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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Public Health Ontario’s Locally Driven Collaborative Projects (LDCP) initiative 
supports evidence-based public health practice by bringing together and 
collaborating with public health units, academic partners, and other key 
partners to fund and support research projects on public health issues/needs of 
shared interest related to the Ontario Public Health Standards. 

The LDCP Healthy Eating Team (herein referred to as the “LDCP Team”) was 
funded by the LDCP initiative and conducted research on food literacy since 
2013. The team, consisting of public health practitioners from several public 
health units in Ontario, initially sought to explore the meaning of food skills 
with priority populations, including young adults. Concurrently, the broader 
concept of food literacy was emerging in the literature and informed the team’s 
subsequent work. 

Through the team’s research, food literacy was defined as a set of 
interconnected attributes organized into the domains of food and nutrition 
knowledge, skills, self-efficacy/confidence, food decisions, and ecologic 
(external) factors such as income security and the food system. Food literacy is 
important in the context of public health practice because, along with strategies 
to create healthy food environments and address social determinants of health, 
food literacy is increasingly understood as an integral component to improving 
dietary patterns and health.

The project concluded with the development of two evidence-informed and 
evaluated food literacy measures for use in public health practice. Steps in 
the process of developing the measures included consulting the literature and 
experts to develop a definition and conceptual framework for food literacy, and 
searching the literature for existing measures of food skills and food literacy. 
Subsequently, the team iteratively developed, refined, and evaluated 50-item 
and 16-item measures of food literacy. This User Guide provides an overview of 
the research informing the measures and guidance for using the measures. 

The use of standardized and evidence-informed measures of food literacy 
in public health practice can enable the assessment and monitoring of food 
literacy and inform programs to support food literacy. The use of the measures 
will contribute to a growing evidence base on the role of food literacy in 
shaping eating patterns, with implications for the health and well-being of 
individuals and the planet.

https://www.publichealthontario.ca/en/health-topics/public-health-practice/ldcp
https://www.ontario.ca/page/ontario-public-health-standards-requirements-programs-services-and-accountability
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INTRODUCTION

The LDCP Healthy Eating Team (herein referred to as the “LDCP Team”) was 
funded by Public Health Ontario’s Locally Driven Collaborative Projects (LDCP) 
initiative and conducted research on food literacy since 2013. The LDCP 
Team, consisting of public health practitioners from several public health units 
in Ontario, initially sought to explore the meaning of food skills with priority 
populations, including young adults, through a qualitative study. 

Concurrently, the broader concept of food literacy was emerging in the 
literature and informed the team’s subsequent work to define and develop a 
conceptual framework for food literacy. Based on this conceptualization, two 
evidence-informed and evaluated food literacy measures were developed for 
use in public health practice. 

Steps in the process (Figure 1) included consulting the literature and experts to 
inform the food literacy definition and conceptual framework and searching the 
literature for existing measures. The LDCP Team then iteratively developed, 
refined, and evaluated the 50-item and 16-item food literacy measures for use 
with young adults. 

	 Foundational research  
	 to inform the food literacy measures

		  Development and evaluation  
		  of the food literacy measures

Figure 1: Steps in the process of developing and evaluating the 50-item and 16-item food literacy measures

1

This User Guide provides an overview of the research informing the measures 
and provides guidance on using the measures. The Guide is intended to support 
practitioners in public health and community settings, as well as researchers, in 
using the measures to broaden our understanding of food literacy.
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https://www.publichealthontario.ca/en/health-topics/public-health-practice/ldcp


FOUNDATIONAL RESEARCH  
TO INFORM THE FOOD LITERACY 
MEASURES 

The LDCP Team was initially funded to conduct qualitative research1 to explore 
the meaning of food skills and identify barriers and facilitators to food skills 
acquisition and practice among priority populations. Priority populations 
identified by the LCDP Team included youth aged 16 to 19 years, pregnant 
individuals aged 16 to 25 years, and young parents aged 16 to 25 years, who 
were at risk of experiencing negative social determinants of health, such as 
constrained income and food insecurity. A key finding was that food skills 
depended on both personal dimensions and external determinants. 

