A

<
18

ye
ar
s
of

ag
e

N
/A

22
.4
%

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

26
.5
%

N
/A

0.
07
83

≥
18

ye
ar
s
of

ag
e

N
/A

77
.6
%

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

73
.5
%

N
/A

Ti
m
e
in

th
e
U
S

M
ea
n
±
SE

17
.7
±
0.
8

22
.2
±
0.
8

<
.0
00
1

<
10

ye
ar
s

N
/A

33
.5
%

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

23
.8
%

N
/A

0.
00
24

N
/A

≥
10

ye
ar
s

N
/A

66
.5
%

N
/A

N
/A

N
/A

76
.2
%

N
/A

Horlyck-Romanovsky and Haley BMC Public Health         (2021) 21:1453 Page 5 of 14



Ta
b
le

1
C
ha
ra
ct
er
is
tic
s
of

th
e
Fo
re
ig
n-
Bo

rn
an
d
U
S-
Bo

rn
Po

pu
la
tio

ns
;N

YC
H
A
N
ES

Ye
ar
s
20
04

an
d
20
13
/2
01
4
(C
on

tin
ue
d)

A N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
04

B N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
13

/1
4

C 20
04

vs
20

13
/1
4

D 20
04

vs
.2

01
3/

14

To
ta
l

Po
p
ul
at
io
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

Fo
re
ig
n-

B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

U
S-

B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

P- va
lu
ea

To
ta
lP

op
ul
at
io
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

Fo
re
ig
n-

B
or
nW

ei
g
ht
ed

U
S-
B
or
n

W
ei
g
ht
ed

P- va
lu
ea

Fo
re
ig
n-
Bo

rn
P-

va
lu
ea

U
S-
Bo

rn
P-

va
lu
ea

A
g
e M
ea
n
±
SE

45
.9
±
1.
0

45
.2
±
1.
0

<
.0
00
1

48
.0
±
0.
8

43
.3
±
0.
9

<
.0
00
1

<
.0
00
1

<
.0
00
1

20
–2
9

19
.8
%

15
.3
%

24
.7
%

<
.0
00
1

22
.5
%

16
.3
%

28
.6
%

<
.0
00
1

0.
02
62

0.
58
95

30
–3
9

22
.7
%

25
.3
%

19
.8
%

19
.6
%

19
.2
%

20
.3
%

40
–4
9

20
.3
%

22
.5
%

17
.8
%

17
.8
%

19
.2
%

16
.3
%

50
–5
9

15
.6
%

16
.8
%

14
.4
%

17
.0
%

19
.9
%

14
.2
%

60
+

21
.6
%

20
.1
%

23
.2
%

23
.1
%

24
.5
%

20
.6
%

Se
x M
al
e

46
.1
%

46
.2
%

46
.0
%

46
.7
%

44
.5
%

48
.9
%

0.
12
68

0.
46
31

0.
24
16

Fe
m
al
e

53
.9
%

53
.8
%

54
.0
%

0.
92
32

53
.3
%

55
.5
%

51
.1
%

Et
hn

ic
it
y/
Et
hn

ic
it
y

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
W
hi
te

38
.2
%

21
.3
%

56
.7
%

<
.0
00
1

35
.0
%

21
.6
%

48
.7
%

<
.0
00
1

0.
89
30

0.
00
15

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
Bl
ac
k

23
.1
%

18
.1
%

28
.6
%

21
.3
%

16
.8
%

25
.8
%

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
A
si
an

10
.9
%

19
.8
%

1.
2%

14
.0
%

23
.4
%

4.
5%

H
is
pa
ni
c

26
.2
%

39
.0
%

12
.2
%

27
.1
%

36
.2
%

17
.7
%

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
O
th
er

1.
5%

1.
7%

1.
3%

2.
6%

1.
9%

3.
3%

Ed
uc

at
io
n

<
H
ig
h
Sc
ho

ol
27
.0
%

37
.1
%

16
.2
%

<
.0
00
1

18
.9
%

24
.6
%

13
.0
%

<
.0
00
1

<
.0
00
1

0.
19
07

≥
H
ig
h
Sc
ho

ol
73
.0
%

62
.9
%

83
.8
%

81
.1
%

75
.4
%

87
.0
%

In
co

m
e

≥
$2
0,
00
0

68
.7
%

59
.5
%

78
.4
%

