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Executive Summary   

Overview of Food and You 2 

Food and You 2 is a biannual ‘Official Statistic’ survey commissioned by the Food 

Standards Agency (FSA). The survey measures self-reported consumers’ knowledge, 

attitudes and behaviours related to food safety and other food issues amongst adults 

in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland.   

This report presents main findings from the Food and You 2: Wave 6 ‘Eating out and 

takeaway’ module relating to the Food Hygiene Rating Scheme (FHRS). In this module 

respondents are asked about their awareness, use and attitudes towards the FHRS. 

This module is included within the Food and You 2 survey on an annual basis. 

Fieldwork for Food and You 2: Wave 6 was conducted between 63T12P 

th 
P October 2022 and 

10P 

th 
P January 202363T. Around 6,000 adults (16 years or over) from around 4,000 

households across England, Wales, and Northern Ireland completed the survey (see 

Annex A for more information about the methodology). In Wave 6, 4,918 adults across 

England, Wales, and Northern Ireland completed the online or postal version of the 

‘Eating out and takeaway’ module which is presented in this report. Depending on 

their reported knowledge, attitudes, and behaviours, not every respondent will answer 

every question in the survey or module.   
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Key Findings   

Awareness and recognition of the FHRS   

• 86% of respondents had heard of the FHRS; 86% in England, 92% in Wales, and 

91% Northern Ireland**1 .   

• 55% of respondents had heard of the FHRS and knew a lot or a bit about it. 

Respondents in Wales (69%) and Northern Ireland (65%) were more likely to 

report knowledge of the FHRS than those in England (54%). 

• Of those who had heard of the FHRS, 83% had come across the FHRS through a 

food hygiene rating sticker displayed at a food business premises and 38% had 

come across the FHRS on a food business’s own website. 

• When shown an image of the food hygiene rating sticker, 87% reported that they 

had seen the sticker before. Recognition of the sticker was slightly lower in 

England (87%) than in Wales (91%) and Northern Ireland (93%) **. Respondents 

were most likely to have seen the sticker in a restaurant (83%), café (75%) or 

takeaway (69%) in the last 12 months.   

Use of the FHRS 

• Around 4 in 10 (43%) respondents had checked the food hygiene rating of a food 

business in the previous 12 months (either at the business premises or online). 

Respondents in Wales (59%) were more likely to have checked the food hygiene 

rating of a business than those in England (42%), and Northern Ireland (48%). 

• Of those who had checked the food hygiene rating of a food business, the most 

common types of businesses where respondents checked ratings were 

takeaways (73%) and restaurants (73%). Most respondents (82%) had checked 

1 See ‘Interpreting the findings’ section for explanation of ‘**’. 
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the rating by looking at the food hygiene rating sticker displayed at the food 

business. 

• Around one in 10 (11%) respondents reported that they always checked the food 

hygiene rating of a restaurant or takeaway on arrival, 19% reported that they 

did this most of the time, 32% of respondents did this about half the time or 

occasionally and 34% of respondents never did this. 

Use of the FHRS in decision making 

• Of those who had heard of the FHRS, most said that they would still eat at a 

restaurant or takeaway if they saw a food hygiene rating sticker with a rating of 

4 (good) (93%) or 3 (generally satisfactory) (59%). However, most respondents 

reported that they would not eat at a restaurant or takeaway if they saw a food 

hygiene rating sticker with a rating of 2 (improvement necessary) (82%), 1 (major 

improvement necessary) (93%) or 0 (urgent improvement necessary) (95%). 

• Less than 1 in 10 (8%) respondents said that a rating of 5 (very good) is the 

lowest rating they would consider acceptable when considering buying food. 

43% would consider a rating of 4 (good) as the lowest acceptable rating, and 

41% of respondents would consider 3 (generally satisfactory).   

• Of those who had heard of the FHRS, 58% would be less likely (i.e., ‘much less 

likely’ or ‘a little less likely’) to eat at a food business that did not have the food 

hygiene rating sticker present at the entrance.   

• 18% of those who had heard of the FHRS reported that they had decided against 

using a food business because it did not display its food hygiene rating sticker 

in the last 12 months. 

Views on mandatory display 

• Of the respondents who had heard of the FHRS, 93% thought that food 

businesses should be required by law to display their food hygiene rating at 

their premises. Similarly, 94% thought that businesses providing an online food 
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ordering service should display their food hygiene rating where it can clearly be 

seen by customers before they order food. 
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Introduction   

The Food Standards Agency: role, remit, and responsibilities   

The Food Standards Agency (FSA) is a non-ministerial government department working 

to protect public health and consumers’ wider interests in relation to food in England, 

Wales, and Northern Ireland. The FSA’s overarching mission is ‘food you can trust’. The 

FSA’s vision as set out in the 2022-2027 strategy is a food system in which: 

• Food is safe 

• Food is what it says it is 

• Food is healthier and more sustainable 

Food and You 2 is designed to monitor the FSA’s progress against this vision and 

inform policy decisions by measuring self-reported consumers’ knowledge, attitudes 

and behaviours related to food safety and other food issues in England, Wales, and 

Northern Ireland on a regular basis. 

Introduction to FHRS 

The Food Hygiene Rating Scheme2 (FHRS), which operates in England, Wales and 

Northern Ireland was launched in 2010 and helps people make informed choices 

about where to eat out or shop for food by giving clear information about the 

businesses’ hygiene standards found at the time of local authority food hygiene 

inspections. Ratings are given to places where food is supplied or sold directly to 

people, such as restaurants, pubs, cafés, takeaways, hotels, schools, hospitals, care 

homes, supermarkets, and other retailers. In Wales, the scheme also includes 

businesses that trade only with other businesses, for example, manufacturers. 

2 The Food Hygiene Information Scheme operates in Scotland under the responsibility 

of Food Standards Scotland. 

https://www.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/media/document/Food%20you%20can%20Trust%20-%20FSA%20strategy%202022%E2%80%932027_2.pdf
https://www.food.gov.uk/safety-hygiene/food-hygiene-rating-scheme#what-the-rating-covers
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The FSA runs the scheme in partnership with local authorities in England, Wales, 

and Northern Ireland. A food safety officer from the local authority inspects a 

business to check that it follows food hygiene law so that the food is safe to eat. 

Businesses are given a rating from 0 to 5. A rating of 5 indicates that hygiene 

standards are very good and a rating of 0 indicates that urgent improvement is 

required. 

Food businesses are provided with a sticker which shows their rating. In England 

businesses are encouraged to display their rating, however in Wales and Northern 

Ireland food businesses are legally required to display their ratingP 30 F 

3
P. Ratings are also 

available on the FSA ratings website and via other third-party apps. 

Food and You 2: Wave 6 

This report presents key findings from the Food and You 2: Wave 6 survey relating to 

the FHRS, including respondents’ awareness, recognition, and use of the FHRS, 

understanding and impact of the FHRS on behaviour and attitudes toward the FHRS. 

63TFieldwork for Food and You 2: Wave 6 was conducted between 6312 P 

th 
P October 2022 and 

10 P 

th 
P January 2023. Around 6,000 adults (16 years or over) from approximately 4,000 

households across England, Wales, and Northern Ireland completed the survey (see 

Annex A for more information about the methodology). In Wave 6, 4,918 adults across 

England, Wales, and Northern Ireland completed the online survey or postal version of 

the survey which included the ‘Eating out and takeaway’ module which is presented in 

this report. Depending on their reported knowledge, attitudes, and behaviours not 

every respondent will answer every question in the survey or module. 

Questions asked in other modules of the Food and You 2: Wave 6 survey (e.g. ‘Eating at 

home’) are not included in this report. The full results are available in the 

accompanying data tables and underlying dataset. 

3 Legislation for the mandatory display of the FHRS ratings was introduced in 

November 2013 in Wales and October 2016 in Northern Ireland. 

https://ratings.food.gov.uk/
https://data.food.gov.uk/catalog/datasets/a4f935d2-854b-4bad-9f44-046cdc8d423a
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Interpreting the findings 
T h e repor t pr esen ts d iffer en c es betw een s om e s oc io-d e m ogr aph ic an d s ub-gr oups 

(f or ex am ple , by c oun tr y) in the populati on . To highlight the key differences, variation 

in re s pon s e pr of ile s ar e typic ally r e por te d on ly w he r e the abs olute d iff er en c e is 10 

pe r c en tage poin ts or lar ge r and is s tatis tic ally s ign if ic an t at the 5% le ve l (p<0 .0 5). 

H ow ever , s om e d iffer en c es between s oc io-d e m ogr aph ic an d oth e r s ub-gr oups ar e 

included where the difference is fewer than 10 percentage points, when the finding is 

n otable or judge d to be of in ter e st. T hese d ifferen ces ar e in d ic ated w ith a d ouble 

as te r is k (**).   

I n s om e c as e s , it w as n ot pos s ible to in c lud e the d ata of all s ub-gr oups , h ow e ver the se 

d ata ar e availa ble in th e f ull d ata s e t an d table s . 

Ke y inf or m ation is pr ovid e d f or e ach r e por ted q ue s tion in th e f ootn ote s , inc lud in g:   

• Que s tion wor din g (que stion ) an d r e s pon se opti on s (r e s pon se s). 

• Number of respondents presented with each question and description of the 

r e s pon d en ts w h o answ e re d th e q ue s tion (bas e = ). 

• ‘Pleas e n ote: ’ ind ic ates im por tan t poin ts to c on s id e r wh e n in te r pre tin g the 

results. 

https://data.food.gov.uk/catalog/datasets/a4f935d2-854b-4bad-9f44-046cdc8d423a
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Chapter 1: Awareness and recognition 

of the FHRS 

T h is ch apte r pr ovid es an ove r vie w of r e s pond e n ts ’ aw ar en es s and r e c ogn ition of th e 

Food Hygien e Ratin g Sc h eme (FHRS). 