The findings suggested a conceptualization of food skills beyond technical 
ability and knowledge, consistent with the construct of food literacy2,3 that was 
emerging in the academic literature. The team therefore conducted further 
research to define and develop a conceptual framework for food literacy. 
First, a scoping review of peer-reviewed and grey literature was conducted4 to 
identify the domains and key attributes of food literacy. Subsequently, a Delphi 
study, which is a consensus building process5, was conducted with public health 
practitioners and community partners/agencies who implement food literacy 
and/or food skills programs and/or who are involved with food literacy research. 
The Delphi study was conducted to evaluate and verify the language used to 
describe each of the food literacy attributes, to obtain input on the relevance 
and importance of these attributes within a public health context, and to 
determine priority attributes for measurement.6  

Based on the consensus-building process, a definition of food literacy and a 
conceptual framework including 11 attributes were developed. After further 
consultation with Registered Dietitians in Public Health in Ontario, an attribute 
describing socio-cultural influences and eating practices that had been identified  
based on the scoping review was reintegrated into the framework. The final 
Food Literacy Framework includes 12 attributes clustered into five domains 
(Figure 2). The domains and attributes are further detailed in Appendix A.

The interdependent nature of the food literacy attributes has important 
implications for public health strategies and interventions to support healthy 
eating. For example, it may be difficult for some individuals to achieve food 
literacy without opportunities to develop relevant knowledge and skills and to 
apply them. However, neither knowledge nor ability may be relevant without 
access to resources for purchasing food, equipment, and supplies for food 
preparation.
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Figure 2: Conceptual framework for food literacy, identifying domains and attributes
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DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF THE 
FOOD LITERACY MEASURES 

To support implementation of the conceptual framework of food literacy in 
related policies and programs, it was recognized that a standardized and 
evidence-informed measure of food literacy was needed. Such a measure was 
sought to contribute to the evidence base for informing, implementing, and 
evaluating policies and programs related to food literacy. The measure was 
developed and evaluated in several steps, described below.

LITERATURE REVIEW  
TO INFORM MEASURES OF FOOD LITERACY 
To inform the development of a food literacy measure, a review of peer-reviewed 
and grey (i.e., unpublished) literature was conducted to identify existing items 
and/or tools to measure food literacy. To complete the review, the LDCP 
Team partnered with Public Health Ontario Library Services and researchers at 
the University of Guelph7. Considering publications available in English since 
2005, a total of 1016 unique records were identified and 145 were selected for 
detailed examination based on screening of the titles, abstract, and full text. 
Of these 145 publications, 52 included items and/or tools for measuring food 
literacy or similar constructs (e.g., food skills) in the manuscript or supplementary 
material. These 52 publications included 36 peer-reviewed articles, 10 theses 
or dissertations, 4 reports, and 2 non-peer-reviewed articles. The research 
described in the publications was completed predominantly in the USA  
(21 publications). Most of the studies described were observational in design 
(41 publications). Most studies focused on adults (37 publications), followed by 
elementary school children (9 publications). Most measures or items to assess 
food literacy or food skills used in the studies were modified from existing 
tools (30 publications), whereas the measures or items described in the other 
publications were novel (22 publications). 

Building on the literature review, the LDCP Team worked with researchers at the 
University of Toronto to identify an initial set of items for inclusion in a measure 
of food literacy8. The items and tools described in the 52 publications identified 
by the literature review were further examined, with consideration of the extent 
to which evaluation or validity testing of the items and tools was described.
The level of validity testing described in the original publications was rated as 
excellent (multiple methods of validity testing clearly described), good (at least 
one method of validity clearly described), minimal (validity testing mentioned, 



but unclear what was done), or absent. Further, the authors of the 93 potentially
relevant publications identified by the literature review that did not include 
items and/or measures were contacted for a copy of the items and/or tool. This 
resulted in the consideration of items and/or tools from an additional eight 
publications.  

Drawing upon the pool of existing items and/or tools 
from the literature, 30 to 60 items were identified 
for each of the attributes. Based on discussion about 
the relevance of potential items to the food literacy 
conceptualization, along with their applicability to 
a Canadian context, a first iteration of the measure 
included 126 items (questions or statements).

