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Abstract
Background
Increasing inequalities in rates of obesity and chronic disease may be partly fuelled by increasing dietary inequalities, however very few nationally representative analyses of socioeconomic trends in dietary inequalities exist. The release of the 2011–13 Australian National Nutrition and Physical Activity Survey data allows investigation of change in dietary intake according to socioeconomic position (SEP) in Australia using a large, nationally representative sample, compared to the previous national survey in 1995. This study examined change in dietary intakes of energy, macronutrients, fiber, fruits and vegetables among Australian adults between 1995 and 2011–13, according to SEP.

Methods
Cross-sectional data were obtained from the 1995 National Nutrition Survey, and the 2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Survey. Dietary intake data were collected via a 24-h dietary recall (n = 17,484 adults) and a dietary questionnaire (n = 15,287 adults). SEP was assessed according to educational level, equivalized household income, and area-level disadvantage. Survey-weighted linear and logistic regression models, adjusted for age, sex/gender and smoking status, examined change in dietary intakes over time.

Results
Dietary intakes remained poor across the SEP spectrum in both surveys, as evidenced by high consumption of saturated fat and total sugars, and low fiber, fruit and vegetable intakes. There was consistent evidence (i.e. according to ≥2 SEP measures) of more favorable changes in dietary intakes of carbohydrate, polyunsaturated and monounsaturated fat in higher, relative to lower SEP groups, particularly in women. Intakes of energy, total fat, saturated fat and fruit differed over time according to a single SEP measure (i.e. educational level, household income, or area-level disadvantage). There were no changes in intake of total sugars, protein, fiber or vegetables according to any SEP measures.

Conclusions
There were few changes in dietary intakes of energy, most macronutrients, fiber, fruits and vegetables in Australian adults between 1995 and 2011–13 according to SEP. For carbohydrate, polyunsaturated and monounsaturated fat, more favorable changes in intakes occurred in higher SEP groups. Despite the persistence of suboptimal dietary intakes, limited evidence of widening dietary inequalities is positive from a public health perspective.
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Background
Health inequalities are systematic differences in health among societal groups [1]. These differences in health are largely the consequence of social systems that differentially distribute material and social resources according to factors such as income, education, wealth and power, leading to social stratification [2]. In Australia [3, 4] and other developed nations [5–9], socioeconomically disadvantaged individuals have higher rates of obesity and chronic disease compared to their more advantaged counterparts. Although initiatives to reduce inequalities are underway worldwide [10], socioeconomic differences in obesity and health nevertheless persist and are widening in some cases [7, 11].
Increasing inequalities in rates of obesity and chronic disease may be partly fuelled by increasing dietary inequalities [12–14]. Examining socioeconomic trends in dietary intake might therefore reveal important targets for intervention that can guide public health policy. Recent analyses suggest that socioeconomic gradients in diet quality and in intakes of some foods and nutrients widened between 1999 and 2012 in the US [15–17]. For instance, Rehm et al. [15] found that although overall diet quality (American Heart Association diet score) improved between 1999 and 2012 in the US population, improvements were smaller for those with lower family incomes and lower educational attainment. Wang et al. [16] reported similarly (Alternate Healthy Eating Index Score), finding that the gap in diet quality between low and high socioeconomic status (a composite variable based on education and income level) adults in the US widened from 3.9 points in 1999 to 7.8 points in 2010. Comparable, recent, analyses have not been conducted in other nations, however. Such analyses are essential to understand how dietary inequalities have evolved over time within political, socioeconomic and dietary contexts that differ from those in the US, and can yield important insights with implications for policies intended to mitigate socioeconomic inequalities.
Dietary inequalities can be characterized at various levels, from the level of nutrients and moving upwards to consider foods, food groups, eating occasions, and dietary patterns. Quantifying change in inequalities at each of these levels is important, as associations between diet and health are underpinned by interactions among dietary components. The health impacts of dietary patterns, for instance, are mediated by their constituent foods, which are themselves comprised of macro and micronutrients with important physiological functions [18].
In Australia, the release of the 2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Survey (NNPAS) data have, for the first time, presented an opportunity to investigate change in dietary intake in adults according to socioeconomic position (SEP) using a large, nationally representative sample, compared to the previous national survey in 1995. These data provide a key opportunity to understand how dietary inequalities evolved over time within the Australian political, socioeconomic and dietary context. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine change in dietary inequalities in intakes of energy, macronutrients, fiber, fruits and vegetables among Australian adults between 1995 and 2011–13.

Methods
Survey design and sampling
Data for these analyses were provided by Australian adults (19–85 years) who participated in the 1995 National Nutrition Survey (NNS) [19], and adults who participated in the 2011–13 NNPAS [20]. These nationally representative, cross-sectional surveys were conducted using stratified multistage area-based sampling procedures of private dwellings in rural and urban locations in all Australian states and territories. The surveys were conducted under the authority of the Census and Statistics Act of 1905 and the procedures followed were in accordance with the Helsinki Declaration of 1975 as revised in 1983.
Participants in the 1995 NNS were a subsample of adults (n = 10,851; 61% response rate) who participated in the 1995 Australian National Health Survey. NNS participants completed an in-person 24-h dietary recall and provided information on a range of health behaviors and sociodemographic variables in a written questionnaire. Individuals who completed a dietary recall were also asked to complete a written dietary questionnaire with questions on usual fruit and vegetable intake, of whom 8332 did so (77% response rate). In 2011–13, 9341 adults participated in the NNPAS (77% response rate). Participants in the NNPAS completed a 24-h dietary recall, a brief dietary questionnaire with questions on usual fruit and vegetable intake, and provided information on a range of health behaviors and sociodemographic variables during in-person interviews.
Individuals were excluded if they were pregnant or breastfeeding, or were missing information on household income or neighborhood of residence. After excluding those who reported zero energy intake, the final sample for analysis of data from 24-h dietary recalls was 9277 in 1995 (4498 men and 4779 women), and 8207 in 2011–13 (3897 men and 4310 women) (Additional file 1). After excluding those who did not provide information on fruit and/or vegetable intakes, the final sample for analysis of change in fruit and vegetable intakes was 7078 individuals in 1995 (3346 men and 3732 women), and 8209 individuals in 2011–13 (3898 men and 4311 women) (Additional file 2).

Dietary intake assessment
The current examination of dietary change spanned two levels of the nutritional hierarchy: nutrients and foods, as methodologic changes between surveys precluded analyses at other levels.
24-h dietary recall
In 1995, dietary data were collected via an in-person three-stage multiple pass 24-h food recall with a trained dietitian (methods adapted from USDA [21]). In 2011–13, dietary data were collected via a computer-assisted in-person five-stage multiple pass 24-h food recall with trained interviewers from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (methods adapted from USDA [22]) The current study uses data from a single 24-h dietary recall, conducted on all days of the week, and during all seasons of the year.
Foods and beverages consumed were converted to nutrient intakes using databases prepared by the Australia New Zealand Food Authority (1995) [19] and Food Standards Australia New Zealand (2011–13) [23]. Intakes of energy (kJ) and of the following nutrients were considered: protein (% of energy (%E)), carbohydrate (%E), total sugars (%E), total fat (%E), saturated fat (SFA; %E), polyunsaturated fat (PUFA; %E), monounsaturated fat (MUFA; %E), and fiber (g/1000 kJ). In 1995, energy contributed by dietary fiber was not considered in the nutrient values provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. For comparability with the 2011–13 data, total energy intake, macronutrient intakes as a proportion of energy, and fiber density were re-calculated assuming that fiber contributed 8 kJ of energy per gram, which was the value used in 2011–13. Due to differences in the manner in which the contents of mixed dishes reported in 24-h recalls were disaggregated between surveys, data from 24-h recalls could not be used to examine change in intakes of particular foods or food groups over time.

Brief dietary questionnaire
In 1995, participants completed a self-administered, written dietary questionnaire in which they reported the number of daily serves of fruits and vegetables usually consumed in the past 12 months, with response options of: ≤ 1, 2–3, 4–5, ≥ 6 serves/d, or I don’t eat. These questions have been shown to provide valid estimates of fruit and vegetable intake [24, 25]. In 2011–13, participants reported the number of daily serves of fruits and vegetables they normally consumed to a trained interviewer, with response options of: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, ≥ 6 serves/d, or I don’t eat. The 2011–13 questions were based on those used in 1995, and additionally specified that participants should include potatoes, but not fruit/vegetable juice, in their estimates. Usual daily fruit and vegetable consumption were dichotomized into ≥ 2 serves/d and ≥ 4 serves/d, respectively, as the response options in 1995 did not allow us to distinguish between those consuming 4 or 5 serves daily. These values were chosen to most closely resemble recommendations in the Australian Dietary Guidelines, which recommend consumption of at least 2 daily serves of fruit and at least 5 daily serves of vegetables [26].


Socioeconomic position
We examined change according to three measures of SEP that have been associated with dietary intake in the literature [27–29], in previous analyses of the 1995 NNS [30–32] and 2011–13 NNPAS [33] and were comparable across the two surveys: educational level, household income, and area-level disadvantage.
Education
Educational level in both surveys was based on whether participants had completed secondary school (yes, no) and their highest post-school qualification (1995: 29 pre-coded response options across three questions; 2011–13: open-ended responses). Responses were categorized as low (less than secondary), medium (secondary/trade/diploma), or high (tertiary).

Income
Individuals reported total weekly gross household income in both surveys. Differences in household types and compositions, and their requirements relative to income, were taken into account by calculating household income equivalence scales [34], which were expressed as deciles of gross equivalized household income. Deciles were subsequently combined into three income groups categorized as low (decile 1–3), medium (decile 4–7), or high (decile 8–10).

Area-level disadvantage
The Australian Bureau of Statistics’ Socio-Economic Index for Areas (SEIFA) classifies areas according to relative levels of socioeconomic deprivation using variables collected in the Australian census [35]. The SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage is divided into quintiles ordered from most (quintile 1) to least disadvantaged (quintile 5). Higher quintiles are indicative of areas with lower levels of disadvantage, such as where fewer individuals have low incomes, low educational attainment, or work in unskilled occupations. Individuals were assigned to quintiles based on their area of residence in both surveys.


Potential confounders
Age (continuous) and smoking status (current, former, never) were considered as potential confounders. Sex/gender was included as a potential confounder in overall analyses, and was used as a stratifying variable in sex/gender-specific analyses. Although the survey asked participants to report sex using a single question with binary response categories (male or female), the biological factor of sex cannot be analytically disentangled from the social construct of gender. This is particularly the case for the current analyses, as dietary intake and vulnerability to socioeconomic disadvantage are functions of both biological (sex) and behavioral (gender) attributes. Our analyses therefore capture the joint effects of sex and gender, but our interpretations focus on the effects of gendered social roles and behaviors, rather than biological differences associated with sex.
Energy intake underreporting
The probability of underreporting, defined as a ratio of reported energy intake to basal metabolic rate of < 1.2 [36–39], did not differ over time according to SEP in our data set (n = 16,390, as 1094 participants were missing BMI which is required to estimate basal metabolic rate). Therefore, given that our aim was to estimate change in dietary inequalities over time rather than absolute intakes at a particular point in time, and in keeping with previous analyses [15], no adjustment was made for energy intake misreporting. This also allowed us to retain participants with missing BMI data in the analysis, thereby reducing possible selection bias.


