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ABSTRACT

Objective: To examine changes in food guide (FG) use among adults in Canada and 3 comparison coun-
tries (Australia, the United Kingdom (UK), and the United States (US)) before and after the January 2019
update of Canada’s Food Guide.

Design: Repeat cross-sectional online surveys.

Participants: Adults (N = 68,129) from the International Food Policy Study (2018—2021).

Variables Measured: Self-reported passive (having looked at FGs in the past year) and active FG use (hav-
ing ever used FGs).

Analysis: Differences in passive and active FG use were examined over time between countries using
weighted adjusted logistic regression.

Results: In Canada, the odds of passive FG use increased immediately after the January 2019 update to
Canada’s Food Guide, from 2018 to 2019 (P < 0.001), then decreased from 2019 to 2020 (P < 0.001) and
from 2020 to 2021 (P = 0.004), with no change in active FG use. In comparator countries, FG use re-
mained stable, except between 2020 and 2021, when the odds of passive and active FG use increased in the
UK and decreased in the US (P < 0.001 for all comparisons).

Conclusions and Implications: Although passive FG use increased following the 2019 release of Can-
ada’s Food Guide, this increase was not sustained and did not translate into increased active FG use, suggest-
ing that ongoing dissemination is needed to support broader adoption.
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INTRODUCTION

Food-based dietary guidelines
(FBDGs) and their public-oriented
visual representation, food guides
(FGs), are government-led public
health initiatives implemented in
more than 90 countries.'** By provid-
ing criteria to define foods that con-
tribute to healthier dietary patterns,
FBDGs and FGs aim to support popu-
lation diets and, more broadly,

promote overall health."® Food-
based dietary guidelines and FGs also
serve multiple purposes: they under-
pin public health policies and nutri-
tion programs, support nutrition
education by health care providers,
enable the assessment of diet quality
within countries, and often guide the
food industry in its commitments
and actions."*?

Globally, FBDGs and FGs gener-
ally espouse evidence-based dietary
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recommendations, including con-
suming a variety of fruits, vegetables,
legumes, and whole-grain foods, and
limiting nutrients of public health
concern, such as sugar, sodium, and
certain types of fats.” However, the
content and visual representation of
FGs differ according to a country’s
specific context and cultural prefer-
ences and evolve following updates
in nutritional science and public
health.”

In January 2019, a new version of
Canada’s Food Guide (CFG) was
released to align Canada’s FBDGs
with current evidence and improve
the communication of nutrition rec-
ommendations to diverse user
groups.” Unlike the 2007 Eating Well
with Canada’s Food Guide, which pro-
vided age- and sex-specific serving
recommendations across 4 food
groups, the 2019 CFG adopted a plate
model to depict the recommended
proportions of vegetables and fruits,
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whole grain foods, and protein foods,
with water as the preferred beverage.®
In addition to changes in content,
the 2019 CFG represented a major
shift in dissemination, transitioning
from a printed version to a primarily
web-based resource. Despite some
criticisms,” the revised CFG was gen-
erally perceived as a positive step for-
ward because of the food industry’s
reduced involvement in the revision
process and its greater emphasis on
plant-based protein foods, in line
with sustainable dietary recommen-
dations.* !0

Given that the population-level
impact of FGs largely depends on
consumers’ understanding and use of
their recommendations, it is impor-
tant to examine how these tools are
perceived and used. According to a
global review of 28 studies, consum-
ers were more likely to understand
FBDGs and FGs than to use them.'®
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In addition, FG awareness, knowl-
edge, and use have been shown to
vary across sociodemographic char-
acteristics, including sex, age, educa-
tion, income, and ethnicity,'”~"’
suggesting potential disparities in the
reach of FBDGs and FGs. In Canada,
although reported awareness of the
2007 CFG has been high, evidence
suggests that CFG use and knowledge
have been limited,”*~** particularly
among men, older adults, individuals
of non-White ethnicity, and those
with lower incomes.””?' Similarly,
while most Canadians were aware of
the 2019 CFG, few used it to guide
their dietary patterns, with education
and income emerging as strong de-
terminants of awareness and use.'®
Although studies have examined pa-
rents’, children'’s, and dietitians’ per-
ceptions, awareness, and use of the
2019 CFG,'***~?7 no study, to our
knowledge, has robustly assessed

whether the update to CFG resulted
in sustained changes in use over
time.

Food guides are national policies
for which robust evaluation requires
comparisons with changes in other
countries to account for concurrent
secular changes over time.?®*’ Inter-
national quasi-experimental designs
are particularly well suited to this
purpose, as they provide external
comparators when no within-coun-
try control group exists.”” Australia,
the United Kingdom (UK), and the
United States (US) are especially rele-
vant comparators for evaluating
CFG, given their similar high-income
contexts and food environments, as
well as the absence of major FG revi-
sions during the study period
(Figure 1). The Australian Guide to
Healthy Eating was introduced in
2013 alongside the Australian Die-
tary Guidelines,”® while the UK’s

Canada

Australia

Guide to Healthy Eating ~

d

United
Kingdom

United
States

Figure 1. Food guides evaluated in the International Food Policy Study, by country and year.
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Eatwell Guide was released in 2016.%"
In the US, the Dietary Guidelines for
Americans are updated every 5 years,
most recently for 2025—-2030. Intro-
duced in 2011, MyPlate served as the
US FG and remained largely
unchanged until it was replaced by
the new food pyramid in 2026.%%**

Thus, the primary objective of this
study was to examine whether the
release of the 2019 CFG was associ-
ated with sustained changes in FG
use among adults in Canada over
time, compared with the changes
observed in Australia, the UK, and
the US. Given the potential implica-
tions for the equitable reach and dis-
semination of FBDGs and FGs, we
also sought to examine differences in
FG wuse across sociodemographic
characteristics in these 4 countries as
a secondary objective.