Awareness of the FHRS 

M os t r es pon d e n ts (86% ) r e por ted th at th e y h ad he ar d of the FHR S. Ove r h alf (55% ) 

r e por te d th at the y h ad he ar d of the FHR S an d kne w a lot or a bit abou t it, 31% had 

h ear d of the FHR S but didn ’t kn ow m uch or an yth in g about it and 14% had never heard 

of th e FH RS 4. 

4 Que s tion : Have you he ar d of the Food Hygie n e R atin g S ch e me ? Re s pon s e s : Y es , I ' ve 

h e ar d of it and kn ow q uite a lot about it, Ye s , I 've h e ar d of it an d kn ow a bit about it, 

Ye s , I 've he ar d of it but d on ' t kn ow m uc h about it, Ye s , I ' ve he ar d of it but d on ' t kn ow 

an yth in g about it, No, I ' ve n e ve r h e ard of it. B a s e = 49 18, all online respondents and 

those answering the Eatin g Out pos tal que s tion n air e . Ple as e n ote : ‘ Y es , I' ve hear d of it 

an d kn ow q uite a lot about it’ , ‘ Ye s , I ' ve he ard of it and kn ow a bit abou t it’ an d ‘ Ye s , 

I ' ve h e ar d of it but d on ' t kn ow m uc h about it’ r ef er re d to as h aving kn ow le d ge of th e 

FH RS. 
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Figure 1. Respondents who had heard of the FHRS in England, Wales and Northern 

Ireland. 

S our c e : Food an d You 2 : W ave 6 

M os t r es pon d e n ts in En glan d (86% ), W ale s (9 2 % ), and Nor the r n Ire lan d (9 1% ) h ad 

h ear d of the FHRS (Figur e 1)* *.   

Aw ar e n es s and kn ow le d ge of th e FH R S v a r ie d b y coun tr y. Re s pond e n ts in W ale s (69% ) 

and Northern Ireland (65% ) w ere m or e likely to r epor t kn ow led ge of the FHRS th an 

those in England (54%).   

Aw ar e n es s and kn ow le d ge of th e FH R S als o var ied between regions in England. For 

exam ple, 62% of respondents in Yorkshire and the Humber and 61% of those in the 

East Midlands re por ted h avin g s ome kn ow led ge of the FHRS c om par e d to 44% in 
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Figure 2. Awareness and knowledge of the FHRS by age group 

S our c e : Food an d You 2 : W ave 6 

Res pon den ts aged betw een 2 5 an d 64 year s w ere m ore likely to h ave at le as t a bit of 

kn ow led ge of the FHRS t h an th os e age d 16 to 2 4 or aged 80 ye ar s or ove r . For ex am ple , 

65% of th ose aged 55 to 64 ye ar s r epor ted kn ow led g e of th e FHRS , c om par e d to 33 % of 

th os e age d 80 ye ar s or ove r (Figur e 2 ). 

Aw ar e n es s and kn ow le d ge of th e FH R S als o var ied between the f ollow in g gr oups of 

pe ople : 

• National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC): respondents in 

oc c upati on al gr oups (f or e x am ple , 60% of thos e in m an age r ial, adm in is tr ative , 

an d pr of es s ion al oc c upati on s ) w e re m or e like ly to r e por t kn ow le dge of th e FHRS 

than f ull-tim e s tude n ts (42 % ) an d those who were long term unemployed and/or 

never worked (31% ). 
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• Household size: those in households of 3 -per s on s or m ore (f or ex am ple , 59% of 

respondents living in households with 5 or more people) were mor e likely to 

r e por t h avin g kn ow le dge of th e FHRS c om par e d to th os e in 1 -pe r son 

h ous e h old s (47% ). 

• Responsibility for cooking: r e s pon de n ts who w e re r e s pon s ible f or c ookin g (57% ) 

w e re m ore like ly to r epor t kn ow le d ge of the FHR S th an th os e wh o d o n ot c ook 

(33% ).   

• Responsibility for shopping: re s pon de n ts wh o w er e re s pon s ible for f ood 

s h oppin g (57% ) w e r e m or e like ly to re por t kn ow le d ge of th e FHR S th an th os e 

w h o never sh op f or f ood (34% ).   

• Ethnic group: w h ite (57% ) r e s pon de n ts w er e m or e like ly to r e por t kn ow le d ge of 

th e FHR S than As ian or As ian Br itis h (43 % ) re s pon d e n ts .   

Figure 3. Locations where respondents had come across the FHRS.   

S our c e : Food an d You 2 : W ave 6   
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Res pon den ts w h o h ad h e ard of th e FH RS were asked where they had come across the 

FHR S . T he m os t c om mon plac e w as a f ood hygie n e r atin g s t i c ke r dis playe d at a f ood 

bus in e s s pre m i se s (83%). Alm os t 4 in 10 (3 8% ) r es pon d e n ts h ad com e ac r os s the FHRS 

on a f ood bus in es s ’ we bs ite , 23 % of r e s pond e n ts h ad c om e ac r oss the FHRS on a f ood 

ordering /a de live r y we bs ite an d /or app (f or e x am ple , J us t E at, De live r oo, Ube r E ats ), 

17% of re s pon d en ts had c om e acr os s th e FHR S by w or d of m outh, an d 14% of 

r e s pon d en ts h ad c ome ac r os s the FHR S on the FSA’s website (Figur e 3) 5 . 

5 Que s tion : W h er e h ave you c om e ac r oss the Food Hygie n e R atin g Sc h e me ? R es pon s e s: 

A s ticke r in a f ood busin e ss, On a f ood bus ine s s ' ow n w e bs ite (s uch as a r es taur an t 

w e bs ite ), On a f ood ord e r in g/de live r y w e bs ite or app (s uc h as J us t E at, De live r oo, Ube r 

E ats e tc .), W or d of m outh , On th e Food S tand ar d s Agen c y's w e bs ite , In th e loc al 

n e w s pape r , On s oc ial m e d ia (e .g. T w itter , Fac e book M ar ke tplac e ), I n an ad ve r t or 

m agaz in e ar tic le , On an oth e r app (e .g. S c ores on th e Door s Food Hygie n e R atin g) 

(ple as e s pe c if y), On an oth e r w e bs ite , S om ew h er e e lse . B a se = 4444, all on lin e 

r e s pon d en ts an d all th os e w h o c om ple ted th e E atin g Out pos tal questionnaire who 

h ave hear d of the Food Hygiene Ratin g Sc h em e. Please n ote: Pe r ce n tage s d o n ot ad d 

up to 10 0 % as m ultipl e re s pon se s c ould be s e le c te d .   
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Figure 4. Top 5 places where respondents had come across the FHRS in England, Wales, 

and Northern Ireland. 

S our c e : Food an d You 2 : W ave 6 

M os t r es pon d e n ts in En glan d (82 % ), W ale s (87 % ) an d Northern Ireland (88% ) h ad c ome 

ac r os s the F HR S via a sticke r in a f ood bus in e s s (Figur e 4)**. Th e se c on d m os t c om m on 

loc ati on r e s pon de n ts h ad c om e ac r os s th e FHR S in England (38% ), W ale s (36% ) an d 

Northern Ireland (32%) w as on a f ood bus ine s s ’s ow n we bs ite . 
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When shown an image of the f ood h ygien e ratin g sticke r , 87% of re s pon d e n ts r e por te d 
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h ygie n e r atin g s ticke r was s im ilar in England (87%), W ale s (9 1%), and Northern Ireland 

(9 3%) 6**. 

Figure 5. Food hygiene rating sticker recognition by age group. 

S our c e : Food an d You 2 : W ave 6 

Those under the age of 55 w ere m or e likely to h ave seen the food hygiene rating 

s ticke r than th ose aged 80 or ove r . For ex ample , 94% of res pon dents ag ed 25 to 34 

ye ar s re por te d th at the y h ad s ee n th e f ood h ygie n e r atin g s ticke r , c om par e d to 57% of 

th os e age d 8 0 ye ar s an d ove r (Figur e 5). 

R e c ogn ition of the f ood h ygien e r atin g sticke r als o var ie d between the f ollow in g type s 

of pe ople :   

6 Que s tion : Have you eve r se en th is s ticke r be f or e? R e s pon se s: Ye s, No, Don ’ t kn ow / 

Not s ur e . B a se = 49 18, all online respondents and those answering the E atin g Out 

pos tal que s tion n air e . 
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• Household size: r e s pon d e n ts in h ous eh old s w ith 2 or m or e pe ople (f or e x am ple , 

9 4% of th os e in 4-pe r son h ous e h old s ) w er e m or e like ly to h ave see n th e f ood 

hygiene rating sticker than those living in 1 person households (76% ). 

• Children under 16 years in the household: respondents with children (under 16 

years) in the household (95% ) we re m or e like ly to have seen the food hygiene 

r atin g sticke r than those with no children in the household (84% ). 

• NS-SEC: respondents in s ome oc c upation al gr oups (f or ex am ple , 93 % of th os e in 

low e r s uper vis or y an d te c hn ic al oc c upation s ), w e re m or e like ly to h ave seen the 

f ood h ygie ne r atin g sticke r th an th ose wh o w e re lon g te r m une mploye d an d /or 

never worked (75% ). 

• Annual household income: respondents with an income of more than £64,000 

(f or ex am ple , 9 4% of th os e w ith an in c om e betw een £ 64, 0 0 0 an d £95,999) were 

m or e like ly to h ave seen the food hygiene rating sticker than those with an 

in c om e of le ss th an £19 ,0 0 0 (84% ). 