Items to assess dietary intake were not included in the measure, since it is 
hypothesized that intake is influenced by, rather than being part of, food 
literacy.9 Further, dietary intake is shaped by a range of factors aside from 
food literacy, such as economic resources. Items in the measure instead focus 
on individuals’ understanding of the relationship between intake and health. 
Similarly, items to assess household food insecurity were not considered for 
inclusion, as household food insecurity is conceptually distinct from food 
literacy. Dietary intake and food insecurity can be assessed separately from food 
literacy using established and well-evaluated measures (Appendix B).
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EVALUATION AND REFINEMENT OF THE 50-ITEM FOOD 
LITERACY MEASURE
The measure was evaluated and refined in an iterative fashion (Figure 3).

First, seven international experts, including academics involved in food literacy 
research and dietitians working in public health in Ontario, provided feedback on 
the draft measure to assess its face and content validity. That is, did the measure 
appear to be capturing the underlying construct of food literacy and did it 
contain appropriate items to capture food literacy and its attributes.

Second, cognitive interviews were conducted with 25 individuals from the 
identified priority populations, including individuals aged 16 to 19 years and 
pregnant/young parents aged 16 to 25 years. Participants lived in Canada in 
diverse geographic contexts, including urban, rural, and mixed-density areas. 
The cognitive interviews aimed to assess whether the items on the measure 
were understood as intended, the process of responding to items, perceptions 
about the difficulty of the items, and the appropriateness of the language used 
and the response categories. The interviews were also aimed to identify if an 
item might cause harm or provoke an emotional response in participants.  
The interviews took place in two rounds, with refinements made to the items  
on the food literacy measure between rounds based on the findings of the 
initial interviews.

Figure 3: Food literacy measure development and preliminary testing (January 2018-December 2019)

Literature 
review

Relevance and 
validity assessments

Question database 
creation

Expert reviews

Cognitive 
interviews

Pilot tests

Test retest

Confirmatory 
testing

Final FLit50 
Measure

Jan - Mar 
2018 April - Aug Sept - Jan 

2019 Feb - April June Jul - Sept Oct - Dec
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Third, the online administration of the measure, as well as a broader survey 
developed for a larger evaluation study, was pilot-tested with seven young 
adults. The pilot testing led to further refinement of the food literacy measure. 
Finally, members of the target population were invited to complete the online 
food literacy measure to evaluate its validity, reliability, and feasibility (Appendix 
C provides an overview of the types of validity and reliability assessed). 
Specifically, interest was in whether the measure was capturing the construct 
of food literacy as intended, whether repeat administrations of the measure 
in the same individuals led to consistent scores, and whether it was deemed 
feasible to complete by participants. This testing took place with samples of 
255 and 147 young adults who were recruited using paid ads on social media 
(Facebook and Instagram) and via community programs. Information on socio-
demographic characteristics, including age, gender identity, socio-economic 
status (SES), racial/ethnic identity, pregnancy/parental status, and geographic 
location was also collected.  

	� The result of this iterative process was a 50-item food 
literacy measure, referred to as FLit50, with the evaluation 
suggesting reasonable face and content validity and 

	 test-retest reliability8. 
Based on factor analysis, used to reduce many variables into a smaller number 
of factors or item groupings, most items grouped as expected based on the 
food literacy conceptual framework (Figure 4). However, items related to the 
attributes of food attitudes and dietary behaviour grouped together and those 
for socio-cultural influences and eating practices and social determinants 
of health also grouped together. Compared to the original framework, the 
conceptual model underlying the 50-item measure therefore reflects a slightly 
different structure, with 10 groupings of attributes categorized into the domains 
of food and nutrition knowledge, food skills, self-efficacy and confidence, and 
ecological factors (excluding the food decisions domain, based on the grouping 
of dietary behaviour with food attitudes). 

7
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FLit ATTRIBUTES

Food Knowledge (5)

Nutrition Knowledge (5)

Food & Nutrition Language (3)

Food Skills (3)

Nutrition Literacy (3)

Food & Nutrition Self-efficacy (4)

Cooking Self-efficacy (11)

Food Attitude & Dietary Behaviour (8)

Food Systems (3)

Sociocultural &  
Social Determinants of Health (5)

Figure 4: �Conceptual model underlying the 50-item food literacy measure (FLit50). Values in parentheses 
represent the number of items on the measure intended to capture each attribute. The domains to 
which each attribute belongs are also indicated.