71
.6
%

65
.9
%

77
.1
%

<
.0
00
1

0.
07
86

0.
16
34

<
$2
0,
00
0

31
.3
%

40
.5
%

21
.6
%

<
.0
00
1

28
.4
%

34
.1
%

22
.9
%

M
ar
it
al

St
at
us

M
ar
rie
d
or

liv
in
g
w
.p

ar
tn
er

53
.6
%

62
.0
%

44
.7
%

<
.0
00
1

50
.9
%

60
.3
%

41
.7
%

<
.0
00
1

0.
59
14

0.
36
99

Si
ng

le
,s
ep

ar
at
ed

,d
iv
or
ce
d,

w
id
ow

ed
46
.4
%

38
.0
%

55
.3
%

49
.1
%

39
.7
%

58
.2
%

A
bb

re
vi
at
io
ns
:S
E
st
an

da
rd

er
ro
r,
BM

IB
od

y
M
as
s
In
de

x.
a
T-
te
st
s
an

d
χ2

St
at
is
tic
s
w
er
e
us
ed

to
co
m
pa

re
ch
ar
ac
te
ris
tic
s
be

tw
ee
n
fo
re
ig
n-
bo

rn
an

d
U
S-
bo

rn
N
ew

Yo
rk
er
s

b
Sa
m
pl
e
si
ze
s
ar
e
un

w
ei
gh

te
d.

A
ll
ot
he

r
es
tim

at
es

ar
e
w
ei
gh

te
d.

c
A
ll
w
ei
gh

te
d
pr
op

or
tio

ns
re
fle

ct
N
ew

Yo
rk

C
ity

po
pu

la
tio

n
es
tim

at
es

fr
om

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

C
om

m
un

ity
Su

rv
ey

20
04

an
d
20

13
.W

ei
gh

ts
in
cl
ud

e
ag

e,
ge

nd
er

an
d
ra
ce
/e
th
ni
ci
ty
.d

A
ge

ad
ju
st
ed

ra
te
s
w
er
e
st
an

da
rd
iz
ed

to
th
e
U
S
C
en

su
s
20

00
st
an

da
rd

po
pu

la
tio

n
as

pe
r
N
YC

H
A
N
ES

da
ta

an
al
ys
is
gu

id
el
in
es

Horlyck-Romanovsky and Haley BMC Public Health         (2021) 21:1453 Page 6 of 14



Ta
b
le

2
O
be

si
ty

O
dd

s
A
m
on

g
Fo
re
ig
n-
Bo

rn
an
d
U
S-
Bo

rn
N
ew

Yo
rk
er
s,
Lo
gi
st
ic
Re
gr
es
si
on

,W
ei
gh

te
d
A
na
ly
si
s
by

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar
;N

ew
Yo

rk
C
ity

H
ea
lth

an
d
N
ut
rit
io
n
Ex
am

in
at
io
n

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar
s
20
04

an
d
20
13
/2
01
4

A N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
04

a
B N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
13

/1
4a

Ri
sk

Fa
ct
or
s

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
1

To
ta
lP

op
ul
at
io
n

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
2

Fo
re
ig
n-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
3

U
S-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
4

To
ta
lP

op
ul
at
io
n

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
5

Fo
re
ig
n-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
6

U
S-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

N
at
iv
it
y

U
S-
Bo

rn
Re

fe
re
nt

N
/A

N
/A

Re
fe
re
nt

N
/A

N
/A

Fo
re
ig
n-
Bo

rn
0.
51

(0
.3
7–

0.
70

)*
**

N
/A

N
/A

0.
86

(0
.6
1–
1.
22
)

N
/A

N
/A

Ea
ti
ng

O
ut

N
o

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Ye
s

0.
93

(0
.6
6–
1.
34
)

0.
69

(0
.4
3–
1.
12
)

1.
57

(0
.8
8–
2.
81
)

0.
64

(0
.4
5–

0.
90

)*
0.
49

(0
.3
1–

0.
77

)*
*

1.
18

(0
.6
2–
2.
25
)

Fr
ui
t
an

d
V
eg

et
ab

le

<
2
tim

es
pe

r
da
y

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

≥
2
tim

es
pe

r
da
y

0.
88

(0
.7
0–
1.
11
)