Statistical analyses
Descriptive statistics for nutrient intakes are presented as weighted means and proportions with 95% CI. Linear regression models (Wald test of association) examined change in dietary intakes of energy, protein, carbohydrate, total sugars, fat, fat subtypes and fiber (continuous outcomes) according to three categorical measures of SEP exposures (education level, household income, area-level disadvantage) between 1995 and 2011–13 (n = 17,484). Logistic regression (Wald test of association) examined change in the probability of meeting fruit intake recommendations (≥ 2 serves/d), or consuming ≥ 4 serves/d of vegetables between 1995 and 2011–13 (n = 15,287), also according to the three categorical measures of SEP. Person-specific weights, adjusted for probability of selection and non-response, were used to ensure estimates were representative of the Australian population. Overall models adjusted for age (continuous), sex/gender (binary), and smoking (categorical). Sex/gender-stratified models were adjusted for age and smoking. To assess whether the association of SEP with dietary intake differed over time, all models included a categorical interaction term for SEP by time. If the results of the overall F test were statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level, pairwise comparisons were performed to examine change in intakes over time according to SEP level.
Although a large number of tests were conducted, they were all pre-planned based on prior evidence of associations [15, 27]. Adjustments for multiple comparisons can reduce the likelihood of Type 1 errors, however they do so at the expense of increasing the likelihood of Type 2 errors [40]. Given that our data represent real dietary intake data, many of which have been associated with SEP in previous studies [15, 27], it would be wrong to assume that Type 1 errors were of greater concern than Type 2 errors [40]. Therefore in keeping with similar studies [15], data were not adjusted for multiple comparisons. Results were, however, interpreted cautiously considering p-values, theoretical plausibility and effect sizes. Moreover, we focussed our discussion on changes in dietary intakes for which evidence of change was strongest (i.e. changes observed for multiple SEP measures), and avoided discussing non-significant trends. Survey-weighted, adjusted means and 95% CI are presented, using the post-hoc margins command in Stata. P < 0.05 was considered a statistically significant finding for all analyses. Analyses were conducted in Stata (version 13.0; Stata Corp, TX, USA).


Results
Descriptive characteristics
Survey-weighted sociodemographic characteristics and dietary intakes of participants in 1995 and 2011–13 are presented in Table 1. Both samples were nearly evenly distributed according to sex/gender, however the mean age in 2011–13 was higher at 47.3 years (95% CI: 46.8, 47.8), compared to 44.3 years (95% CI: 43.8, 44.8) in 1995. Educational level increased over time, while smoking declined. Reported energy intake was lower in 2011–13 (8737 kJ/d, 95% CI: 8629–8844 KJ/d) compared to 1995 (9444 kJ/d, 95% CI: 9338–9550 kJ/d).Table 1Participant characteristics and dietary intake in the 1995 National Nutrition Survey and the 2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Survey


	Variables
	1995 National Nutrition Survey
	2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Survey

	Men
	Women
	Overall
	Men
	Women
	Overall

	 	n = 4498
	n = 4779
	n = 9277
	n = 3897
	n = 4310
	n = 8207

	Sex/gendera
	4498 (50.9) [49.8, 51.9]
	4779 (49.2) [48.1, 50.2]
	 	3897 (51.7) [50.2, 53.1]
	4310 (48.3) [46.9, 49.8]
	 
	Ageb
	43.2 [42.6, 43.8]
	45.4 [44.8, 46.0]
	44.3 [43.8, 44.8]
	46.7 [46.0, 47.4]
	47.9 [47.2, 48.6]
	47.3 [46.8, 47.8]

	Equivalized weekly household incomea

	 Low (decile 1–3)
	1115 (24.9) [23.4, 26.5]
	1492 (31.5) [29.9, 33.1]
	2607 (28.1) [26.9, 29.4]
	1014 (24.5) [22.8, 26.3]
	1520 (31.5) [29.7, 33.3]
	2534 (27.9) [26.6, 29.2]

	 Medium (decile 4–7)
	1731 (38.2) [36.5, 40.0]
	1793 (37.7) [36.1, 39.4]
	3524 (38.0) [36.6, 39.3]
	1484 (41.1) [39.1, 43.2]
	1626 (40.0) [38.0, 42.0]
	3110 (40.6) [39.2, 42.0]

	 High (decile 8–10)
	1652 (36.9) [35.2, 38.6]
	1494 (30.9) [29.3, 32.4]
	3146 (33.9) [32.6, 35.3]
	1399 (34.3) [32.4, 36.4]
	1164 (28.5) [26.7, 30.4]
	2563 (31.5) [30.2, 32.9]

	Educational levela

	 Low (less than secondary)
	2172 (45.9) [44.2, 47.7]
	2703 (55.0) [53.2, 56.7]
	4875 (50.4) [49.1, 51.7]
	936 (22.4) [20.7, 24.1]
	1359 (29.0) [27.3, 30.8]
	2295 (25.6) [24.4, 26.9]

	 Medium (secondary/diploma/trade)
	2001 (46.1) [44.3, 47.9]
	1784 (39.4) [37.7, 41.1]
	3785 (42.8) [41.5, 44.1]
	2017 (54.1) [52.0, 56.2]
	1774 (43.3) [41.3, 45.4]
	3791 (48.9) [47.4, 50.4]

	 High (tertiary)
	325 (8.0) [7.0, 9.1]
	292 (5.7) [5.0, 6.5]
	617 (6.8) [6.2, 7.6]
	944 (23.5) [21.8, 25.3]
	1177 (27.7) [25.9, 29.5]
	2121 (25.5) [24.3, 26.8]

	Area-level disadvantagea

	 1st quintile (most disadvantaged)
	829 (17.7) [16.3, 19.1]
	949 (19.3) [18.0, 20.7]
	1778 (18.5) [17.4, 19.6]
	717 (18.3) [16.7, 20.0]
	865 (19.1) [17.5, 20.7]
	1582 (18.7) [17.6, 19.8]

	 2nd quintile
	863 (18.8) [17.5, 20.3]
	924 (19.3) [17.9, 20.7]
	1787 (19.1) [17.9, 20.3]
	819 (21.0) [19.4, 22.8]
	900 (20.0) [18.4, 21.6]
	1719 (20.5) [19.4, 21.7]

	 3rd quintile
	881 (17.8) [16.4, 19.2]
	929 (18.1) [16.8, 19.5]
	1810 (18.0) [16.9, 19.1]
	779 (20.7) [19.1, 22.5]
	854 (21.0) [19.4, 22.7]
	1633 (20.9) [19.7, 22.1]

	 4th quintile
	943 (21.4) [19.9, 23.0]
	1010 (21.0) [19.7, 22.5]
	1953 (21.2) [20.0, 22.5]
	719 (19.6) [18.0, 21.4]
	734 (18.2) [16.6, 19.8]
	1453 (18.9) [17.8, 20.1]

	 5th quintile (least disadvantaged)
	982 (24.3) [22.7, 26.1]
	967 (22.2) [20.7, 23.8]
	1949 (23.3) [22.0, 24.7]
	863 (20.3) [18.7, 22.1]
	957 (21.8) [20.2, 23.6]
	1820 (21.1) [19.9, 22.3]

	Smokinga

	 Never
	1710 (39.8) [38.1, 41.6]
	2627 (56.3) [54.6, 58.0]
	4337 (47.9) [46.6, 49.2]
	1570 (43.8) [41.7, 45.9]
	2342 (57.1) [55.1, 59.1]
	3912 (50.2) [48.8, 51.7]

	 Former
	1564 (31.7) [30.1, 33.3]
	1068 (20.9) [19.6, 22.2]
	2632 (26.4) [25.3, 27.5]
	1489 (36.3) [34.3, 38.3]
	1227 (27.4) [25.7, 29.2]
	2716 (32.0) [30.7, 33.4]

	 Current
	1224 (28.5) [26.8, 30.2]
	1084 (22.8) [21.4, 24.3]
	2308 (25.7) [24.5, 26.9]
	838 (19.9) [18.3, 21.6]
	741 (15.4) [14.1, 16.9]
	1579 (17.8) [16.7, 18.9]

	Energy (kJ)b
	11,272 [11,118, 11,427]
	7553 [7452, 7653]
	9444 [9338, 9550]
	9988 [9830, 10,147]
	7398 [7281, 7516]
	8737 [8629, 8844]

	Carbohydrate (%E)b,c
	44.4 [44.0, 44.7]
	46.1 [45.8, 46.4]
	45.2 [45.0, 45.5]
	43.3 [42.8, 43.7]
	43.5 [43.0, 43.9]
	43.4 [43.1, 43.7]

	Total sugars (%E)b,c
	19.1 [18.8, 19.4]
	20.4 [20.1, 20.7]
	19.8 [19.5, 20.0]
	18.6 [18.2, 18.9]
	19.8 [19.4, 20.2]
	19.2 [18.9, 19.4]

	Protein (%E)b,c
	16.7 [16.5, 16.8]
	16.8 [16.6, 17.0]
	16.7 [16.6, 16.9]
	18.2 [17.9, 18.4]
	18.5 [18.3, 18.8]
	18.4 [18.2, 18.5]

	Fat (%E)b,c
	31.8 [31.5, 32.1]
	31.7 [31.4, 32.0]
	31.8 [31.5, 32.0]
	30.5 [30.1, 30.9]
	31.2 [30.8, 31.5]
	30.8 [30.6, 31.1]

	SFA (%E)b,c
	12.5 [12.4, 12.7]
	12.4 [12.2, 12.5]
	12.4 [12.3, 12.6]
	11.5 [11.3, 11.7]
	11.5 [11.3, 11.7]
	11.5 [11.4, 11.6]

	MUFA (%E)b,c
	11.7 [11.6, 11.8]
	11.4 [11.3, 11.5]
	11.5 [11.4, 11.6]
	11.7 [11.5, 11.9]
	11.9 [11.7, 12.0]
	11.8 [11.7, 11.9]

	PUFA (%E)b,c
	4.8 [4.7, 4.8]
	4.9 [4.9, 5.0]
	4.9 [4.8, 4.9]
	4.7 [4.6, 4.8]
	5.0 [4.9, 5.1]
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)b
	1.91 [1.88, 1.94]
	2.25 [2.22, 2.28]
	2.08 [2.05, 2.10]
	2.62 [2.57, 2.67]
	2.95 [2.89, 3.01]
	2.78 [2.74, 2.82]

	 	n = 3346
	n = 3732
	n = 7078
	n = 3898
	n = 4311
	n = 8209

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)a
	1578
(45.9) [43.8, 48.0]
	2013 (54.6) [52.6, 56.6]
	3591 (50.2) [48.7, 51.7]
	1641 (42.3) [40.3, 44.4]
	2331 (54.2) [52.2, 56.2]
	3972 (48.1) [46.6, 49.5]

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)a
	572 (15.4) [14.0, 16.9]
	823 (21.9) [20.3, 23.6]
	1395 (18.6) [17.5, 19.8]
	627 (16.5) [15.0, 18.1]
	956 (21.6) [20.0, 23.3]
	1583 (19.0) [17.8, 20.1]


aValues represent n, weighted proportions and 95% CI, n (%) [95% CI]
bValues represent weighted means and 95% CI, mean [95% CI]
c%E: proportion of energy intake