FLit DOMAINS

Food & Nutrition Knowledge

Food Skills

Self-efficacy & Confidence

Ecological Factors

FOOD 
LITERACY

FURTHER EVALUATION OF THE FOOD LITERACY MEASURE
To assess the construct validity of the measure, that is, how well the measure 
assesses food literacy, a subsequent study was conducted with 457 post-
secondary students in Ontario. Construct validity was assessed by examining 
whether the measure could differentiate among groups that were expected 
to have different levels of food literacy, including those enrolled in food and 
nutrition-related academic programs versus those enrolled in other programs, 
as well as in relation to other characteristics, such as gender identity (Table 1).  
The evaluation also assessed whether food literacy scores based on the measure 
were associated with scores on a measure of health literacy. The overall measure 
was evaluated, along with the subsets of items on the measure reflecting each 
of the domains.
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Table 1: �Hypotheses evaluated to assess the construct validity of the food literacy measures among post-
secondary students

Characteristic Hypothesis
Enrolled in a food- or 
nutrition-related program

Food and nutrition students will score higher in food literacy and domain scores 
than non-food and nutrition students.

Age With higher age, food literacy and domain scores will be higher.

Gender identity Individuals identifying as women will score higher on the full food literacy 
measure and for the domains than men.

Health literacy Individuals with higher scores in food literacy and domain scores will have 
higher health literacy scores.

Income adequacy Individuals with adequate financial resources will have higher food literacy and 
domain scores.

Food security status Individuals in food-secure households will have higher food literacy and 
domain scores.

General health Individuals with better self-rated general health will have higher food literacy 
and domain scores.

Mental health Individuals with better self-rated mental health status will have higher food 
literacy and domain scores.

The results of this work suggested that the FLit50 has acceptable construct 
validity for measuring food literacy. For example, the FLit50 score among 
students enrolled in food and nutrition programs was 45 compared to 41 
among students not enrolled in food and nutrition programs. Further, the 
evaluation suggested that items reflecting two of the four domains—food and 
nutrition knowledge and self-efficacy and confidence—can potentially be used 
as stand-alone measures. Assessment of the FLit50 suggests that the measure 
can differentiate well between above and below average food literacy levels, 
though, the ability to classify individuals at ends of the spectrum, such has high 
and very high levels of food literacy are less precise. Further research across 
larger samples may provide more information at these levels of detail.

9



ABBREVIATED 16-ITEM FOOD LITERACY MEASURE (FLit16)
The LDCP Team sought to develop a shorter version of the measure to expand 
its potential use in various public health contexts. The items included in the 
abbreviated measure were informed by analytic techniques that helped to 
understand the difficulty of each item and how well the measure differentiated 
people based on their food literacy level, along with discussions with the 
LCDP Team. The analysis drew upon data collected by University of Toronto 
researchers during the development and preliminary evaluation of the measure, 
as well as data collected by University of Waterloo researchers to assess the 
construct validity of the measure among post-secondary students.

The shortened version includes items corresponding to each attribute 
represented in the full 50-item measure. For attributes represented by four 
or more items within the full measure, two questions were included in the 
shortened measure. For attributes with less than four questions, one question 
was retained. The construct validity of the resulting 16-item measure, referred 
to as FLit16, was examined by comparing scores on the short measure with 
those on the full 50-item measure, as well as with a measure of health literacy. 
The evaluation also considered whether the short measure was able to 
differentiate among groups expected to have different levels of food literacy, 
consistent with the evaluation of the full measure described above. The 
evaluation suggested that the short measure can differentiate well between 
high and low food literacy levels. However, it may not be able to detect more 
granular differences in food literacy, for example, between high and very high 
levels of food literacy.

10
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USING THE FOOD LITERACY (FLit) MEASURES

The food literacy measures were developed in English and have 
been evaluated for use with individuals ages 16 to 19 years and 
pregnant individuals and young parents ages 16 to 25 years. 
They are freely available for use. 

The measures can be used to assess food literacy in young adults. Further 
evaluation with diverse populations will be useful, as most participants who took 
part in the evaluation studies identified as White and as women. The measures 
can potentially be used with other populations—although the measures have 
not yet been evaluated in populations beyond young adults, the underlying 
conceptualization of food literacy is not specific to young adults. 