Figure 6. Food businesses where respondents had seen a food hygiene rating sticker 

in last 12 months. 
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S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

Respondents were asked where they had seen the f ood h ygie n e ratin g sticke r in the 

last 12 months. Most respondents had seen the sticker in restaurants (83%), in c afé s 

(75%), or in take aw ays (69 %) (Figur e 6) 7 . 

7 Que s tion : I n wh ich , if an y, of the f ollow in g have you s e en th is s ticke r in ove r th e las t 

12 months? Res pon ses: I n re s taur an ts , I n c afe s , I n take aw ay, I n c off e e or s an d w ich 

shops, In pubs, In hotels/B&Bs, In supermarkets, I n s ch ools , h os pitals an d ot h e r 

in s titution s, On mar ket stalls/str e e t f ood, Man uf actur e r s (Bus in ess -to-Business 

tr ad e r s ) (W ale s on ly), In other food shops, Somewhere else, I have not seen this sticker 

in a f ood bus ine s s in th e las t 12 m on th s . B ase = 4457, all on lin e re spon d e n ts and all 

th os e wh o c om ple te d th e E atin g Out pos tal q ues tion n air e, w h o h ave seen the FHRS 

s ticke r . 
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Figure 7. Food business where respondents had seen the food hygiene rating sticker in 

last 12 months in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

Most respondents had seen the f ood h ygie ne r atin g s ticke r in restaurants in England 

(83% ), W ale s (88%) and Northern Ireland (82%)**. Re s pon d en ts in W ale s were m ore 
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sandwich shops (70 % ) c om par e d to respondents in England (c afés 74% , c off ee or 

s an d w ic h s h ops 54% ). Respondents in Wales (72 %) were more likely to have seen the 

f ood h ygie ne r atin g sticke r in pubs th an th os e in Northern Ireland (43%) an d England 

(53 % ) (Figur e 7).   
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Chapter 2: Understanding and use of 

the FHRS 

T h is ch apte r pr ovid es an ove r vie w of r e s pond e n ts ’ un de rs tan d in g an d us e of th e Food 

H ygien e Ratin g Sc heme (FHRS). 

Understanding of the FHRS 

Figure 8. Respondents’ knowledge of food businesses covered by the FHRS. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 
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Res pon den ts w er e as ked wh ic h types of food bus in ess es , fr om a given lis t, they 

thought were covered by the FHRS. Most respondents thought that restaurants (94% ), 

c af é s (9 1% ), take aw ays (89 % ), c of fe e or s and w ic h s h ops (86% ), pubs (84% ) an d h ote ls 

or B &B s (78% ) w er e c over ed by the FHRS. Fe w e r respondents thought that th at s c h ools 

an d oth e r in stitution s (55% ), s upe r m ar ke ts (48% ), an d m ar ke t or str e e t f ood s talls 

(45% ) w er e c overed by th e FHRS (Figur e 8) 8. 

Use of the FHRS 

All r e s pon d e n ts , re gardle ss of t he ir kn ow le dge about th e s c he m e, w e re as ked if the y 

had checked the f ood hygie n e ratin g of a f ood bus in e s s in th e pr evious 12 m on th s 

(e ith e r at th e bus in es s’ pr em is es or on line) regar d les s of w hether th ey dec ided to buy 

f ood th er e or n ot. Ar oun d 4 in 10 (43%) respondents had checked the f ood h yg ien e 

rating of a f ood bus ine s s in th e pr e vious 12 m on th s 9 . 

R e s pon de n ts in W ale s (59 % ) were m ore likely to h ave ch ec ked th e f ood h ygie ne r atin g 

of a bus in e ss th an those in England (42% ), an d th ose in Northern Ireland (48% ). 

Ch e ckin g of food hygiene ratings var ied betw een d ifferen t gr oups of people: 

8 Que s tion : W h ic h of the f ollow in g d o you th in k ar e c ove re d by th e Food Hygie n e 

Ratin g Sch em e? Responses: Re s taur an ts , Cafes , Take aw ays, Coff ee or s an dw ic h s h ops , 

Pubs , Hote ls/B&Bs, S upe r m ar ke ts , S ch ools or oth er ins titution s , Mar ke t stalls/str ee t 

f ood , M an uf ac tur er s (B us in e ss -to-B us in e s s tr ad e r s ) (W ale s on ly), Oth e r f ood sh ops , 

Oth e r , None of the s e . B a s e = 49 18, all on lin e r es pon d e n ts an d all th os e w h o c om ple ted 

th e E atin g Out pos tal que s tion n air e . 
9 Question: In the last 12 months, have you checked the hygiene rating of a food 

bus in e s s ? You may h ave che cked a r atin g at th e bus ine s s pr em is e s, on lin e , in le af le ts 

or m en us w h e th er or n ot you d e c id ed to pur c h as e f ood f r om th ere . Responses: Yes, I 

h ave c hec ked the Food H ygiene Ratin g of a food bus in es s , No, I have n ot c hec ked the 

Food Hygie n e R atin g of a f ood bus in e s s , Don’ t kn ow . B a se = 49 18, all on lin e 

respondents and those answering the E ating Out pos tal que s tion n air e . 
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• Age group: youn ge r res pon d e n ts w er e m ore like ly to h ave c he c ke d a food 

hygie n e ratin g of a bus in e ss th an old e r ad ults . For e x am ple , 59 % of th ose age d 

25-34 years had checked the f ood hyg ien e ratin g of a bus in es s c om par e d to 22 % 

of th os e age d 80 ye ars an d over . 

• Children under 6 years in household: respondents with children (under 6 years) 

in the household (55%) w e re m or e like ly to have c h ec ke d a food hygiene rating 

of a bus in e ss th an those with no children under 6 years in the household (41% ). 

• Household size: th os e livin g in h ouse h olds of 3 -pe r s on s or m or e (f or ex am ple , 

55% of th os e in a h ous e h old w ith 5 or m ore pe ople ) w e r e m ore like ly to h ave 

checked the rating of a business than those living in a 1-pe r s on h ous e h old 

(33%). 

• NS-SEC: re s pon d en ts in s ome oc c upation al gr oups (f or ex am ple , 48 % o f those in 

low e r s uper vis or y an d te c hn ic al oc c upation s , m an age r ial, ad m in is tr ative an d 

pr of e s s ion al oc c upati on s (47% ) an d f ull-time stude n ts (47% ) w ere m or e like ly to 

have checked the food hygiene rating of a bus in e s s th an re s pon de n ts in all 

oth e r oc c upation al gr oups (for exam ple, 36% of those in those in s m all 

e m ploye r s an d ow n ac c oun t w or ke rs ) an d thos e wh o w er e lon g term 

un e m ploye d an d /or had n e ver w or ke d (29%). Those who were unemployed 

an d /or w h o h ad n e ver w or ke d (12 % ) we re mor e like ly th an m os t oth e r 

oc c upati on al gr oup (f or e x am ple , 3%** of those in semi-routine and routine 

oc c upati on s ) to r e port th at the y don ’t kn ow wh e the r the y h ad checke d the 

r atin g of a f ood bus ine s s in th e las t 12 m on th s .   

• Region (England): re s pon d e n ts fr om the E as t M id lan d s (48% ), Nor th -W e s t 

England (46%) and Yorkshire and the Humber (45% ) we re m or e like ly to h ave 

checked the food hygiene rating of a business than respondents from S outh -

West England (34%). 

• Food security10: re s pon d e n ts w it h low (48% ) or ve r y low (56% ) f ood s e c ur ity 

w ere m ore likely to h ave c hec ked t he f ood hygie n e r atin g of a bus in e s s 

c om par e d to 39% of those with h igh f ood se cur ity.   

10 T he defin ition of food s ec ur ity an d m eas ures us ed are des cr ibed in the Tech n ic al 

T e r ms an d Def in ition s e c tion of the re por t.   
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• Ethnic group: As ian or As ian Br itish respondents (53% ) w er e m ore like ly to h ave 

checked th e f ood h ygie n e r atin g of a bus ines s th an wh i t e respondents (42 % ). 

Figure 9. Food businesses where respondents had checked the food hygiene rating in 

previous 12 months 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

Res pon den ts w h o h ad c hec ked the food hygiene rating of a bus in es s we re as ked wh ic h 

types of food bus in ess es th ey h ad c h ec ked th e h ygiene r atin gs for in th e pr e vious 12 

months. Most respondents had checked the f ood h ygie ne r atin g of take aw ays (73%) 

an d re s taur an ts (73 %). Ove r h alf (53%) had checked the food hygiene rating of c af és , 
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37% h ad ch ec ke d c of fe e or s an dw ic h s h ops an d 37% had checked th e ratin g of pubs 

(Figur e 9 ) 11.  

11 Que s tion : I n wh ich of th e f ollow in g kin ds of f ood busin e sse s h ave you ch e cke d the 

hygiene ratings in the last 12 months? Responses: In r es taur an ts , In c afe s , I n take aw ay, 

I n c of fe e or s and w ic h s h ops , In pubs , In h ote ls /B &B s , In s uper m ar ke ts , I n s ch ools or 

oth e r institution s, On mar ke t stalls/s tre e t food, Man uf actur e r s (Bus in e s s -to-Business 

tr ad e r s ) (W ale s on ly), In oth er f ood s h ops , Som ew her e else, Don ’ t kn ow . B as e = 22 83, 

all online respondents and those answering the E atin g Out pos tal que s tion n air e w h o 

h ave c hec ked the Food H ygiene Ratin g of a food bus in es s in the last 12 months. 
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Figure 10. How respondents had checked the hygiene rating of food businesses. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 
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on lin e f ood or de r in g w e bs ite or app (f or exam ple , Jus t Eat, De liver oo, Ube r E ats ), an d 

16% of re s pon d en ts had c h ec ke d on the FS A ’ s we bs i t e (Figur e 10) 12. 

