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Abstract
Background
Constructs based on Social Cognitive Theory have shown utility in understanding dietary behavior; however, little research has examined these relations in youth and parents concurrently. Unique demands of dietary management among families of youth with type 1 diabetes (T1D) suggest the importance of investigation in this population. The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate youth and parent measures of self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and barriers for healthful eating, and parent modeling of healthful eating, in a sample of youth with type 1 diabetes and their parents.

Methods
Youth (n=252) ages 8–18 years with diabetes duration ≥1 year and parents completed self-report measures of healthful eating attitudes including self-efficacy, perceived barriers, positive and negative outcome expectations; youth reported parent modeling of healthful eating. Youth dietary intake from 3-day diet records was used to calculate the Healthy Eating Index 2005 and the Nutrient Rich Foods 9.3 index, measures of overall diet quality. The relations among parent and youth healthful eating attitudes, parent modeling, and youth diet quality were examined using structural equation modeling.

Results
Internal consistency and test-retest reliability of the measures were acceptable. The structural equation model demonstrated acceptable fit (CFI/TLI=0.94/0.94; RMSEA=0.03), and items loaded the hypothesized factors. Parent modeling [image: A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq1_HTML.gif] and attitudes toward healthful eating (latent variable comprised of self-efficacy, barriers, outcome expectations) [image: A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq2_HTML.gif] had direct effects on youth diet quality. Parent modeling had a direct effect on youth attitudes [image: A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq3_HTML.gif]; parent attitudes had an indirect effect on youth attitudes through parent modeling [image: A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq4_HTML.gif]. Youth attitudes were not associated with youth diet quality. Overall, the model accounted for 20% of the variance in child diet quality.

Conclusions
Parent diet-related behaviors demonstrated an impact on youth attitudes and diet quality, suggesting the importance of family-based clinical and public health efforts to improve diet.
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Background
It is well-established that diet quality among US youth falls short of recommendations, with inadequate intake of fruits, vegetables, and whole grains, and excessive intake of sugar, highly processed foods, and saturated fat [1–3]. Eating behaviors during childhood and adolescence track into adulthood [4, 5] and impact long-term health outcomes [6, 7], underscoring the importance of understanding the determinants of these behaviors.
Dietary recommendations for youth with type 1 diabetes are the same as those for the general population, and families of youth with type 1 diabetes are encouraged to consume an overall healthful diet to optimize growth, maintain normal weight, and reduce risk for cardiovascular disease [8, 9]. However, diet is uniquely relevant for this population due to the importance of attention to carbohydrate estimation for prandial insulin dosing. Both the amount and type of food consumed may impact postprandial blood glucose levels, and accurate estimation of carbohydrate intake is necessary for insulin dosing to optimize glycemic control.
Despite attention to diet as part of the diabetes management regimen, diet quality of youth with type 1 diabetes is similarly poor to that of the general youth population [10–13], or possibly worse, as children with type 1 diabetes consume a greater proportion of saturated fat [14, 15]. The dramatic increase in obesity prevalence in youth with type 1 diabetes [16, 17] and the high prevalence of cardiovascular risk factors among these youth [18, 19] suggests the need for evaluating factors contributing to diet quality in this population. Given the role of parents both in facilitating diabetes management and decision-making regarding food in the home and family eating patterns, attention to both child and parent determinants of dietary intake appears warranted. As diabetes management involves attention to dietary intake, the potential role of parents as a gatekeeper of youth diet may potentially be greater than among the general population of youth. Yet we are aware of only one study addressing parental determinants of dietary intake among youth with type 1 diabetes, which demonstrated associations of parent education level, family income, and parents’ nutrition education with dimensions of youth dietary intake [20].
Research suggests the utility of social cognitive theory for understanding dietary intake among both youth and adults. Social cognitive theory indicates that behavior is determined by individual beliefs as well as socio-environmental factors [21]. Key predictive beliefs are outcome expectations (expected positive and negative outcomes of behaviors) and self-efficacy (perceived ability to perform behaviors), which develop from both vicarious and actual day-to-day experiences involving food, including modeling of eating behaviors by significant others. Outcome expectations and self-efficacy of healthy eating among children and their parents, which are potentially modifiable through skill development, experience, and reinforcement, are important targets for dietary behavior interventions. Youth fruit and vegetable intake are associated with self-efficacy [22–26] outcome expectations [27], and barriers [22, 28] for fruit and vegetable consumption, as well as parent modeling [25, 26, 28–30]. Likewise, youth self-efficacy for decreasing “junk food” consumption is associated with lower fast food and snack intake [31]. Research in adults has shown associations between healthful eating self-efficacy [32–35], outcome expectations [32–34], and barriers [35] with indicators of diet quality including intake of fruits and vegetables, fat, and fiber. Furthermore, intervention studies in adults have demonstrated an increase in self-efficacy associated with increased fruit and vegetable intake [36] and decreased in waist circumference [37], as well as decreased barriers associated with decreased fat intake [38].
While much research has examined social cognitive constructs of adults as they relate to their own eating behaviors, limited research has examined these constructs as they pertain to parents’ attitudes regarding providing healthful foods for their families, which has implications for child diet quality given that parents serve a primary role in determining foods available to children in the home. Findings indicate an association of parents’ outcome expectations for purchasing fruits and vegetables with home availability [39], as well as between specific parent positive outcome expectations regarding fruit and vegetable consumption with child intake [40]. Additionally, as eating often takes place in the family context, parents may play a key role in the development of their child’s attitudes regarding healthful eating [41–43]. To our knowledge, previous research has not addressed the relationship of parent attitudes and modeling with child attitudes toward healthful eating. Gaining an understanding of the role of parents’ attitudes regarding providing healthful foods for their families, as well as the associations between parent and child attitudes and behaviors regarding healthful eating, is important for informing clinical and public health efforts to improve diet quality.
Although previous research has assessed social cognitive constructs as they pertain to intake of specific food groups, primarily fruits and vegetables, there is a need for measures of social cognitive constructs that address healthy eating more broadly. Evidence suggests that multiple aspects of dietary intake, including macronutrient intake and glycemic index, may influence glycemic control [44–47] and cardiovascular risk [44, 48] in youth with type 1 diabetes. Both adolescents and adults generally understand fundamental principles of healthful eating, including which foods are more and less healthful [49, 50]. Additionally, findings from focus groups among youth with type 1 diabetes [51, 52] indicate that while youth widely perceive fruit and vegetable intake as relevant to healthful eating, they also understand the concept of healthful eating to encompass dietary behaviors such as fiber and whole grain intake, as well as limiting intake of nutrient-poor foods (e.g., snack foods, sweets). Such findings suggest the potential utility of examining social cognitive constructs as they relate to overall diet quality.
This paper describes the development and evaluation of youth and parent measures of self-efficacy, outcome expectations, barriers, and parent modeling of overall healthful eating in a sample of youth with type 1 diabetes and their parents. We focus on these constructs as they pertain to youth attitudes regarding their own eating behaviors, and parents’ attitudes regarding providing healthful foods for their families. This manuscript describes the psychometric properties of the measures as well as the structural equation model evaluating the association of youth and parent measures with youth diet quality. We hypothesized effects of parent attitudes toward healthful eating and modeling on youth attitudes, and effects of each on youth diet quality.