METHODS

Study Design, Participants and
Recruitment

Data were obtained from the 2018
—2021 waves of the International
Food Policy Study, an annual repeat
cross-sectional survey that uses con-
sistent methods across countries and
years, allowing for comparisons.?’
We collected data annually via self-
completed web-based surveys con-
ducted in November to December of
each survey year with adults aged 18
to 100 years, recruited through the
Nielsen Consumer Insights Global
Panel and their partners’ panels. Pan-
els shared invitations with their pan-
elists via email and/or their
dashboard app, with unique access
links sent to a random sample of pan-
elists in each country after targeting
by demographics; panelists known to
be ineligible were not invited. Poten-
tial respondents were screened for eli-
gibility based on quotas for age and
sex. Surveys were conducted in
English in Australia and the UK; in
English or French in Canada; and in
English or Spanish in the US. The
International Food Policy Study re-
cruited new participants for each sur-
vey wave, with only a small
proportion of respondents returning
from the previous wave (ranging
from 1.6% in 2019—-2020 to 8.0% in
2018-2019). Respondents provided

written online consent and received
remuneration in accordance with
their panel’s usual incentive struc-
ture (e.g., points-based or monetary
rewards, chances to win prizes). The
study underwent an expedited review
and received ethics approval from
the University of Waterloo Research
Ethics Committee (ORE #30829) and
approval for secondary data analysis
from the Université Laval Ethics
Committee (#2021—318 Phase II A-3
R-3 /04-12-2024).

Measures

Two measures were incorporated to
assess whether participants had
viewed their country’s FG (passive
use) and the specific ways in which
they used it (active use).

Passive FG use. Using an adapted mea-
sure from the Canadian Community
Health Survey CFG Rapid Response
module,®® we asked participants:
“When was the last time you looked at
[country’s FG] if ever?” with response
options of “In the last month,” “In the
last 6 months,” “In the last year,”
“More than a year ago,” “Never,”
“Don’t know,” and “Refuse to an-
swer.” In Canada, the FG referenced in
this question varied by survey wave:
the 2007 CFG was assessed in 2018,
and the 2019 CFG was assessed there-
after. Using responses to this question,
we created a binary variable, hereafter
named “Recent Passive FG Use,” to
indicate whether participants had
looked at the FG within the past year;
responses of “In the last month,” “In
the last 6 months,” and “In the last
year” were coded as “Looked at the FG
in the last year,” and responses of
“More than a year ago,” “Never,” and
“Don’t know” were coded as “Did not
look at the FG in the last year.” We
also created a secondary binary vari-
able, hereafter named “Ever Passive FG
Use,” to capture whether participants
had ever looked at their country’s FG;
responses of “In the last month,” “In
the last 6 months,” “In the last year,”
and “More than a year ago” were
coded as “Ever looked at the FG,” and
responses of “Never” and “Don’t
know” were coded as “Never looked at
the FG.” We considered “Refuse to an-
swer” responses as missing and
excluded them from analyses.
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Active FG use. Among participants
who responded that they had ever
looked at the FG, we assessed active
FG use by asking: “Have you ever
used information from [country’s
FG]? (Select all that apply)” with
response options: “To choose foods,”
“To determine how much you need
to eat every day,” “To plan meals or
to help with grocery shopping,” “To
assess how well you are eating,” “To
manage your weight,” “To help make
healthy choices when eating away
from home,” “Other (Please specify):
[open-ended],” “None of the above,”
“Don’t know,” and “Refuse to an-
swer,” This measure was also adapted
from the Canadian Community
Health Survey CFG Rapid Response
module.** We reviewed and recoded
open-text responses as 1 of the cate-
gorical options above, when applica-
ble (n = 145). We recoded having
ever used FGs as a binary variable,
hereafter named “Ever Active FG
Use,” with a positive response in any
of the 7 FG use categories coded as
“Having ever used the FG,” and re-
sponses of “None of the above” and
“Don’t know” coded as “Not having
used the FG.” We considered “Refuse
to answer” responses as missing and
excluded them from analyses. We
coded participants who had previ-
ously stated that they had never
looked at the FG and thus were not
asked the active FG use question as
not having actively used the FG.