R espondents in England (81% ), W ale s (90 %), Northern Ireland (88% ) w er e most like ly 

to h ave c he c ked the hygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e ss via a food hygiene rating s ticke r 

d is playe d at th e bus ine s s **. H ow e ver , respondents in England (26% ) w er e m or e like ly 

to h ave c he c ked the hygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e ss via an on lin e f ood or d er in g 

w e bs ite or app th an th os e in Nor th er n Ir e lan d (11% ) or W ales (14% ). 

H ow th e h yg ien e r ating of a food bus in ess was c h ec ked var ied betw een d ifferen t 

gr oups of pe ople : 

• Age group: adults un de r 44 year s (for exam ple, 45% of th ose age d 2 5 to 34 

ye ar s ) w er e m ore like ly to h ave ch e c ke d th e h ygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e s s 

via an on lin e f ood or de r in g w e bs ite or app th an ad ults age d 45 year s or over 

(f or ex am ple , 3% of thos e age d 65 to 79 ye ars ).   

• Urban vs rural: r e s pond e n ts w h o live d in an ur ban ar e a (2 8% ) w er e m or e like ly 

to h ave c he c ked the hygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e ss via an on lin e f ood 

or d e r in g we bs ite or app th an th os e w h o live d in a r ur al ar e a (11% ). 

• Region (England): re spon de n ts wh o live d in L on d on (3 6% ) we r e mor e like ly to 

h ave c he c ked the h ygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e s s via an on lin e food or d e r in g 

w e bs ite or app th an th os e w h o live d in th e S outh -E as t (2 0 % ) and S outh -W es t of 

E n glan d (19 % ). T h ose w h o live d in L on d on (2 4% ) we r e als o m or e like ly to h ave 

12 Que s tion : How did you ch eck the se r atin gs? Responses: I looke d at an FHRS s tic ke r 

d is playe d at th e f ood bus in e s s (s uch as in a bus in e s s ' w in d ow or on the d oor ), I 

c h e c ke d an on lin e f ood or d er in g w e bs ite or app (for exam ple, J us t E at, De live r oo, Ube r 

E ats ), I c h ec ked th e food bus in es s ' ow n w ebs ite, I ch ec ked on the Food S tan d ar d s 

Age n c y's w e bs ite , I c he c ke d on an app (f or ex am ple , S c ore s on the Door s Food Hygie n e 

R atin g), I ch ec ke d in a loc al n e w s pape r , I c hec ked on an other w ebs ite, Other , Don ’ t 

kn ow . B as e = 2283 , all online respondents and those answering the ‘E atin g Out’ pos tal 

que s tion n air e who have checked the f ood hygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e ss in t he las t 

12 m on ths . 
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checked the food hygiene rating of a food business on the FS A’s we bs i t e t h an 

th os e in S outh -West England (9 % ). 

• Food security: r e s pond e n ts w ith ve r y low f ood se cur ity (37%) an d low f ood 

s e cur ity (30% ) w er e mor e likely to h ave c hecked the h ygiene r atin g of a food 

business via an on lin e f ood or de r in g w e bs ite or app c om par e d to 19 % of th os e 

w ith h igh f ood se cur ity. 

In some cases, how different groups check th e h yg iene r atin g of a food bus in es s m ay 

in dicate wh ere th ey eat out or h ow the y or de r take aw ays . For ex am ple , youn ge r adults 

w ere m ore likely to h ave eaten food fr om an on lin e f ood or d er in g w e bs ite or app an d 

to h ave c he c ked the hygie n e r atin g of a f ood bus in e ss via an on lin e f ood or d er in g 

w e bs ite or app (f or exam ple 62 % of th ose age d 2 5 to 3 4 ye ar s h ad or d er e d f ood f r om 

an online food ordering website and 45% had checked the rating us in g on th is we bs ite 

or app) com par e d to old e r ad ults (f or ex am ple , 8% of th ose aged 65 to 79 ye ars h ad 

e ate n f ood fr om an onlin e or de r in g w e bs ite or app an d 3% had used this to check the 

r atin g of a f ood bus ine s s ). 13 

Res pon den ts who had checked the food hygiene rating of a bus in es s   (at th e 

bus in e s s ’s premises, online or in leaflets or menus) in t h e pre vious 12 months were 

13 Que s tion : I n th e las t 4 w ee ks , h ave you e aten f ood ... ? (S e le c t all th e apply) 

Res pon ses : I n a re s taur an t, In a pub/ bar , From a c af é , c off ee sh op or s an d w ich s h op 

(e ith e r to e at in or take out), Fr om a c an te en (f or e x am ple , at w or k, s c h ool, un ive rs ity, 

or h os pital), I n a h ote l, B &B or gues th ous e , Fr om a take aw ay ordered directly from a 

take aw ay s h op or r es taur an t, Fr om a take away ordered f r om an onlin e f ood de live r y 

c om pan y (f or ex am ple , J us t E at, De live r oo, Ube r E ats ), Fr om a f as t food outle t (e ith e r 

to e at in or take out), Fr om a m obile f ood van or s tall, Fr om an e n te r tain m en t ven ue 

(f or ex am ple , c ine m a, bow lin g alle y, s por ts c lub), Fr om Fac e book M ar ke tplac e (f or 

e x am ple , pre -pr e par ed f ood or m e als ), Fr om a f ood -s h ar in g app (f or ex am ple , Olio or 

T oo Good T o Go), Non e of th es e . B as e = 4457, all on lin e re s pon d en ts an d th os e 

an s w e r in g the E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e , excluding ‘not stated’. Please n ote, 

pe r c en tage s s h ow n d o n ot ad d up to 10 0% as m ultiple r es pon s e s could be s e lec te d . 
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as ke d h ow of ten the ratin g was e a s y to f in d . 14% of respondents re por te d th at th e 

f ood h ygie ne r atin g was alw ays e as y to f in d , 67% re por te d th at th at th e r atin g w as 

e as y to f ind m os t of th e time and 17% r e porte d it w as e as y to f ind about h alf of the 

tim e or oc c as ion ally 14. 

FHRS usage when eating out or buying takeaway 

R e s pon de n ts w er e as ke d wh ic h f ac tor s , fr om a give n lis t of r es pon s e s , they generally 

considered when deciding where to e at out or or d er a take aw ay from . 15 

14 Que s tion : W h en you look f or FHR S r atin gs for f ood bus in es s es , how of te n ar e the y 

eas y to find ? Res pon ses : Alw ays , M os t of the tim e, About h alf of th e time , Occ as ion ally, 

Ne ve r , Don ’ t kn ow . B as e = 22 83 , all online respondents and all those who c om ple ted 

th e E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e , w h o h ave c he c ked the Food Hygie n e R atin g of a 

f ood bus in e s s in th e las t 12 m on th s . 
15 I nc lud in g take aw ay or d e re d d ire c tly fr om a take aw ay s h op or re staur an t or via an 

on lin e f ood de live r y com pan y. 
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Figure 11. Ten most common factors taken into consideration when ordering a 

takeaway. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

Of th os e wh o h ad orde r ed f ood f r om a takeaw ay, th e f ac tor s m ost c om m on ly take n 

in to c on s id er ation when deciding where to or d e r f r om were the res pon d en ts ’ previous 

exper ien ce of the takeaw ay (78% ) an d th e q uality of f ood (72 % ).   
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Ar oun d 4 in 10 (36%) respondents considered the food hygiene rating when deciding 

w h er e to or d er a takeaw ay f r om (43% Wales, 40% Northern Ireland, 35% England)** 

(Figur e 11) 16. 

Con s id e r ation of th e food hygiene rating w he n d e c id in g wh er e to or d e r a take aw ay 

var ied between d ifferen t gr oups of people: 

• Age group: r e s pon d ents age d betw een 25 and 34 ye ars (48% ) were m or e likely to 

c on s id e r the food hygiene rating w he n or d erin g take aw ays c om par e d to all 

oth e r age gr oups (f or e x am ple , 2 7% of th os e age d 80 ye ar s or over). 

• Children under 6 years in the household: respondents living in households with 

c h ild r en un de r the age of 6 ye ar s (44% ) w ere m ore like ly to c ons id e r th e f ood 

h ygie n e r atin g w he n or d e r in g take aw ays c om par e d to th ose in h ouse h olds 

without children under the age of 6 present (34%). 

• Region (England): re s pon d e n ts fr om the E as t M id lan d s (43% ), N o r th -W e s t 

England (42% ) an d L on d on (3 9% ) we r e m ore like ly to con sider the f ood h ygie ne 

rating w he n or d er in g take aw ays c om par e d to th os e in S outh -E as t E n glan d 

(2 8% ). 

16 Que s tion : Ge n er ally, w h en or de r in g f ood f rom take aw ays (e ith e r d ir e c tly fr om a 

take aw ay s h op or r es taur an t or fr om an on lin e f ood d e liver y c om pan y like J us t E at, 

Ube r E ats or De live r oo) w h at d o you c on s ider wh e n de c id in g w he re to or de r f r om ? 

