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1.1 IntroducƟ on

This is the third in a series of reports that is being published containing the results of the 2020 
Community Survey. It focuses on the experience of households with regards to income, expenditure 
and shopping experiences during lockdown. This report follows on from the second report on working, 
job seeking and studying in October 2020 and the report on preliminary overall fi ndings that was 
published in August 2020. The survey was launched on 22nd June and closed on 30th July 2020; 
during phase fi ve of the exit from lockdown (which is described in gov.gg/phase5). It was intended to 
encapsulate the community’s experiences of lockdown and the coronavirus pandemic. Analysis covers 
responses to key quesƟ ons that were asked within the survey.

The analysis has been undertaken topic by topic, enabling quicker publicaƟ on of shorter reports. This  
helps ensure the informaƟ on provided by the community is refl ected back within a Ɵ mescale that 
means it can be used to inform the early thinking regarding the recovery strategy and associated acƟ on 
plans. This report is being published alongside two other reports, which complement this informaƟ on. 
One is the Annual Household Income Report, which provides informaƟ on on the income levels for 
households in Guernsey as at the end of 2018. The other is the 2018-2019 Household Expenditure 
Survey, which provides informaƟ on on expenditure by household income, tenure and household 
composiƟ on (using groupings that align with those used in the Annual Household Income Report). 
Both of these reports are available from gov.gg/household.

The Community Survey was made available online (in English, Latvian, Polish and Portuguese) and also 
on paper. An alternaƟ ve (easy read) version was issued on the same day to Adult Disability Service users 
and was also made available on the website and promoted by the States Disability Offi  cer.

In total, 3,699 people completed one of the surveys, which equates to 7% of the populaƟ on of the 
Bailiwick aged 16 or over. The profi le of respondents did not match the demographic profi le of the 
populaƟ on of the Bailiwick, but weighƟ ngs have been applied to staƟ sƟ cally adjust for this and ensure 
the quanƟ taƟ ve results provided in this report are representaƟ ve. More informaƟ on on how the survey 
was promoted, the profi le of respondents and the weights applied is provided in the methodology 
secƟ on at the end of this report.

Respondents were not asked for any informaƟ on that would personally idenƟ fy them and were able to 
answer as many or few quesƟ ons as they wished. As such, the confi dence interval varies by quesƟ on, 
but the lowest confi dence interval for fi gures in this report is plus or minus 2.5% at a confi dence level of 
95%. QuesƟ ons that had 2,300 or more respondents have a confi dence interval of 2%.

All the data presented in this report is sourced from the 2020 Community Survey unless otherwise 
stated. Please note that some of the numbers presented may not appear to total to 100% due to 
rounding. 



Bailiwick of Guernsey Community Survey Report 4

• Overall, 38% of survey respondents indicated a decrease in their household income due to 
lockdown. 

• 54% indicated a decrease in their household expenditure.

• The age group least aff ected with regards to decreases in household income and increases in 
household expenditure were those aged 65 years or over.

• Looking at those aged under 65, the biggest negaƟ ve eff ect on income was experienced by those 
starƟ ng in the lowest income bands. Household expenditure also did not decrease for as large a 
proporƟ on within lower income brackets.

• Respondents born in places other than the Bailiwick of Guernsey, the UK, Republic of Ireland or 
Jersey and respondents in households with children aged 15 or under were the most likely to 
indicate a decrease in their household income.

• Household expenditure was more likely to have increased for respondents with a physical 
disability or a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on compared to those without.

• 63% of all respondents indicated that their donaƟ ons to chariƟ es had stayed the same during 
lockdown.

• 52% of respondents indicated that they had switched suppliers for some or all of their shopping 
during lockdown; 38% switched to using more suppliers based in the Bailiwick and 14% switched 
to using more suppliers based outside the Bailiwick. 

• Female respondents were more likely to have increased their use of local suppliers (43% 
compared to 33% of men). 

• 91% of respondents had visited local shops during the later stages of lockdown, younger 
respondents were more posiƟ ve with regards to their experience.

• 70 to 75% of respondents indicated that they had ordered from local suppliers via phone, email or 
website. RaƟ ngs of the experience were generally posiƟ ve.

1.2 Headlines
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2.1 Profi le of respondents by employment status

Table 2.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, which 
of the following best describes your work 
situaƟ on just before lockdown?

% respondents
Employed 59
Self-employed 8
In full Ɵ me educaƟ on or training 4
Not employed, but seeking employment 2
Not employed and not seeking 
employment

2

ReƟ red 18
Unable to work due to longstanding 
illness, disability or infi rmity

2

Other 2
Prefer not to say <1
Total 100

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, 
“Which of the following best describes your work 
situaƟ on just before lockdown?” Lockdown began 
on 25th March 2020. The responses of those 
that provided an answer (3,438 respondents) are 
shown in Table 2.1.1 and Figure 2.1.1.

As shown, overall 59% of respondents were 
employed, either full-Ɵ me or part-Ɵ me, 8% were 
self-employed and 18% of respondents were 
reƟ red. These fi gures vary in proporƟ on when 
broken down by the diff erent Bailiwick islands but 
are relevant in relaƟ on to the resident populaƟ on. 
The informaƟ on presented in this bulleƟ n shows 
the responses of all respondents represented in 
Figure 2.1.1. 

All respondents had been asked if they had 
any long-standing illness, disability or infi rmity 
(including problems related to old age). They 
could select one or more of the following opƟ ons: 
a physical disability; a long-term illness; a mental 
or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on or ‘other’. 24% of 
respondents indicated that they had a condiƟ on 
included within this descripƟ on. Of those that 
responded ‘yes’, over half indicated that the 
condiƟ on was over 12 months in duraƟ on. When 
determined by type of long term condiƟ on, 5% 
of all respondents had a physical disability, 13% a 
long term illness and 12% a mental or emoƟ onal 
health condiƟ on.

Figure 2.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, which 
of the following best describes your work 
situaƟ on just before lockdown?

Employed

Self-employed

Not employed, but 

Not employed, but 
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2.2 Profi le of respondents by household income

Table 2.2.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, what 
was your total gross household income last 
year?

Household income band % respondents
Less than £20,000 10
£20,000 - £39,999 18
£40,000 - £59,999 19
£60,000 - £79,999 16
£80,000 - £99,999 13
£100,000 or more 23

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, 
“What was your total gross household income 
last year? (Please include all income from salaries, 
bonuses, businesses, investments, interest, family 
allowance, maintenance payments, benefi ts, 
pensions and any other income sources)?”. The 
responses of those that provided an answer 
(2,757 respondents) are shown in Table 2.2.1 and 
Figure 2.2.1. Average household incomes based 
on whole populaƟ on (rather than survey sample) 
data are available from the Annual Guernsey 
Household Income Report via gov.gg/household.

Figure 2.2.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, what was your total gross household income last 
year? By employment status

A large proporƟ on of reƟ red respondents comprise the survey populaƟ on in the lowest income band, 
making up 44% of respondents with a household income of less than £20,000. The current maximum 
pension claimable from the States of Guernsey is £11,574 per annum and therefore this paƩ ern is in 
line with what would be expected. Another representaƟ ve group included in the lowest income band 
are those unable to work due to longstanding illness, disability or infi rmity (14%). ProporƟ onally, 
respondents in both these employment categories decrease with increasing gross household income. 

Those who were employed or self-employed made up the majority of respondents in the gross 
household income bands of over £20,000, with the proporƟ on of respondents in both categories 
generally increasing as gross household income increased, up to £100,000. In the £100,000 or more 
household income category, there is a slightly higher representaƟ on of respondents in full Ɵ me 
educaƟ on or training (potenƟ ally living with parents) and those not employed and not seeking 
employment in comparison to the other income bands.

CriƟ cal workers were evenly distributed across the gross household income bands of £20,000 to 
£99,999, represenƟ ng approximately 40% of workers. CriƟ cal workers made up 25% or less of working 
respondents in the income brackets of less than £20,000 and greater than £100,000.
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2.2 Profi le of respondents by household income

As shown in Figure 2.2.2 there is a notable diff erence in gross household income between respondents 
born in the Bailiwick and those born in other countries (including the UK, Republic of Ireland and 
Jersey). The proporƟ on of respondents born in the Bailiwick is highest in the lowest income band, at 
72%, and reduces to 44% in the highest income band. 46% of respondents in the highest income band 
were born in the UK, Republic of Ireland or Jersey and 10% were born in other countries.

Figure 2.2.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, what was your total gross household income last 
year? By country of birth
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Figure 2.2.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, what was your total gross household income last 
year? By household composiƟ on
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46% of respondents with children in their household (aged 0 to 15) had a household income of  
£80,000 or more, compared to just 22% if a household included at least one person aged 65 or over 
(see Figure 2.2.3). 44% of respondents with at least one person aged 65 or over in the household were 
within the two lowest income brackets, in keeping with the results presented in Figure 2.2.1 on page 6.
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3.1 Impact on household income

Table 3.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how 
was your household income impacted by 
lockdown?

% It decreased % It stayed about 
the same

% It increased

38 57 5

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, 
“How was your household income impacted by 
lockdown?” The responses of those that provided 
an answer other than “prefer not to say” and 
“don’t know” (2,712 respondents) are shown in 
Table 3.1.1.

Figure 3.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household income impacted by 
lockdown? By country of birth

Overall, 38% of respondents indicated that their household income had been negaƟ vely impacted by 
lockdown (see Table 3.1.1). Those born in Latvia and Portugal were most likely to indicate a decrease in 
their household income (78% and 67%) in contrast to Bailiwick born respondents (38%) and those born 
in either the UK, Republic of Ireland or Jersey (36%). 11% of Portuguese respondents also experienced an 
increase in household income, a higher percentage than all other categories. It must be noted that some 
categories contain a small number of respondents.