0.
90

(0
.6
2–
1.
30
)

0.
85

(0
.6
3–
1.
16
)

0.
64

(0
.4
8–

0.
86

)*
*

0.
67

(0
.4
4–
1.
01
)

0.
60

(0
.4
0–

0.
91

)*

Sm
ok

in
g

N
o

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Ye
s

0.
83

(0
.6
3–
1.
09
)

0.
74

(0
.4
5–
1.
22
)

0.
76

(0
.5
2–
1.
13
)

0.
69

(0
.4
5–
1.
06
)

0.
46

(0
.2
3–

0.
94

)*
0.
81

(0
.4
8–
1.
39
)

Ph
ys
ic
al

A
ct
iv
it
y

<
10

M
in
ut
es
/D
ay

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

≥
10

M
in
ut
es
/D
ay

0.
88

(0
.7
0–
1.
12
)

1.
07

(0
.7
4–
1.
54
)

0.
76

(0
.5
2–
1.
11
)

0.
97

(0
.7
1–
1.
34
)

1.
07

(0
.6
8–
1.
67
)

0.
82

(0
.5
5–
1.
23
)

A
g
e
at

A
rr
iv
al

<
18

ye
ar
s

N
/A

Re
fe
re
nt

N
/A

N
/A

Re
fe
re
nt

N
/A

≥
18

N
/A

0.
76

(0
.4
9–
1.
20
)

N
/A

N
/A

1.
00

(0
.5
6–
1.
79
)

N
/A

Ti
m
e
in

th
e
U
S

<
10

ye
ar
s

N
/A

Re
fe
re
nt

N
/A

N
/A

Re
fe
re
nt

N
/A

≥
10

ye
ar
s

N
/A

1.
73

(1
.0
8–
2.
79
)*

N
/A

N
/A

1.
53

(0
.7
7–
3.
04
)

N
/A

A
g
e A
ge

,c
on

tin
uo

us
1.
01

(1
.0
1–

1.
02

)*
**

1.
02

(1
.0
0–
1.
03
)

1.
01

(1
.0
0–
1.
02
)

1.
01

(1
.0
1–

1.
02

)*
1.
02

(1
.0
0–
1.
03
)

1.
01

(1
.0
0–
1.
03
)

Se
x M
al
e

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Fe
m
al
e

1.
53

(1
.2
2–

1.
93

)*
**

1.
48

(1
.0
1–

2.
18

)*
1.
56

(1
.1
3–

2.
16

)*
*

1.
04

(0
.7
6–
1.
43
)

1.
23

(0
.7
9–
1.
93
)

0.
86

(0
.5
4–
1.
37
)

Horlyck-Romanovsky and Haley BMC Public Health         (2021) 21:1453 Page 7 of 14



Ta
b
le

2
O
be

si
ty

O
dd

s
A
m
on

g
Fo
re
ig
n-
Bo

rn
an
d
U
S-
Bo

rn
N
ew

Yo
rk
er
s,
Lo
gi
st
ic
Re
gr
es
si
on

,W
ei
gh

te
d
A
na
ly
si
s
by

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar
;N

ew
Yo

rk
C
ity

H
ea
lth

an
d
N
ut
rit
io
n
Ex
am

in
at
io
n

Su
rv
ey

Ye
ar
s
20
04

an
d
20
13
/2
01
4
(C
on

tin
ue
d)

A N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
04

a
B N
Y
C
H
A
N
ES

20
13

/1
4a

Ri
sk

Fa
ct
or
s

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
1

To
ta
lP

op
ul
at
io
n

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
2

Fo
re
ig
n-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
3

U
S-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
4

To
ta
lP

op
ul
at
io
n

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
5

Fo
re
ig
n-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

O
b
es
it
y

aO
R
(9
5%

C
I)

M
od

el
6

U
S-
B
or
n
O
nl
y

Ra
ce
/E
th
ni
ci
ty

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
W
hi
te

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
Bl
ac
k

1.
71

(1
.1
9–

2.
44

)*
0.
87

(0
.4
2–
1.
77
)

2.
05

(1
.3
4–
3.
13
)

1.
64

(1
.0
6–

2.
54

)*
**

1.
29

(0
.6
4–
2.
62
)

1.
70

(0
.9
8–
2.
97
)