Res pon ses : My pr e vious ex pe r ien ce of th e take away, Qual ity of f ood, Pr ice (in cludin g 

c os t of de live r y), T ype of f ood (e .g. c uis in e or ve ge tar ian /ve gan option s ), 

R e c om me n d ation s f r om f am ily or f r ie n ds , Food Hygie n e R atin g, L oc ation of take aw ay, 

W h eth er there is a delive r y or c olle c tion option , Of fe r s , d e als or d is c oun t availa ble , 

Deliver y/ c ollec tion tim es , W hether food c an be ord er ed on lin e e.g. th r oug h a w ebs ite 

or app, R e vie w s e .g. on Tr ipAd vis or , Google , s oc ial m e d ia, or in new s pape r s an d 

magazines, Whether it is an in d e pe n de n t bus in e ss or par t of a ch ain , W he the r 

h e alth ie r option s ar e pr ovid e d , W he the r alle r gen inf or m ation is pr ovid e d , Wh e th e r 

in f or m ation about c al or ie s is pr ovid e d , None of th es e , Don ’ t kn ow. B as e = 32 84, all 

on lin e re s pon d en ts wh o or d er take aw ays .   
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• Responsibility for food shopping: re s pon d en ts wh o ar e re s pon s ible f or f ood 

s h oppin g (37% ) ar e mor e like ly to c on s ide r th e f ood h ygien e r ating w he n 

or d e r in g take aw ays c om par e d to th ose w h o n e ver d o th e f ood sh oppin g (19 % ).    

Factors taken into consideration when eating out 

Figure 12. Ten most common factors taken into consideration when eating out.   

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

Of th os e wh o e at out, th e f ac tor s m os t c omm on ly take n in to c onsid e r ation w he n 
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exper ien ce of the plac e (81% ). Ove r 4 in 10 (45%) respondents considered the f ood 

hygiene rating w hen dec id in g w her e to eat (Figur e 12 ) 17 . 

How often respondents checked a food business’ hygiene rating 

upon arrival 

Res pon den ts w er e as ked h ow often th ey c hec ked the food hygiene rating of a 

r e s taur an t or take aw ay upon ar r ival. Around one in 10 (11% ) r e por te d th at th e y alw ays 

checked the food hygiene rating of a bus ines s on ar r ival, 19 % of res pon d e n ts re por te d 

th at th e y d id m os t of th e time and 32 % d id th is about h alf th e time or oc c as ion ally. 

Around a third (34%) of respondents reported that they never checked the f ood 

hygiene rating of a bus in e ss upon ar r ival 18 . 

17 Que s tion : Ge n er ally, wh en you e at out, wh at do you con s ider w h en de cidin g w he re to 

go? Ple as e th in k about e atin g out in r es taur an ts , pubs / bar s , an d c af é s /c off ee s h ops / 

sandwich shops. R es pon s e s : Quality of f ood , M y pr evious exper ienc e of the plac e, 

C lean lin es s of th e pla c e, Quality of ser vic e, Rec om men d ation s fr om fam ily or fr ien ds , 

Pr ic e , L oc ation , T ype of f ood (f or ex am ple , cuis in e or ve ge tar ian /ve gan option s ), Food 

Hygie n e R atin g, Am bian c e / atm os ph er e , Of fe r s , d e als or d is c oun t avai lab le , R e view s 

e .g. on T r ipAd vis or , Google , s oc ial m e d ia, or in ne w s pape r s an d m agaz in e s , Whether it 

is an in de pe nd en t busin e s s or par t of a ch ain , Wh e the r he alth ie r option s ar e availab le , 

Whether the place is child-friendly, Whether allergen information is provided, Whether 

in f or m ation about c al or ie s is pr ovid e d , None of th es e , Don ’ t kn ow. B as e = 3 70 2 , all 

on lin e re s pon d en ts wh o e at out. 
18 Que s tion : W h en arr ivin g at a re s taur an t or take aw ay, h ow of te n , if at all, d o you 

c h e c k a f ood bus in es s' h ygie ne r atin g upon ar r ival? Res pon ses : I alw ays c h ec k on 

ar r ival, I d o th is m os t of th e tim e , I d o th is about h alf th e time , I do th is oc c as ion ally, I 

never check on arrival, Don’t know. B a se = 47 56, all on lin e r e s pond e n ts an d th os e w h o 

c om pleted the E atin g Out pos tal q ues tion n air e, wh o s aid h ow they c hec ked the f ood 

hygiene rating of a f ood bus in e s s , ex c lud ing th os e who d on ' t e at at r e s taur an ts or 

or d e r f ood fr om take aw ays . 
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Respondents in Wales (48%) and Northern Ireland (38% ) were m ore like ly to re por t 

th at th e y alw ays checked the rating on arrival or did th is most of th e time c om par e d to 

those in England (28%). Respondents in England (36% ) w er e m ore like ly to r e por t th at 

they never checked the rating upon arrival c om par e d to Nor th er n I r e lan d (2 5% ) an d 

W ale s (18% ). 
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Chapter 3: Use of the FHRS in decision 

making   

T h is ch apte r pr ovid es an ove r vie w of h ow people us e the FHRS w he n deciding where 

to e at out or buy f ood . 

Acceptable food hygiene ratings 

Figure 13. Willingness to eat at a restaurant or takeaway with food hygiene ratings 

below 5. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 
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Respondents were asked to consider whether the y w ould s till e at or or de r f ood fr om a 

r e s taur an t or take aw ay if on ar r ival th e y s aw a f ood h ygie ne r atin g s tic ke r at e ach f ood 

h ygie n e r atin g lowe r th an the m ax im um r atin g of 5 (ve r y good ). Mos t r e s pon de n ts s aid 

th e y w ould s till e at at a r e s taur an t or take aw ay if the y s aw a f ood h ygie ne r atin g 

s tic ke r w ith a r atin g of 4 (good ) (9 3 % ) or 3 (ge n er ally s atis f ac tor y) (59 % ). How e ve r , 

most respon d e n ts r e por te d th at th e y w ould n ot e at at a re s taur ant or take aw ay if th e y 

s aw a f ood h ygie ne r atin g sticke r w ith a r atin g of 2 (im pr ove me n t n e ce s s ar y) (82 % ), 1 

(m ajor im pr ove m e n t ne c e ss ar y) (9 3 % ) or 0 (ur ge n t im pr ove m en t ne c e ss ar y) (9 5% ) 

(Figur e 13) 19. 

Res pon den ts w er e as ked wh at the y w ould usually c on s id e r the lowe s t ac ce ptable f ood 

hygiene rating when considering buying food from somewhere. 8% of respondents 

w ould on ly c on s id e r a r atin g of 5 ac ce ptable w h ile m os t r e s pon den ts s aid th at a r atin g 

of 3 (39% ) or 4 (42 % ) was th e low e s t r atin g the y w ould c on s ide r ac ce ptable . A m in or ity 

of r es pon d e n ts c ons ide r ed a r atin g of 0 (1% ), 1 (1% ) or 2 (4% ) to be ac c e ptable 20. 

19Question: For each of the following hygiene ratings, ple as e s tate wh e the r you w ould 

s till e at at th e re s tauran t or take aw ay on see in g the r atin g, or w heth e r you w ould 

d e c id e n ot to e at at the re s taur an t or take aw ay. R e s pon se s : I w ould s till e at at the 

r e s taur an t / take aw ay, I w ould n ot e at at the re s taur an t / take aw ay, Don ’ t kn ow . B as e = 

s e e FHRS 11_r e bas e d table f or bas e n um be rs , all on lin e r e s pon den ts an d th os e 

an s w e r in g the E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e wh o h ave he ar d of th e Food Hygien e 

Ratin g Sch em e. 
20 Que s tion : Fr om a r atin g of 0 to 5, w h at is the low e s t r atin g you w ould us ually 

c on s id e r ac c e ptable , if you w er e c on s ide r ing buyin g f ood fr om s om e w he re ? 

Res pon ses : 0 - urgent improvement necessary, 1 - m ajor im pr ove m e n t n ec e ss ar y, 2 - 

improvement necessary, 3 - ge ne r ally s atis fac tor y, 4 – good , 5 - ver y good , Don ’ t kn ow , 

I d o n ot us ually n otic e th e r atin g w he n I go in to a f ood bus in es s . Bas e = 43 35, all on lin e 

r e s pon d en ts an d th os e an sw e r in g the E ating Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e , wh o h ave 

h ear d of the Food H ygien e Ratin g Sc heme, exc lud in g ‘n ot s tated ' . 
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Situations which impact acceptable food hygiene ratings 

Figure 14. Willingness to buy food from a business with a food hygiene rating which is 

lower than their lowest acceptable rating. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 
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s ituation in w h ic h they m igh t de c ide to buy f ood f r om a f ood bus in e s s w ith a low e r 

r atin g, wh ile 2 3% could th in k of a s ituation (Figur e 14) 21 . 

Figure 15. Situations where respondents might buy food from a food business with a 

food hygiene rating lower than their usual lowest acceptable rating. 

21 Que s tion : Can you th in k of a situation in w hich you m igh t de cide to buy f ood f r om a 

f ood bus in e s s w ith a ratin g of low e r th an ... (r atin g)? R es pon s e s : Yes , No, Don ’ t kn ow . 

B as e = 3352 , all on lin e r e s pon d en ts w h o s aid th e y c on s ide r an FHRS r atin g of … (r atin g) 

… ac c e ptable w he n buyin g f ood fr om s ome wh e re , e x c lud in g th ose w h o h ave n ot he ar d 

of th e Food H yg iene Ratin g Sc heme, exc lud in g ‘ n ot s tated ’ . Pleas e n ote: T he sc or e 

pr e s en te d w as th e re spon s e fr om the pre vious q ue s tion , ‘ Fr om a ratin g of 0 to 5, wh at 

is th e lowe st r atin g you would usually con s ide r acce ptable , if you w e re cons ider in g 

buyin g f ood f r om s ome w he re ?’ 
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S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

R e s pon de n ts w h o c ould th in k of a s ituation w h er e th e y m igh t buy f ood f r om a f ood 

bus in e s s w ith a r atin g low e r th an w h at th e y w ould us ually c on s id e r ac c e ptable we r e 

as ke d wh at, f r om a give n lis t, th at s ituation w ould be . T he m os t c om m on s ituation s 

w ere if the y h ad e aten f ood fr om the re bef ore (50 % ), if the re w asn ’t m uc h c h oic e of 

plac e s to go (50 % ), if th e y n ee d e d to pic k s om e th in g up q uic kly (3 7% ), or if the y kne w 

th e f ood w as of h igh quality (34% ) (F igur e 15) 22 . 