Change in dietary intakes according to socioeconomic position between 1995 and 2011–13
Educational level
Dietary intakes of energy, carbohydrate, MUFA, and PUFA varied over time by educational level (Table 2). Energy intake among individuals with a low level of education declined by 419 kJ/d between 1995 and 2011–13 (p < 0.001), whereas the reduction among those with a middle and high educational level was more than double at 880 kJ/d and 870 kJ/d, respectively (p < 0.001). The proportion of energy from carbohydrate did not change among those with a low level of education, compared to declines of 2.2%E and 2.1%E among medium and high education groups (p < 0.001), respectively. Intake of MUFA did not change over time in the low or high education groups, whereas it increased by 0.4%E in the middle education group (p = 0.001). Conversely, PUFA intakes declined by 0.4%E in the low education group (p < 0.001), but remained unchanged in the middle and high education groups. There were no changes over time according to educational level in dietary intakes of total sugars, protein, total fat, SFA, fiber, fruit or vegetables.Table 2Dietary intake according to level of education in Australian adults in the 1995 National Nutrition Survey and the 2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Surveya


	 	OVERALL, mean [95% CI]

	Low education
	Medium education
	High education
	 
	1995
n = 4875
	2011–13
n = 2295
	1995
n = 3785
	2011–13
n = 3791
	1995
n = 617
	2011–13
n = 2121
	p interaction SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	9195 [9063, 9327]
	8776 [8579, 8974]***
	9549 [9397, 9700]
	8669 [8525, 8813]***
	9861 [9488, 10,235]
	8991 [8790, 9193]***
	
                                0.007
                              

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	45.1 [44.8, 45.5]
	44.5 [43.9, 45.2]
	45.4 [45.0, 45.8]
	43.2 [42.7, 43.7]***
	44.6 [43.6, 45.6]
	42.5 [41.9, 43.2]***
	
                                0.001
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	19.9 [19.5, 20.2]
	20.0 [19.4, 20.5]
	19.7 [19.4, 20.1]
	19.2 [18.9, 19.6]
	18.8 [17.9, 19.7]
	18.3 [17.8, 18.8]
	0.34

	Protein (%E)
	16.9 [16.8, 17.1]
	18.3 [17.9, 18.7]
	16.7 [16.5, 16.8]
	18.4 [18.1, 18.6]
	16.3 [15.9, 16.7]
	18.3 [17.9, 18.6]
	0.17

	Fat (%E)
	32.1 [31.8, 32.4]
	30.8 [30.3, 31.4]
	31.2 [30.9, 31.5]
	30.7 [30.3, 31.1]
	32.0 [31.2, 32.8]
	31.3 [30.8, 31.8]
	0.19

	SFA (%E)
	12.5 [12.4, 12.7]
	11.9 [11.7, 12.2]
	12.2 [12.0, 12.4]
	11.4 [11.2, 11.6]
	12.4 [12.0, 12.8]
	11.4 [11.1, 11.6]
	0.35

	MUFA (%E)
	11.7 [11.5, 11.8]
	11.6 [11.4, 11.9]
	11.3 [11.2, 11.5]
	11.7 [11.5, 11.9]**
	11.7 [11.3, 12.1]
	12.1 [11.9, 12.3]
	
                                0.036
                              

	PUFA (%E)
	4.9 [4.8, 5.0]
	4.5 [4.4, 4.7]***
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	5.0 [4.9, 5.2]
	
                                0.0001
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.1 [2.0, 2.1]
	2.6 [2.6, 2.7]
	2.1 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.8]
	2.2 [2.1, 2.3]
	2.9 [2.8, 3.0]
	0.22

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 3718
	n = 2295
	n = 2877
	n = 3792
	n = 483
	n = 2122
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.49 [0.47, 0.51]
	0.44 [0.41, 0.47]
	0.52 [0.50, 0.55]
	0.46 [0.44, 0.48]
	0.57 [0.52, 0.63]
	0.53 [0.50, 0.56]
	0.68

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.20 [0.19, 0.22]
	0.18 [0.15, 0.20]
	0.18 [0.16, 0.20]
	0.19 [0.17, 0.21]
	0.16 [0.12, 0.20]
	0.19 [0.17, 0.22]
	0.05

	 	MEN, mean [95% CI]

	Low education
	Medium education
	High education
	 
	1995
n = 2172
	2011–13
n = 936
	1995
n = 2001
	2011–13
n = 2017
	1995
n = 325
	2011–13
n = 944
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	10,995
[10,781, 11,209]
	10,242 [9915, 10,568]
	11,240 [11,020, 11,460]
	9981 [9771, 10,191]
	11,525 [10,961, 12,089]
	10,174 [9844, 10,504]
	0.09

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	44.2 [43.7, 44.7]
	44.2 [43.3, 45.1]
	44.7 [44.2, 45.2]
	43.1 [42.5, 43.7]
	43.8 [42.5, 45.1]
	42.7 [41.8, 43.6]
	0.06

	Total sugars (%E)
	19.5 [19.0, 20.0]
	19.3 [18.5, 20.1]
	18.9 [18.5, 19.4]
	18.8 [18.3, 19.3]
	17.8 [16.7, 18.9]
	17.4 [16.7, 18.1]
	0.97

	Protein (%E)
	16.8 [16.6, 17.1]
	18.2 [17.6, 18.7]
	16.6 [16.4, 16.9]
	18.1 [17.8, 18.5]
	16.4 [15.8, 16.9]
	18.2 [17.7, 18.7]
	0.58

	Fat (%E)
	32.1 [31.7, 32.5]
	30.8 [30.1, 31.6]
	31.3 [30.9, 31.7]
	30.3 [29.8, 30.8]
	32.1 [31.1, 33.1]
	30.8 [30.1, 31.6]
	0.88

	SFA (%E)
	12.6 [12.4, 12.8]
	12.0 [11.6, 12.4]
	12.4 [12.1, 12.6]
	11.4 [11.2, 11.7]
	12.4 [11.8, 13.0]
	11.2 [10.9, 11.5]
	0.22

	MUFA (%E)
	11.8 [11.6, 12.0]
	11.6 [11.3, 12.0]
	11.5 [11.3, 11.6]
	11.6 [11.4, 11.8]
	11.8 [11.4, 12.3]
	12.1 [11.7, 12.4]
	0.36

	PUFA (%E)
	4.9 [4.7, 5.0]
	4.5 [4.3, 4.7]
	4.6 [4.5, 4.7]
	4.6 [4.5, 4.8]
	5.0 [4.7, 5.3]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	0.05

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	1.9 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.4 [2.4, 2.5]
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	2.0 [2.0, 2.1]
	2.7 [2.6, 2.8]
	0.09

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 1622
	n = 936
	n = 1485
	n = 2017
	n = 239
	n = 945
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.45 [0.42, 0.48]
	0.38 [0.34, 0.42]
	0.48 [0.45, 0.51]
	0.40 [0.37, 0.43]
	0.53 [0.45, 0.60]
	0.48 [0.43, 0.52]
	0.83

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.18 [0.16, 0.20]
	0.16 [0.13, 0.19]
	0.14 [0.12, 0.16]
	0.16 [0.14, 0.18]
	0.14 [0.09, 0.20]
	0.16 [0.13, 0.19]
	0.26

	 	WOMEN, mean [95% CI]

	Low education
	Medium education
	High education
	 
	1995
n = 2703
	2011–13
n = 1359
	1995
n = 1784
	2011–13
n = 1774
	1995
n = 292
	2011–13
n = 1177
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	7278 [7151, 7404]
	7080 [6867, 7292]
	7801 [7617, 7985]
	7421 [7239, 7602]
	8115 [7778, 8452]
	7760 [7527, 7994]
	0.55

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	46.0 [45.6, 46.4]
	45.0 [44.1, 45.9]*
	46.2 [45.7, 46.8]
	43.2 [42.5, 43.9]***
	45.6 [44.2, 47.1]
	42.4 [41.6, 43.3]***
	
                                0.004
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	20.3 [18.9, 20.7]
	20.6 [19.8, 21.4]
	20.6 [20.1, 21.1]
	19.7 [19.1, 20.2]
	20.1 [18.7, 21.4]
	19.3 [18.6, 19.9]
	0.09

	Protein (%E)
	17.0 [16.8, 17.2]
	18.4 [17.9, 18.9]
	16.7 [16.4, 17.0]
	18.7 [18.3, 19.1]
	16.1 [15.6, 16.7]
	18.4 [17.9, 18.8]
	0.10

	Fat (%E)
	32.1 [31.7, 32.5]
	30.9 [30.1, 31.6]
	31.1 [30.6, 31.6]
	31.1 [30.5, 31.7]
	31.7 [30.5, 32.9]
	31.7 [31.1, 32.4]
	0.05

	SFA (%E)
	12.5 [12.3, 12.7]
	11.8 [11.5, 12.2]
	12.0 [11.8, 12.3]
	11.4 [11.1, 11.7]
	12.4 [11.8, 13.0]
	11.5 [11.2, 11.9]
	0.88

	MUFA (%E)
	11.6 [11.4, 11.7]
	11.6 [11.3, 12.0]
	11.1 [10.9, 11.3]
	11.9 [11.6, 12.1]***
	11.5 [10.9, 12.0]
	12.1 [11.8, 12.5]*
	
                                0.031
                              

	PUFA (%E)
	5.0 [4.9, 5.1]
	4.6 [4.4, 4.8]**
	4.9 [4.8, 5.1]
	5.1 [4.9, 5.3]
	4.8 [4.5, 5.1]
	5.2 [5.0, 5.4]*
	
                                0.0001
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.2 [2.2, 2.3]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.9]
	2.3 [2.3, 2.4]
	2.9 [2.8, 3.0]
	2.4 [2.3, 2.5]
	3.0 [2.9, 3.2]
	0.87

	 	Probability [95%CI]

	n = 2096
	n = 1359
	n = 1392
	n = 1775
	n = 244
	n = 1177
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.53 [0.51, 0.56]
	0.51 [0.47, 0.54]
	0.57 [0.54, 0.60]
	0.52 [0.49, 0.55]
	0.62 [0.55, 0.69]
	0.59 [0.55, 0.62]
	0.78

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.23 [0.20, 0.25]
	0.19 [0.17, 0.22]
	0.22 [0.19, 0.25]
	0.22 [0.19, 0.24]
	0.18 [0.12, 0.23]
	0.23 [0.20, 0.26]
	0.09


aAbbreviations: %E % of energy, SEP socioeconomic position
Asterisks indicate significantly different compared to 1995 value *p < 0.05, **p ≤ 0.01, ***p < 0.001
Values represent survey-weighted, covariate adjusted means (or probabilities where indicated) and 95% CI
Linear and logistic regression models were adjusted for age, sex/gender (except in stratified analyses), and smoking. Where results of the overall F test were statistically significant, pairwise comparisons were performed to examine change in intakes over time according to educational level
Low education: less than secondary; Medium education: secondary/diploma/trade; High education: tertiary
Bold data indicates statistically significant differences (p  < 0.05)



In stratified analyses, dietary intake did not vary by educational level over time amongst men, however consumption of carbohydrate, MUFA and PUFA varied over time by education level among women (Table 2).