H
is
pa
ni
c

1.
88

(1
.3
0–

2.
72

)*
*

1.
29

(0
.7
6–
2.
19
)

2.
23

(1
.3
9–
3.
57
)

1.
21

(0
.8
0–
1.
84
)

1.
14

(0
.6
5–
2.
01
)

1.
37

(0
.7
6–
2.
46
)

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
A
si
an

0.
49

(0
.2
7–

0.
91

)*
*

0.
29

(0
.1
4–

0.
59

)*
**

2.
60

(0
.8
2–
8.
23
)

0.
42

(0
.2
1–

0.
86

)*
*

0.
48

(0
.2
0–
1.
13
)

U
nr
el
ia
bl
e
N
=
1

N
on

-H
is
pa
ni
c
O
th
er

1.
27

(0
.4
4–
3.
67
)

1.
51

(0
.3
6–
6.
25
)

0.
56

(0
.1
2–
2.
66
)

0.
83

(0
.3
7–
1.
88
)

0.
77

(0
.1
8–
3.
38
)

0.
84

(0
.3
6–
1.
95
)

Ed
uc

at
io
n

≥
H
ig
h
Sc
ho

ol
Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

<
H
ig
h
Sc
ho

ol
1.
54

(1
.1
2–

2.
11

)*
*

1.
50

(1
.0
5–

2.
17

)*
1.
60

(1
.0
3–

2.
49

)*
1.
56

(1
.0
5–

2.
31

)*
1.
05

(0
.6
2–
1.
79
)

2.
19

(1
.2
4–

3.
87

)*
*

In
co

m
e

$2
0,
00
0+

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

<
$2
0,
00
0

1.
00

(0
.7
4–
1.
35
)

0.
93

(0
.6
6–
1.
32
)

1.
21

(0
.7
5–
1.
98
)

0.
89

(0
.6
5–
1.
24
)

0.
96

(0
.5
7–
1.
64
)

0.
87

(0
.5
7–
1.
32
)

M
ar
it
al

St
at
us

N
ev
er

m
ar
rie
d,

di
vo
rc
ed

,w
id
ow

ed
Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

Re
fe
re
nt

M
ar
rie
d/
Li
vi
ng

w
.P
ar
tn
er

1.
05

(0
.8
4–
1.
31
)

1.
22

(0
.8
7–
1.
70
)

1.
03

(0
.7
3–
1.
44
)

1.
03

(0
.7
5–
1.
41
)

1.
20

(0
.7
6–
1.
89
)

0.
93

(0
.5
9–
1.
48
)

Si
gn

ifi
ca
nc
e
le
ve
l:
*
<
0.
05

,*
*
<
0.
01

,*
**

<
0.
00

1
A
bb

re
vi
at
io
ns
:a

O
R
A
dj
us
te
d
O
dd

s
Ra

tio
a A
ll
w
ei
gh

te
d
pr
op

or
tio

ns
re
fle

ct
N
ew

Yo
rk

C
ity

po
pu

la
tio

n
es
tim

at
es
.T

he
N
ew

Yo
rk

po
pu

la
tio

n
is
w
ei
gh

te
d
by

ag
e,

ge
nd

er
an

d
ra
ce
/e
th
ni
ci
ty

Horlyck-Romanovsky and Haley BMC Public Health         (2021) 21:1453 Page 8 of 14



vegetable intake (P = 0.0054), different race/ethnicity
(P = 0.0015), and lower smoking rates (P = 0.008).

Odds of obesity, NYC HANES 2004
Table 2, Section A displays the logistic regression results
from obesity models 1–3. In 2004, foreign-born New
Yorkers had lower odds of obesity than the US-born;
eating out was not associated with obesity odds in either
population. Among the foreign-born obesity odds were
higher among those with living in the US ≥10 years.
Model 1 (Table 2, Section A) examined the odds of