22 Que s tion : W h en w ould th at be ? Re s pon s es : I f th er e w as n 't m uc h ch oic e of plac e s to 

go, If I h ad eaten food fr om ther e befor e, If I w as out late at n igh t, If I kn ew the food 

w as of h igh quality, I f I ne ede d to pick s om eth in g up quickly, If it was a place th at h ad 

be e n r ec om m en d ed to m e , I f I d id n' t h ave m uc h m one y to s pe n d\wanted somewhere 

c h e ap, If s om e on e e lse in m y par ty ch os e this f ood bus in es s , I f I en joye d the tas te of 

th e f ood fr om the plac e , If I w as in an un f am iliar loc ati on (aw ay w ith w or k, on h olid ay, 

e tc), If it was par t of a ch ain I kne w , Be caus e I w ould as s ume it is saf e if it is still 

ope n \r un n in g, If th e food bus in e s s s er ve d a par tic ular type of f ood (e .g. Cuis ine or 

ve ge tar ian / ve gan option s ), I f I w as takin g food aw ay r ath e r th an e atin g in , O t he r , 

Don’t know. Base = 679, all online respondents who can think of a situation where they 

m igh t buy f ood fr om a f ood bus in es s w ith a r atin g low e r th an w h at th e y w ould us ually 

c on s id e r ac c e ptable , ex c lud in g th ose w h o h ave n ot h e ar d of th e Food Hygie n e R atin g 

Scheme and ‘not stated’. 
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Figure 16. Willingness to buy food from a business with a food hygiene rating which is 

higher than their usual lowest acceptable rating.   

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 
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(66% ), or 4 (good ) (6 4 % ) as gen er ally ac c e ptable c ould th in k of a situati on in wh ic h 

th e y w ould on ly buy food f r om a f ood bus ine s s w ith a h ighe r r ating (Figur e 16) 23. 

Figure 17. Occasions where respondents would only buy food from a business with a 

food hygiene rating which is higher than the rating usually considered acceptable.   

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

23 Que s tion : Can you th in k of an oc c as ion wh er e you w ould on ly buy f ood fr om a f ood 
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R e s pon de n ts w h o c ould th in k of an oc c as ion wh e re th e y w ould on ly buy f ood f r om a 

business with a rating higher than what they would usually consider ac c e ptable we r e 

as ke d wh at, f r om a give n lis t, th at oc c as ion w ould be . T he m os t c om m on oc c as ion s 

w e re s pe c ial oc c as ion s (53 % ), wh e n w ith par tic ular pe ople or f am ily m e m ber s (45% ), 

w h en in an unf am iliar loc ati on (e .g., aw ay w ith w or k or on h olid ay) (41% ), or w he n t h e 

r e s pon d en t or s om e on e e ls e h ad s pe c ial health is s ue s (e .g., illn ess or pre gn an c y) 

(40 % ) (Figur e 17) 24. 

Impact of FHRS rating stickers on behaviours and perception 

R e s pon de n ts w er e as ke d if a f ood bus in e s s d id n ot h ave the f ood h ygie n e rating 

sticke r pre se n t at the e n tr an ce to what e x ten t, if at all, it would af f e ct th e ir de cision to 

eat th er e. Of th os e w ho h ad hear d of the FHRS, 58% w ould be less likely (i.e., ‘ m uch 

le s s like ly’ or ‘ a little le s s like ly’ ) to e at at a food bus in e s s th at d id n ot h ave the f ood 

hygiene rating sticker present at the entrance. How ever , 29% of respon d en ts r epor ted 

th at it would n ot make the m an y le ss like ly to e at th er e . 13 % of res pon d e n ts re por te d 

that they didn’t know what effec t a bus ines s n ot d is playin g th e ir ratin g w ould h ave on 

th eir d ec is ion to eat th ere. 

A higher proportion of respondents living in Wales (68%) re por te d be in g le ss like ly to 

e at at a f ood bus in es s w h ich d id n ot h ave the f ood h ygie ne r atin g s tic ke r pre se n t at 

th e e n tr anc e c om par ed to th os e in E n glan d (57% ). Ove r 6 in 10 (64%) respondents in 

24 Que s tion : W h en w ould th at be ? Re s pon s es : W h en it's a s pe c ial oc cas ion (bir th d ay, 

an n ive r s ar y, c e le br ation , e tc ), W h en I am w ith par tic ular pe ople /f am ily m e m be rs , 

W h en I w as in an unf am iliar loc ati on (aw ay w ith w or k, on h olid ay, e tc ), W he n I or 

s om e on e e lse h ad s pec ial h e alth is s ues (illn e s s , pr e gn anc y, e tc ), W h en I am takin g 

old e r pe ople , Wh en I am takin g (youn g) c h ild r e n , Wh en I w an t to go s om e w he re 

e x pe ns ive , W he n it w as par t of a c h ain , Other . B as e = 19 0 6, all on lin e r es pon d e n ts wh o 

s aid th e y w ould on ly eat somewhere with a higher rating, excluding those who have 

n ot h e ar d of th e Food Hygie n e R atin g S c he me an d ‘ n ot s tate d ’ . 
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Nor th e r n Ir e lan d w ould be les s like ly to e at at a f ood bus in e s s wh ic h d id n ot h ave the 

food hygiene rating sticker present at the entrance** 25 . 

Res pon den ts w h o h ad h e ard of th e FHRS w er e als o asked if, in the last 12 months, they 

h ad d ec id e d again s t us in g a f ood bus in e s s be c aus e it d id n ot d is play its f ood h ygien e 

rating sticker. 18% reported that they had decided against using a food business 

be c aus e it d id n ot d isplay its f ood h ygie n e ratin g s ticke r , w h ile 63% had not d o n e t h is . 

H ow ever , 19 % of respondents reported that they did not know or couldn’t remember if 

they had d ec id e d again s t us in g a f ood bus ine s s be c aus e it d id n ot d is play its Food 

Hygien e Ratin g Sc heme s tic ker 26. 

25 Que s tion : I f a f ood bus in e ss d oes n ot h ave th e FHR S s tic ker pre s en t at the e n tr an ce 

to w h at ex te n t, if at all, w ill th is aff e c t your d e c is ion to e at the r e? R e s pon se s : I t w ould 

m ake me much less like ly to e at the r e , I t w ould m ake me a little less like ly to e at 

th e re , I t w ould n ot m ake me an y le s s like ly to e at th er e , Don ’ t kn ow . B as e = 4417, all 

on lin e re s pon d en ts an d all th os e w h o c omple te d the E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e 

w h o h ave h e ard of the Food Hygie n e R atin g S c he m e ex c lud in g ‘ n ot s tate d ’ . 
26 Que s tion : I n th e last 12 mon th s, did you e ver de cide again s t us in g a f ood busin e ss, 

be c aus e it d id n ot d isplay its Food Hygie n e R atin g S ch em e s tic ke r? Re s pon s es : Ye s , No, 

Don ’ t kn ow / c an ’ t r eme m be r . B as e = 4418, all online respondents and those answering 

th e E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e w h o h ave he ar d of the Food Hygie n e R atin g 

Scheme, excluding ‘not stated’.   
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Concerns about food businesses not displaying an FHRS rating 

Figure 18. Concerns respondents would have if a food business did not display their 

food hygiene rating sticker at the premises. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

R e s pon de n ts w er e as ke d wh at c on ce rn s th ey w ould h ave if the y vis ite d a f ood 

bus in e s s th at did n ot display its f ood h ygien e r atin g s ticker on the pr em ises. Th e most 

c om m on c on ce rn s w ere th at th e f ood bus in es s h ad poor h ygie ne stan d ar d s (49 % ) and 

th at th e f ood bus in es s h ad a poor or low f ood h ygien e r atin g an d w as tr yin g to h id e it 

(48% ).   

Respondents in Wales were more likely to be c on cern ed th at the food bus in e s s h ad 

poor h ygie n e s tan d ard s (60 % ), h ad a low /poor Food Hygie n e R atin g an d w as tr yin g to 

h ide it (58% ), an d th at th e food bus ines s d oes n ’ t meet leg al r eq uir emen ts (49 % ) th an 

respondents in England (48% c on ce rn e d about poor h ygie n e s tan dar d s , 47% 

c on c e rn e d about a lo w /poor Food Hygie n e R atin g, an d 38% concerned that the 
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bus in es s d oes n’ t meet legal r eq uir emen ts ). R e s pon de n ts in W ale s w er e als o m or e 

like ly to be c on c er ne d as to wh ether the food bus in ess h ad been in s pec ted by the 

relevant authority (54%) than respondents in England (41%) and Northern Ireland 

(42 % ).   

Ove r a q uar ter (2 7% ) of re s pon d en ts w ould not n otic e the f ood h ygie n e r atin g s tic ke r 

w as m is s in g an d 4% would n ot be c on ce r ned about an yth in g if the s tic ker w as n ot 

dis playe d (Figur e 18) 27 . Respondents in England (2 8 % ) w er e m ore like ly to r e por t th at 

th e y w ould n ot n otic e if the sticker was missing than respondents in Wales (16% ). I n 

Northern Ireland (23%)** r e por te d that the y would n ot n otice if the sticker was missing 

than respondents in Wales. 