Respondents in Sark were more likely to indicate a reducƟ on in their household income at 50%, in 
comparison to 38% of Guernsey and 35% of Alderney respondents. As indicated in SecƟ on 2.1, there is a 
greater proporƟ on of reƟ red respondents/populaƟ on in Alderney. 

Lockdown had less of an impact on income for females than males; 36% of females experienced a 
reducƟ on in their income compared to 40% of males, however, as noted in the second report in this 
series, there was a greater proporƟ on of female criƟ cal workers (54%) which may have counteracted some 
negaƟ ve eff ects on income for the households responding (see gov.gg/covid19data). The last report also 
highlighted a high proporƟ on of self-employed males whose income was negaƟ vely impacted by lockdown. 
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Figure 3.1.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household income impacted by 
lockdown? By age

When considered by age of the respondent, there appears to be a net negaƟ ve impact on almost all 
age categories (see Figure 3.1.2), most especially in the very youngest age bracket of 15-19 years (55% 
indicated a decrease in household income) and in the 55-59 years age category, just under half of the 
respondents in this age group (49%) reported a decrease in income. This laƩ er category contained a 
large proporƟ on of self-employed respondents as covered in the second report on the Community 
Survey which focused on employment (see gov.gg/covid19data). 

The age group least aff ected were those 65 years or over, whereby those in receipt of a personal 
pension were more likely to have retained a stable income in comparison to those receiving a wage. 

The paƩ ern of impacts on household income were distributed fairly similarly across most of the 
working age groups, it must be noted that there may be a diluƟ on eff ect on some of the impacts felt on 
the diff erent age groups if households consisted of more than one working person.

3.1 Impact on household income
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3.1 Impact on household income

Figure 3.1.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household income impacted by 
lockdown? By employment status

As described in the previous report (see gov.gg/covid19data), lockdown had the greatest negaƟ ve 
impact on respondents who were self-employed (71%), but almost all employment categories had a 
signifi cant proporƟ on of respondents that reported a decrease in household income (ranging from 23 
to 41%, see Figure 3.1.3). The least aff ected group were reƟ red respondents, only 16% experienced a 
decrease in household income. This eff ect is seen throughout the responses in this survey therefore, 
where there is a signifi cant percentage of reƟ red respondents in a parƟ cular category, it is noted within 
the text where appropriate. 

It should be noted that it is household income that is considered here and throughout this report. This 
can be sourced via the various diff erent household members, but the employment status is just that of 
the survey respondent.
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Figure 3.1.4 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household income impacted by 
lockdown? By health condiƟ on

3.1 Impact on household income

As shown in Figure 3.1.4, the impact of lockdown on income for respondents with a physical disability 
or long term illness was less than for respondents without these condiƟ ons as some were receiving 
support through States benefi ts. There was, however, an increased proporƟ on of those with a mental 
or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on whose income decreased (44%) in comparison to those without a mental 
or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on (37%).

There was a signifi cant impact on household income for respondents that were carers, 44% 
experienced a decrease in income in comparison to 37% of those that were not classifi ed as carers. The 
impact on income was less negaƟ ve for those receiving care (33% reported a decrease in income). This 
is 5% fewer when compared to respondents not receiving care, potenƟ ally as a signifi cant proporƟ on 
were reƟ red.

When considering the household composiƟ on, 45% of respondents who had a baby in the previous 
six months or were pregnant experienced a decrease in income in comparison to 38% of the rest 
of respondents. It must be noted that some of this could also be aƩ ributed to individual maternity 
allowances over this Ɵ me period which may also vary by employer allowances. The results also 
indicated that respondents were more likely to have experienced a decrease in household income if 
there were children aged 15 or under in the household in comparison to households without children. 

This is the inverse when considering households that include members aged 65 years or over. If there 
were two people aged 65 or over in a household, 70% of respondents indicated no change in their 
household income, whilst 25% experienced a decrease. In contrast, 41% of respondents without 
someone aged 65 or over in the household saw a decrease in their household income.
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3.1 Impact on household income

Figure 3.1.5a Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household income impacted by 
lockdown? By gross household income (all respondents)

Figure 3.1.5b Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household income impacted by 
lockdown? By gross household income (excluding reƟ red respondents)

IniƟ al scruƟ ny of the results for the impact of lockdown on household income by declared gross 
household income did not appear to show a big diff erence between the income bands (see Figure 3.1.5 
a). When the eff ect of those who were reƟ red were excluded from the analysis, the profi le changed 
considerably; there was a larger negaƟ ve impact upon household income for respondents in the lower 
household income bands (see Figure 3.1.5 b).

The unequivalised, mean gross household income was £73,834 in 2018 according to latest fi gures which 
can be found in the Annual Guernsey Household Income Report (available at gov.gg/household). This 
is the average gross income of the populaƟ on rather than the average obtained from the results of this 
survey which may diff er.
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Figure 3.1.6 Impact of lockdown on anxiety and stress levels by impact on household income 

3.1 Impact on household income

As seen in Figures 3.1.5 a and b on page 12, there is a correlaƟ on between gross household income 
and the impact of lockdown on household income. This in turn also impacts on anxiety and stress 
levels. As shown in Figure 3.1.6, for the few respondents whose household income increased, there is 
a corresponding increase in those recording a posiƟ ve impact on anxiety and stress levels (27%). This 
compares to 19% of respondents who experienced a decrease in household income. Anxiety and stress 
levels were negaƟ vely or strongly negaƟ vely impacted for 47% of those whose income decreased but it 
can also be seen that 42% of respondents reported that lockdown had a negaƟ ve or strongly negaƟ ve 
impact on their anxiety and/or stress levels, even when their household income increased.
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The scoring of perceived life ladder posiƟ on by household income was lower for those who had 
experienced a decrease in household income (average score 5.18) over the lockdown period in 
comparison to those whose income remained the same (average score 5.63) or increased (average 
score 5.69). When asked the same quesƟ on but esƟ mated for 5 years’ Ɵ me, the majority of responses 
were very similar irrespecƟ ve of current posiƟ on, with the average equalising at 6.08, 6.18 and 6.16 
respecƟ vely for respondents whose household income had decreased, remained the same or increased 
due to the eff ect of lockdown. A further breakdown of the scores by economic status is included in the 
second report in this series on employment (available at gov.gg/covid19data).

Figure 3.1.7 Current posiƟ on on life ladder by eff ect of lockdown on household income 
(1 = worst possible life, 8 = best possible life) 

3.1 Impact on household income

Figure 3.1.8 EsƟ mated posiƟ on on life ladder in 5 years’ Ɵ me by eff ect of lockdown on 
household income (1 = worst possible life, 8 = best possible life)
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The eff ect of lockdown on life saƟ sfacƟ on on the whole populaƟ on was covered in the Preliminary 
Findings report for the Community Survey (see gov.gg/covid19data). Respondents were asked where 
they felt they stood today on a ladder with the boƩ om rung represenƟ ng the worst possible life (score 
of 1) and the top rung represenƟ ng the best possible life (score of 8). This quesƟ on was also conducted 
in the 2018 Health and Wellbeing Survey. As reported, the average score of the total surveyed 
populaƟ on was 5.7 in 2018, compared to 5.5 in 2020. Survey results were collected between 22nd June 
and 30th July 2020. 
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Table 3.2.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how 
was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown?

Across the whole survey populaƟ on 54% reported a decrease in household expenditure. When considered 
by naƟ onality, the group with the greatest reducƟ on were those born in Latvia at 75%, in comparison 
to Bailiwick born (53%) UK/Republic of Ireland/Jersey (54%) and other naƟ onaliƟ es (50%). There is an 
excepƟ on to this with some Portuguese respondents demonstraƟ ng the greatest increase in spending 
(38%) and only 25% a reducƟ on. This could indicate a signifi cant overall impact on Portuguese respondents 
as 67% had reported a decrease in household income.       
 
Those living in Guernsey reported a greater decrease in household expenditure (54%) in comparison to 
other Bailiwick islands, (Alderney 46% and Sark 50%). These respondents in other islands were also less 
likely to switch suppliers (see SecƟ on 6.1).

3.2 Impact on household expenditure

% It decreased % It stayed about 
the same

% It increased

54 29 17

As well as quesƟ ons about income, all survey 
respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “How 
was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown?”. The responses of those that provided 
an answer other than “prefer not to say” and 
“don’t know” (2,694 respondents) are shown in 
Table 3.2.1.

Figure 3.2.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown? By age

As indicated in Figure 3.2.1, respondents in the 20 to 24 age group had one of the largest increases in 
expenditure during lockdown (22%) and also had the smallest proporƟ on of respondents experiencing a 
decrease in expenditure (40%). Between 46% and 60% of respondents in other age groups indicated that 
their expenditure decreased. Respondents aged 60 years or over were less likely to have experienced an 
increase in household expenditure.
    
Survey respondents who were unable to work due to long term illness were the least likely to have 
decreased household expenditure, at 39%. The self-employed and those not employed but seeking work 
had the largest proporƟ on of respondents indicaƟ ng a reducƟ on in household expenditure, at 67% and 
75% respecƟ vely. As noted in the previous report, 52% of criƟ cal workers saw a decrease in household 
expenditure, whilst 58% of non-criƟ cal workers experienced a reducƟ on.
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Table 3.2.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown? By familial status

It decreased It stayed about 
the same

It increased

No children aged 0 to 15 in household 54 30 16
Children aged 0 to 15 in household 52 28 20
Pregnant/had baby in last 6 months 41 31 27

3.2 Impact on household expenditure

New mothers or pregnant women were more likely to have experienced an increase in household 
expenditure over lockdown (27%) and less likely to have experienced a decrease (41%). This compares 
to 54% of respondents without children. Table 3.2.2 shows that the impact was also signifi cantly 
diff erent for respondents with children aged 0 to 15 in the household -  whereby there was a larger 
proporƟ on indicaƟ ng a decrease in household expenditure (52%) and fewer indicaƟ ng an increase 
(20%). It must be noted that expectant or new mothers may have experienced associated increases in 
purchasing items for the new baby especially once there had been slight easing in certain restricted 
areas (see SecƟ ons 6 and 7 for diff erences in purchasing and/or supplier choices for this group of 
respondents).