Household income
Trends in consumption of carbohydrate, SFA, PUFA and fruit varied over time by household income level (Table 3). Carbohydrate intake as a proportion of energy declined by 0.9% between 1995 and 2011–13 among those with low incomes (p = 0.02), whereas those with medium and high incomes showed declines of 1.7%E and 2.9%E (p < 0.001), respectively. Intake of SFA was unchanged in the low income group, while SFA intakes declined by 1.1%E among those with medium and high incomes over time (p < 0.001). PUFA intake declined by 0.3%E in those with low incomes (p < 0.001), remained stable in the medium income group, and increased by 0.2%E among those with a high income (p = 0.02). The probability of meeting fruit intake recommendations was unchanged in the low income group, but decreased over time in the medium and high income groups by 0.07 (p < 0.001) and 0.05 (p = 0.02), respectively. There were no changes over time according to income level in dietary intakes of energy, total sugars, protein, total fat, MUFA, fiber or vegetables.Table 3Dietary intake according to equivalized household income in Australian adults in the 1995 National Nutrition Survey and the 2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Surveya


	 	OVERALL, mean [95% CI]

	Low income
	Medium income
	High income
	 
	1995
n = 2607
	2011–13
n = 2534
	1995
n = 3524
	2011–13
n = 3110
	1995
n = 3146
	2011–13
n = 2563
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	9025 [8846, 9204]
	8564 [8377, 8751]
	9395 [9241, 9550]
	8756 [8598, 8915]
	9695 [9531, 9860]
	8995 [8813, 9178]
	0.36

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	46.1 [45.6, 46.6]
	45.2 [44.6, 45.8]*
	45.5 [45.1, 45.9]
	43.8 [43.3, 44.2]***
	44.2 [43.8, 44.6]
	41.3 [40.7, 41.9]***
	
                                0.001
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	19.9 [19.4, 20.4]
	19.9 [19.3, 20.4]
	19.9 [19.6, 20.3]
	19.3 [18.9, 19.7]
	19.4 [19.0, 19.7]
	18.5 [18.0, 18.9]
	0.16

	Protein (%E)
	16.6 [16.4, 16.9]
	17.9 [17.6, 18.2]
	16.7 [16.5, 16.9]
	18.3 [18.0, 18.5]
	17.0 [16.7, 17.2]
	18.8 [18.4, 19.1]
	0.19

	Fat (%E)
	31.5 [31.1, 31.9]
	30.8 [30.3, 31.3]
	31.9 [31.6, 32.3]
	30.7 [30.3, 31.2]
	31.7 [31.3, 32.0]
	31.1 [30.6, 31.6]
	0.30

	SFA (%E)
	12.2 [11.9, 12.4]
	11.8 [11.6, 12.1]
	12.6 [12.4, 12.8]
	11.5 [11.3, 11.7]***
	12.4 [12.2, 12.6]
	11.3 [11.1, 11.6]***
	
                                0.001
                              

	MUFA (%E)
	11.5 [11.3, 11.7]
	11.6 [11.4, 11.9]
	11.6 [11.4, 11.7]
	11.7 [11.5, 11.9]
	11.5 [11.4, 11.7]
	12.0 [11.8, 12.2]
	0.19

	PUFA (%E)
	4.9 [4.8, 5.0]
	4.6 [4.4, 4.7]***
	4.9 [4.8, 5.0]
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]
	5.0 [4.9, 5.2]*
	
                                0.0001
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.1 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.9]
	2.1 [2.0, 2.1]
	2.7 [2.7, 2.8]
	2.1 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.8]
	0.49

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 1919
	n = 2535
	n = 2732
	n = 3111
	n = 2427
	n = 2563
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.46 [0.43, 0.49]
	0.48 [0.45, 0.51]
	0.52 [0.50, 0.55]
	0.45 [0.43, 0.48]***
	0.54 [0.51, 0.56]
	0.49 [0.47, 0.52]*
	
                                0.002
                              

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.17 [0.15, 0.19]
	0.19 [0.17, 0.21]
	0.20 [0.18, 0.22]
	0.18 [0.17, 0.20]
	0.20 [0.18, 0.22]
	0.18 [0.16, 0.20]
	0.16

	 	MEN, mean [95% CI]

	Low income
	Medium income
	High income
	 
	1995
n = 1115
	2011–13
n = 1014
	1995
n = 1731
	2011–13
n = 1484
	1995
n = 1652
	2011–13
n = 1399
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	10,690 [10,390, 10,990]
	9874 [9561, 10,186]
	11,263 [11,028, 11,499]
	10,014 [9764, 10,264]
	11,350 [11,111, 11,589]
	10,316 [10,053, 10,579]
	0.28

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	44.9 [44.2, 45.6]
	44.7 [43.8, 45.6]
	44.7 [44.2, 45.3]
	44.0 [43.4, 44.7]
	43.7 [43.2, 44.3]
	41.3 [40.5, 42.1]***
	
                                0.003
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	19.0 [18.4, 19.7]
	18.8 [18.0, 19.5]
	19.3 [18.8, 19.8]
	19.0 [18.4, 19.6]
	18.9 [18.4, 19.5]
	18.0 [17.4, 18.6]
	0.45

	Protein (%E)
	16.5 [16.1, 16.9]
	17.5 [17.0, 18.0]
	16.7 [16.4, 16.9]
	18.0 [17.7, 18.4]
	16.9 [16.6, 17.2]
	18.7 [18.2, 19.3]
	0.12

	Fat (%E)
	31.5 [31.0, 32.1]
	31.0 [30.3, 31.7]
	32.2 [31.7, 32.6]
	30.2 [29.7, 30.8]***
	31.4 [31.0, 31.9]
	30.6 [29.9, 31.2]*
	
                                0.028
                              

	SFA (%E)
	12.2 [11.9, 12.5]
	12.2 [11.8, 12.5]
	12.8 [12.5, 13.0]
	11.3 [11.1, 11.6]***
	12.3 [12.1, 12.6]
	11.3 [10.9, 11.6]***
	
                                < 0.0001
                              

	MUFA (%E)
	11.7 [11.4, 11.9]
	11.7 [11.4, 12.1]
	11.7 [11.5, 11.9]
	11.6 [11.3, 11.9]
	11.6 [11.4, 11.8]
	11.8 [11.6, 12.1]
	0.29

	PUFA (%E)
	4.8 [4.6, 5.0]
	4.4 [4.2, 4.6]**
	4.8 [4.7, 5.0]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.8]
	4.7 [4.6, 4.8]
	4.8 [4.6, 5.0]
	
                                0.017
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	1.9 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.6]
	0.26

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 803
	n = 1015
	n = 1315
	n = 1484
	n = 1228
	n = 1399
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.41 [0.37, 0.45]
	0.44 [0.39, 0.48]
	0.49 [0.46, 0.52]
	0.39 [0.36, 0.42]***
	0.49 [0.46, 0.52]
	0.43 [0.39, 0.46]**
	
                                0.003
                              

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.14 [0.11, 0.17]
	0.18 [0.15, 0.22]
	0.18 [0.15, 0.20]
	0.16 [0.14, 0.19]
	0.15 [0.13, 0.18]
	0.14 [0.12, 0.17]
	0.07

	 	WOMEN, mean [95% CI]

	Low income
	Medium income
	High income
	 
	1995
n = 1492
	2011–13
n = 1520
	1995
n = 1793
	2011–13
n = 1626
	1995
n = 1494
	2011–13
n = 1164
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	7229 [7058, 7400]
	7121 [6917, 7325]
	7436 [7274, 7598]
	7466 [7286, 7647]
	7950 [7775, 8126]
	7675 [7434, 7917]
	0.29

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	47.1 [46.5, 47.8]
	45.7 [44.9, 46.5]**
	46.3 [45.8, 46.8]
	43.5 [42.7, 44.2]***
	44.7 [44.2, 45.3]
	41.2 [40.3, 42.1]***
	
                                0.017
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	20.7 [20.1, 21.3]
	20.9 [20.2, 21.6]
	20.6 [20.1, 21.1]
	19.6 [19.0, 20.2]
	19.8 [19.3, 20.3]
	18.9 [18.3, 19.6]
	0.13

	Protein (%E)
	16.7 [16.4, 17.0]
	18.3 [17.8, 18.7]
	16.8 [16.5, 17.1]
	18.5 [18.1, 18.9]
	17.0 [16.7, 17.3]
	18.8 [18.3, 19.3]
	0.86

	Fat (%E)
	31.5 [30.9, 32.1]
	30.6 [29.9, 31.3]
	31.7 [31.2, 32.1]
	31.3 [30.7, 31.9]
	31.9 [31.4, 32.5]
	31.7 [31.0, 32.4]
	0.51

	SFA (%E)
	12.1 [11.8, 12.4]
	11.6 [11.2, 11.9]
	12.3 [12.1, 12.6]
	11.6 [11.3, 11.9]
	12.5 [12.2, 12.8]
	11.4 [11.1, 11.8]
	0.23

	MUFA (%E)
	11.3 [11.1, 11.6]
	11.6 [11.2, 11.9]
	11.4 [11.2, 11.6]
	11.9 [11.6, 12.2]
	11.5 [11.2, 11.7]
	12.2 [11.8, 12.6]
	0.23

	PUFA (%E)
	5.0 [4.9, 5.2]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.9]*
	4.9 [4.8, 5.0]
	5.0 [4.8, 5.2]
	4.9 [4.8, 5.1]
	5.3 [5.0, 5.5]*
	
                                0.001
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.3 [2.2, 2.4]
	3.0 [2.9, 3.1]
	2.3 [2.2, 2.3]
	2.8 [2.8, 2.9]
	2.3 [2.2, 2.4]
	3.0 [2.9, 3.1]
	0.34

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 1116
	n = 1520
	n = 1417
	n = 1627
	n = 1199
	n = 1164
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.52 [0.48, 0.55]
	0.53 [0.49, 0.56]
	0.56 [0.53, 0.59]
	0.52 [0.49, 0.55]
	0.59 [0.55, 0.62]
	0.57 [0.53, 0.61]
	0.34

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.20 [0.18, 0.23]
	0.20 [0.18, 0.23]
	0.22 [0.19, 0.25]
	0.21 [0.18, 0.23]
	0.24 [0.21, 0.27]
	0.23 [0.20, 0.26]
	0.84


aAbbreviations: %E % of energy, SEP socioeconomic position
Asterisks indicate significantly different compared to 1995 value *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
Values represent survey-weighted, covariate adjusted means (or probabilities where indicated) and 95% CI
Linear and logistic regression models were adjusted for age, sex/gender (except in stratified analyses), and smoking. Where results of the overall F test were statistically significant, pairwise comparisons were performed to examine change in intakes over time according to household income
Income is expressed as deciles of gross equivalized household income. Low income: deciles 1–3; Medium income: deciles 4–7; High income: deciles 8–10



In stratified analyses, trends in consumption of carbohydrate, fat, SFA, PUFA and fruit varied over time by income level among men, whereas among women only carbohydrate and PUFA intakes changed over time (Table 3).