Sociodemographic  characteristics. We
collected sociodemographic informa-
tion from respondents using meas-
ures mainly derived from
government-led national surveys in
each country and recoded responses
to allow comparisons across coun-
tries.*>~** Sociodemographic meas-
ures included age group (18
—30 years, 30—44 years, 45—59 years,
or > 60 years), sex-at-birth (male,
female),*” racial/ethnic identity (re-
coded to ethnicity “majority group”
or “minority group”),*°~*° perceived
income adequacy, highest level of
formal education acquired (recoded
to low, medium, or high according to
country-specific criteria),”’**~** and
presence of children under the age of
18 in the household.** Ethnicity was
self-reported using country-specific
categories. In Canada, participants
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selected one or more race categories:
White, East/Southeast Asian, South
Asian, Black, Indigenous, Latino,
Middle Eastern, or Other (Please spec-
ify): [open-ended]. In Australia, par-
ticipants reported Aboriginal or
Torres Strait Islander identity and
whether a language other than
English was spoken at home. In the
UK, participants selected from White,
Mixed/Multiple  ethnic  groups,
Asian/Asian British, Black/African/
Caribbean/Black British, or Other
(Please specify): [open-ended]. In the
US, participants selected from White,
Black or African American, Hispanic
or Latino, Asian or Pacific Islander,
Native American, or Other (Please
specify): [open-ended]. For analysis,
we defined majority as identifying as
White in Canada, the UK, and the
US, and only speaking English at
home in Australia; minority included
all other response options. We as-
sessed perceived income adequacy
with the question “Thinking about
your total monthly income, how dif-
ficult or easy is it for you to make
ends meet?” (Response options: Very
difficult / Difficult / Neither easy nor
difficult / Easy / Very Easy / Don't
know / Refuse to answer),** which
we then recoded as a 3-level variable
(Low = Very difficult and Difficult;
Medium = Neither easy nor difficult;
High = Easy and Very easy). For all so-
ciodemographic variables, we consid-
ered responses of “Don’t know” or
“Refuse to answer” as missing and
excluded them from analyses.

Data Analysis

A total of 94,649 adults across the 4
countries completed the surveys in
2018-2021. Respondents  were
excluded for the following reasons:
ineligible region (n = 17,860; 18.9%);
invalid response to data quality ques-
tion (n = 2,713; 2.9%); below mini-
mum survey completion time based
on median survey time (m = 589;
0.6%); and/or invalid responses to at
least three of 20 open-ended meas-
ures (n = 348; 0.4%). Among the re-
maining 73,139 respondents, 3,361
(4.6%) were part of an oversample of
Mexican American respondents with
lower educational attainment from
the US and could not be included in
the present analysis because they
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were not asked about any of the FG
measures. Additionally, 1,649 re-
spondents (2.4%) were excluded
from the present analysis because of
missing data (including “Refuse to
answer”) on key variables of interest,
including passive FG use (n = 95;
0.1%), active FG use (n = 109; 0.2%),
ethnicity (n = 636; 0.9%), education
(n = 326; 0.5%), perceived income
adequacy (n=764; 1.1%), or the pres-
ence of children in the household
(n = 132; 0.2%), leaving a final ana-
lytic sample of 68,129 respondents
(2018: n = 18,255; 2019: n = 16,280;
2020: n = 17,049; 2021: n = 16,545).
We constructed post-stratification
weights using a raking algorithm,
with population estimates for each
country separately by age group, sex,
region, ethnicity (except in Canada,
due to inconsistent census collection
methods), and education. We used
the SAS macro RAKE_AND._-
TRIM_G4_V5 to implement the pro-
cedure, with trimming at 5 (rescaled)
when necessary (Abt Associates,
2017, Rockville, MD).

We reported descriptive findings
(frequencies with 99% confidence in-
tervals [CIs]) for recent passive FG
use (reported looking at the FG in the
past year), ever passive FG use (re-
ported ever having looked at the FG),
ever active FG use (reported ever hav-
ing used the FG for specific tasks),
and for each of the 6 proposed active
FG uses, stratified by country and sur-
vey year.

We conducted separate binary
logistic regression models to examine
recent passive FG use, ever active FG
use, and each specific active FG use,
adjusting, to control for potential
confounding, for age, sex, ethnicity,
education, income adequacy, and
presence of children in the house-
hold, as these variables have been
identified in the literature as poten-
tially important correlates of FG
use.'®?%?2 All covariates were mod-
eled as categorical variables. We also
included indicator variables for coun-
try and survey year in each model. To
assess differences in changes over
time across countries, we included a
2-way interaction term between sur-
vey year and country in each model.
When interactions were present, we
examined them by estimating coun-
try-specific changes over time using

tests of simple effects (SLICE function
in SAS).

To examine sociodemographic
factors associated with recent passive
FG use and ever active FG use, we fit-
ted models that included the afore-
mentioned covariates and tested
interactions between country and
each sociodemographic characteris-
tic. In these models, we included co-
variates to estimate the independent
associations between sociodemo-
graphic characteristics and FG use.
Most country-by-sociodemographic
interactions were statistically signifi-
cant (P values < 0.01 for all, except
for the education-by-country interac-
tion in the recent passive FG use
model); therefore, we conducted
country-stratified models for both
measures and reported the stratified
results.

For all descriptive statistics and
regression models, we used survey-
aware procedures to apply post-strati-
fication weights. We weighted all
analyses unless noted otherwise and
used 99% ClIs to account for the large
sample size and the large number of
statistical tests, except for the year-
by-country interaction, which was
considered significant at P values <
0.05 due to the subtlety of this effect.
We based our inferences about the
magnitude and significance of
changes over time and differences
among countries and sociodemo-
graphic groups on effect sizes and P
values. We categorized the magni-
tude of the association as very small
(Adjusted Odds Ratio [AOR] < 1.5 or
> 0.67), small (1.5 or 0.67 < AOR < 2
or 0.5), medium (2 or 0.5 < AOR < 3
or 0.33), or large (AOR > 3 or 0.33).*°
We conducted analyses using SAS
Studio V.3.81. (SAS Institute Inc,
Cary, NC, 2021).