Figure 3.2.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown? By health condiƟ on

For respondents with a physical disability, household expenditure was more likely to have increased (30% 
compared to 16% of respondents without a physical disability), and fewer indicated a decrease (39% in 
comparison to 55%). This paƩ ern was repeated for all of the condiƟ ons included in Figure 3.2.2. This 
indicates a potenƟ ally greater monetary pressure on respondents with a disability, long term illness or 
mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on. 

22% of carers faced increased household expenditure, as opposed to only 16% of those without such a 
responsibility. Also, only 48% registered a decrease in household expenditure in comparison to 55% of 
non-carers. This result was also echoed with regards to those receiving care, where there was also less 
reducƟ on in household expenditure than the rest of the respondent populaƟ on (36% compared to 55%).
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Figure 3.2.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown? By gross household income (excluding reƟ red respondents)

Household expenditure in the lowest income bracket did not decrease for as large a proporƟ on of 
households (36%) compared to around 50% or over within higher income brackets. If the eff ect 
of reƟ red respondents is removed, as shown in Figure 3.2.3, this reduced further to 34% and the 
proporƟ on of respondents in the lowest income bracket that experienced an increase in household 
expenditure increases signifi cantly from 27% to 32%.

3.2 Impact on household expenditure

Figure 3.2.4 Responses to the quesƟ on, how was your household expenditure impacted by 
lockdown? By tenure

Respondents residing in their own homes, either owned outright or with a mortgage and those living 
in privately rented accommodaƟ on reported the greatest decrease in household expenditure during 
lockdown (59%, 56% and 51% respecƟ vely, see Figure 3.2.4). The smallest proporƟ on of respondents 
indicaƟ ng reduced household expenditure were those living in residenƟ al or nursing homes (25%), 
parƟ al ownership properƟ es (29%) or renƟ ng from the States of Guernsey, Guernsey Housing 
AssociaƟ on or Alderney Housing AssociaƟ on (including extra care housing) (32%).
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If considering the type of expenditure by households related to expenditure over lockdown and 
subsequent phases, this can be broken down into three basic categories as described in the Household 
Expenditure Report 2018-19 (available at gov.gg/household):

Non-discreƟ onary spending
This is spending on essenƟ al goods and services, where the consumer has liƩ le choice but to conƟ nue 
to buy regardless of price and income pressures. They are staple items such as basic food, non-alcoholic 
drink, housing and energy payments, which were available throughout the phases. Therefore, the 
higher the percentage of spend on these goods the greater an impact a decrease in income would have 
on the household.

DiscreƟ onary spending
This is spending on goods and services where the consumer exercises some degree of choice over 
whether or not to buy and how much they spend (the price and amount purchased). Some goods and 
services that were not possible to buy during strict lockdown moved into this category in later phases.

Spending that was not possible
This covers goods and services that could not be purchased or provided. It also includes spending on 
items where purchasing would have been more diffi  cult than normal. At the Ɵ me of wriƟ ng this report, 
items relaƟ ng to travel outside the Bailiwick were the only items to remain in this category.
 
When interpreƟ ng the results of this survey into the proporƟ on of non-discreƟ onary spend based 
upon the descripƟ ons above it is between 49% and 50% for total gross household income bands up to 
£79,999, this decreases to 46% for households earning more than £100,000 per year. This may indicate 
increased pressure on expenditure on essenƟ als in the lower income bands and on those whose 
incomes reduced during lockdown.

When analysed by household composiƟ on, the increased proporƟ on of non-discreƟ onary spend for 
households with children can be seen – for example a household with one adult (aged 16-64 years) 
with childr(en) has an average non-discreƟ onary spend of 62% of household income, in comparison to 
49% for a household with just one adult aged 16-64 years. Similar paƩ erns are seen in households by 
tenure, for example a social renter or part owner have an average of 64% non-discreƟ onary spend in 
comparison to 54% for a private renter.

It is esƟ mated that almost 12% of the average household expenditure of £58,279 would not have been 
possible over lockdown (according to Household Expenditure 2018/19 fi gures, see gov.gg/household). 
The majority of which related to travel, off  island expenditure, recreaƟ on and eaƟ ng out, therefore 
indicaƟ ng several areas whereby some savings may have been made for households for whom this 
would apply.

3.2 Impact on household expenditure
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Table 3.3.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how were your personal fi nances impacted by 
lockdown?

% Strongly negaƟ ve % NegaƟ ve % Neutral % PosiƟ ve % Strongly posiƟ ve
9 19 40 23 9

3.3 Impact on personal fi nances

In addiƟ on to quesƟ ons on household income and expenditure, all survey respondents were asked 
the quesƟ on, “How were your personal fi nances impacted by lockdown?”. The responses of those that 
provided an answer other than “Prefer not to say” (3,082 respondents) are shown in Table 3.3.1.

Overall, 40% of respondents indicated that lockdown had a neutral impact on personal fi nances (see 
Table 3.3.1). Just 28% of respondents reported a negaƟ ve or strongly negaƟ ve impact on their personal 
fi nances which is in contrast to the 38% of respondents who reported a decrease in household income. 
Similarly, 32% reported a posiƟ ve or strongly posiƟ ve impact on their personal fi nances, in contrast to 
the 5% of respondents who experienced an increase in household income. This suggests that there are 
further contribuƟ ng factors.

Respondents from almost all birth countries indicated a similar negaƟ ve impact of lockdown on 
personal fi nances, at 28 to 31%, aside from Poland which did not record any negaƟ ve responses. 
Respondents born in either the Bailiwick, UK, Republic of Ireland or Jersey all reported a posiƟ ve 
impact of between 31 to 33% on personal fi nances. The proporƟ on of respondents reporƟ ng a posiƟ ve 
impact was higher for Polish and Latvian born respondents (50% and 45% respecƟ vely) but lower in 
respondents originally born in Portugal (23%).

The impact of lockdown on personal fi nances varied across the responses from residents in the 
diff erent islands of the Bailiwick. There was a more neutral impact for Guernsey residents (28% 
negaƟ ve balanced against 32% posiƟ ve) in comparison to respondents living in Alderney who reported 
a less neutral impact, 33% experienced a negaƟ ve impact on personal fi nances and 37% a posiƟ ve 
impact. The greatest impact was felt by respondents from Sark; lockdown had a negaƟ ve impact on 
50% of respondents and 50% reported a neutral impact. No posiƟ ve eff ect on personal fi nances were 
reported by Sark respondents. Please note that there were a small number of respondents living in 
Alderney and Sark.

There was a more neutral eff ect of lockdown on personal fi nances for respondents who were female, 
at 43%, whereas males reported more posiƟ ve and negaƟ ve impacts of lockdown on personal fi nances 
(30% negaƟ ve, 34% posiƟ ve).
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Figure 3.3.1 shows that lockdown had a less negaƟ ve impact on the personal fi nances of those aged 
65 and over, with an average of 16% overall negaƟ ve (and very few strongly negaƟ ve) for these 
respondents. For respondents of working age, there was an overall average of 31% for whom personal 
fi nances were negaƟ vely impacted by lockdown. 

One age group that stands out (as per results in SecƟ on 3.1) are those aged 55 to 59; 37% of 
respondents in this age group reported a negaƟ ve or strongly negaƟ ve impact (11% strongly negaƟ ve) 
on their personal fi nances. As indicated in the previous report and the PopulaƟ on, Employment and 
Earnings BulleƟ n (see gov.gg/populaƟ on), self-employed respondents make up a signifi cant proporƟ on 
of this age cohort, an employment group that was heavily impacted by lockdown (see gov.gg/
covid19data).

Figure 3.3.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how were your personal fi nances impacted by 
lockdown? By age

3.3 Impact on personal fi nances
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3.3 Impact on personal fi nances

The eff ect on personal fi nances for pregnant women or those that had a child in the last six months 
were more negaƟ ve than for the rest of the survey populaƟ on; 33% reported a negaƟ ve impact on their 
personal fi nances in comparison to 28%.
  
The impact of lockdown on personal fi nances for households with children aged 15 or under is also in 
line with this, with 33% reporƟ ng a negaƟ ve impact. There was a net posiƟ ve impact on respondents 
without children aged 15 or under, only 26% indicated a negaƟ ve impact, whilst 33% indicated that 
lockdown had a posiƟ ve impact on their personal fi nances. There was also a net posiƟ ve impact (10%) 
for households that had at least one adult aged 65 or over in the household (25% overall negaƟ ve, 35% 
overall posiƟ ve) in comparison to those without (31% negaƟ ve, 31% posiƟ ve). This posiƟ ve leaning 
increased again for those households with two adults aged 65 or over in the household (17% negaƟ ve, 
35% posiƟ ve).

Figure 3.3.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, how were your personal fi nances impacted by 
lockdown? By health condiƟ on

Respondents with a physical disability and those with a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on 
experienced a more negaƟ ve impact on personal fi nances than those without (see Figure 3.3.2). The 
negaƟ ve impact is most striking on those who had a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on, at 38% (18% 
strongly negaƟ ve) and only 23% overall posiƟ ve compared with the corresponding fi gures for those 
without this condiƟ on (8% strongly negaƟ ve and 33% posiƟ ve or strongly posiƟ ve). 