Area-level disadvantage
Trends in consumption of carbohydrate, total fat, MUFA, and PUFA varied over time by area-level disadvantage (Table 4). Carbohydrate intake declined in a graded manner by 1.1%E − 1.3%E in the three most disadvantaged quintiles (p < 0.05), and by 2.6%E and 3.3%E in the two least disadvantage quintiles (p < 0.001). Fat intake declined by 1.1%E − 1.4%E in the three most disadvantaged quintiles (p < 0.01), whereas it was unchanged in the two least disadvantaged quintiles. MUFA intake was unchanged in the three most disadvantaged quintiles, but increased by 0.7%E (p < 0.001) and by 0.5%E (p = 0.002) in the two least disadvantaged quintiles. PUFA intake declined by 0.4%E (p = 0.007) in the most disadvantaged quintile and by 0.2%E in the third most disadvantaged quintile (p = 0.03), with no changes in the others. There were no changes over time according to area-level disadvantage in dietary intakes of energy, total sugars, protein, SFA, fiber, fruit or vegetables.Table 4Dietary intake according to area-level disadvantage in Australian adults in the 1995 National Nutrition Survey and the 2011–13 National Nutrition and Physical Activity Surveya


	 	OVERALL, mean [95% CI]

	Quintile 1
Most disadvantaged
	Quintile 2
	Quintile 3
	Quintile 4
	Quintile 5
Least disadvantaged
	 
	1995
n = 1778
	2011–13
n = 1582
	1995
n = 1787
	2011–13
n = 1719
	1995
n = 1810
	2011–13
n = 1633
	1995
n = 1953
	2011–13
n = 1453
	1995
n = 1949
	2011–13
n = 1820
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	9073 [8859, 9287]
	8628 [8393, 8864]
	9383 [9164, 9602]
	8607 [8384, 8829]
	9482 [9260, 9704]
	8892 [8683, 9100]
	9405 [9201, 9610]
	8813 [8571, 9054]
	9562 [9356, 9768]
	8945 [8738, 9151]
	0.69

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	45.6 [45.0, 46.1]
	44.5 [43.8, 45.2]*
	45.4 [44.8, 46.0]
	44.1 [43.4, 44.8]**
	44.8 [44.3, 45.4]
	43.7 [43.0, 44.5]*
	45.3 [44.8, 45.8]
	42.7 [42.0, 43.4]***
	45.1 [44.5, 45.6]
	41.8 [41.2, 42.5]***
	
                                0.001
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	20.3 [19.7, 20.9]
	19.6 [18.9, 20.2]
	19.9 [19.4, 20.4]
	19.3 [18.7, 19.9]
	19.6 [19.1, 20.1]
	19.7 [19.1, 20.2]
	19.6 [19.1, 20.1]
	19.3 [18.7, 19.9]
	19.4 [18.9, 19.9]
	18.1 [17.6, 18.6]
	0.17

	Protein (%E)
	16.9 [16.6, 17.2]
	18.0 [17.6, 18.4]
	16.7 [16.4, 16.9]
	18.3 [17.8, 18.7]
	16.8 [16.5, 17.0]
	18.3 [17.9, 18.7]
	16.8 [16.6, 17.1]
	18.6 [18.2, 19.0]
	16.8 [16.5, 17.0]
	18.4 [18.1, 18.8]
	0.39

	Fat (%E)
	31.9 [31.4, 32.4]
	30.8 [30.2, 31.4]**
	31.9 [31.4, 32.5]
	30.5 [29.9, 31.1]***
	32.1 [31.6, 32.6]
	30.7 [30.2, 31.3]***
	31.3 [30.9, 31.8]
	31.4 [30.7, 32.0]
	31.4 [31.0, 31.9]
	31.0 [30.4, 31.5]
	
                                0.026
                              

	SFA (%E)
	12.4 [12.2, 12.7]
	11.7 [11.3, 12.0]
	12.5 [12.2, 12.8]
	11.4 [11.2, 11.7]
	12.5 [12.3, 12.8]
	11.6 [11.4, 11.9]
	12.3 [12.0, 12.5]
	11.6 [11.3, 11.9]
	12.3 [12.1, 12.6]
	11.3 [11.1, 11.6]
	0.72

	MUFA (%E)
	11.6 [11.4, 11.8]
	11.8 [11.5, 12.1]
	11.7 [11.4, 11.9]
	11.6 [11.3, 11.9]
	11.7 [11.5, 11.9]
	11.7 [11.5, 12.0]
	11.3 [11.1, 11.5]
	12.0 [11.7, 12.3]***
	11.4 [11.2, 11.6]
	11.9 [11.6, 12.2]**
	
                                0.010
                              

	PUFA (%E)
	5.0 [4.8, 5.1]
	4.6 [4.5, 4.8]**
	4.8 [4.7, 5.0]
	4.7 [4.6, 4.9]
	4.9 [4.8, 5.1]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.8]*
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]
	5.0 [4.8, 5.2]
	4.8 [4.7, 4.9]
	5.0 [4.8, 5.1]
	
                                0.002
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.1 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.7 [2.6, 2.8]
	2.1 [2.0, 2.1]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.9]
	2.1 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.7 [2.6, 2.8]
	2.2 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.9]
	2.1 [2.1, 2.2]
	2.8 [2.7, 2.9]
	0.54

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 1325
	n = 1582
	n = 1355
	n = 1721
	n = 1378
	n = 1633
	n = 1510
	n = 1453
	n = 1510
	n = 1820
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.48 [0.44, 0.51]
	0.46 [0.43, 0.50]
	0.54 [0.50, 0.57]
	0.47 [0.44, 0.50]
	0.51 [0.47, 0.54]
	0.48 [0.45, 0.51]
	0.52 [0.49, 0.55]
	0.49 [0.46, 0.52]
	0.51 [0.48, 0.55]
	0.47 [0.44, 0.50]
	0.60

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.18 [0.15, 0.20]
	0.19 [0.17, 0.22]
	0.18 [0.16, 0.21]
	0.19 [0.17, 0.22]
	0.21 [0.18, 0.25]
	0.20 [0.18, 0.23]
	0.20 [0.17, 0.23]
	0.19 [0.16, 0.21]
	0.18 [0.15, 0.20]
	0.16 [0.14, 0.18]
	0.59

	 	MEN, mean [95% CI]

	Quintile 1
Most disadvantaged
	Quintile 2
	Quintile 3
	Quintile 4
	Quintile 5
Least disadvantaged
	 
	1995
n = 829
	2011–13
n = 717
	1995
n = 863
	2011–13
n = 819
	1995
n = 881
	2011–13
n = 779
	1995
n = 943
	2011–13
n = 719
	1995
n = 982
	2011–13
n = 863
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	10,751 [10,416, 11,086]
	10,067 [9680, 10,454]
	11,142 [10,790, 11,493]
	9803 [9452, 10,155]
	11,380 [11,042, 11,718]
	10,148 [9825, 10,470]
	11,152 [10,843, 11,461]
	10,322 [9963, 10,682]
	11,275 [10,961, 11,589]
	10,101 [9782, 10,420]
	0.28

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	44.6 [43.8, 45.4]
	43.9 [42.9, 44.9]
	44.5 [43.8, 45.3]
	44.1 [43.1, 45.0]
	43.7 [42.9, 44.4]
	43.6 [42.6, 44.5]
	44.7 [44.0, 45.5]
	42.5 [41.5, 43.5]***
	44.4 [43.7, 45.2]
	42.2 [41.3, 43.1]***
	
                                0.034
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	19.7 [19.0, 20.5]
	18.3 [17.4, 19.2]
	19.1 [18.4, 19.8]
	19.1 [18.2, 20.1]
	18.9 [18.2, 19.7]
	18.8 [18.0, 19.6]
	19.1 [18.4, 19.8]
	18.5 [17.7, 19.4]
	18.7 [18.0, 19.5]
	18.1 [17.4, 18.8]
	0.44

	Protein (%E)
	16.8 [16.3, 17.3]
	17.8 [17.2, 18.4]
	16.8 [16.4, 17.1]
	18.1 [17.4, 18.8]
	16.8 [16.4, 17.2]
	18.4 [17.8, 18.9]
	16.6 [16.2, 16.9]
	18.5 [17.9, 19.0]
	16.7 [16.3, 17.0]
	18.0 [17.5, 18.5]
	0.47

	Fat (%E)
	32.2 [31.6, 32.8]
	30.6 [29.7, 31.4]
	31.9 [31.3, 32.5]
	30.0 [29.2, 30.9]
	32.1 [31.4, 32.7
	30.6 [29.9, 31.3]
	31.5 [30.9, 32.1]
	31.2 [30.4, 32.0]
	31.3 [30.7, 31.9]
	30.3 [29.6, 31.1]
	0.22

	SFA (%E)
	12.6 [12.3, 13.0]
	11.6 [11.1, 12.0]
	12.4 [12.1, 12.8]
	11.3 [10.9, 11.7]
	12.5 [12.2, 12.9]
	11.6 [11.2, 12.0]
	12.5 [12.2, 12.9]
	11.7 [11.3, 12.2]
	12.3 [12.0, 12.6]
	11.4 [11.0, 11.8]
	0.94

	MUFA (%E)
	11.8 [11.5, 12.1]
	11.9 [11.4, 12.3]
	11.8 [11.5, 12.1]
	11.5 [11.1, 11.9]
	11.8 [11.5, 12.1]
	11.7 [11.3, 12.0]
	11.4 [11.2, 11.7]
	12.0 [11.6, 12.4]
	11.5 [11.2, 11.7]
	11.6 [11.3, 12.0]
	0.13

	PUFA (%E)
	4.8 [4.6, 5.0]
	4.5 [4.3. 4.7]
	4.8 [4.6, 5.0]
	4.6 [4.4, 4.8]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.9]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.9]
	4.8 [4.6, 5.1]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.8]
	4.7 [4.4, 4.9]
	0.26

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.4, 2.7]
	1.9 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	2.0 [1.9, 2.0]
	2.6 [2.5, 2.7]
	0.99

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 611
	n = 717
	n = 635
	n = 820
	n = 656
	n = 779
	n = 706
	n = 719
	n = 738
	n = 863
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.42 [0.38, 0.47]
	0.40 [0.35, 0.45]
	0.51 [0.46, 0.55]
	0.40 [0.36, 0.44]
	0.48 [0.43, 0.52]
	0.42 [0.37, 0.46]
	0.48 [0.44, 0.53]
	0.46 [0.41, 0.50]
	0.46 [0.42, 0.51]
	0.40 [0.35, 0.44]
	0.39

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.13 [0.10, 0.16]
	0.17 [0.14, 0.21]
	0.17 [0.14, 0.21]
	0.18 [0.14, 0.22]
	0.18 [0.15, 0.22]
	0.16 [0.13, 0.20]
	0.17 [0.14, 0.21]
	0.17 [0.13, 0.20]
	0.14 [0.11, 0.17]
	0.12 [0.09, 0.15]
	0.27

	 	WOMEN, mean [95% CI]

	Quintile 1
Most disadvantaged
	Quintile 2
	Quintile 3
	Quintile 4
	Quintile 5
Least disadvantaged
	 
	1995
n = 949
	2011–13
n = 865
	1995
n = 924
	2011–13
n = 900
	1995
n = 929
	2011–13
n = 854
	1995
n = 1010
	2011–13
n = 734
	1995
n = 967
	2011–13
n = 957
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Energy (kJ)
	7307 [7074, 7540]
	7130 [6874, 7385]
	7533 [7319, 7748]
	7338 [7092, 7585]
	7461 [7220, 7703]
	7592 [7341, 7843]
	7551 [7340, 7762]
	7230 [6929, 7531]
	7740 [7538, 7943]
	7741 [7482, 8001]
	0.41