RESULTS

Sample Characteristics

Table 1 presents the sociodemo-
graphic  characteristics of the
weighted sample by country across
all survey years. In all countries, most
respondents were aged 60 years or
older and belonged to the majority
ethnic group. The proportions of
male and female respondents were
approximately equal across all



Table 1. Sociodemographic Characteristics Among the Overall Sample and Across Countries, 2018—-2021 (Weighted, N = 68,129)

Age group
18—29y
30—-44y
45-59y
>60y

Sex
Male
Female

Ethnicity”
Majority
Minority

Education®
Low
Medium
High

Perceived income adequacy"

Low
Medium
High

Presence of children in
the household

No children
Children

Overall (N =68,129),

% (n)

19.7 (13,441)
25.3 (17,254)
25.1(17,102)
29.8 (20,332)

49.1(33,445)
50.9 (34,684)

76.8 (52,297)
23.2(15,832)

47.8(32,542)
24.1 (16,453)
28.1(19,135)

26.2 (17,818)
36.9 (25,106)
37.0(25,205)

74.1 (50,498)
25.9 (17,631)

Canada (n =16,849),

% (n)

19.0
24.9
251
30.9

3,206
4,203
4,229
5,211

—_~ e~~~
—_— =

49.5 (8,343)
50.5 (8,506)

79.1(13,325)
20.9 (3,524)

42.0(7,078)
33.5 (5,652)
24.5 (4,120)

27.6 (4,646)
37.7(6,351)
34.7 (5,852)

78.7 (13,268)
21.3(3,581)

Australia (n =16,440),

% (n)

20.7
26.8
24.3
28.2

3,399)
4,404)
3,993)
4,644)

—~ e~~~

49.1 (8,078)
50.9 (8,362)

74.4 (12,236)
25.6 (4,204)

42.0 (6,901)
32.3(5,313)
25.7 (4,227)

25.2 (4,135)
38.3 (6,296)
36.5 (6,008)

73.5 (12,084)
26.5 (4,356)

UK (n =17,697),

% (n)

18.9
24.4
258
30.8

3,351
4,321
4,570
5,456

AAAA
-~ = = —

48.9 (8,648)
51.1(9,049)

89 (15,743)
11(1,954)

50.3 (8,899)
21.4(3,781)
28.3 (5,017)

22.9 (4,044)
37.2(6,581)
40.0 (7,072)

73.3 (12,969)
26.7 (4,728)

US (n =17,143),

% (n)

20.3
25.2
25.1
29.3

3,485
4,327
4,310
5,022

AAAA
—_ = —

48.9 (8,376)
51.1(8,767)

64.1(10,994)
35.9 (6,149)

56.4 (9,665)
10.0 (1,707)
33.7 (5,771)

29.1 (4,992)
34.3 (5,878)
36.6 (6,273)

71.0(12,178)
29.0 (4,965)

UK indicates United Kingdom; US: United States.

aSample weights were constructed using population estimates from the census in each country based on age group, sex, region, ethnicity (except in Canada due to incon-
sistent collection methods used in the census), and education.; "Majority was defined as identifying as White in Canada, the UK, and the US, and only speaking English at
home in Australia. A minority was defined as identifying as another ethnicity in Canada, the UK, and the US, or speaking a language besides English at home and/or iden-
tifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander in Australia.; “Low education was defined as completed secondary school or less, medium education as completed some
postsecondary qualifications, and high education as completed a university degree or higher.; “Low-income adequacy was defined as self-reporting it as “very difficult’ or
“difficult” to make ends meet, medium income adequacy as self-reporting it as “neither easy nor difficult” to make ends meet, and high-income adequacy as self-reporting

it as “very easy” or “easy” to make ends meet.
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countries. About half of the sample
reported a low level of education;
approximately 25% reported that
making ends meet was difficult or
very difficult, and most respondents
did not have a child living at home.

Passive FG Use

Figure 2 shows the percentage of re-
spondents who reported having
looked at the FG in the last year
(recent passive use). Analyses of the
country-by-year interaction sug-
gested that in Canada, a small
increase in recent passive FG use was
observed immediately following the
2019 update to CFG, from 2018 to
2019 (AOR = 1.52, 99% CI: 1.31
—1.77; P < 0.001), followed by two
very small decreases, from 2019 to
2020 (AOR =0.75, 99% CI: 0.65-0.86;
P < 0.001) and from 2020 to 2021
(AOR = 0.85, 99% CI: 0.73-0.98;
P = 0.004). In comparator countries,
no changes were observed in recent
passive FG use over the same period,
with the exception of 2020 to 2021,
during which a very small decrease
was detected in the US (AOR = 0.79,
99% CI: 0.69-0.92; P < 0.001) and a
very small increase was observed in
the UK (AOR = 1.39, 99% CI: 1.18-
1.64; P < 0.001).

Across all survey years combined,
72.7% of participants in Canada re-
ported having looked at the FG at least
once (including more than a year ago)
(2018 = 71.8%; 2019 = 73.7%; 2020 =
72.7%; 2021 = 72.6%). In the other
countries, rates ranged from 25.1% in
the UK to 57.0% in the US across the
years. Supplementary File 1 presents
the percentages of respondents who re-
ported ever looking at the FG (general

42.1%

33.1% gk 35-6%

32.1%
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passive FG use) by country and year,
while Supplementary File 2 presents
detailed distributions of responses to
the passive FG use measure by country
and year.