There was a greater negaƟ ve impact on carers’ personal fi nances (38% negaƟ ve, 24% posiƟ ve) in 
comparison to those not classifi ed as carers (28% negaƟ ve, 24% posiƟ ve). Meanwhile, lockdown had 
a more neutral eff ect on the personal fi nances of those that receive care as there was liƩ le diff erence 
in the proporƟ on of negaƟ ve responses between those who receive and don’t receive care. There was 
a less posiƟ ve impact on personal fi nances for those receiving care (21%) in comparison to 33% of the 
general survey populaƟ on.
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The negaƟ ve impact of lockdown on personal fi nances was most strongly felt in the lowest gross 
household income bracket, this eff ect increased from 32% to 44% once the more neutral eff ect of reƟ red 
respondents was removed from the analysis (see Figure 3.3.3). Income brackets of less than £40,000 had 
the greatest proporƟ on of strongly negaƟ ve responses, whereas the posiƟ ve impacts appear to increase 
as gross household income increases. This eff ect is similar to the impact felt when only the economically 
acƟ ve respondents were considered in the previous report (see gov.gg/covid19data).

Figure 3.3.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, how were your personal fi nances impacted by 
lockdown? By gross household income (excluding reƟ red respondents)

3.3 Impact on personal fi nances

Figure 3.3.4 Responses to the quesƟ on, how were your personal fi nances impacted by 
lockdown? By tenure

There were fewer respondents in the parƟ ally owned category, however, the impact appears moderated for 
this tenure with less strongly negaƟ ve or strongly posiƟ ve impacts on personal fi nances (as shown in Figure 
3.3.4). There was a posiƟ ve impact on personal fi nances for those where accommodaƟ on is provided with 
a job (57%) and for respondents living in residenƟ al or care homes (55%), the laƩ er could be due to reƟ red 
respondents who experienced a reduced negaƟ ve impact on household income over lockdown.
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All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, 
“During lockdown, did you delay any purchases 
or defer or spread any payments due to a lack of 
funds (e.g. bills, rent, mortgage or other goods 
and services)?”. The responses of those that 
provided an answer (2,816 respondents) other 
than “prefer not to say” or “don’t know” are 
presented in Figure 4.1.1. It shows that 21% of all 
respondents had to delay purchases and/or defer 
payments during lockdown.

4.1 Delayed or deferred payments

Figure 4.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, 
during lockdown, did you delay any 
purchases or defer or spread any payments 
due to a lack of funds?

Respondents born in the UK, Republic of Ireland, Jersey or Bailiwick of Guernsey were the least likely 
to report having deferred purchases and/or payments due to a lack of funds during lockdown (18% and 
22% respecƟ vely). Respondents born in Latvia were the most likely to defer payments (50%) followed 
by respondents born in Poland and Portugal, at 33% (although it must be noted that there were a small 
number of respondents in some of these categories). 

Just over a fi Ō h (22%) of male respondents reported having to delay or defer payments in comparison 
to 19% of females.
Figure 4.1.2 Responses “yes” to the quesƟ on, during lockdown, did you delay any purchases 
or defer or spread any payments due to a lack of funds? By age

The impact of lockdown on delayed payments can be seen across all age groups, however, as shown in 
SecƟ on 3.1 and SecƟ on 3.2 in regards to the impact on income and expenditure, the over 65 age groups 
were the least aff ected (the respondents in these age groups are the most likely to have been receiving 
a pension rather than a wage, see Figure 4.1.2). 45% of self-employed respondents indicated that they 
delayed purchases and/or deferred payments during lockdown (this is more than double the overall 
average, as shown in Figure 4.1.1). This also correlates to a slight increase in the 55 to 59 age group.
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Table 4.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, during lockdown, did you delay any purchases or defer 
or spread any payments due to a lack of funds? By familial status

% Yes % No
No children 0 to 15 in household 18 82
Children 0 to 15 in household 27 73
Pregnant/ had a baby in last 6 months 35 65

There was a greater impact on the fi nances of those that were pregnant or had a baby in the past 
six months; 35% of respondents in this situaƟ on either delayed purchases or deferred payments in 
contrast to 20% for the rest of the populaƟ on. This was replicated in those that had children aged 0 to 
15 in the household, whereby 27% of respondents with at least one child in the household had delayed 
purchases or deferred payments in comparison to 18% of respondents without children of this age (see 
Table 4.1.1). 

There was a large increase in the likelihood to delay or defer payments if the respondent had a mental 
or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on (34%) in comparison to 19% of those who did not have this condiƟ on. 
Similarly, 27% of respondents with a physical disability delayed purchases or deferred payments in 
comparison to 20% of those without.                                                                                                                            

24% of care givers indicated they had deferred payments as opposed to 19% of respondents that had 
not classed themselves as a carer. There was no diff erence in the results for respondents receiving care 
to the average fi gures indicated in Figure 4.1.1 on page 23 regarding payment deferment or delayed 
purchasing.

4.1 Delayed or deferred payments
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Figure 4.1.3 Responses “yes” to the quesƟ on, during lockdown, did you delay any purchases 
or defer or spread any payments due to a lack of funds? By gross household income 

Analysis by household income shows an increased likelihood of deferring payments and/or delaying 
purchases the lower the household income. When the eff ect of the reƟ red populaƟ on (which 
comprises 44% of respondents in the lowest income band) is removed, it can be seen that the lowest 
household income band was more signifi cantly aff ected, with 45% delaying purchases or deferring 
payments. This compares to 26% if all in that income bracket are included (see Figure 4.1.3). This eff ect 
is as expected based upon the results in SecƟ on 3.2 where expenditure and “squeeze”, as determined 
by the Household Expenditure Survey 2018/2019 analysis, can be seen on expenditure on essenƟ al 
goods and services for respondents within the lowest household income band.

4.1 Delayed or deferred payments

Figure 4.1.4 Responses to the quesƟ on, during lockdown, did you delay any purchases or 
defer or spread any payments due to a lack of funds? By tenure

Owner occupiers (without a mortgage) and those living in residenƟ al homes were the least likely to 
have delayed or deferred payments, at 11% and 6% respecƟ vely. In contrast to this, respondents with 
mortgages and those living in rented accommodaƟ on (owned by the States/GHA/AHA) were most 
likely to delay payments (28% and 35% respecƟ vely), indicaƟ ng that non-discreƟ onary spending, such 
as mortgage payments and rent, may have been a big factor in having to delay purchases or defer 
payments.
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Figure 4.2.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, 
during lockdown, did you or your household 
fund your personal / household expenditure 
any diff erently to normal? 

4.2 Funding

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, 
“During lockdown, did you or your household 
fund your personal / household expenditure any 
diff erently to normal (including receiving income 
support from the States, if you did not do so 
before lockdown)?” The responses of those that 
provided an answer other than “don’t know” or 
“prefer not to say” (2,819 respondents) are shown 
in Figure 4.2.1.

17% of respondents funded their personal or 
household expenditure diff erently to normal (see 
Figure 4.2.1). Respondents born in other countries 
to the Bailiwick of Guernsey (18%) or the UK, 
Republic of Ireland and Jersey (16%) were more 
likely to have funded household expenditure in a 
diff erent way to normal (Latvia 38%, Poland 33%, 
Portugal 25%, other 28%). Respondents living 
in islands other than Guernsey were more likely 
to fund their expenditure through alternaƟ ve 
sources, with 32% of respondents residing in 
Alderney and 29% of Sark respondents indicaƟ ng 
this. Please note that there were a small number 
of respondents within some of these categories.

There were big diff erences in the age groups, with 
48% of those under 20 years of age indicaƟ ng ‘yes’ 
to this quesƟ on, compared with 25% in the 20-24 
age group and 14% in the 25-29 age group. From 
30-49 years of age, around 20% of respondents 
funded their expenditure diff erently to normal, 
aŌ er which there is a gradually decreasing reliance 
on alternaƟ ve funding sources with increasing 
age. As clarifi ed previously in SecƟ on 3.1, 
respondents aged 65 or over were less aff ected 
with regards to changes in household income 
over the lockdown period and this is refl ected in 
these responses. If there was at least one person 
aged 65 or over in the household it reduced the 
proporƟ on of funding in a diff erent way to normal 
by at least 9%.
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Figure 4.2.2 Responses “yes” to the quesƟ on, during lockdown, did you or your household fund 
your personal / household expenditure any diff erently to normal? By employment status  

4.2 Funding

25% of new mothers or pregnant women funded personal/household expenditure in a diff erent way to 
normal, in comparison to 17% of the remaining populaƟ on. This trend of using alternaƟ ve sources for 
funding expenditure was not as strong in households with between 1 and 3 children aged 0-15 years 
(18% average) but did increase for families with 4 or 5 children under 15 years of age, to 23% and 33% 
respecƟ vely. 

There was a diff erence in funding for those with a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on, with 26% 
funding their household or personal expenditure in a diff erent way in contrast to 16% of those without 
a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on. Only 13% of respondents with a physical disability had funded 
expenditure diff erently; 4% less than the rest of the populaƟ on.

There were reported diff erences in funding for carers (21%) and those in receipt of care (21%) in 
comparison to overall survey respondents (16% and 17% comparaƟ vely). Unlike responses to previous 
quesƟ ons, these were in line with each other, however those receiving care were most likely to have 
drawn on savings, as opposed to a more formal loan through a lending insƟ tuƟ on. 

As shown in Figure 4.2.2, self-employed respondents were more likely to have funded their expenditure 
in an alternaƟ ve way to normal (39%), followed closely by those seeking employment (37%) and those 
unable to work due to a longstanding illness or disability (29%). ReƟ red respondents, as indicated 
previously with regards to income and expenditure, were least aff ected and had less need to use other 
funds. The impact on the self-employed and the related economic sectors as reported in the previous 
report on employment can be found at gov.gg/covid19data. CriƟ cal workers were signifi cantly less 
likely to have funded expenditure in a diff erent way (15% in comparison to 23% of non-criƟ cal workers). 
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As shown in Figure 4.2.3, when respondents are analysed by household income, there is an increased 
tendency to fund personal/household expenditure in a diff erent way to normal as gross household 
income decreases. This is skewed due to the reƟ red populus included in some of the lower income 
brackets, therefore the results with and without reƟ red respondents are displayed in Figure 4.2.3.