The measures can be used to assess and monitor food literacy. Future 
evaluation of the measures is needed to inform their use to evaluate 
interventions, as their sensitivity to changes in food literacy is not yet known. 

The measures have been evaluated using online administration. Paper-based 
administration has not yet been evaluated. If using a paper-based version of the 
measure, pilot testing with a small sample of participants is recommended. 

FEATURES AND USES OF THE 50-ITEM AND 16-ITEM FOOD 
LITERACY MEASURES
Table 2 provides a comparison of key features of the 50-item and 16-item food 
literacy measures. 
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Table 2: �Comparison of Key Features of the full 50-item food literacy measure (FLit50) and the 
abbreviated 16-item measure (FLit16)

FLit50 FLit16

Purpose

To assess overall food literacy
To assess the following food literacy 
domains:

Food and Nutrition Knowledge 
Self-efficacy and Confidence

To assess overall food literacy

Number of items 50 16
Time to complete ~10 minutes ~3 minutes



The FLit50 can be used to assess food literacy overall and results in a total 
score of up to 50 points. The FLit50 measure has been evaluated in full to date 
and it is possible that an individual’s responses to items in some domains may 
influence their responses to items in other domains. However, the evaluation 
suggested that the sets of items used to measure the food and nutrition 
knowledge (13 items) and self-efficacy and confidence (26 items) domains can 
be used as standalone modules. Accordingly, scores for these two domains can 
be calculated based on responses to the full measure or the items reflecting 
the domain of interest can be administered separately to obtain a score for that 
domain only. The sets of items reflecting the other two domains, food skills  
and ecological factors, should not be used separately based on the evaluations 
to date. 

Aside from the use of the full sets of items related to the domains of food and 
nutrition knowledge and self-efficacy and confidence to measure those  
domains specifically, it is not recommended that items from the 50-item 
measure be extracted to create a shorter measure or that items are removed 
from the measure. 

The abbreviated 16-item measure that has been evaluated can be used in 
cases in which a shorter measure is desired. The shorter measure is suitable 
for instances in which respondents have less time to complete the measure 
and/or when a short measure is desired to administer along with other 
standardized measures in a broader survey. All 16 items in the measure should 
be administered to assess food literacy overall. As noted above, it is likely that 
the short measure allows only differentiation of high versus low food literacy 
and not assessment of finer or more granular differences in food literacy.

SCORING AND INTERPRETING SCORES
The scoring keys for the two measures are available online.

The scoring approach differs depending on the item type, which includes 
multiple choice questions with correct and incorrect responses, and statements 
with Likert scale response options. The maximum score associated with the 
items reflecting each food literacy attribute and domain, the response types, 
and scoring criteria for the full 50-item measure are outlined in Table 3. The 
16-item measure includes a subset of the items from the 50-item version, with 
consistent scoring approaches.
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Table 3: �Overview of scoring approaches for items within the 50-item food literacy measure.

Domain Attribute Max 
Score Response Type Scoring

Food and 
nutrition 
knowledge

Food Knowledge 5 Correct / Incorrect Correct = 1 point 
Incorrect = 0 point

Nutrition Knowledge 5 Correct / Incorrect Correct = 1 point 
Incorrect = 0 point

Food and Nutrition 
Language 3 Correct / Incorrect Correct = 1 point 

Incorrect = 0 point

Food Skills Food Skills 3 Correct / Incorrect Correct = 1 point 
Incorrect = 0 point

Self-efficacy  
and 
confidence

Nutrition Literacy 3 Correct / Incorrect Correct = 1 point 
Incorrect = 0 point

Food and Nutrition  
Self-efficacy 4

Confidence scale 
(Not at all confident, Not 
very confident, Somewhat 
confident, Very confident)

somewhat confident/very 
confident = 1 point 
Not at all confident/Not very 
confident = 0 points

Cooking Self-efficacy 11

Confidence scale 
(Not at all confident, Not 
very confident, Somewhat 
confident, Very confident)

somewhat confident/very 
confident = 1 point 
Not at all confident/Not very 
confident = 0 points