Table 2 presents the results of
logistic regression analyses examin-
ing sociodemographic differences in
having looked at the FG in the past
year (recent passive FG use) across
countries (all survey years com-
bined). In all countries, respondents
in the 18—29-year-old age group had
moderately higher odds of having
looked at the FG in the last year com-
pared with those aged 30—44 years
and moderately to largely higher
odds compared with those aged 45
—59 years and 60 years or more (P <
0.001 for all). There was a very small
effect of sex in Canada only, where
females had slightly higher odds of
having looked at the FG in the last
year than males (P < 0.001). In all
countries, respondents with children
in their household had moderately
higher odds of having looked at the
FG in the past year than those with-
out children in their household (P <
0.001). There was a very small to
small effect of education and ethnic-
ity; participants with low levels of
education and those in the majority
ethnicity groups had lower odds of
having looked at the FG in the last
year than respondents with high edu-
cation levels and those in the minor-
ity ethnicity groups in all countries
(P < 0.001 for all). There were no dif-
ferences in the odds of having looked
at the FG in the past year by income
level, except in the US, where re-
spondents who perceived their
income adequacy as low or medium
had slightly lower odds of having

I 24.7% 24.5% 25.1% 27-0%

I

B d 17.5% 17.3% 16.4%

I I T

21.4%

looked at the FG in the last year than
those who perceived their income
adequacy as high (P < 0.001).

Active FG Use

Figure 3 presents the percentage of
respondents who reported having
ever used the FG for any of the 6 pro-
posed uses queried in the survey and
‘other’ uses reported by participants
(ever active FG use). Results from
tests of simple effects for the coun-
try-by-year interaction indicated no
changes in the odds of ever actively
using the FG across survey years in
Canada. Similarly, no changes were
observed in comparator countries
between 2018 and 2019 or between
2019 and 2020. From 2020 to 2021,
trends in comparator countries mir-
rored those observed for recent pas-
sive FG wuse; ever active FG use
increased very slightly in the UK
(AOR =1.41, 99% CI: 1.21-1.64; P <
0.001), whereas a very small decrease
was observed in the US (AOR = 0.83,
99% CI: 0.73-0.96; P < 0.001).

Figure 4 presents the percentages
of respondents who reported ever
actively using the FG for each of the
6 proposed uses, by country and
year. Across all countries and survey
years, the most commonly reported
uses were to determine how much
one needs to eat every day and to
assess how well one eats.

Country-stratified analyses indi-
cated few changes in specific active
uses over time. In Canada, no
changes were observed between 2018
and 2020. A single change was de-
tected from 2020 to 2021, consisting
of a small decrease in the use of CFG
to assess how well one is eating

30.0% 30.5% 31.9%

I'I

26.7%

2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021

CANADA
(n = 16,849)

AUSTRALIA

(n = 16,440) (n = 17,697)

UNITED KINGDOM

UNITED STATES
(n=17,143)

Figure 2. Weighted percentage of adults self-reporting having looked at the food guide in the last year, by country

and year (N = 68,129).



Table 2. Sociodemographic Differences in Self-reported Having Looked at the Food Guide in the Past Year, in 2018—-2021 (Weighted, N = 68,129)

Age group
18—-29vs 30—44y
18—29vs 45-59y
18—29vs >60y
30—44 vs 45-59 y
30—-44vs >60y
45-59vs >60y
Sex
Female vs Male
Ethnicity®
Majority vs Minority
Education®
Low vs Medium
Low vs High
Medium vs. High
Perceived income adequacy®
Low vs. High
Medium vs High
Medium vs Low
Presence of children in
the household
Children vs No children

Canada (n = 16,849)

Australia (n = 16,440)

United Kingdom (n = 17,697)

United States (n =17,143)

AOR (99% Cl)

1.53(1.31-1.79)
1.55(1.32-1.81)
1.39 (1.19-1.62)
1.01(0.88-1.16)
0.91(0.78-1.05)
0.90 (0.78-1.03)

1.21(1.10-1.34)
1.18(1.04-1.34)
0.68 (0.60-0.77)
0.56 (0.49-0.63)
0.82(0.74-0.91)
0.98 (0.86-1.12)

1.02(0.91-1.14)
1.03(0.90-1.18)

1.61(1.42-1.82)

P

< 0.001

< 0.001

< 0.001
0.83
0.08
0.04

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
0.76

0.73
0.55

< 0.001

AOR (99% Cl)

1.74 (1.50-2.03)
2.78 (2.36-3.28)
3.76 (3.18-4.45)
1.60 (1.37-1.87)
2.16 (1.82-2.56)
1.35 (1.14-1.60)

Py

0.91(0.82-1.02)
1.48 (1.29-1.70)
0.77 (0.67-0.88)
0.64 (0.55-0.74)
0.84 (0.73-0.96)
0.87 (0.75-1.01)

0.94 (0.82-1.07)
1.07 (0.93-1.24)

1.48 (1.30-1.68)

P

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.04
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.02

0.19
0.21

< 0.001

AOR (99% Cl)

2.12(1.80-2.49
4.02 (3.32-4.87
6.25 (5.09-7.68
1.90 (1.57-2.29
2.95(2.39-3.65
1.56 (1.25-1.94

DO — =

0.94 (0.83-1.07)
1.98 (1.66-2.38)
0.93 (0.79-1.10)
0.75 (0.64-0.86)
0.80 (0.69-0.92)
0.93(0.78-1.1)

0.98 (0.85-1.13)
1.05 (0.89-1.25)

2.21(1.92-2.55)

P

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.20
< 0.001
0.28
< 0.001
< 0.001
0.26

0.69
0.43

< 0.001

AOR (99% Cl)

1.23(1.05-1.44)
2.24 (1.90-2.65)
3.45 (2.91-4.10)
1.82(1.56-2.12)
2.81(2.37-3.32)
1.54 (1.31-1.82)

0.99 (0.88-1.10)
1.25(1.11-1.41)
0.75 (0.65-0.86)
0.65 (0.58-0.74)
0.87 (0.77-1.00)
0.83 (0.72-0.96)

0.78 (0.68-0.88)
0.93 (0.81-1.08)

2.03(1.79-2.31)

P

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.78
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.009
< 0.001

< 0.001
0.23

< 0.001

AOR indicates adjusted odds ratio; Cl, confidence interval.