Analysis by tenure indicated that those renƟ ng, whether privately (26%) or through the States/GHA/
AHA (29%), had more respondents indicaƟ ng that they had funded their expenditure diff erently during 
lockdown. Respondents who owned their property (without a mortgage) were the least likely to have 
reported using alternaƟ ve funding methods to usual (11%).

Figure 4.2.3 Responses “yes” to the quesƟ on, during lockdown, did you or your household 
fund your personal / household expenditure any diff erently to normal? By gross household 
income
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Table 4.2.1 Method of funding by housing tenure (all respondents whether they answered 
“yes” or “no” to the quesƟ on, did you or your household fund your personal / household 
expenditure any diff erently to normal?)

The funding methods indicated in Table 4.2.1 refl ect all respondents who answered ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to 
whether they had used a diff erent method for funding personal and household expenditure. In addiƟ on 
to the informaƟ on presented in Table 4.2.1, 1% of respondents with a mortgage indicated a “mortgage 
holiday” as an alternaƟ ve method of funding.

Those living in a residenƟ al or nursing home, who parƟ ally owned their property, privately rented or 
had a mortgage were the most likely to use savings to fund their spending (43%, 35%, 33% and 32% 
respecƟ vely). Income support or hardship funding from the States was uƟ lised most by renters from the 
States/GHA/AHA (33%), those living rent free/paying a small rent (18%) and those with accommodaƟ on 
provided with a job (12%).  

As referenced in the supporƟ ng Policy LeƩ er for Improving Living standards (gov.gg/arƟ cle/176562/
Improving-Living-Standards) as at the end of July 2020 there were approximately 500 more households 
in receipt of supported funding than might otherwise have been (either through income support or 
hardship funding). This may also contribute to the impact on anxiety and stress levels, as indicated in 
SecƟ on 3.3.

4.2 Funding

% Credit card, overdraŌ , loan or 
other form of credit from a 

bank or lending organisaƟ on

Loan or giŌ  from a friend 
or family member

Savings Income Support or 
Hardship funding 

from the States

% No % Yes % No % Yes % No % Yes % No % Yes

Owner occupied (without mort-
gage)

77 23 99 1 73 27 96 4

Owner occupied (with mortgage) 76 24 96 4 68 32 93 7
RenƟ ng (private landlord) 73 27 92 8 67 33 91 9
RenƟ ng (States, Guernsey 

Housing AssociaƟ on or Alderney 
Housing AssociaƟ on, including 

extra care housing)

78 22 90 10 70 30 67 33

ParƟ ally owned (part rent and 
part mortgage)

82 18 88 12 65 35 94 6

Living rent free, or paying a small 
rent e.g. to parent(s) or friend(s)

90 10 98 2 74 26 82 18

AccommodaƟ on provided with 
job

82 18 97 3 76 24 88 12

ResidenƟ al or nursing home 96 4 100 0 57 43 96 4
Other 79 21 100 0 76 24 96 4
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5.1 Charity donaƟ ons

Table 5.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how 
has the amount of money you personally 
donate to chariƟ es been aff ected by 
lockdown?

% It decreased
% It stayed about 

the same
% It increased

22 63 15

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, 
“How has the amount of money you personally 
donate to chariƟ es been aff ected by lockdown?” 
The response for the impact on the charity 
donaƟ ons and provided an answer other than 
“don’t know” or “prefer not to say” (2,754 
respondents) are shown in Table 5.1.1.

Overall, 63% of all respondents indicated that donaƟ ons to chariƟ es had stayed the same, but 
respondents from “other” countries displayed the greatest propensity to have increased their charity 
donaƟ ons (23%) and least reducƟ on (16%) of all those that had registered a country of birth. 60% of 
Latvian respondents indicated that it had decreased - this parƟ cular group had also reported increased 
likelihood to be funding household or personal expenditure from diff erent sources to normal (SecƟ on 
4.2).

25% of respondents from Alderney had reduced their donaƟ on to charity, in comparison to 22% of 
Guernsey resident respondents and 20% of those from Sark. The percentage of respondents that 
increased their charity donaƟ ons were 7% in Alderney, 15% in Guernsey and 20% in Sark. 

Monetary contribuƟ on to chariƟ es decreased signifi cantly for those over 30 years of age up to 60 years 
of age. However it must be noted, that even for the over 65s, who had indicated that income had not 
decreased as signifi cantly over lockdown, there were sƟ ll 15% indicaƟ ng a decrease in charity donaƟ ons 
(although there was also a similar number of respondents in this age category indicaƟ ng an increase, 
at 17%).  Most age categories had a net decrease in donaƟ ons, apart from the 15-19 year age group 
where 32% indicated an increase in charity donaƟ ons in comparison to 11% reporƟ ng a decrease. 

Charity donaƟ ons increased more than they decreased for those that were in full Ɵ me educaƟ on (33% 
increase, 20% decrease - related to the age group trend above), for those not employed but seeking 
work (43% increased, 20% decreased) and for those that were reƟ red (18% increased, 15% decreased). 
For any other category, irrespecƟ ve of whether respondents were employed or not, they were more 
likely to have decreased charity donaƟ ons than increased.

14% of criƟ cal workers increased their charity donaƟ ons, although there was also a higher percentage 
of criƟ cal workers (23%) that indicated a decrease in comparison to non-criƟ cal workers (20%).
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Respondents were signifi cantly more likely to make less charity donaƟ ons if they were pregnant 
or had had a baby in the last six months; 26% reduced their donaƟ ons and only 6% increased their 
giving. For the rest of the respondent populaƟ on, 22% reduced their donaƟ ons and 15% reported an 
increase. A similiar trend can be seen in Figure 5.1.1 for respondents with children aged 0 to 15 in the 
household. The number of donaƟ ons decreased as the number of children in the household increased. 
Respondents with no children in the household were most likely to have increased their donaƟ ons 
during lockdown.

5.1 Charity donaƟ ons

Figure 5.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, how has the amount of money you personally donate 
to chariƟ es been aff ected by lockdown? By number of children in household

Charity donaƟ ons reduced signifi cantly for respondents with either a disability (29%), or a mental or 
emoƟ onal illness (30%) in comparison to those without (21 to 22%). For those that had a long term 
illness, there was liƩ le diff erence in the results when compared to those without a long term illness.

The reducƟ on in charity donaƟ ons was also greater for those receiving care or help at home (from 
family members, partners, friends or paid carers), with 32% reporƟ ng a reducƟ on in comparison to 21% 
of the remaining survey populaƟ on.
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Figure 5.1.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, how has the amount of money you personally donate 
to chariƟ es been aff ected by lockdown? By gross household income

As seen in Figure 5.1.2, respondents within the lowest gross household income bracket were the most 
likely to reduce the amount of money they donated to charity. Households with an income of more 
than £100,000 per year had the most respondents indicaƟ ng an increase in charity donaƟ ons (20%) in 
comparison to other income brackets. The household income band £60,000-£79,999 had the greatest 
proporƟ on of respondents that indicated charity donaƟ ons remained the same over the lockdown 
period. 

When analysed by tenure, the greatest proporƟ on who indicated a reducƟ on in charity donaƟ ons 
were those who parƟ ally owned their property (46%) or were in a nursing or residenƟ al home (42%). 
Respondents who showed the greatest tendency to increase charity donaƟ ons either owned their 
property outright (18%) or were living rent free (i.e with parents), at 16%.

Some respondents indicated that they would like to donate more to charity but could not aff ord to. The 
implicaƟ ons of lockdown also meant that, for some, their usual routes of donaƟ on (i.e to volunteers 
at supermarket doors) were no longer available. Some respondents cancelled donaƟ ons in haste at 
the onset of lockdown but reinstated these once their situaƟ on had stabilised. There were many that 
expressed that they would like to volunteer or donate more in future. 

A few respondents also indicated a reliance on charity over the lockdown period and had tried to access 
food banks and welfare, with variable success. They were from a range of backgrounds, household 
income brackets and tenures. 

5.1 Charity donaƟ ons
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6.1 Shopping and suppliers - switching suppliers

Table 6.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, did you switch suppliers for any of your regular 
purchases?

I kept using the same suppliers as 
before (%)

I switched to using more suppliers 
based outside the Bailiwick (%)

I switched to using more suppliers 
based within the Bailiwick (%)

47 14 38

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “During lockdown, did you switch suppliers for any of 
your regular purchases?” The responses of those that provided an answer other than “not applicable” 
or “prefer not to say” (2,344 respondents) are shown in Table 6.1.1 and Figure 6.1.1.

Just over half of all respondents (52%) made a change in their usage of suppliers, with 38% increasing 
their use of suppliers based in the Bailiwick. Respondents from Guernsey demonstrated the greatest 
change in comparison to other islands, with 39% increasing their usage of more suppliers based in the 
Bailiwick and 14% increasing use of suppliers outside the Bailiwick. 

The increase in off  island supplier usage was very strong in the 15-19 age group, at 23%, and only 26% 
switching to use more local suppliers. Increased use of on island suppliers was notably increased for 
49% of 40-44 year olds, with a switching rate higher than any other age group (63% changed suppliers). 

Figure 6.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, did you switch suppliers for any of your regular 
purchases? By employment status 

As shown in Figure 6.1.1, 60% of employed and 57% of self-employed respondents kept using the same 
suppliers in comparison to 26% of those not employed and not seeking work and 40% of respondents 
in full Ɵ me educaƟ on or training. Switching to more suppliers outside of the Bailiwick was greatest for 
respondents in full Ɵ me educaƟ on or training, at 23% (this corresponds to the paƩ ern seen in the 15-
19 age group indicated above) and those in employment (17%). 67% of those not employed and not 
seeking work switched to using more local suppliers.
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Figure 6.1.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, did you switch suppliers for any of your regular 
purchases? By gender 

6.1 Shopping and suppliers - switching suppliers

Figure 6.1.2 shows that while similar proporƟ ons of men and women kept using the same suppliers as 
before, a greater proporƟ on of the women that changed suppliers swapped to using more on island 
suppliers (43% compared to 33% of men). 10% of women switched to using more off  island suppliers 
compared with 18% of men.