obesity in the overall NYC HANES 2004 sample. Com-
pared to the US-born, the foreign-born had significantly
lower odds of obesity [(OR = 0.51 (95%CI 0.37–0.70) P =
<.0001]. Age was associated with significantly higher
odds of obesity [aOR = 1.01 (95% CI 1.01–1.02) P =
0.0006], as was being female [aOR = 1.53 (95% CI 1.22–
1.93) P = 0.0003], and having less than a high school
education [aOR = 1.54 (95% CI 1.12–2.11) P = 0.0074].
Compared to non-Hispanic whites, non-Hispanic blacks
[aOR = 1.71 (95% CI 1.19–2.44) P = 0.0172] and His-
panics [aOR = 1.88 (95% CI 1.30–2.72) P = 0.0016] had
higher odds of obesity, whereas the non-Hispanic Asian
sample had significantly lower odds [aOR = 0.49 (95% CI
0.27–0.91) P = 0.0011]. In the 2004 total study sample of
foreign-born and US-born; eating out, income, marital
status, smoking status, physical activity, and fruit and
vegetable intake were not associated with odds of
obesity.
Model 2 (Table 2, Section A) examined the odds of

obesity among the foreign-born in the NYC HANES
2004 sample only. Duration of residence in the US ≥10
years was associated with 73% higher odds of obesity
[aOR = 1.73 (95% CI 1.08–2.79) P = 0.0233]. Among the
foreign-born, women had 48% higher odds of obesity
than men [aOR = 1.48 (95%CI 1.01–2.18) P = 0.0466].
Non-Hispanic Asians had lower odds of obesity [aOR =
0.29 (95% CI 0.14–0.59) P = 0.0002]. Those with less
than a high school education had higher odds of obesity
[aOR = 1.50 (95%CI 1.05–2.17) P = 0.0283]. Among the
foreign-born in 2004 eating out, age at arrival, income,
marital status, smoking status, physical activity, and fruit
and vegetable intake did not contribute significantly to
the odds of obesity.
Model 3 (Table 2, Section A) examined the odds of

obesity among the US-born in the NYC HANES 2004
sample only. Among the US-born sample, women had
56% higher odds of obesity [aOR = 1.56 (95%CI 1.13–
2.16) P = 0.0078]. Respondents with less than high
school had higher odds of obesity [aOR = 1.60 (95% CI
1.03–2.49) P = 0.0362]. Among the US-born in 2004, eat-
ing out, age, race/ethnicity, income, marital status,
smoking status, physical activity, and fruit and vegetable

intake did not contribute significantly to the odds of
obesity.

Odds of obesity, NYC HANES 2013/14
Table 2, Section B displays the logistic regression results
from obesity models 4–6. Overall, in 2013/14 obesity
odds were no different between foreign-born and US-
born New Yorkers. When examining the two popula-
tions separately, eating out was associated with lower
odds of obesity among the foreign-born. Eating out was
not associated with obesity among the US-born. Time
living in the US was not associated with obesity odds
among the foreign-born.
Model 4 (Table 2, Section B) examined the odds of

obesity in the overall NYC HANES 2013/14 sample.
There was no difference in obesity odds between the
foreign-born and the US-born. However, eating out was
associated with lower odds of obesity [aOR = 0.64 (95%
CI 0.45–0.90) P = 0.0112]. Each increase in year of age
was associated with higher odds of obesity [aOR = 1.01
(95% CI 1.01–1.02) P = 0.0016]. When examining obesity
odds by race and ethnicity, compared to non-Hispanic
Whites, non-Hispanic Blacks had higher odds of obesity
[aOR = 1.64 (95% CI 1.06–2.54) P = 0.0009] while non-
Hispanic Asians had lower odds of obesity [aOR = 0.42
(95% CI 0.21–0.856) P = 0.0060]. Those with less than a
high school education had higher odds of obesity [aOR =
1.56 (95% CI 1.05–2.31) P = 0.0282]. Consuming fruit
and vegetables ≥2 times per day was associated with
lower odds of obesity [aOR = 0.64 (95% CI 0.48–0.86)
P = 0.0029]. Among the total sample, sex, income, mari-
tal status, smoking and physical activity did not contrib-
ute significantly to the odds of obesity. The 2004 NYC
HANES did not include information about sugar sweet-
ened beverage intake, but the 2013/2014 survey did. We
tested sugar sweetened beverage intake associations and
found that this was not associated with either BMI or
nativity (data not shown). As such, sugar sweetened bev-
erage intake was not included in the regression models.
Model 5 (Table 2, Section B) examined the odds of