	Carbohydrate (%E)
	46.5 [45.7, 47.3]
	45.2 [44.2, 46.2]*
	46.3 [45.5, 47.1]
	44.2 [43.2, 45.1]**
	46.1 [45.4, 46.7]
	44.0 [42.9, 45.0]**
	45.9 [45.3, 46.6]
	42.9 [41.8, 44.0]***
	45.8 [45.1, 46.5]***
	41.5 [40.5, 42.5]
	
                                0.008
                              

	Total sugars (%E)
	20.8 [20.1, 21.6]
	20.9 [20.0, 21.8]
	20.7 [20.0, 21.5]
	19.4 [18.7, 20.1]**
	20.3 [19.7, 21.0]
	20.6 [19.7, 21.4]
	20.1 [19.5, 20.8]
	20.2 [19.3, 21.0]
	20.0 [19.4, 20.7]
	18.3 [17.5, 19.0]***
	
                                0.016
                              

	Protein (%E)
	17.0 [16.6, 17.4]
	18.3 [17.7, 18.8]
	16.6 [16.2, 16.9]
	18.4 [17.9, 18.9]
	16.7 [16.3, 17.1]
	18.2 [17.7, 18.8]
	17.0 [16.7, 17.4]
	18.8 [18.3, 19.3]
	16.9 [16.5, 17.2]
	18.9 [18.3, 19.4]
	0.62

	Fat (%E)
	31.7 [31.0, 32.4]
	31.0 [30.1, 31.9]
	32.0 [31.3, 32.8]
	31.0 [30.2, 31.8]
	32.1 [31.5, 32.8]
	30.9 [30.1, 31.7]
	31.1 [30.5, 31.8]
	31.5 [30.6, 32.5]
	31.6 [31.0, 32.2]
	31.6 [30.8, 32.4]
	0.14

	SFA (%E)
	12.2 [11.8, 12.5]
	11.8 [11.3, 12.3]
	12.5 [12.1, 12.9]
	11.6 [11.2, 12.0]
	12.5 [12.2, 12.9]
	11.7 [11.2, 12.1]
	12.0 [11.7, 12.3]
	11.4 [11.0, 11.9]
	12.3 [12.0, 12.7]
	11.3 [10.9, 11.7]
	0.51

	MUFA (%E)
	11.4 [11.1, 11.7]
	11.7 [11.3, 12.1]
	11.6 [11.2, 11.9]
	11.7 [11.4, 12.1]
	11.6 [11.3, 11.9]
	11.8 [11.4, 12.1]
	11.2 [10.9, 11.5]
	12.1 [11.6, 12.5]
	11.3 [11.0, 11.5]
	12.2 [11.8, 12.6]
	0.07

	PUFA (%E)
	5.1 [4.9, 5.3]
	4.8 [4.5, 5.0]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.2]
	4.7 [4.5, 4.9]
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	5.3 [4.9, 5.6]*
	4.9 [4.7, 5.1]
	5.3 [5.0, 5.5]*
	
                                0.004
                              

	Fiber density (g/1000 kJ)
	2.3 [2.2, 2.3]
	2.9 [2.8, 3.0]
	2.2 [2.1, 2.3]
	3.0 [2.8, 3.2]
	2.3 [2.2, 2.4]
	2.9 [2.7, 3.0]
	2.4 [2.3, 2.4]
	3.0 [2.9, 3.2]
	2.3 [2.2, 2.3]
	2.9 [2.8, 3.1]
	0.31

	 	Probability [95% CI]

	n = 714
	n = 865
	n = 720
	n = 901
	n = 722
	n = 854
	n = 804
	n = 734
	n = 772
	n = 957
	p interaction
SEP*Time

	Fruit (≥ 2 serves/d)
	0.53 [0.49, 0.57]
	0.53 [0.48, 0.57]
	0.57 [0.52, 0.61]
	0.55 [0.51, 0.59]
	0.54 [0.49, 0.58]
	0.54 [0.49, 0.58]
	0.56 [0.52, 0.60]
	0.52 [0.48, 0.57]
	0.57 [0.53, 0.61]
	0.54 [0.50, 0.58]
	0.90

	Vegetables (≥ 4 serves/d)
	0.23 [0.19, 0.26]
	0.22 [0.18, 0.26]
	0.20 [0.16, 0.23]
	0.20 [0.17, 0.24]
	0.24 [0.20, 0.29]
	0.24 [0.20, 0.28]
	0.23 [0.19, 0.26]
	0.21 [0.17, 0.25]
	0.21 [0.18, 0.25]
	0.19 [0.16, 0.23]
	0.95


aAbbreviations: %E % of energy, SEP socioeconomic position
Asterisks indicate significantly different compared to 1995 value *p < 0.05, **p ≤ 0.01, ***p < 0.001
Macronutrients are reported as % of total energy (%E)
Values represent survey-weighted, covariate adjusted means (or probabilities where indicated) and 95% CI
Linear and logistic regression models were adjusted for age, sex/gender (except in stratified analyses), and smoking. Where results of the overall F test were statistically significant, pairwise comparisons were performed to examine change in intakes over time according to educational level
The Socio-Economic Index for Areas Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage was used to define area-level disadvantage. The index is divided into quintiles ordered from most (quintile 1) to least disadvantaged (quintile 5). Higher scores are indicative of an area with lower levels of disadvantage, such as where fewer individuals have low incomes, low educational attainment, or work in unskilled occupations
Bold data indicates statistically significant differences (p  < 0.05)



In stratified analyses, only carbohydrate intake varied over time by area-level disadvantage among men (Table 4). Among women, trends in consumption of carbohydrate, total sugars, and PUFA varied over time by area-level disadvantage.

Summary of overall trends
Changes in dietary intake according to SEP were most consistent for carbohydrate, PUFA, and MUFA (Table 5). Between 1995 and 2011–13 carbohydrate intake declined in a graded manner according to all three SEP indicators, with greater declines in higher relative to lower SEP groups. PUFA intakes declined in the lowest SEP groups according to all three measures, and remained stable or increased in higher SEP groups. MUFA intakes were stable in those with a low educational level and in those living in more disadvantaged areas, but increased in those with a medium educational level (with a trend in the high education group; p = 0.06) and in those living in less disadvantaged areas. Thus for all three nutrients, more favorable changes were observed in higher SEP groups, and dietary inequalities widened (Figs. 1, 2 and 3 depict changes according to educational level). Intake of energy, total fat, SFA and fruit differed over time according to a single SEP measure (Table 5). There were no changes in intake of total sugars, protein, fiber or vegetables according to any SEP measures.Table 5Change in dietary intake between 1995 and 2011–13 according to socioeconomic position in Australian adults


	 	OVERALL

	Energy
	Carbohydrate
	Total sugars
	Protein
	Total fat
	SFA
	MUFA
	PUFA
	Fiber
	Fruit
	Vegetables

	 Educational level
	
                                √
                              
	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 	 	
                                √
                              
	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 
	 Household income
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 	
                                √
                              
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	
                                √
                              
	 
	 Area-level disadvantage
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	
                                √
                              
	 	
                                √
                              
	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 
	MEN

	 Educational level
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	 Household income
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	
                                √
                              
	
                                √
                              
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	
                                √
                              
	 
	 Area-level disadvantage
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	WOMEN

	 Educational level
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 	 	
                                √
                              
	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 
	 Household income
	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 	 	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 
	 Area-level disadvantage
	 	
                                √
                              
	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 	 	
                                √
                              
	 	 	 

√ indicates significant change in intake in linear and logistic regression models adjusted for age, sex/gender (except in stratified analyses), and smoking between 1995 and 2011–13 according to socioeconomic position (within one or more categories)


[image: A12966_2018_666_Fig1_HTML.gif]
Fig. 1Trends in mean proportion of energy from carbohydrate according to level of education in Australian adults, 1995 to 2011–13. Values represent survey-weighted, covariate adjusted means and 95% CI estimated using the margins command in Stata. Time x education interaction p = 0.0014
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Fig. 2Trends in mean proportion of energy from polyunsaturated fat according to level of education in Australian adults, 1995 to 2011–13. Values represent survey-weighted, covariate adjusted means and 95% CI estimated using the margins command in Stata. Time x education interaction p = 0.0001
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Fig. 3Trends in mean proportion of energy from monounsaturated fat according to level of education in Australian adults, 1995 to 2011–13. Values represent survey-weighted, covariate adjusted means and 95% CI estimated using the margins command in Stata. Time x education interaction p = 0.0364




In stratified analyses among women, consistent evidence of change in intakes of carbohydrate and PUFA was observed according to all three SEP measures, whereas total sugars and MUFA differed over time according to a single measure of SEP. Among men, carbohydrate differed according to two, and total fat, SFA, PUFA and fruit differed according to one SEP measure over time. Overall, widening inequalities in intakes of carbohydrate, PUFA and MUFA were predominantly driven by changes in women’s intakes, with smaller changes in men observed.



Discussion
There were few changes in the dietary intakes of Australian adults between 1995 and 2011–13 according to three measures of SEP, with the exceptions of carbohydrate, PUFA, and MUFA. For these three nutrients, small, but more favorable changes in intakes were observed in higher SEP groups, particularly in women. Limited evidence of widening dietary inequalities, especially in dietary factors that often signal high intakes of discretionary foods (e.g. SFA, total sugars), is a positive finding from a public health perspective. Nevertheless, dietary intakes remained poor across the SEP spectrum, as evidenced by high consumption of SFA and total sugars, and low fiber, fruit and vegetable intakes. That intakes remained poor across the socioeconomic spectrum accords with similar evidence from the US [15–17], and points to the reality that the drivers of unhealthy diets are pervasive and influence all of society, regardless of SEP.
Evidence from several studies indicates that energy and macronutrient intakes have remained relatively stable in the US according to SEP since 1971 [15, 38]. Similar results were found in the Netherlands between 1987/88 and 1997/98 [41], and in Canada from 1986 to 2001 (according to purchasing data) [42]. This relative stability in energy and macronutrient intakes across several nations, over multiple decades, and using a variety of SEP measures is consistent with our findings. Nevertheless, between 1999 and 2012, richer and more educated subgroups in the US experienced greater improvements in diet quality and in intakes of some foods (e.g. whole fruit, refined grains) [15]. It is possible that dietary differentials are more difficult to discern at the macronutrient level.
Carbohydrate intake declined within all SEP groups over time in a graded manner, with greater declines in more advantaged groups. Given that intakes of fiber, total sugars, fruits and vegetables and other macronutrients demonstrated little to no concurrent change, it is plausible that these changes were due to reduced intake of refined grains. This supposition accords with evidence that lower SEP groups tend to consume more refined and fewer whole grains [27], and that intake of refined grains declined among higher SEP groups between 1999 and 2012 in the US [15]. It appears as though small declines in carbohydrate were partially counterbalanced by small increases in PUFA and MUFA in higher SEP groups. By contrast, low SEP groups reduced their intake of PUFA with no change in MUFA intakes, in opposition to dietary guidelines that recommend replacing SFA with PUFA and MUFA [43].
In the current study, the probability of meeting fruit intake recommendations only differed over time according to household income, with no changes in differentials in vegetable intakes. Notably, however, fruit and vegetable intake remained far from optimal. Disparities in fruit and vegetable intakes have been relatively stable on an international level for several decades, including in the US from 1965 to 2012 [15, 44], in France from 1985/87 to 1995/97 [45], in the Netherlands from 1987/88 to 1997/98 [41], in Scotland from 1986 to 1995 [46], and in Canada from 1986 to 2001 [42].
Income, education and area-level disadvantage reflect distinct, yet overlapping axes of stratification, as illustrated by our findings [47]. Multiple mechanisms may explain distinct linkages between various measures of SEP and dietary behaviors. For instance, more highly educated individuals tend to have greater nutrition-related knowledge [48–50], and thus may be more aware of dietary recommendations. Education is also a strong determinant of future employment and income [51], which may in turn influence access to social and economic resources in support of healthy eating. Income is the indicator of SEP that most directly captures access to material resources [47], which may influence access to healthful foods [52, 53]. Finally, area-level measures can be theorized as measures of contextual effects, and have been shown to have independent effects on diet [54]. A comprehensive understanding of the mechanisms underlying our findings requires a fuller description of the types of foods from which these dietary components were derived, in addition to contextual information about the various individual, social and environmental factors that drove their intake.
Sex/gender differences in dietary intakes intersected with SEP, such that increasing inequalities in intakes of carbohydrate, PUFA and MUFA were predominantly driven by changes in women. In addition, women were susceptible to all three forms of disadvantage, whereas for men, low household income was the primary driver of inequalities. The reasons for these differences are unclear, however familial factors might be implicated. Women are more likely to head single parent households than men [55], which might make them more susceptible to disadvantage if they compromise their own intake to shield their children from hunger [56, 57]. Furthermore, women are still primarily responsible for food selection and preparation [58], their educational level rather than men’s might be more predictive of their own and their partners’ intakes.
Implications
Australia is commonly portrayed as a more progressive liberal welfare state compared to many other developed nations, including the US [59, 60]. Nevertheless, despite major social policy reforms undertaken between 2007 and 2013 which aimed to reduce economic, social and health inequalities [61], income inequality has been trending upward in Australia over the last two decades, albeit at a slower rate than in the US [60, 62]. It is not clear to what degree and over what time frame dietary inequalities may be sensitive to changes in socioeconomic inequalities, particularly given that dietary intakes remain poor across the socioeconomic spectrum [33]. However, evidence presented here suggests that inequalities in some aspects of dietary intake may be responsive to broader long-term socioeconomic trends such as these. Means-testing and residual services are common in Australia [61, 63]. It is possible that universal approaches that directly tackle structural determinants of health might offer a more effective policy response to inequalities [61].