There was an increasing likelihood to have switched to using more local suppliers with an increased 
number of children present in the household, from 37% with no children in the household to 58% or 
more for households with more than 3 children aged 15 or under. 

This was replicated in the responses received from women who were pregnant or had had a child in 
the previous six months, with 46% switching to use more local suppliers and 28% switching to use more 
suppliers based outside of the Bailiwick; more than double the proporƟ on of all respondents. 

When considering whether there were any household members aged 65 or over, there was less 
propensity to have switched suppliers with just over half (52%) remaining with the same supplier in 
comparison to 46% of respondents with no people aged 65 or over in their household.

There was a greater tendency to switch to using more local suppliers if respondents had a physical 
disability (41%) or a long term illness (42%) in comparison to respondents not aff ected by a condiƟ on 
(38%). Those with a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on were less likely to have increased use of local 
suppliers and instead increased usage of suppliers outside of the Bailiwick (18%). 

Carers indicated liƩ le diff erence in their usage or switching of suppliers for regular purchases, whilst 
those receiving care were more likely to have switched to using more local suppliers in comparison to 
those not receiving care (42% and 38% respecƟ vely).
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Figure 6.1.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, did you switch suppliers for any of your regular 
purchases? By gross household income

Respondents that were in lower household income brackets less frequently indicated that they had 
switched suppliers; 44% of respondents with an income less than £20,000 switched suppliers compared 
to 61% of those with an income over £100,000. This is shown in Figure 6.1.3.

6.1 Shopping and suppliers - switching suppliers

It could also be seen that respondents who were owner occupiers with a mortgage or renƟ ng from 
a private landlord showed increased propensity to switch to using more suppliers based within 
the Bailiwick (43% and 42% respecƟ vely). The majority of respondents living in parƟ al ownership 
properƟ es, residenƟ al or nursing homes and those provided with accommodaƟ on with their 
employment indicated that they kept using the same suppliers as before lockdown (77%, 75% and 71% 
respecƟ vely). In some of these cases (i.e. residenƟ al and nursing homes) respondents may have been 
less able to determine their own preferred suppliers for some items.

With regards to reasons for switching to off  island suppliers, this was usually due to aff ordability 
with respondents indicaƟ ng that they could purchase from elsewhere for a cheaper price. OŌ en, 
respondents indicated they would have liked to support local businesses but could not jusƟ fy the 
increased cost. Other main reasons for switching to off  island suppliers were down to choice of 
products, diffi  culty in using local suppliers’ websites or lengthy email response Ɵ mes.
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6.2 Shopping and suppliers - supporƟ ng the local community

As can be seen from the results in SecƟ on 6.1, lockdown had a signifi cant impact on the suppliers used 
as well as how much was spent. There was a strong push to buy local and support local suppliers as 
part of the #GuernseyTogether, “Together we are stronger” campaign during lockdown. The States 
of Guernsey webpages directed people to a selecƟ on of businesses that had signed up to the site 
to provide home delivery opƟ ons (covid19.gov.gg/together/food-drink) or websites for businesses 
that wanted to be included on this list. Other sources encouraging islanders to buy local included 
the Chamber of Commerce and supporƟ ng plaƞ orms such as I (love) to buy local, #buylocalgsy and  
#bestofguernsey.

The States of Guernsey also ran an adverƟ sing campaign around the theme of “your Island needs you” 
(calling upon ideas from the Lord Kitchener campaign during the First World War), such as the example 
shown in Figure 6.2.1.

Figure 6.2.1 AdverƟ sing campaign promoƟ ng use of local suppliers

The free text obtained from this survey showed that the majority of Islanders wanted to back the 
#GuernseyTogether campaign and invest their money in local businesses. SecƟ on 7 outlines the 
experience of islanders who used local suppliers and the ease of accessibility and quality of services 
off ered by local businesses.
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7.1 Shopping experience - visiƟ ng local shops

SecƟ on 7 of this report outlines the experience of respondents who used local suppliers and the ease 
of accessibility and quality of services off ered by local businesses.
 
The broad scoring of the quesƟ on is included at the top of the page at the beginning of each secƟ on. 
Individual categories of respondents have only been highlighted where they diff er from this overall 
average scoring of the experience or uptake of the service.

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “On refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – visiƟ ng local shops?”. The responses of those that 
provided an answer (2,516 respondents) other than “prefer not to say”, “don’t know” or “did not do” 
are shown in Table 7.1.1.

Table 7.1.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how 
were your experiences of the following – visiƟ ng local shops?

% Strongly negaƟ ve % NegaƟ ve % Neutral % PosiƟ ve % Strongly posiƟ ve
4 18 29 40 9

Overall, 91% of respondents had visited local shops during the later stages of lockdown. As shown in 
Figure 7.1.1, the majority of respondents across all age categories visited a local shop, although the 
proporƟ on of those aged 65 and over visiƟ ng a shop was less than younger age groups. All respondents 
aged between 15 and 19 visited a local shop, compared to 76% of respondents aged 75 and over. 

Figure 7.1.1 Respondents that visited local shops by age
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As shown in Figure 7.1.2, younger respondents were generally more posiƟ ve with regards to their 
experience of visiƟ ng local shops, whereas negaƟ ve experiences increased with age up to 54 years 
(27% of respondents in the 50 to 54 age group reported a negaƟ ve or strongly negaƟ ve experience 
when visiƟ ng local shops). Generally, there were more posiƟ ve indicaƟ ons than negaƟ ve, however, the 
comments of those that recorded strongly negaƟ ve experiences are summarised on page 40.

Female respondents were less likely to have visited local shops than male respondents, yet the 
experience was generally more posiƟ ve with 52% reporƟ ng a posiƟ ve experience and 20% a negaƟ ve 
experience. This compares to 45% of males reporƟ ng a posiƟ ve experience and 25% negaƟ ve.

Figure 7.1.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – visiƟ ng local shops? By age
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7.1 Shopping experience - visiƟ ng local shops

There was a noƟ ceably more negaƟ ve experience reported by respondents that were not employed but 
seeking work (43% negaƟ ve), the self-employed (32% negaƟ ve) and respondents unable to work due to 
longstanding illness, disability or infi rmity (32%). 15% in this laƩ er category reported a strongly negaƟ ve 
experience when visiƟ ng local shops and they also had the greatest proporƟ on of respondents, 19%, 
that did not visit local shops during lockdown, followed by 15% of reƟ red respondents. All other 
employment categories had no more than 6% indicaƟ ng a very negaƟ ve experience.

There was no percentage diff erence in the experience for criƟ cal or non-criƟ cal workers although in the 
free text comments there was reference to the hours of access for criƟ cal workers with limited Ɵ me to 
carry out food shops. There were also diffi  culƟ es for some of these workers that were working shiŌ s to 
adhere to certain opening Ɵ mes or to take Ɵ me for queuing. For workers in Agriculture, HorƟ culture, 
Fishing and Quarrying or Manufacturing, visiƟ ng shops was a noƟ ceably less posiƟ ve experience with a 
50% and 40% overall negaƟ ve experience respecƟ vely.

Figure 7.1.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how 
were your experiences of the following – visiƟ ng local shops? By those that were pregnant or 
had a baby in the last six months

Likelihood of visiƟ ng shops was reduced for respondents with three or more children (90%) and for 
those who were pregnant or had recently had a child (85%, see Figure 7.1.3) in comparison to the rest 
of the populaƟ on (94%). The experience was also more negaƟ ve for these groups, at 35% negaƟ ve or 
strongly negaƟ ve) and 40% negaƟ ve or strongly negaƟ ve respecƟ vely. This is in contrast to 22% average 
negaƟ ve for the rest of the populaƟ on without children. There were similar results for respondents with 
at least one person aged 65 or over in their household, however 12% of these respondents did not visit 
shops over the later period of lockdown in comparison to only 5% of respondents without any people 
aged 65 or over in their household.

It was less frequently a posiƟ ve experience for people with a physical disability (34%), compared with 
50% for respondents without a physical disability. There was not much diff erence regarding mental or 
emoƟ onal condiƟ ons. Those that had a long term illness or condiƟ on or physical disability were less 
likely to have visited shops with 83% and 89% uptake respecƟ vely.

28% of carers reported a more negaƟ ve experience in comparison to non-care giving respondents 
(21%). For those receiving care it was also more negaƟ ve with 35% negaƟ ve and 18% posiƟ ve as 
opposed to respondents not receiving care at 22% negaƟ ve and 50% posiƟ ve.
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7.1 Shopping experience - visiƟ ng local shops

Comments received from respondents on visiƟ ng shops included the following points:

• Respondents reduced the frequency of their shopping, but oŌ en found that they iniƟ ally could not 
purchase what they needed due to restocking issues in shops.

• Of the free text received from respondents aged over 65, approximately a sixth reported that they 
had had some of their shopping undertaken by family members, a friend or carer and therefore they 
reduced their likelihood of visiƟ ng shops.

• Overall, the feedback was generally posiƟ ve and most respondents indicated that the COVID-19 
situaƟ on was something that supermarkets and shops had to get used to, as well as themselves as 
customers. It was noted by some that, with regards to the shops themselves, they seemed more 
genuine, caring and appreciaƟ ve of their customers.

• PosiƟ ve comments were also made in relaƟ on to shops being cleaner due to businesses being 
increasingly strict on hygiene.

• The majority of negaƟ ve experiences were associated with other shoppers rather than the shop itself.  
It was thought that there should be more ability for businesses to infl uence the behaviour of their 
customers.

• There was a menƟ on that shop assistants appeared to be exempt from distancing measures. The 
reduced availability of stock was also an area of comment.