obesity among the foreign-born in the NYC HANES
2014 sample only. Among the foreign-born who ate out
odds of obesity were less than half [aOR = 0.49 (95%CI
0.31–0.77) P = 0.0022]. Smokers had lower obesity odds
[aOR = 0.46 (95% CI 0.23–0.94) P = 0.0332]. Age at ar-
rival, time in the US, age, sex, race/ethnicity, education,
income, marital status, physical activity, and fruit and
vegetable intake did not contribute significantly to the
odds of obesity among the foreign-born in 2013/14.
Model 6 (Table 2, Section B) examined the odds of

obesity among the US-born in the NYC HANES 2013/
14 sample only. Those with less than a high school edu-
cation had higher odds of obesity [aOR = 2.19 (95% CI
1.24–3.87) P = 0.0074]. Consuming fruit and vegetables
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≥2 times per day was associated with lower odds of
obesity [aOR = 0.60 (95% CI 0.40–0.91) P = 0.0153].
Among the US-born in 2013/14, eating out, age, sex, in-
come, marital status, smoking and physical activity did
not contribute significantly to the odds of obesity.

Odds of obesity, NYC HANES 2004 vs. 2013/14
Overall, for the two survey years, obesity odds were
higher for the foreign-born in 2013/14 than in 2004 but
odds were not different for the US-born. For foreign-
born participants across the two survey years, obesity
odds were 42% higher in 2013/14 [aOR = 1.42 (95% CI
1.06–1.89) P = 0.0198]. When comparing the US-born
participants across the two survey years, obesity odds
were no different between 2004 and 2013/14 [aOR =
1.09 (95% CI 0.81–1.47) P = 0.5653]. (Additional file 1).

Discussion
This study sought to determine whether eating out was
associated with obesity among foreign-born and US-
born New Yorkers and to characterize differences be-
tween the 2004 and 2013/14 waves of the NYC HANES.
We found that compared to the US-born, the foreign-
born had significantly lower odds of obesity in 2004, but
similar odds in 2013/14. Although odds of obesity in-
creased among the foreign-born from 2004 to 2013/14,
eating out was associated with lower obesity odds among
the foreign-born in 2013/14. In contrast, obesity rates
and odds remained constant in the US-born population
between the two survey years and were not related to
eating out. More frequent intake of fruits and vegetables
was associated with lower odds of obesity among the
US-born. Among the foreign-born, age at arrival was not
associated with odds of obesity. Although living in the
US ≥10 years was associated with greater odds of obesity
in 2004, there was no difference by duration of residence
in 2013/14.
The higher obesity prevalence in 2013/14 compared to

2004 appears to be attributable to the increase in obesity
among foreign-born New Yorkers alone. Dietary and
weight status changes which previously were thought to
begin when the foreign-born arrived in the US, may now
commence in the home countries such that the foreign-
born arrive in the US with more global food preferences
and higher mean BMI. Therefore, global food trends
may play a larger role in obesity risk among the foreign-
born living in the US than how long they have been in
the country or the frequency of eating out. The world-
wide shift in dietary practices, whereby foods become
more affordable, higher in fat, sugar, and processed
meat, and lower in fiber is matched with a concurrent
decrease in physical activity [12, 31]. This shift may lead
to higher rates of obesity and diet-related disease regard-
less of where people live [32–34].

Immigrants in New York City are more likely to ex-
perience overweight than they are to experience obesity.
Such findings have been shown in other studies con-
ducted among Filipino [35], African, Caribbean [36, 37]
and Hispanic [38, 39] immigrants in New York City. Al-
though race/ethnicity specific analysis was not the focus
in this paper, a recent study examining the changes in
body mass in the NYC HANES and National Health and
Nutrition Examination (NHANES) data demonstrated
that weight distribution remained constant among
women, but that increases in BMI were observed among
men, African Americans, Asians and immigrants without
health insurance [39].
The unchanged obesity rates among the US-born over