Results are from logistic regression models. The second category is the reference category. Statistical significance was assessed at « = 0.01. AOR, adjusted for survey

year and all aforementioned sociodemographic variables.

aSample weights were constructed using population estimates from the census in each country based on age group, sex, region, ethnicity (except in Canada due to incon-
sistent collection methods used in the census), and education.; "Majority was defined as identifying as White in Canada, the UK, and the US, and only speaking English at
home in Australia. A minority was defined as identifying as another ethnicity in Canada, the UK, and the US, or speaking a language besides English at home and/or iden-
tifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander in Australia.; °Low education was defined as completed secondary school or less, medium education as completed some
postsecondary qualifications, and high education as completed a university degree or higher.; “Low income adequacy was defined as self-reporting it as “very difficult” or
“difficult” to make ends meet, medium income adequacy as self-reporting it as “neither easy nor difficult” to make ends meet, and high income adequacy as self-reporting

it as “very easy” or “easy” to make ends meet.
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Figure 3. Weighted percentage of adults self-reporting at least 1 of the 6 proposed active food guide uses or any
‘other’ food guide use, ever, by country and year (N = 68,129).
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Figure 4. Weighted percentage of adults self-reporting each of the proposed active food guide uses, ever, by country

and year (N = 68,129).

(AOR = 0.84, 99% CI: 0.72-0.99;
P = 0.006). In comparator countries,
from 2018 to 2019, only 1 change
was observed, in the US, where the
use of MyPlate to determine how
much to eat increased slightly
(AOR = 1.25, 99% CI: 1.04-1.50;
P =0.002). No changes were detected
from 2019 to 2020 in any of the 3
comparator countries. From 2020 to
2021, several changes emerged. In
the UK, small to moderate increases
were observed in the use of the Eat-
well Guide to choose foods
(AOR = 1.78, 99% CI: 1.33-2.37; P

< 0.001), determine how much to
eat (AOR = 1.44, 99% CI: 1.14
—1.82; P < 0.001), and plan meals
or help with grocery shopping
(AOR = 1.41, 99% CI: 1.11-1.79; P
< 0.001). In contrast, in the US,
small decreases were observed in
the use of MyPlate to determine
how much to eat (AOR = 0.79, 99%
CI: 0.66—0.95; P < 0.001), plan
meals or help with grocery shop-
ping (AOR = 0.78, 99% CI: 0.64
—0.95; P = 0.001), and assess how
well one is eating (AOR = 0.82,
99% CI: 0.69—-0.98; P = 0.004).

Table 3 presents the results of
logistic regression analyses examin-
ing sociodemographic differences in
ever having actively used FG across
countries (all survey years com-
bined). Overall trends in sociodemo-
graphic associations related to
having ever actively used FG were
similar to those related to having
looked at FG in the last year, except
for a few noteworthy differences. Fe-
males had slightly higher odds of
having ever actively used FG com-
pared with males in the US
(P = 0.007) and Canada (P < 0.001).



Table 3. Sociodemographic Differences in Self-Reported Having Ever Used the Food Guide, in 2018-2021 (Weighted, N = 68,129)

Age group
18—29vs 30-44 y
18—29vs 45-59y
18—29vs >60y
30—44 vs 45-59y
30—-44vs >60y
45-59vs >60y
Sex
Female vs Male
Ethnicity®
Majority vs Minority
Education®
Low vs Medium
Low vs High
Medium vs High
Perceived income
adequacy®
Low vs High
Medium vs High
Medium vs Low
Presence of children in
the household
Children vs No children

Canada (n = 16,849)

Australia (n = 16,440)

United Kingdom (n = 17,697)

United States (n =17,143)

AOR (99% Cl)

1.46 (1.25-1.70)
1.43 (1.22-1.66)
1.27 (1.09-1.48)
0.98 (0.85-1.12)
0.87 (0.76-1.01)
0.89 (0.78-1.02)

1.37 (1.24-1.51)
1.09 (0.96-1.23)
0.63 (0.56-0.70)

0.56 (0.49-0.63)
0.89 (0.81-0.99)

0.98 (0.86-1.11)
0.97 (0.87-1.09)
0.99 (0.88-1.13)

1.45 (1.28-1.64)

P

< 0.001

< 0.001

< 0.001
0.68
0.02
0.03

< 0.001
0.08
< 0.001

< 0.001
0.004

0.66
0.51
0.91

< 0.001

AOR (99% Cl)

1.67 (1.44-1.94)
2.20 (1.89-2.56)
2.72(2.34-3.17)
1.32(1.14-1.53)
1.63 (1.40-1.90)
1.24 (1.07-1.43)

1.04 (0.94-1.15)
1.33(1.17-1.53)
0.75 (0.66-0.85)

0.59 (0.52-0.68)
0.79 (0.69-0.89)

0.90 (0.79-1.03)
0.89 (0.79-1.01)
0.99 (0.87-1.13)

1.37 (1.22-1.55)

P

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.34
< 0.001
< 0.001

< 0.001
< 0.001

0.05
0.01
0.84

< 0.001

AOR (99% Cl)