• There were many that indicated that they shopped less in person due to the queues. VisiƟ ng shops 
was also a notably more stressful experience for certain groups (mainly the more vulnerable); new 
mothers with babies, pregnant women, elderly with health condiƟ ons and those on the auƟ sƟ c 
spectrum. The stress of queuing and social distancing resulted in respondents seeking alternaƟ ve 
means to access supplies (i.e. home delivery or collecƟ on points) to avoid this situaƟ on.

• There was a noted increase in laxity in the later stages of lockdown in some smaller local shops (more 
especially noƟ ced by respondents in the following categories; the elderly, those with long term health 
condiƟ ons and pregnant women).

• Respondents in other Bailiwick islands to Guernsey found that the strict restricƟ ons and experience of 
shopping in person pushed them to use websites from off  island suppliers.

• A comment was raised as to whether there were price increases by local retailers over the lockdown 
period.
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7.2 Shopping experience - visiƟ ng local takeaway and/or eat-in food and drink 
outlets

Table 7.2.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how were 
your experiences of the following – visiƟ ng local takeaway or eat-in food and drink outlets?

% Strongly negaƟ ve % NegaƟ ve % Neutral % PosiƟ ve % Strongly posiƟ ve
6 9 29 44 12

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “On refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – VisiƟ ng local takeaway or eat-in food and drink outlets?”. 
The responses of those that provided an answer (1,748 respondents) other than “prefer not to say”, 
“don’t know” or “did not do” are shown in Table 7.2.1.

Overall, an average of 74% of survey respondents visited local takeaways and/or eat-in food and drink 
establishments. As shown in Figure 7.2.1, there was less uptake in the older age groups, 63% or less 
of respondents aged 65 or over visited local takeaway or eat-in food and drink outlets. There was peak 
uptake for respondents aged between 20 and 29 with 85% indicaƟ ng they had visited a local takeaway 
and/or eat-in food and drink outlet. Males were more likely than females to have used this service (78% 
and 70% respecƟ vely).

Correspondingly, the highest usage of takeaways and restaurants was for those in full Ɵ me educaƟ on or 
training, at 97%, and respondents who were employed or self-employed, at 78%. There was a greater 
uptake of takeaways indicated by workers in the informaƟ on and communicaƟ ons sector (92%).

Figure 7.2.1 Respondents that visited local takeaway or eat-in food and drink outlets by age
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7.2 Shopping experience - visiƟ ng local takeaway and/or eat-in food and drink 
outlets

Figure 7.2.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – visiƟ ng local takeaway or eat-in food and drink 
outlets? By gross household income

There were mainly neutral or posiƟ ve experiences of local takeaway or eat-in establishments. The 
relaƟ vely small number of negaƟ ve remarks included comments relaƟ ng to the Ɵ me taken for delivery 
of takeaway food and quality. The experience of collecƟ on of food at restaurants was very posiƟ ve as 
was the sit down/eat in experience once this was permiƩ ed in the later stages of lockdown.

83% of respondents who had a baby in the previous six months or were pregnant had visited a 
takeaway or eat-in food and drink outlet. Respondents with any children aged under 15 in the 
household were also more likely to have used these outlets, with an average of 77% in comparison 
to 72% of respondents without children in their household. If there were any over 65s present in a 
household, the rate of uptake dropped to 67%.

Any respondents that received care or help, had a long term illness or health condiƟ on or physical 
disability were less likely to have visited takeaways or eat-in food and drink outlets (58%, 63% and 
65% respecƟ vely). This compares to 74-76% of the populaƟ on without these condiƟ ons. This was 
less noƟ ceable for the carers, 71% of which reported having visited a takeaway or eat-in food or drink 
outlets.

There was an increased use of takeaways and restaurants for respondents with a total household 
income of more than £60,000. Uptake increased from 62% in the less than £20,000 income bracket to 
72% in the £20,000 to £39,999 group to over 78% of those respondents with a household income of 
more than £60,000. The experience was also more negaƟ ve for respondents within gross household 
income bands of less than £60,000, as seen in Figure 7.2.2.
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7.3 Shopping experience - ordering by phone

Table 7.3.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how 
were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers by phone?

% Strongly negaƟ ve % NegaƟ ve % Neutral % PosiƟ ve % Strongly posiƟ ve
3 7 22 46 23

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “On refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers by phone?”. The responses 
of those that provided an answer (1,726 respondents) other than “prefer not to say”, “don’t know” or 
“did not do” are featured in this secƟ on. Responses of those that had ordered from local suppliers by 
phone are shown in Table 7.3.1.

75% of respondents had ordered products or services by phone during lockdown. Feedback was 
generally posiƟ ve from 69% of respondents (23% strongly posiƟ ve, see Table 7.3.1). Males were more 
likely to order by phone (77% male, 72% female) and tendency to order by phone increased with age. 
Figure 7.3.1 shows that 20 to 24 years olds were least likely to have ordered by phone (56% had done 
so). 15 to 19 year olds had the most negaƟ ve experience (29% negaƟ ve overall) and 25 to 29 year olds 
had the least posiƟ ve experience (53%).

Figure 7.3.1 Respondents that ordered from local suppliers by phone by age

The majority of self-employed respondents had used a phone to order from local suppliers, with 83% 
having done so over the lockdown period. Survey respondents who were not employed but seeking 
work or unable to work due to long term illness were less likely to order by phone, just 29% and 31% 
ordered by phone respecƟ vely. Workers employed in the hospitality sector were the least likely to have 
used the phone for ordering from local suppliers, 43% had not.
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7.3 Shopping experience - ordering by phone

If the respondent had recently had a baby or was pregnant there was an increased likelihood that they 
would have used a phone when ordering from local suppliers (78%). This group generally reported a 
more posiƟ ve experience (79% overall posiƟ ve) than the remaining respondents, at 69%.

Respondents with a long term illness were slightly less likely to order from local suppliers by phone 
(72%) as were those with a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on (71%). There was no signifi cant 
diff erence in usage whether respondents had a physical disability or not.

Survey respondents who were classifi ed as carers did not order by phone as much as the general 
populaƟ on (31% did not order by phone compared to 25% of non- carers). This increased signifi cantly  
for those receiving care with 43% not using the phone to order from local suppliers.

Respondents in the lower household income brackets had a more negaƟ ve experience of ordering by 
phone (see Figure 7.3.2). The level of ordering by phone was broadly similar across the income brackets 
(at 71 to 83%). Respondents with a household income of over £100,000 were the most likely to use a 
phone when ordering from local suppliers (83%). 

Figure 7.3.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers by phone? By 
gross household income

Overall, comments from the free text quesƟ ons indicated that respondents thought small local 
businesses stepped up (more so than some larger organisaƟ ons) to provide a telephone order service 
that they previously did not have or enhanced the off ering that they already had.

Some respondents used a phone as they found it easier to access what they wanted by speaking 
directly to someone. Generally the customer service was reported to be good, although there were 
occasionally issues with phones not being answered or engaged, assumedly due to high demand.

It was thought that most retailers were quick to respond and deliver if the goods were ordered by 
phone, although there were a few respondents that experienced a delayed delivery. CollecƟ on services 
were also accessed by phone, with payment taken in this way.
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7.4 Shopping experience - ordering by email

Table 7.4.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how 
were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers by email?

% Strongly negaƟ ve % NegaƟ ve % Neutral % PosiƟ ve % Strongly posiƟ ve
3 7 24 44 23

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “On refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers by email?”. The responses 
of those that provided an answer (1,589 respondents) other than “prefer not to say”, “don’t know” or 
“did not do” are featured in the this secƟ on. Responses of those that had ordered from local suppliers 
by email are shown in Table 7.4.1.

Overall, 70% of respondents to the survey had used email to make orders, however there was a 
noƟ ceable diff erence between the islands with 100% of those living in Sark and 98% of Alderney 
respondents using email as a means of ordering from local suppliers.

As shown in Table 7.4.1, two thirds of respondents that ordered by email had a posiƟ ve experience 
(23% strongly posiƟ ve). Respondents in the older age groups were more likely to use email for 
ordering from local suppliers with an average of 75% of those aged over 40 years (see Figure 7.4.1), in 
comparison to 41% of 15 to 19 year olds and 57% of 20 to 24 year olds. The experience was also more 
negaƟ ve in these younger age groups (53% and 17% overall negaƟ ve respecƟ vely) in comparison to the 
overall average of 10% (see Table 7.4.1).

When considered by household composiƟ on this is also true, any respondents with a person aged 
over 65 included in the household were more likely to have used email to order from local suppliers 
(74%) than those without (69%). This use of email increased with the number of over 65 year olds in a 
household.

Figure 7.4.1 Respondents that ordered from local suppliers by email by age
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7.4 Shopping experience - ordering by email

There was a broadly similar experience of ordering by email for the majority of survey parƟ cipants as 
shown in Figure 7.4.2, although 25% of those with a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on registered 
a negaƟ ve experience and also reported a lower uptake of using email, at 65%, in comparison to the 
overall average of 70%. 

The lowest uptake for ordering by email was for respondents in the lowest gross household income 
category (less than £20,000) at 41%.

Figure 7.4.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers by email? By 
health condiƟ on

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

% respondents

NegativeStrongly negative Neutral Positive Strongly positive

No physical disability

Physical disability

No long term illness

Long term illness



47 Bailiwick of Guernsey Community Survey Report 

7.5 Shopping experience - ordering via a website

Table 7.5.1 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how 
were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers via a website?

% Strongly negaƟ ve % NegaƟ ve % Neutral % PosiƟ ve % Strongly posiƟ ve
3 6 21 46 24

All survey respondents were asked the quesƟ on, “On refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers via a website?”. The 
responses of those that provided an answer (1,757 respondents) other than “prefer not to say”, “don’t 
know” and “did not do” are featured in this secƟ on. Responses of those that had ordered from local 
suppliers by website are shown in Table 7.5.1.