the 10-year study period paired with the protective effect
of fruit and vegetable intake may be signs of a slowing
obesity epidemic unique to US-born New Yorkers. Dur-
ing the same period, US national age-adjusted obesity
prevalence rates increased from 34.6 to 37.9% compared
to 30.7% in NYC [8]. The slowing of the obesity epi-
demic may be due in part to effective public policy and
grassroots efforts in NYC. Over the past three decades,
NYC has been intentional in crafting food policy initia-
tives to address overall health, obesity and improve qual-
ity, quantity, and accessibility of healthy foods for all
New Yorkers. Examples include: 1) the passage of menu
calorie labeling legislation for chain restaurants imple-
mented in 2006 [40, 41]; 2) the strategic placement of
mobile fruit and vegetable vendors in underserved
neighborhoods [42]; 3) the Food Retail Expansion to
Support Health (FRESH) program which has coordi-
nated rezoning, tax incentivization and strategic opening
of 18 supermarkets in food deserts since 2009 [43]; 4) a
nutrition education marketing campaign by the NYC
Department of Health focused on reducing sugar sweet-
ened beverage intake [44]; and 5) concerted efforts by
non-profit organizations and the NYC DOH to imple-
ment city, state and federally funded nutrition education
programs targeting New Yorkers of all ages in childcare,
Head Start, WIC, schools, after-school, senior programs
and community-based organizations [45, 46].
We had hypothesized that eating out would be associ-

ated with odds of obesity among the foreign-born, but
we did not anticipate that it would be associated with
lower odds of obesity among this sample. The negative
association between meals away from home and obesity
is unlikely to be an indication of “protection” against
obesity such that eating out might be interpreted as
“healthy.” Still, the findings stand in contrast to previous
research and demands further examination. The associ-
ation may represent a convergence of other factors
which influence the health behaviors of foreign-born
New Yorkers [15, 47]. In fact, Americans of all walks of
life are less likely to cook dinner than in years past.
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Importantly, despite the perception that meals prepared
at home are healthier, the most commonly foods re-
ported eaten for dinner are cereal, toaster pastries,
yogurt and tap water [48–50]. However, dietary quality
and frequency of meals prepared at home may depend
on diverse factors such as income, food availability, time
constraints and incorporation of processed ingredients
[14, 51]. Rising cost of living in NYC has forced many to
move further away from employment centers which has
increased travel and time away from home further redu-
cing time available to cook and eat at home [52, 53].
Although immigrants living in NYC may prefer home-

cooked meals and culturally specific foods [19, 48, 54],
they may not always have the opportunity [19, 48, 54].
Long commutes, working multiple jobs, and lack of ac-
cess to home kitchen facilities may dictate where, when
and what kinds of meals are prepared and consumed
[47, 48]. A study examining NHANES Data (2007–2008)
compared US-born and foreign-born participants with
low education and low income. They found that the
foreign-born were significantly more likely to report ei-
ther cooking 6–7 dinners at home per week or never
cooking dinner at home [47]. Based on market research,
consumers are seeking fast, healthy, fully prepared and
fresh dinner products to pick up at grocery stores and
eat at home [49]. In response, food retail and supermar-
ket industries are responding with freshly prepared
meals ready for purchase. Unfortunately, the NYC
HANES questions about meals do not provide informa-
tion about location or quality.
For both the foreign-born and US-born, NYC offers

opportunities to purchase a variety of cultural foods
from take-out restaurants and mobile food vendors in
walkable neighborhoods. However, the healthfulness of
these meals remains largely undocumented [55, 56]. A
recent study from Los Angeles documented that the
healthy immigrant effect in cultural enclaves with high
concentrations of foreign-born residents offer healthier
options and better access to fresh fruits and vegetables
that extend to the US-born [57]. Acknowledging that
New Yorkers may rely on more meals prepared away
from home, future interventions might focus on enhan-
cing meal options in neighborhood restaurants, take-out
places and supermarkets [58]. NYC food policy efforts
have already demonstrated that meals offered by chain
restaurants may become healthier in response to requir-
ing more transparency related to calorie labeling, serving
sizes, and ingredients such as trans-fats and preparation
methods [40, 41, 59, 60].
Contrary to previous findings in foreign-born popula-

tions living in the US [4, 61, 62], this study did not find
an association between age at arrival and obesity. This
may indicate that the foreign-born are becoming more
similar to the US-born regardless of age at arrival. The

increasing obesity rates in the low- and middle-income
countries of origin of many NYC foreign-born inhabi-
tants may reflect a global food system providing more
affordable, processed and energy-dense food [63].
Duration of residence was included in this study be-

cause it has been used in past studies as a proxy for diet-
ary acculturation. The longer someone resides in the US,
the more likely they are to adopt dominant food prac-
tices [1, 4, 56, 61, 64–67]. Indeed, in our study in 2004
living in the US ≥10 years was linked to higher odds of
obesity compared to those who had resided in the US
for less time. Nevertheless, in the 2013/14, duration of
residence was no longer a predictor of obesity suggesting
a narrowing of the obesity gap between more recent ar-
rivals and those who have been in the country for at
least a decade. However, due to the cross-sectional data
used in this and other studies examining duration of
residence, the direct effect of time spent in the US is less
clear [9, 32, 33].