Strengths and limitations
This study provides the first ever nationally representative estimates of change in dietary intake according to both individual and area-level measures of SEP over a 16 year period in Australian adults. We adopted a gradient approach, examining change in dietary intake across the SEP spectrum, and used multiple measures of SEP that tap into distinct mechanisms through which inequalities are generated and maintained.
Methodologic changes between surveys may have influenced our results to a small degree. First, dietary recalls were conducted using a three-stage multiple pass method in 1995, and a five-stage method in 2011–13, and the latter may have helped to minimize omitted and forgotten foods. Second, similar to previous analyses [15, 16], data are not adjusted for residence in an urban or rural location, or for country of birth, due to differences in which these data were coded between surveys. Thus, there may be residual confounding. Third, questions on frequency of fruit and vegetable intake were modified slightly in 2011–13 to specifically request that participants include potatoes and exclude juices from their estimates, whereas treatment of these foods was not specified in 1995. Because the impact of these methodological changes was not investigated, time and method effects may be confounded in some cases, however the relative stability of dietary intake according to SEP in most cases suggests these methodologic changes were not a major concern.
Although the degree of energy intake underreporting by SEP did not change across survey years, underreporting is known to have increased over time, particularly among men [20]. Therefore, while our estimates of changes in dietary intake according to SEP remain robust, caution is advised in attempts to assess the presence or strength of socioeconomic gradients within a particular survey cycle, as differential misreporting according to SEP may have biased these estimates [64–67].
Methodologic differences in the manner in which mixed dishes were disaggregated in the two surveys precluded investigation of change in dietary inequalities at all levels of the nutritional hierarchy (e.g. nutrients, foods, eating occasions, dietary patterns) [20]. However our results may still provide an indication of change at higher levels, as healthful dietary patterns are identified on the basis of their relative content of constituent foods, which are themselves defined on the basis of the quality and quantity of the nutrients they contain [18]. Moreover, fruit and vegetable intake correlates strongly with overall diet quality [68]. Understanding trajectories of change in nutrient intakes remains important because nutrients represent the level that most closely links dietary intake with the physiology of health and disease [69]. Thus, our analyses can enhance mechanistic understanding of the contribution of dietary inequalities to inequalities in obesity and chronic disease.


Conclusions
We found consistent evidence of more favorable changes in dietary intakes of carbohydrate, PUFA and MUFA in higher SEP groups between 1995 and 2011–13 compared to lower SEP groups. There were few changes in dietary intakes of energy, other macronutrients, fiber, fruits and vegetables. Despite the persistence of suboptimal dietary intakes, limited evidence of widening dietary inequalities is a positive finding from a public health perspective. Nevertheless, as income inequality has been trending upward in Australia, it will be important to examine change in inequalities at the level of dietary patterns as these data become available.

Acknowledgements
None.
Ethical approval and consent to participate
The surveys were conducted under the authority of the Census and Statistics Act of 1905 and the procedures followed were in accordance with the Helsinki Declaration of 1975 as revised in 1983.

Funding
This study did not receive any funding. DLO was supported by a Canadian Institutes of Health Research Fellowship and an Endeavour Research Fellowship. KB was supported by a National Health & Medical Research Council Principal Research Fellowship (ID 1042442). SAM was supported by a National Health & Medical Research Council Career Development Fellowship Level 2 (ID 1104636). KML was supported by an Alfred Deakin Postdoctoral Research Fellowship.

Availability of data and materials
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the Australian Bureau of Statistics but restrictions apply to the availability of these data, which were used under license for the current study, and so are not publicly available. Data are however available from the authors upon reasonable request and with permission of the Australian Bureau of Statistics.


Authors’ contributions
DLO, KML, KB, SAM designed the research; DLO, RML analysed the data; DLO wrote the paper; DLO had primary responsibility for final content. All authors contributed to data interpretation, critical revision of the manuscript, and read and approved the final manuscript.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


[image: Creative Commons]Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
World Health Organization. A conceptual framework for action on the social determinants of health. Social determinants of health discussion paper 2. http://​www.​who.​int/​sdhconference/​resources/​Conceptualframew​orkforactiononSD​H_​eng.​pdf. Accessed 2 Nov 2017.

2.
Graham H. Social determinants and their unequal distribution: clarifying policy understandings. Milbank Q. 2004;82(1):101–24.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

3.
King T, Kavanagh AM, Jolley D, Turrell G, Crawford D. Weight and place: a multilevel cross-sectional survey of area-level social disadvantage and overweight/obesity in Australia. Int J Obes (Lond). 2006;30(2):281–7.Crossref

4.
Gearon E, Backholer K, Stevenson C, Magliano DJ, Keating C, Ball K, Beauchamp A, Peeters A. Trends in body mass index according to educational attainment for urban Australian adults between 1980 and 2007. Int J Obes (Lond). 2015;39(6):1019–26.Crossref

5.
Hajizadeh M, Campbell MK, Sarma S. Socioeconomic inequalities in adult obesity risk in Canada: trends and decomposition analyses. Eur J Health Econ. 2014;15(2):203–21.CrossrefPubMed

6.
Hajizadeh M, Mitnitski A, Rockwood K. Socioeconomic gradient in health in Canada: is the gap widening or narrowing? Health Policy. 2016;120(9):1040–50.CrossrefPubMed

7.
Maheswaran H, Kupek E, Petrou S. Self-reported health and socio-economic inequalities in England, 1996-2009: repeated national cross-sectional study. Soc Sci Med. 2015;136-137:135–46.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

8.
Magnusson M, Sorensen TI, Olafsdottir S, Lehtinen-Jacks S, Holmen TL, Heitmann BL, Lissner L. Social inequalities in obesity persist in the Nordic region despite its relative affluence and equity. Curr Obes Rep. 2014;3:1–15.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

9.
Tweed EJ, Allardice GM, McLoone P, Morrison DS. Socio-economic inequalities in the incidence of four common cancers: a population-based registry study. Public Health. 2018;154:1–10.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

10.
Commission on Social Determinants of Health. CSDH final report: closing the gap in a generation: health equity through action on the social determinants of health. http://​www.​who.​int/​social_​determinants/​publications/​commission/​en/​. Accessed 11 Nov 2017.

11.
Backholer K, Mannan HR, Magliano DJ, Walls HL, Stevenson C, Beauchamp A, Shaw JE, Peeters A. Projected socioeconomic disparities in the prevalence of obesity among Australian adults. Aust N Z J Public Health. 2012;36(6):557–63.CrossrefPubMed

12.
Laaksonen M, Talala K, Martelin T, Rahkonen O, Roos E, Helakorpi S, Laatikainen T, Prattala R. Health behaviours as explanations for educational level differences in cardiovascular and all-cause mortality: a follow-up of 60 000 men and women over 23 years. Eur J Public Health. 2008;18(1):38–43.CrossrefPubMed

13.
Mejean C, Droomers M, van der Schouw YT, Sluijs I, Czernichow S, Grobbee DE, Bueno-de-Mesquita HB, Beulens JW. The contribution of diet and lifestyle to socioeconomic inequalities in cardiovascular morbidity and mortality. Int J Cardiol. 2013;168(6):5190–5.CrossrefPubMed

14.
Stringhini S, Sabia S, Shipley M, Brunner E, Nabi H, Kivimaki M, Singh-Manoux A. Association of socioeconomic position with health behaviors and mortality. JAMA. 2010;303(12):1159–66.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

15.
Rehm CD, Penalvo JL, Afshin A, Mozaffarian D. Dietary intake among US adults, 1999-2012. JAMA. 2016;315(23):2542–53.CrossrefPubMed

16.
Wang DD, Leung CW, Li Y, Ding EL, Chiuve SE, Hu FB, Willett WC. Trends in dietary quality among adults in the United States, 1999 through 2010. JAMA Intern Med. 2014;174(10):1587–95.CrossrefPubMed

17.
Wang DD, Li Y, Chiuve SE, Hu FB, Willett WC. Improvements in US diet helped reduce disease burden and lower premature deaths, 1999-2012; overall diet remains poor. Health Aff (Millwood). 2015;34(11):1916–22.Crossref

18.
Tapsell LC, Neale EP, Satija A, Hu FB. Foods, nutrients, and dietary patterns: interconnections and implications for dietary guidelines. Adv Nutr. 2016;7(3):445–54.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

19.
McLennan W, Podger A. National Nutrition Survey users’ guide. http://​www.​abs.​gov.​au/​AUSSTATS/​abs@.​nsf/​DetailsPage/​4801.​01995?​OpenDocument. Accessed 10 Sept 2016.

20.
Australian Bureau of Statistics. Australian Health Survey: Users’ Guide, 2011–13. http://​www.​abs.​gov.​au/​ausstats/​abs@.​nsf/​Latestproducts/​4363.​0.​55.​001Main%20​Features12011-13?​opendocument&​tabname=​Summary&​prodno=​4363.​0.​55.​001&​issue=​2011-13&​num=​&​view=​. Accessed 10 Sept 2016.

21.
Guenther PM, DeMaio TJ, Ingwersen LA. The multiple-pass approach for the 24-hour recall in the continuing survey of food intakes by individuals (CSFII) 1994–96. Boston: International Conference on Dietary Assessment Methods; 1995.