Table 7.5.1 shows that overall there were very few negaƟ ve responses with regards to use of websites. 
Any signifi cant comments on general shopping experience have been included at the end of this secƟ on 
on page 50.

On average, 74% of survey respondents had used a local supplier website for ordering goods. 
Respondents aged 15 to 19 and 75 and over were the least likely to use a website to order from local 
businesses (62% and 65% respecƟ vely, see Figure 7.5.1). Just under a quarter of respondents with at 
least one person aged 65 or over in the household did not order from a local supplier website.

Figure 7.5.1 Respondents that ordered from local suppliers via a website by age
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7.5 Shopping experience - ordering via a website

The majority of each age group were posiƟ ve or strongly posiƟ ve regarding their experience (see Figure 
7.5.2). 15 to 19 year olds reported the most negaƟ ve experience (21% negaƟ ve overall). This also 
carried across into the group idenƟ fi ed as being in full Ɵ me educaƟ on or training, with 20% reporƟ ng 
a negaƟ ve experience. It must be noted that the 15 to 19 age group also had the highest proporƟ on of 
strongly posiƟ ve experiences (43%) and few neutral results (9%).

Females were more likely to report a posiƟ ve experience when using local suppliers’ websites (51% 
reported a posiƟ ve experience and 29% strongly posiƟ ve) as opposed to 41% and 20% of males 
respecƟ vely. Fewer females ordered from local suppliers via a website as opposed to males (73% and 
78% respecƟ vely). CriƟ cal workers were also less likely to have ordered from a website, at 74%.

Use of websites to order from local suppliers was a generally posiƟ ve experience irrespecƟ ve of 
whether respondents were pregnant or had a baby in the last six months (73%). Uptake was higher in 
this group of respondents, at 87%, in comparison to 75% for the rest of the respondent populaƟ on. This 
is also a greater proporƟ on in comparison to the general female respondent populaƟ on, at 73%.

Figure 7.5.2 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown how 
were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers via a website? By age
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Figure 7.5.3 Responses to the quesƟ on, on refl ecƟ on, during the later stages of lockdown 
how were your experiences of the following – ordering from local suppliers via a website? By 
health condiƟ on
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Respondents who had a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on were less posiƟ ve about their experience 
in ordering from local suppliers via a website, with 55% reporƟ ng a posiƟ ve or strongly posiƟ ve 
experience, compared to 72% of respondents without a mental or emoƟ onal health condiƟ on (see 
Figure 7.5.3).

Overall, usage of local website suppliers increased with increasing household income, 83% of 
respondents in the highest gross household income category had uƟ lised this service. The gross 
household income category of £20,000-£39,999 had the least propensity to order via a website, 29% 
having not uƟ lised this. 

Feedback was generally posiƟ ve for the majority of respondents but it was thought that businesses 
should have been able to access grants and/or technical support to enable them to set up a fully 
funcƟ oning website to effi  ciently deal with enquiries and orders during lockdown. 

7.5 Shopping experience - ordering via a website
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7.6 Shopping experience - comments

PosiƟ ve comments relaƟ ng to general shopping experience during lockdown included:

• Home deliveries of food, essenƟ al goods and, later, the delivery of garden, recreaƟ onal items, 
entertainment and leisure goods were valued

• Many respondents enjoyed the facility of having their items delivered and hoped to conƟ nue using 
some of the retailers that were off ering this service

• Approximately three fi Ō hs of comments received from the over 65s indicated that they had used local 
delivery services over the lockdown period, with the majority indicaƟ ng that it was a good experience.

For the few respondents that did report a negaƟ ve experience, the comments included:

• Diffi  culƟ es in accessing some services for respondents that did not have a credit or debit card and 
could only pay with cash

• It was thought that there was someƟ mes an element of “pot luck” on what was received in the 
delivered basket of food and drink, although the majority of respondents were happy and understood 
that they might not get their usual brands. There were some more negaƟ ve experiences with 
respondents saying that more expensive items were received than specifi ed.

• Respondents in receipt of a pension or benefi ts (generally in the lower household income brackets) 
were more likely to indicate that they had found online shopping from local suppliers more expensive 
than their normal mode of shopping. Some respondents combined orders with other relaƟ ves or 
friends living close by to minimise delivery charges.
 
• Delivery charges from some local companies pushed some respondents to ordering from off  island 
suppliers, as did unanswered enquiries. Those that switched to off -island suppliers indicated they had 
done so due to poor response Ɵ mes and the customer service received. 

• The websites of local retailers were found by some respondents to not be easily usable and there was 
increased reliance on social media such as Facebook and phone to get the orders fulfi lled. This caused 
problems for some respondents who did not want to sign up to Facebook in order to have supplies 
delivered.
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8.1 Methodology

The Community Survey was commissioned as part of a research project aimed at understanding how 
the wellbeing of the community has been impacted by the global coronavirus pandemic and the 
measures put in place in the Bailiwick to control the spread of the virus locally. It was undertaken 
in-house with costs kept to a bare minimum (with £10,000 spent on analysis, translaƟ on, adverƟ sing 
and prinƟ ng). Data collected via this survey is intended to be combined with data from a wide range of 
States’ sources and research undertaken by other organisaƟ ons in order to understand the full picture. 

The Survey was launched on 22nd June and closed on 30th July 2020. The quesƟ onnaire was made 
available online (in English, Latvian, Polish and Portuguese) and also on paper. ParƟ cipaƟ on was 
voluntary but encouraged via media releases and briefi ngs, on social media, via a fi eldworker in town 
and the bridge and by email to those that had registered with the Community Monitoring Tool and the 
States’ noƟ fi caƟ on system mynoƟ fi caƟ ons.gov.gg. At the Ɵ me of wriƟ ng this report, 3,648 people had 
completed and returned the survey, which equates to 7% of the populaƟ on of the Bailiwick aged 16 or 
over. 

An alternaƟ ve (easy read) survey was issued on the same day to Adult Disability Service users and was 
also made available on the website and promoted by the States Disability Offi  cer. 51 people completed 
that survey. PDF copies of both survey quesƟ onnaires are available from gov.gg/communitysurvey.

Respondents were not asked for any informaƟ on that would personally idenƟ fy them and were able 
to answer as many or few quesƟ ons as they wished. There was an opƟ on to skip the more detailed 
quesƟ ons and 295 respondents selected that opƟ on. Results are presented as percentages of those 
that didn’t skip the quesƟ on and provided a response other than “prefer not to say”. Some quesƟ ons 
were only applicable to some of the respondents (idenƟ fi able via responses to earlier quesƟ ons); the 
results of these quesƟ ons are presented as percentages of respondents to whom the quesƟ on applied 
and are described as such in the report. As a result, the lowest staƟ sƟ cal confi dence interval for fi gures 
presented in this report is plus or minus 2.5% at a confi dence level of 95%. QuesƟ ons that had 2,300 or 
more respondents have a confi dence interval of 2%. However, these confi dence fi gures should be read 
in the context of the informaƟ on above regarding the raw nature of the data used. 

The profi le of respondents did not match the demographic profi le of the populaƟ on of the Bailiwick, 
but weighƟ ngs have been applied (relaƟ ng to age, gender and household income, as described on the 
next page) to staƟ sƟ cally adjust for this and ensure the quanƟ taƟ ve results provided in this report are 
representaƟ ve. All the results in this report are based on the weighted data.
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If you would like any further informaƟ on on the Community Monitoring Survey or any of the other 
States of Guernsey Data and Analysis publicaƟ ons, which are all available online at gov.gg/data, please 
contact us for further informaƟ on.

E-mail:     dataandanalysis@gov.gg

Write:   Data and Analysis
   Sir Charles Frossard House
   La Charroterie
   St Peter Port
   Guernsey
   GY1 1FH

9.1 Contact details

8.1 Methodology

% 
other 

% 
female

% 
male

15 to 19 <1 1 0
20 to 24 <1 2 1
25 to 29 <1 4 1
30 to 34 <1 5 1
35 to 39 <1 6 2
40 to 44 <1 7 3
45 to 49 <1 8 3
50 to 54 <1 9 3
55 to 59 <1 8 3
60 to 64 <1 8 4
65 to 69 <1 5 3
70 to 74 <1 5 2
75 and over <1 3 2
None 1 1 1
Total 2 69 29

Table 8.1.2 Unweighted 
survey respondents age and 
gender

% 
other 

% 
female

% 
male

15 to 19 <1 3 3
20 to 24 <1 3 3
25 to 29 <1 3 4
30 to 34 <1 4 4
35 to 39 <1 4 4
40 to 44 <1 4 3
45 to 49 <1 4 4
50 to 54 <1 4 4
55 to 59 <1 5 4
60 to 64 <1 4 4
65 to 69 <1 3 3
70 to 74 <1 3 3
75 and over <1 6 4
None <1 1 1
Total 1 51 48

Table 8.1.3 Weighted survey 
respondents age and gender

% 
female

% 
male

15 to 19 3 3
20 to 24 3 3
25 to 29 4 4
30 to 34 4 4
35 to 39 4 4
40 to 44 4 3
45 to 49 4 4
50 to 54 5 4
55 to 59 5 4
60 to 64 4 4
65 to 69 3 3
70 to 74 3 3
75 and over 6 5
None 0 0
Total 51 49

Table 8.1.1 Bailiwick 
populaƟ on age and 
gender

The profi le of respondents was compared with Bailiwick populaƟ on demographics in terms of age, 
gender, economic status, household income, household composiƟ on and housing tenure. It was 
apparent that the raw profi le of respondents was not representaƟ ve, but a good match was achieved 
aŌ er weighƟ ng by age and gender and, subsequently, household income. The eff ect on the age and 
gender profi le is shown below in Tables 8.1.1, 8.1.2 and 8.1.3 (“other” includes those that leŌ  the 
quesƟ on blank, selected “prefer not to say”, “non-binary” or “prefer to self-describe”.
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For more informaƟ on 
go to gov.gg/data