27 Que s tion : I f you visite d a f ood busine ss th at did n ot display th e ir Food Hygie n e 

R atin g S ch em e s tic ke r on the pre m ise s , w ould you be c on ce r ne d about an y of th e 

f ollow in g? R e s pon se s : T he f ood bus in e ss h ad a low /poor Food Hygie n e R atin g and w as 

trying to hide it, T h at th e f ood bus in e ss h ad poor h ygie n e s tan d ard s , Wh e th e r the f ood 

bus in e s s h as bee n in spe c te d by th e r e le van t auth or itie s or n ot, Th e re w ould be a 

h igh er r is k of food pois on in g/illn es s /infec tion w hen eatin g th ere, T h e s afety of eatin g 

at th e f ood business, The food business doesn't meet legal requirements, I would not 

n otice th at the sticke r is missin g, I w ould n ot be con ce rn e d about an yth in g, Oth er , 

Don ’ t kn ow . B as e = 442 0 , all on lin e r es pon de n ts an d th os e ans wer in g the E atin g Out 

pos tal q ue s tion n air e w h o h ave h e ard of the Food Hygie n e R atin g S c he m e , ex c lud in g 

‘n ot state d’. 
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Chapter 4: Attitudes toward display of 

FHRS ratings 

Food busin e sses are pr ovide d with a s ticker w h ich s h ow s the ir f ood h ygien e rating. I n 

E n glan d bus ine s se s are en c our age d to d is play th e ir f ood h ygien e rating s ticke r at the ir 

premises, however in Wales and Northern Ireland food businesses are legally required 

to d is play th e ir FHRS ratin g 28. 

T h is ch apte r pr ovid es an ove r vie w of attitud e s tow ar ds the FHR S , in cludin g vie ws on 

m an d ator y d is play an d w he re f ood h ygien e r atin gs sh ould be d is playe d .   

Views on mandatory display 

Respondents were asked whether they thought that food businesses should be 

r e q uire d by law to d isplay th e ir f ood h ygie ne r atin g at th e ir pre m is e s , or if it sh ould be 

up to th e bus ine s s to d e c id e wh e the r to or n ot. Of the r es pon d e nts w h o h ad h e ar d of 

th e FHRS, 9 3% th ought th at f ood bus in es se s s h ould be r eq uir e d by law to d is play th e ir 

f ood h ygie ne r atin g on t he pre m ise s , and 4% th ough t it sh ould be up to the bus ine s s 

to d e c id e wh e the r to d is play th e ir food hygiene rating. 3% of respondents didn’t know 

w h e the r th is s h ould be a le gal re q uire m en t or up to th e bus in e ss to d e c id e . Th is 

finding was similar across all three countries; most respondents in England (93% ), 

28 L e gis lation f or the m an d ator y d is play of FHR S r atin gs at pre m i se s w as in tr oduce d in 

November 2013 in Wales and October 2016 in Northern Ireland.   
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W ale s (9 4% ) and Nor th e rn I re lan d (9 4% ) th ough t th at f ood bus ines s e s sh ould be 

r e q uire d by law to d isplay th e ir f ood h ygie ne r atin g at th eir prem is es * * 29. 

Respondents were als o as ke d wh e the r the y th ough t bus in e s se s providin g an on lin e 

food ordering service should display their food hygiene rating w he r e it c an c le ar ly be 

s e en by c us tome r s be for e the y or de r f ood . Of the r e s pon de n ts wh o h ad h e ar d of th e 

FHR S , 9 4% thought that businesses providing an online food ordering service should 

dis play th e ir food hygiene rating w here it c an c lear ly be seen by cus tom er s before 

th e y or de r f ood , 1% did not an d 5 % said they didn’t know. Th is f indin g was con siste n t 

in England (9 4% ), W ale s (9 5%), and Northern Ireland (9 4%)** 30 . 

29 Que s tion : Do you th ink th at f ood bus in es s es s h ould be re q uir ed by law to d is play 

their food hygiene rating at the ir pre m ise s , or sh ould it be up to the bus in es s to 

d e c id e wh e the r to or n ot? R es pon s e s : Th e y s h ould h ave to, I t sh ould be up to th em to 

decide, Don’t know. Bas e = 4414, all online respondents and those answering the 

E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e wh o h ave he ar d of the Food Hygie n e R atin g S ch e me , 

excluding ‘not stated’. 
30 Que s tion : Do you th ink busin e s se s pr ovidin g an on lin e f ood or de rin g s er vice s h ould 

dis play th e ir food hygiene rating w here it c an c lear ly be seen by cus tom er s before 

th e y or de r f ood ? Responses: Yes, No, Don ’ t kn ow . B as e = 4415, all online respondents 

and those answering the E atin g Out pos tal q ue s tion n air e w h o h ave he ar d of the Food 

H ygien e Ratin g Sc heme , excluding ‘not stated’. 
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Views on where food hygiene ratings should be displayed 

Figure 19. Locations where respondents think food hygiene ratings should be 

displayed. 

S our c e : Food & You 2 : W ave 6 

Respondents were asked where they thought hygiene ratings should be displayed, 

f r om a given lis t of location s . M os t r es pon d en ts th ough t th at f ood h ygie n e r atin gs 

s h ould be d is playe d on re s taur an t or c af é we bs ite s (9 4% ), on h otel or B & B w e bs ite s 

(9 4% ), take aw ay w e bs ite s (9 3% ), an d on the w e bs ite s or apps of f ood or d e r in g an d 

d e live r y c om pan ie s (91%). Around 8 in 10 r es pon d e n ts th ough t that f ood h ygie ne 
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ratings should be d is playe d on s upe rm ar ke t w e bs ite s (84% ) an d on f ood bus in es s ’ s 

s oc ial m e d ia s ite s (81% ) (Figur e 19 ) 31. 

31 Que s tion : Do you th ink th e h ygie ne r atin gs sh ould be d is playe d on.... Food or d e r in g 

an d d e liver y c om pan ie s ' apps an d w e bs ite s th at allow you to or d e r f ood f r om a r an ge 

of loc al r e s taur an ts an d take aw ays ? / A f ood bus in e ss 's s oc ial m ed ia s ite / A 

r e s taur an t's or c afe ' s ow n we bs ite ? / A takeaw ay's ow n we bs ite ? / A h ote l's or B &B 's 

own website? / A supermarket's own website? Base = 49 18, all on lin e re s pon d en ts an d 

those answering the Eatin g Out pos tal que s tion n air e . 
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Annex A: Food and You 2: Wave 6 

Background 

In 20 18 the Ad vis or y Com m itte e f or S oc ial Sc ie n ce (ACS S ) e s tablis h e d a ne w Food an d 

You W or kin g Gr oup to r e vie w the me th od ology, s c ope an d f oc us of th e Food an d You 

s ur ve y. Th e Food an d You W or kin g Gr oup provid e d a s er ie s of r ecom m e n d ation s on 

th e f utur e d ire c tion of th e Food an d You s urve y to th e FS A and t he ACS S in Apr il 2 0 19 . 

Food an d You 2 w as de ve lope d fr om the r ecom m e n d ation s .   

T h e Food an d You 2 s ur ve y re plac e d the bienn ial f ac e -to-fac e Food an d You s ur ve y 

(2 0 10 -2 0 18), bian n ual Public Attit ud e s Tr ac ke r (20 10 -2 0 19 ) an d ann ual Food Hygie n e 

Ratin g Sch em e (FH RS) C on s um er Attitud es T rac ker (20 14-20 19). T he Food an d You 

s ur ve y h as be en an Off icial S tatis tic s in ce 2 014. Due to dif fe re n ce s in th e ques tion 

c on te n t, pre se n tation an d m od e of r es pon s e, d ir ec t c om par is on s sh ould n ot be m ade 

be tw e en the se e ar lie r s ur ve ys and Food an d You 2. 

Pr e vious FHR S publica tion s in th is se r ie s in clude : 

• Food Hygie n e R atin g Sc h e me (FHRS ) Food and You 2 : W ave 2 (Decem ber 20 21) 

• Food Hygie n e R atin g Sc h e me (FHRS ) Food and You 2 : W ave 4 (Novem ber 20 22) 

Methodology 

T h e Food an d You 2 s ur ve y is c om m is s ione d by th e Food S tand ar ds Age nc y (FS A). T he 

f ie ld w or k is c on d uc ted by I ps os . Food an d You 2 is a bian n ual s ur ve y. Fie ld w or k f or 

W ave 6 was conducted from 63T12 P 

th 
P Oc tobe r 2 02 2 and 10 P 

th 
P J an uar y 2 02 363T.   

Response rates 
For W ave 6 a total of 5,9 9 1 ad ults f r om 4,2 17 h ous e h old s ac r oss E nglan d (2 ,0 72 ad ults ), 

Nor th e r n Ir e lan d (1,0 88 ad ults ), an d W ale s (1,0 15 ad ults ), c om ple te d th e s ur ve y. An 

ove r all r e s pon s e r ate of 2 8.8% w as ach ie ve d. 63.8% of re s pon d en ts c om ple te d the 

s ur ve y on lin e an d 36.2% c om ple te d the pos tal ve r s ion of th e s ur vey. 

https://acss.food.gov.uk/
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20191101151800/https:/acss.food.gov.uk/sites/default/files/fandyousurvey_0.pdf
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/research-projects/food-hygiene-rating-scheme-consumer-attitudes-tracker-wave-8
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/research-projects/food-hygiene-rating-scheme-consumer-attitudes-tracker-wave-8
https://doi.org/10.46756/sci.fsa.ozf866
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/food-and-you-2-fhrs-wave-4-executive-summary
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Food an d You 2 use s a m od ular appr oac h w h e re s om e que s tion s ar e aske d in e ver y 

w ave of th e sur ve y (every 6 months), w her eas oth er s are as ked less fr eq uen tly for 

exam ple ever y year or ever y 2 years . This report presents findings mostly fr om the 

F&Y2 : W ave 6 ‘E atin g out an d take aw ay’ m odule r e latin g to th e Food Hygie ne R atin g 

Sc hem e (FHRS). T he s e q ue s tion s are as ked on an ann ual bas is .   