2.29 (1.96-2.69
4.42(3.67-5.33
7.03(5.77-8.58
1.93 (1.61-2.31
3.07 (2.50-3.76
1.59 (1.28-1.97

—_ T — D=

0.91(0.81-1.03)
1.94 (1.62-2.31)
0.90 (0.76-1.05)

0.77 (0.67-0.89)
0.86 (0.75-0.99)

0.91(0.77-1.08)
0.96 (0.84-1.11)
1.05 (0.89-1.24)

2.17 (1.89-2.5)

P

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.05
< 0.001
0.07

< 0.001
0.006

0.16
0.49
0.42

< 0.001

AOR (99% Cl)

1.35(1.15-1.58)
2.29 (1.96-2.68)
3.12 (2.67-3.65)
1.70 (1.46-1.97)
2.31(1.98-2.7)
1.36 (1.18-1.58)

1.11(1.00-1.23)
1.18(1.05-1.32)
0.76 (0.67-0.87)

0.60 (0.54-0.67)
0.78 (0.69-0.89)

0.89 (0.78-1.01)
0.83 (0.73-0.93)
0.93 (0.81-1.07)

1.79 (1.58-2.03)

P

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

0.007
< 0.001
<.0001

<.0001
<.0001

0.02
< 0.001
0.18

< 0.001

AOR indicates adjusted odds ratio; Cl, Confidence Interval.
Results are from logistic regression models. The second category is the reference category. Statistical significance was assessed at « = 0.01. (adjusted for survey year

and all aforementioned sociodemographic variables);

&Sample weights were constructed using population estimates from the census in each country based on age group, sex, region, ethnicity (except in Canada due to incon-
sistent collection methods used in the census), and education.; "Majority was defined as identifying as White in Canada, the UK, and the US, and only speaking English at
home in Australia. A minority was defined as identifying as another ethnicity in Canada, the UK, and the US, or speaking a language besides English at home and/or iden-
tifying as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander in Australia.; “Low education was defined as completed secondary school or less, medium education as completed some
post-secondary qualifications, and high education as completed a university degree or higher.; “Low income adequacy was defined as self-reporting it as “very difficult” or
“difficult” to make ends meet, medium income adequacy as self-reporting it as “neither easy nor difficult” to make ends meet, and high income adequacy as self-reporting

it as “very easy” or “easy” to make ends meet.
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There were very small to small differ-
ences by ethnicity groups in all coun-
tries except Canada, where no such
differences were observed (P < 0.001
for all except Canada). There were
very small to small associations with
education in all countries, such that
those with low or medium education
levels had lower odds of having ever
actively used FG compared with re-
spondents with high education levels
(low vs high: P < 0.001 for all;
medium vs high: Canada, P = 0.004;
Australia, P < 0.001; UK, P = 0.006;
US, P < 0.001). There was only 1 very
small association with perceived
income adequacy, in the US, where
respondents with moderate per-
ceived income adequacy had lower
odds of having ever actively used FG
compared with those with high per-
ceived income adequacy (P < 0.001).

DISCUSSION

The current study showed that in the
year immediately after the CFG
update, passive FG use increased
slightly in Canada compared with
other countries (Australia, the UK,
and the US). However, this increase
did not persist, and no changes were
detected in the active use of CFG
over the same period. The findings
suggest similar patterns in passive
and active FG use across sociodemo-
graphic groups in all 4 countries,
with younger adults, those with
higher education, and those with
children in their households more
likely to report having ever actively
used the FG and having looked at it
in the last year.

Overall estimates of having looked
at the FG found in this study align
with governmental efforts and
national trends: rates were highest in
Canada and the US where broad FG
dissemination initiatives had been
implemented,*>*” and lowest in the
UK, where the Eatwell Guide com-
munication strategy has been charac-
terized as weaker than in other high-
income countries.*® In Canada, a
2012 national survey revealed that
76% of Canadians reported ever look-
ing at the 2007 CFG," similar to the
72.7% 2018 estimate observed in this
study. In the US, national estimates
from 2017-2020 suggest that 25% of
adults had heard of MyPlate,'” lower

Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior e Volume 000, Number 000, 2026

than the 57.0% estimate observed in
the current sample. However, this
discrepancy may be attributed to dif-
ferences in the measures’ designs
between the 2 surveys. To our knowl-
edge, FG use has not been assessed in
Australia or the UK. Nevertheless,
available evidence suggests generally
low awareness of both the Eatwell
Guide and the Australian Guide to
Healthy Eating, although reported es-
timates differ.*”*" Beyond broad dis-
semination initiatives, higher rates of
viewing the FG in Canada may also
stem from Canadians’ greater trust in
government institutions,”’ which
can enhance the credibility of their
national FBDG.

The low estimates of active FG use
across the study countries partly
reflect the low rates of passive FG use
reported in most countries: if con-
sumers have not looked at FGs, they
cannot use them. While the limited
literature limits direct comparisons, a
recent study found a lower propor-
tion of parents in Canada reporting
active use of CFG in 2019 than in the
current analysis.”® In the US, rates of
active MyPlate use (approximately
8%) were also much lower than the
34.7-39.5% in the  present
study,'”"'” although these differences
may reflect variation in measurement
approaches. Nonetheless, low esti-
mates of active FG use across coun-
tries may be attributed to a
combination of barriers that could
limit public engagement with these
tools, such as the widespread avail-
ability of information and misinfor-
mation regarding nutrition and
health.””