Strengths and limitations
The NYC HANES data includes both self-reported and
clinically assessed data related to obesity. Detailed socio-
demographic and health behavior information allows for
meaningful exploration of associations. However, NYC
HANES is a cross sectional survey which does not allow
for causal inferences. Nevertheless, the use of a com-
bined NYC HANES 2004 and 2013/14 dataset is valu-
able because of its representativeness, large sample of
the NYC population, and the detailed data available for
each participant. The NYC HANES data offers an op-
portunity to examine differences over time. However,
the two cross-sectional samples do not allow us to dis-
tinguish between differences related to the samples and
changes to obesity which have occurred over the last 10
years among those arriving in the US.
There are limitations to this study. The NYC HANES

2013/14 had a lower response rate than NYC HANES
2004. Response rates have been declining nationally
[68–71]. The NYC HANES survey may be perceived as
particularly burdensome to complete since it requires a
two-part interview (in-person and computer adminis-
tered surveys), a physical examination and biospecimen
collection [21, 22]. The residents who agree to partici-
pate may not reflect their actual representation in the
city’s population. In turn, the sample was weighted by
the American Community Survey 2004 and 2013 popu-
lation data to reflect the NYC population. Due to the
smaller sample size in the 2013/14 NYC HANES survey
all analyses should be interpreted with caution; the re-
sults may not be generalizable beyond NYC. Neverthe-
less, this study remains the only large scale study that
contains both behavioral and clinical measurements of
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the diverse US- and foreign-born New York City
population.
Second, we recognize that categorizing populations by

nativity without acknowledging racial/ethnic, cultural
identities or geographic region of origin obscures differ-
ences between sub-groups within both the foreign-born
and US-born [72]. It is possible that the overall negative
association between obesity and eating out masks het-
erogeneous effects that differ by race/ethnicity. Unfortu-
nately, race/ethnicity numbers are not sufficiently large
to allow for this testing. Future studies should examine
specific population groups independently to better assess
variations within the foreign-born and US-born groups.
Third, this paper focused on obesity as the outcome,

however, overweight rates among the foreign-born also
increased over the ten-year period. While overweight
was not the focus of this study it may be grounds for fu-
ture research to examine whether and how rapidly New
Yorkers transition from the overweight BMI category to
obesity. However, such analysis is beyond NYC HANES
cross sectional data.
Fourth, this study does not include information about

the nutritional content of meals based on where they
were prepared and/or consumed. Therefore, to gain a
better understanding of dietary quality associated with
meal settings, future dietary assessment surveys should
include information about meal settings, frequency, and
volume of food as well as preparation methods. Al-
though sugar sweetened beverages have been shown to
be higher among immigrants to the US and may con-
tribute to obesity risk both among immigrants and the
US-born [38, 73], sugar sweetened beverage intake was
not included in the 2004 dataset and we were therefore
unable to include it in the comparison.

Conclusions
This study demonstrates that obesity odds are no longer
different between foreign-born and US-born New Yor-
kers. Higher obesity odds among foreign-born New Yor-
kers are not explained by age at arrival, or duration of
residence. The foreign-born are less likely to eat out
than the US-born, but this practice does not correspond
to odds of obesity even when controlling for sociodemo-
graphic, and health behaviors. In fact, eating out is asso-
ciated with lower odds of obesity among the foreign-
born. Understanding the underlying causes of weight
status among the foreign-born and US-born and how
these contribute to health outcomes is important to pre-
vent an increase in cardiometabolic diseases. Future re-
search should examine the global and local contextual
factors associated with the increase in obesity prevalence
as well as expand our understanding of individual-level
frequency, locations, quality, and quantity of meals eaten

both inside and outside the home among both the
foreign-born and US-born living in NYC.
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