Some of these findings are included within th e Food an d You 2 : Wave 6 Ke y Fin d in gs 

r e por t however are presented in greater detail in this report.   

A total of 4,9 18 ad ults (age d 16 ye ar s or ove r) ac r os s England, Wales, and Northern 

Ir elan d c om pleted the ‘ E atin g out an d take aw ay’ m od ule via th e on lin e s ur ve y or t he 

‘ E atin g out’ pos tal q ues tion n air e . Not every respondent will have answered every 

question depending on the respondents self-r e por ted beh aviour s , kn ow le d ge and 

attitude s. 

Survey design 
Food an d You 2 is a seq ue n tial m ix ed -m od e ‘ pus h -to-w e b’ s ur ve y. A r an d om s am ple of 

ad d r es ses (s elec ted from th e Royal M ail’ s Pos tc od e Ad d res s File) r eceived a letter 

in vitin g up to tw o ad ults (age d 16 or ove r ) in th e h ous eh old to c om ple te the on line 

s ur ve y. A first reminder letter was sent to households that had not responded to the 

in itial in vitat ion . A po stal ve r sion of the surve y accompan ie d the se con d re min de r 

le tte r f or th os e w h o d id n ot h ave ac c es s to th e in te rn e t or pre fe r re d to c om ple te a 

pos tal ve r s ion of the sur ve y. T h is he lps to red uc e the r es pon s e bias th at oth er w ise 

occur s with on lin e -only surveys. A third and final reminder was sent to households if 

th e on line s ur vey h ad n ot been c om pleted . Res pon den ts w er e g iven a g ift vouc h er for 

c om ple tin g th e s ur ve y. 

Due to th e le n gth an d c om ple x ity of the on lin e q ue s tion n aire it w as n ot pos s ible to 

in c lud e all q ue s tion s in the pos tal ve r s ion of the q ue s tion n air e . To m ake the pos tal 

ve r s ion of the q ue s tion n air e s h or te r an d less c om ple x , tw o ver s ion s we re pr oduced.   

Weighting 
W e igh tin g w as applie d to e ns ur e the d ata are as c los e as pos s ible to be in g 

r e pr es en tative of the s oc io-d e m ogr aph ic an d s ub-gr oups in the popul ation , as is us ual 

https://www.food.gov.uk/research/fy2-wave-6-executive-summary
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/fy2-wave-6-executive-summary
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pr actice in gover n me nt sur ve ys. T he w e igh tin g applie d to th e Food an d You 2 d ata 

h e lps to c om pen s ate for var iation s in w ith in-h ous e h old in dividual se lection , f or 

r e s pon se bias , an d f or th e f ac t th at s om e q ue s tion s w e re on ly as ke d in on e of th e 

pos tal s ur ve ys .   

Fur th e r d e tails about th e m e th od ology, r espon s e r ates , we igh ting appr oac h us e d an d 

th e w e igh ts applie d to th e Food an d You 2 : W ave 6 d ata ar e availa ble in the Technical 

R e por t12T. 

Interpreting the findings 
All d ata c olle c te d by Food an d You 2 are s e lf-r e por te d . T h e d ata are the r e s pon de n ts 

ow n re por te d attitud es , kn ow le d ge an d be haviour r e latin g to f ood s af e ty an d f ood 

is s ue s . As a s oc ial re se ar c h s ur ve y, Food an d You 2 c an n ot r e por t obs e r ve d 

be h aviour s .   

T h e p-value s th at te s t f or s tatis tic al s ign if ic an c e ar e bas e d on t-te sts c om par in g the 

w e igh ted pr opor tion s f or a given re s pon se with in th at s oc io-d e m ogr aph ic an d s ub-

gr oup br e akd ow n . An ad jus tm e n t h as bee n m ad e f or the e ff ec tive s am ple s ize af te r 

w e igh tin g, but n o c or re c tion is m ad e f or m ultiple c om par is on s . 

Repor ted d iffer enc es betw een s oc io-d e m ogr aph ic an d s ub-gr oups typic ally h ave a 

m in im um d if fe re n ce of 10 per ce n tage poin ts be tw ee n gr oups an d ar e s tatis tic ally 

s ign if ic an t at the 5% le ve l (p<0 .0 5). H ow ever, s om e d iffer enc es betw een r es pon den t 

gr oups ar e inc lud ed wh ere th e d ifferenc e is fewer th an 10 perc en tage poin ts w hen the 

finding is notable or of interest. Pe r ce n tage c alc ulat ion s ar e bas ed on ly on 

r e s pon d en ts w h o pr ovid e d a r e s pon se . R e por te d value s an d c alc ulation s ar e bas e d on 

we igh ted totals.   

Technical terms and definitions 

1. S tatis tic al s ign if ic an c e is in d ic ated at the 5% le ve l (p<0 .0 5). T h is me an s th at 

where a significant difference is reported, there is reasonable confidence that the 

r epor ted d ifferenc e is r eflec tive of a real d iffer en c e at the populati on level.   

https://www.food.gov.uk/research/fy2-wave-6-technical-report-introduction
https://www.food.gov.uk/research/fy2-wave-6-technical-report-introduction
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2. Food s e c ur ity me an s th at all pe ople alw ays h ave ac c es s to e n ough f ood f or a 

h e alth y an d active lif estyle (W or ld Food S umm it, 19 9 6). Th e Un ite d S tate s De par tme n t 

of Agr icultur e (US DA) h as c re ate d a s er ie s of q ues tion s w h ic h in d ic ate a re s pon d en t’ s 

le ve l of f ood s ec ur ity. Food an d You 2 in c or por ate s the 10 ite m U.S . Adult Food S e cur ity 

S ur ve y Module and uses a 12 month time reference period. Respondents are referred 

to as be in g f ood s ec ure if the y ar e c las s if ie d as h avin g h igh f ood se c ur ity (n o re por te d 

in d ic ation s of f ood -ac c e s s pr oble m s or lim itation s ), or m ar gin al f ood s e c ur ity (one or 

tw o r e por te d in d ic ation s —typic ally of an x ie ty ove r f ood s uff ic ie n cy or s h or tage of f ood 

in th e h ouse . L ittle or n o in d ic ation of ch an ge s in d ie ts or f ood in take ). R e s pon de n ts 

ar e referr ed to as being food in sec ure if they ar e c las s ified as h avin g low f ood s e c ur ity 

(re por ts of r e duce d quality, v ar ie ty, or de sirabil ity of die t. Little or n o in dication of 

r e d uce d f ood in take ) or ve r y low f ood se c urity (r e por ts of m ultipl e in d ic ation s of 

d is r upte d e atin g patte r n s an d r e d uce d f ood in take ). 

3. NS -SEC (Th e Nation al S tatis tic s S oc io-e c on om ic c las s if ic ation ) is a c las s if ic ation 

s ys te m w h ich pr ovid es an ind ic ation of s oc io-e c on om ic pos ition bas e d on oc c upation 

an d e m ploym e n t s tatus . 

4. I n de x of M ultiple De privati on (I M D) / W e ls h I n de x of M ultiple De privati on (W I M D)

/ Nor th e r n I re lan d M ultiple De pr ivati on M e as ur e (NI M DM ) is the off ic ial m e as ur e of 

r e lative d e pr ivation of a ge ogr aph ic al ar e a. IM D/W I M D/NI M DM c lass if ic ation is 

as s ign e d by pos tc od e or plac e n am e . IM D/WI M D/NI M DM is a m ultid im e n s ion al 

calculat ion wh ich is inte n ded to r e pre s en t th e livin g con dition s in th e ar e a, in cludin g 

in com e , e mployme n t, h e alth , education , acce s s to s er vice s , h ous ing, com m un ity s afe ty 

an d ph ys ic al e n vir onm e n t. S m all ar e as ar e r an ke d by I M D/W IM D/NI M DM ; th is is d one 

s e par ate ly f or E n g land , W ale s an d Nor t he rn I re lan d . 25T6 

http://www.fao.org/3/w3613e/w3613e00.htm
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/definitions-of-food-security/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/definitions-of-food-security/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/survey-tools/#household
https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-the-us/survey-tools/#household
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/classificationsandstandards/otherclassifications/thenationalstatisticssocioeconomicclassificationnssecrebasedonsoc2010
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/english-indices-of-deprivation
https://gov.wales/welsh-index-multiple-deprivation
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/statistics/deprivation
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/english-indices-of-deprivation
https://gov.wales/welsh-index-multiple-deprivation
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/statistics/deprivation
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© Cr ow n c opyr igh t 202 0 

T h is public ation (n ot in c lud in g logos ) is lic en s e d un de r th e ter m s of th e Ope n 

Government Licence v3.0 exc ept w here oth er w is e s tated . W here we h ave id en tified an y 

third-par ty c opyr igh t in f or m ation you w ill ne e d to obtain pe r m is sion f r om th e 

copyright holders concerned. 

For m or e in f orm ation an d to vie w th is lice n ce :   

• vis it th e Nation al Ar c hive s we bs ite 

• e m ail ps i@n ation alar c h ive s .gov.uk 

• w r ite to: I nf or m ation Polic y T e am , T he Nation al Ar c h ive s , Ke w , L on d on , TW 9 4DU 

For e n q uir ie s about th is public ati on , c on tac t th e Food S tan d ar ds Age n c y. 

Pr ojec t referen ce : FS 430662 

Follow us on Twitter: @f ood gov 

Fin d us on Fac e book: f ac e book.c om /Food S tan d ar d s Age n c y 

http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
mailto:psi@nationalarchives.gov.uk
https://www.food.gov.uk/contact/businesses/find-details
https://twitter.com/foodgov
http://www.facebook.com/FoodStandardsAgency
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