Trends in FG-related behaviors
across countries suggest that the
release and dissemination of the
2019 CFG led to a temporary increase
in passive FG use, without a corre-
sponding increase in active use.
These findings contrast with the re-
sults of the only study, to our knowl-
edge, that compared active use of
CFG before and after its 2019 revi-
sion, which found a modest, tempo-
rary increase among Ontario
parents.”> Nevertheless, the short-
term increase in looking at CFG
observed in this study is consistent
with the awareness stage of the Diffu-
sion of Innovations theory,”® and
may reflect media attention and

dissemination efforts surrounding
the release of the 2019 CFG.*™°°
However, the lack of sustained
change and the absence of increased
active use suggest limited progression
beyond awareness to later stages of
diffusion, such as implementation.>?
Importantly, the similar trends of
active FG use over time in Canada
suggest that the updated CFG may
not have conferred a sufficient per-
ceived advantage or salience to drive
widespread population-level adop-
tion. This may reflect both the char-
acteristics of the 2019 CFG itself (e.
g., perceived relevanceor compatibil-
ity with existing dietary practices)
and the broader information envi-
ronment, in which the proliferation
of nutrition misinformation and
competing messages may undermine
the diffusion of evidence-based guid-
ance.””> Cross-country differences
observed during this period further
underscore the influence of contex-
tual factors on FG engagement. For
example, the increase in FG use
observed in the UK in 2021 may
reflect a particularly heightened pub-
lic interest in healthy eating during
the COVID-19 pandemic, which was
associated with government cam-
paigns,”” whereas the reasons for the
decline observed in the US remain
unclear.

The sociodemographic associa-
tions observed with FG use were
mostly consistent with the available
literature, which suggests that youn-
ger individuals, those with higher
levels of education, and those with
children living in their household
were more likely to recognize, look
at, and use FGs,'”~!? and that women
were more likely to report FG use in
the US and Canada.'®?%?? Greater
use among those with children is
somewhat expected, as school curric-
ula are a frequently used avenue for
FG dissemination.””*® The likelihood
of FG use was also higher among re-
spondents with a higher perceived
income adequacy in the current
study, in the US only. This aligns
with some, but not all, research,'”°®
as some Canadian studies observed
that higher income was associated
with a greater likelihood of use of
CFG.'®?? Several studies in Canada
and the US suggest that minority
groups were less likely to be aware of
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FGs than those who identify as being
of majority ethnicity,'”**°® contrary
to what was found in this study. This
discrepancy may be explained by the
use of older versions of both FGs in
previous studies, whereas the most
recent versions of the CFG and My-
Plate evaluated in this study aimed to
promote greater cultural
inclusivity.*>” Nevertheless, these
findings align with previous research
suggesting that education-based ini-
tiatives such as FGs, which require
higher levels of individual agency to
interpret and apply, may uninten-
tionally disadvantage individuals fac-
ing structural barriers, such as
financial constraints and lower nutri-
tion literacy, thereby potentially
exacerbating existing nutrition-
related social inequities.®”

This study included a large sample
and used the same measures across
countries and years, providing a rigor-
ous comparison among 4 high-income
countries. However, several limitations
should be noted. First, we recruited re-
spondents using nonprobability-based
sampling; therefore, our findings do
not necessarily provide nationally rep-
resentative estimates. However, quota
sampling and  post-stratification
weights may help improve the gener-
alizability. Second, the quasi-experi-
mental design has inherent limitations.
Although comparator countries were
included and models were adjusted for
key  sociodemographic  covariates,
causal inferences remain limited, as
unmeasured time-varying factors or
concurrent interventions (e.g., other
nutrition initiatives or shifts in public
interest) may have influenced FG use.
As such, the observed increase in look-
ing at CFG after its update in 2019 may
be context-specific and not generaliz-
able beyond Canada. Furthermore,
although the use of self-reported meas-
ures in diet and nutrition research has
been well-established,®’ the self-report
nature of the measures is a limitation.
Specifically, respondents may subcon-
sciously rely on FGs for various reasons
without consciously acknowledging
this when self-reporting, thereby
underestimating their use. Conversely,
participants may have reported looking
at the FG out of social desirability.*
The specific measures used also have
limitations. For instance, the measure
assessing whether respondents had

ever used an FG did not ask them to
specify when they last used it; there-
fore, they could have used any version
of the FG.

IMPLICATIONS FOR
RESEARCH, PRACTICE AND
POLICY

Overall, the low rates of FG use found
in this study suggest that FGs may
have limited population-level visibility
and uptake and that targeted knowl-
edge mobilization strategies are likely
warranted. Revisions to CFG in 2019
resulted in a positive but temporary
effect on the rate of adults who had
looked at it in the past year, which did
not translate into higher reports of
active use. If increasing public rates of
FG use is a policy goal, these findings
suggest that releasing updated FBDG
alone may be insufficient to achieve
widespread  adoption.  Sustained,
multi-channel dissemination and
implementation efforts may be needed
to support their diffusion across
diverse socio-economic groups. Tar-
geted  communication  strategies
focused on educational campaigns
that inform individuals how to
achieve the FG’s recommendations in
a practical and straightforward way
could also support awareness and
knowledge of dietary recommenda-
tions and encourage use. Additional
policy approaches beyond education-
based initiatives are also likely war-
ranted. Future research may examine
why certain population groups are less
likely to consult and use these tools,
how nutrition education messages and
programs can be better tailored, and
other policy levers that could support
FG use. Additionally, future studies
could explore the relationship
between FG use and the healthiness of
dietary patterns to better understand
the potential impact of these tools on
actual eating patterns.
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