Food Attitude and  
Dietary Behaviour 8

Agreement scale 
(Strongly disagree, 
Disagree, Neutral, Agree, 
Strongly agree)

agree/strongly agree = 1 point 
strongly disagree/ disagree/
neutral = 0 points

Ecological 
Factors

Food Systems 3

Agreement scale 
(Strongly disagree, 
Disagree, Neutral, Agree, 
Strongly agree)

agree/strongly agree = 1 point 
strongly disagree/ disagree/
neutral = 0 points

Socio-cultural and 
Social Determinants 
of Health

5

Agreement scale 
(Strongly disagree, 
Disagree, Neutral, Agree, 
Strongly agree)

agree/strongly agree = 1 point 
strongly disagree/ disagree/
neutral = 0 points
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The food literacy measures generate continuous scores. There is no known 
threshold, or cut-off, at which individuals have adequate food literacy or 
inadequate food literacy. 

As the measure is used for different purposes, data will accrue regarding the  
average, or mean, and range of scores in different groups. Average scores 
observed among the young adults that participated in the studies to evaluate 
and refine the draft measure were 38/57 and 31/51 (the measure was subsequently 
refined to include 50 items). The mean score in the study of post-secondary 
students was 42/49 (one item was inadvertently omitted from the measure 
administered in the study, resulting in a total score of 49 rather than 50).

The average score among all the participants in the 
development and validation studies was 41/49. 

For the two domains from the 50-item measure that showed acceptable validity 
for use as standalone measures, the average scores were 11/13 for food and 
nutrition knowledge and 20/25 for self-efficacy and confidence. 

The predicted average score on the FLit16 based on 
data from the evaluation studies was 12/16. 

For contexts in which scores on the food literacy measures are being used to 
assess relationships between food literacy and other variables, such as gender 
identity or household food security status, continuous food literacy scores 
should be used. Categorizing scores requires the use of arbitrary thresholds and 
results in the loss of information, as well as potential misclassification.

For practitioners aiming to report the results of food 
literacy assessments, we advise presenting the mean 
(average) score from your sample, along with the 
observed minimum and maximum scores. 

This approach enables meaningful comparisons between the mean score 
of your current sample and the benchmark mean score of 41 for the FLit50 
or 12 for the FLit16. It is important to recognize that these mean scores are 
subject to variation with continued application of the FLit measures to different 
populations and should not be interpreted as rigid thresholds. 

The use of non-stigmatizing language is encouraged when describing food 
literacy. For example, referring to levels of food literacy, such as higher versus 
lower food literacy, is preferred over labels such as food literate or illiterate.
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APPENDIX A:  
FOOD LITERACY DOMAINS AND ATTRIBUTES

Key Attributes 
of Food Literacy

FOOD KNOWLEDGE
To understand the variety of foods within all food groups. To know where food comes from 
and what is in it.

NUTRITION KNOWLEDGE
To understand the nutrients in food and how these can affect health and wellbeing.

FOOD AND NUTRITION LANGUAGE
To understand commonly used words to describe characteristics of nutrition in food 
(e.g., high fibre, low sodium) and preparation of food (e.g., sauté, fold).

FOOD SKILLS
To be able to prepare meals throughout the life span using basic skills like chopping, 
measuring, cooking, reading recipes, and food safety.

NUTRITION LITERACY
To be able to distinguish between credible and false nutrition information. Knowing how to 
find reliable nutrition information and how to make sense of it (e.g., reading a food label).

FOOD AND NUTRITION SELF-EFFICACY
To believe in one's ability to apply food and nutrition-related knowledge to select, buy, and 
prepare food to make healthy choices in a complex food environment.

COOKING SELF-EFFICACY
To have confidence in one's ability to use cooking techniques and to prepare tasty meals 
with available food.

FOOD ATTITUDE
The desire to learn how to: prepare food; develop a healthy relationship toward food; have 
respect for food traditions and culture; and prepare and enjoy food to eat together with 
others.

FOOD SYSTEMS
The impact of the food system (e.g., growing, manufacturing, transportation, preparation, 
consumption and disposal of food products) on individual health, broader societal and 
economic wellbeing, and the environment.

SOCIAL DETERMINANTS OF HEALTH
Access to living wages, affordable housing, learning environments, healthy and adequate food, 
and cooking equipment.