22.
Bliss R. Researchers produce innovation in dietary recall. Agric Res. 2004;52(6):10–2.

23.
Food Standards Australia New Zealand. AUSNUT 2011–13: Australian Food, Supplement and Nutrient Database Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia. http://​www.​foodstandards.​gov.​au/​science/​monitoringnutrie​nts/​ausnut/​pages/​default.​aspx. Accessed 9 Sept 2017.

24.
Coyne T, Ibiebele TI, McNaughton S, Rutishauser IH, O'Dea K, Hodge AM, McClintock C, Findlay MG, Lee A. Evaluation of brief dietary questions to estimate vegetable and fruit consumption - using serum carotenoids and red-cell folate. Public Health Nutr. 2005;8(3):298–308.CrossrefPubMed

25.
Rutishauser I, Webb K, Abraham B, Allsopp R. Evaluation of short dietary questions from the 1995 National Nutrition Survey. https://​www.​health.​gov.​au/​internet/​main/​publishing.​nsf/​Content/​17B241DC3956A205​CA257BF00020A773​/​$File/​evaluation.​pdf. Accessed 11 Nov 2016.

26.
National Health and Medical Research Council. Dietary Guidelines for Australian Adults. http://​www.​nhmrc.​gov.​au/​_​files_​nhmrc/​file/​publications/​synopses/​n33.​pdf. Accessed 8 June 2016.

27.
Darmon N, Drewnowski A. Does social class predict diet quality? Am J Clin Nutr. 2008;87(5):1107–17.CrossrefPubMed

28.
Lallukka T, Laaksonen M, Rahkonen O, Roos E, Lahelma E. Multiple socio-economic circumstances and healthy food habits. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2007;61(6):701–10.CrossrefPubMed

29.
Turrell G, Hewitt B, Patterson C, Oldenburg B. Measuring socio-economic position in dietary research: is choice of socio-economic indicator important? Public Health Nutr. 2003;6(2):191–200.PubMed

30.
Worsley A, Blasche R, Ball K, Crawford D. The relationship between education and food consumption in the 1995 Australian National Nutrition Survey. Public Health Nutr. 2004;7(5):649–63.CrossrefPubMed

31.
Giskes K, Turrell G, Patterson C, Newman B. Socioeconomic differences among Australian adults in consumption of fruit and vegetables and intakes of vitamins a, C and folate. J Hum Nutr Diet. 2002;15(5):375–85. discussion 387-390CrossrefPubMed

32.
Worsley A, Blasche R, Ball K, Crawford D. Income differences in food consumption in the 1995 Australian National Nutrition Survey. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2003;57(10):1198–211.CrossrefPubMed

33.
Livingstone KM, Olstad DL, Leech RM, Ball K, Meertens B, Potter J, Cleanthous X, Reynolds R, McNaughton SA. Socioeconomic Inequities in Diet Quality and Nutrient Intakes among Australian Adults: Findings from a Nationally Representative Cross-Sectional Study. Nutrients 2017; 9(10).

34.
de Vos K, Zaidi MA. Equivalence scale sensitivity of poverty statistics for the member states of the european community. Rev Income Wealth. 1997;43(3):319–33.Crossref

35.
Australian Bureau of Statistics. Socio-Economic Index for Areas - Past releases. http://​www.​abs.​gov.​au/​websitedbs/​censushome.​nsf/​home/​seifapast?​opendocument&​navpos=​260. Accessed 16 Jan 2017.

36.
Nielsen SJ, Adair L. An alternative to dietary data exclusions. J Am Diet Assoc. 2007;107(5):792–9.CrossrefPubMed

37.
Black AE. Critical evaluation of energy intake using the Goldberg cut-off for energy intake:basal metabolic rate. A practical guide to its calculation, use and limitations. Int J Obes Relat Metab Disord. 2000;24(9):1119–30.CrossrefPubMed

38.
Kant AK, Graubard BI. Secular trends in the association of socio-economic position with self-reported dietary attributes and biomarkers in the US population: National Health and nutrition examination survey (NHANES) 1971-1975 to NHANES 1999-2002. Public Health Nutr. 2007;10(2):158–67.CrossrefPubMed

39.
Bingham SA. The use of 24-h urine samples and energy expenditure to validate dietary assessments. Am J Clin Nutr. 1994;59(1 Suppl):227S–31S.CrossrefPubMed

40.
Rothman KJ. Six persistent research misconceptions. J Gen Intern Med. 2014;29(7):1060–4.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

41.
Hulshof KF, Brussaard JH, Kruizinga AG, Telman J, Lowik MR. Socio-economic status, dietary intake and 10 y trends: the Dutch National Food Consumption Survey. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2003;57(1):128–37.CrossrefPubMed

42.
Ricciuto LE, Tarasuk VS. An examination of income-related disparities in the nutritional quality of food selections among Canadian households from 1986-2001. Soc Sci Med. 2007;64(1):186–98.CrossrefPubMed

43.
National Health and Medical Research Council. Eat for Health. Australian Dietary Guidelines Summary. https://​www.​nhmrc.​gov.​au/​_​files_​nhmrc/​file/​your_​health/​healthy/​nutrition/​n55a_​australian_​dietary_​guidelines_​summary_​131014_​1.​pdf. Accessed 15 Jan 2017.

44.
Popkin BM, Siega-Riz AM, Haines PS. A comparison of dietary trends among racial and socioeconomic groups in the United States. N Engl J Med. 1996;335(10):716–20.CrossrefPubMed

45.
Perrin AE, Simon C, Hedelin G, Arveiler D, Schaffer P, Schlienger JL. Ten-year trends of dietary intake in a middle-aged French population: relationship with educational level. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2002;56(5):393–401.CrossrefPubMed

46.
Wrieden WL, Connaghan J, Morrison C, Tunstall-Pedoe H. Secular and socio-economic trends in compliance with dietary targets in the North Glasgow MONICA population surveys 1986-1995: did social gradients widen? Public Health Nutr. 2004;7(7):835–42.CrossrefPubMed

47.
Galobardes B, Shaw M, Lawlor DA, Lynch JW, Davey SG. Indicators of socioeconomic position (part 1). J Epidemiol Community Health. 2006;60(1):7–12.CrossrefPubMedPubMedCentral

48.
Finnegan JR, Viswanath K, Rooney B, McGovern P, Baxter J, Elmer P, Graves K, Hertog J, Mullis R, Pirie P, et al. Predictors of knowledge about healthy eating in a rural midwestern US city. Health Educ Res Theory Prac. 1990;5(4):421–31.Crossref

49.
Wardle J, Parmenter K, Waller J. Nutrition knowledge and food intake. Appetite. 2000;34(3):269–75.CrossrefPubMed

50.
McLeod ER, Campbell KJ, Hesketh KD. Nutrition knowledge: a mediator between socioeconomic position and diet quality in Australian first-time mothers. J Am Diet Assoc. 2011;111(5):696–704.CrossrefPubMed

51.
Lynch J, Kaplan G. Socioeconomic position. In: Berkman LF, Kawachi I, editors. Social epidemiology. 1st ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2000. p. 13–35.

52.
Darmon N, Ferguson E, Briend A. Do economic constraints encourage the selection of energy dense diets? Appetite. 2003;41(3):315–22.CrossrefPubMed

53.
Darmon N, Ferguson EL, Briend A. A cost constraint alone has adverse effects on food selection and nutrient density: an analysis of human diets by linear programming. J Nutr. 2002;132(12):3764–71.CrossrefPubMed

54.
Thornton LE, Crawford DA, Ball K. Neighbourhood-socioeconomic variation in women's diet: the role of nutrition environments. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2010;64(12):1423–32.CrossrefPubMed

55.
United States Department of Agriculture. Characteristics of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Households: Fiscal Year 2011. https://​www.​fns.​usda.​gov/​sites/​default/​files/​2011Characterist​ics.​pdf. Accessed 15 Jan 2007.

56.
Bhattacharya J, Currie J, Haider S. Poverty, food insecurity, and nutritional outcomes in children and adults. J Health Econ. 2004;23(4):839–62.CrossrefPubMed

57.
Nord M, Andrews A, Carlson S. Household food security in the United States, 2006. https://​www.​ers.​usda.​gov/​webdocs/​publications/​err49/​12211_​err49_​reportsummary_​1_​.​pdf. Accessed15 Jan 2007.

58.
Lake AA, Hyland RM, Rugg-Gunn AJ, Wood CE, Mathers JC, Adamson AJ. Food shopping and preparation among the thirty-somethings: whose job is it? (the ASH30 study). Br Food J. 2006;108(6):475.Crossref

59.
Davidson A. Social determinants of health. Don Mills: Oxford University Press Canada; 2014.

60.
Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation, New South Wales Government,. Income mobility in Australia. https://​www.​cese.​nsw.​gov.​au/​images/​stories/​PDF/​Income-Mobility-Learning-Curve_​12_​FA_​AA.​pdf. Accessed 20 Dec 2017.

61.
Carey G, McLoughlin P. The powerful pull of policy targeting: examining residualisation in Australia. Crit Public Health. 2016;26(2):147–58.Crossref

62.
Australian Bureau of Statistics. Household economic wellbeing. http://​www.​ausstats.​abs.​gov.​au/​Ausstats/​subscriber.​nsf/​0/​72AF6DF118B82062​CA257C20000E2146​/​$File/​fact%20​sheet%20​5.​%20​changes%20​over%20​time.​pdf. Accessed 12 Sept 2017.

63.
McMahon A. Understanding the welfare state. In: McMahon A, Thompson J, Williams C, editors. Understanding the Australian welfare state key documents and themes. Croydon: Tertiary Press; 2000. p. 6–18.

64.
Carter LM, Whiting SJ. Underreporting of energy intake, socioeconomic status, and expression of nutrient intake. Nutr Rev. 1998;56(6):179–82.CrossrefPubMed

65.
Johansson G, Wikman A, Ahren AM, Hallmans G, Johansson I. Underreporting of energy intake in repeated 24-hour recalls related to gender, age, weight status, day of interview, educational level, reported food intake, smoking habits and area of living. Public Health Nutr. 2001;4(4):919–27.CrossrefPubMed

66.
Pryer JA, Vrijheid M, Nichols R, Kiggins M, Elliott P. Who are the ‘low energy reporters’ in the dietary and nutritional survey of British adults? Int J Epidemiol. 1997;26(1):146–54.CrossrefPubMed

67.
Stallone DD, Brunner EJ, Bingham SA, Marmot MG. Dietary assessment in Whitehall II: the influence of reporting bias on apparent socioeconomic variation in nutrient intakes. Eur J Clin Nutr. 1997;51(12):815–25.CrossrefPubMed

68.
Garriguet D. Diet quality in Canada. Ottawa: Statistics Canada; 2009. Health Reports Catalogue no 82-003-X

69.
Raubenheimer D, Simpson SJ. Nutritional ecology and human health. Annu Rev Nutr. 2016;36:603–26.CrossrefPubMed




OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/A12966_2018_666_Fig1_HTML.gif
201113

= ow  —e—wedim
e Hgh






OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/A12966_2018_666_Fig2_HTML.gif





OEBPS/contact.gif





OEBPS/A12966_2018_666_Fig3_HTML.gif
EXET

Tve