SOCIO-CULTURAL INFLUENCES AND EATING PRACTICES
The influence of socio-cultural values, norms, and beliefs on food choices and eating practices; 
the social support to learn and share food skills; and the cultural and family food practices (e.g., 
eating together).

DIETARY BEHAVIOUR
To make healthy food choices.

FOOD AND 
NUTRITION
KNOWLEDGE

FOOD 
SKILLS

Food literacy includes interconnected attributes organized into the categories of food and nutrition knowledge; food skills; 
self-e�cacy and con�dence; food decisions; and ecologic (external) factors.  These attributes have been identi�ed as impor-
tant and relevant in the public health context.  The descriptions are based on how food literacy attributes were discussed in 
the literature and feedback collected as part of the food literacy research of the Locally Driven Collaborative Project.

The interdependent nature of the food literacy attributes has important implications for public health strategies and 
interventions addressing healthy eating and policy.  For example, it may be di�cult for some individuals to achieve food 
literacy without having appropriate knowledge and skills, as well as the ability to apply them.  However, without self-e�cacy 
and con�dence and without access to income for purchasing food, equipment, and supplies for food preparation, or access 
to learning opportunities, neither knowledge nor ability may be relevant.  A comprehensive approach considering the social 
determinants of health may be required to impact food literacy and ultimately dietary behaviour.

For More Information 
Email: eazevedoperry@hkpr.on.ca  or  Heather.�omas@mlhu.on.ca
Visit: www.foodliteracy.ca

SELF-
EFFICACY 
AND
CONFIDENCE

ECOLOGIC
(External)
FACTORS

FOOD 
DECISIONS

CATEGORIES ATTRIBUTES
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APPENDIX B:  
RESOURCES FOR ASSESSING DIETARY INTAKE AND 
HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY STATUS

As described, the food literacy measures do not assess dietary intake or household 
food security status. The resources below provide information on assessing these 
constructs.

DIETARY INTAKE
There are various methods for assessing dietary intake, with variation in burden for 
the individuals collecting and providing the data, in accuracy and precision, and in the 
complexity of the coding and analyses required. 

The National Cancer Institute’s Dietary Assessment Primer provides an overview of 
different methods and how they can be used. 

Practitioners and researchers may be interested in comparing alignment of dietary 
intakes with the most recent food-based dietary guidance in Canada, the 2019 
Canada’s Food Guide. Health Canada provides an overview of tools that can be used 
for this purpose. These include short screeners that can be administered in less than 
five minutes. 

HOUSEHOLD FOOD SECURITY STATUS
The Household Food Security Survey Module is used nationally to measure food 
security at the household level. The module is a component of the Canadian Income 
Survey, and in research. Health Canada provides an overview of the Module.
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APPENDIX C:  
PROPERTIES ASSESSED IN THE EVALUATION OF THE 
FOOD LITERACY MEASURES
Property assessed Description Sample

Face validity1 The degree to which a measure appears to capture the 
construct of interest.

Experts in the field of food 
literacy

Content validity1 
The degree to which a measure covers the entire 
conceptual domain of what is being measured  
(i.e., all the attributes of food literacy). 

Cognitive Validity1
The relationship between what a measure aims to 
measure and what it elicits from test takers, including 
item interpretation and response rationale.

Youth, ages 16 to 19 years

Young pregnant 
individuals and parents, 
ages 16 to 25 yearsTest-retest reliability2

The consistency of results based on the same sample 
when the measure is administered at multiple points 
in time.

Known group 
validity (an indicator 
of construct validity)

The extent to which a measure can discriminate 
between two groups known to differ on the variable 
of interest.

Post-secondary students

Convergent validity 
(an indicator of 
construct validity)

The extent to which a measure is related to other 
measures of the same (or similar) constructs.

Hypothesis validity 
(an indicator of 
construct validity)

The extent to which data from a measure reflect 
theoretically derived predictions about the relations 
with the construct of interest, e.g., differences in food 
literacy scores between students in food and nutrition 
programs and those in other programs.

1These aspects of validity were assessed for the FLit50 and inferred for the FLit16. 
2The test-retest reliability of the FLit16 has not yet been assessed.
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