Methods
Design, sample, and procedures
Data were obtained from parent–child dyads recruited from a pediatric diabetes center in Boston, Massachusetts. Youth eligibility criteria included age 8 to 18 years, diagnosis of type 1 diabetes ≥ 1 year, daily insulin dose ≥ 0.5 units per kilogram, ability to communicate in English, and absence of chronic illness (particularly any GI disease such as celiac disease as the focus of this research was related to dietary behaviors) or medication that interferes significantly with diabetes management or glucose metabolism.
Medical record data were screened to identify eligible patients who were recruited to participate during a clinic visit by trained research staff. Families were invited to participate in a study aimed at understanding how families approach the diet of children and teens with type 1 diabetes. Parents and children age 18 years provided informed consent; children younger than 18 years provided assent. Survey measures were completed at the time of the clinic visit; diet records were completed by families following the clinic visit. To assess test-retest reliability, questionnaires were mailed to participants two weeks later with instructions to complete and return by mail. The study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the clinical site. Of 455 eligible youth and their parents invited to participate; 302 youth from 291 families enrolled in the study. In families with multiple siblings enrolled, data from the sibling with the longest diabetes duration were retained. Of the 291 families enrolled, 259 completed the second survey administration, and 252 completed diet records.

Measures
Social cognitive theory constructs
Self-report measures of self-efficacy, outcome expectations, barriers, and parent modeling were developed by the investigators. Parent and youth measures were not designed to reflect parallel constructs, but rather assessed their respective roles regarding youth’s dietary intake. The survey items were developed by a multi-disciplinary team consisting of behavioral scientists, nutrition scientists, pediatric endocrinologists, and certified diabetes educators. Item content and structure was informed by previous literature assessing these constructs as they pertained specifically to fruit and vegetable consumption [27, 30, 53]. Additionally, focus groups conducted with the population and clinical experience with the population further informed item content and selection of terminology. For some constructs, this yielded a greater number of items than optimal for a brief measure; however, all items were administered to allow item reduction to be guided by the item properties.
Barriers assessed environmental or skill impediments to healthful eating (child) or to providing healthful foods for the family (parent). Youth barriers included 8 items such as “Healthy food choices are not available at school” and “There is a lot of junk food at home”. Parent barriers included 7 items such as “There are not enough healthy food choices where I shop” and “I have very little time to prepare healthy meals”. Response options were on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
Outcome expectations assessed perceived positive and negative consequences of healthful eating (child) or providing healthful foods for the family (parent). Youth outcome expectations included 23 items such as “If I eat healthy foods like vegetables, fruits, whole grains, and beans… it would help me stay alert” (positive) and “…I wouldn’t get to eat the foods I really like” (negative). Parent outcome expectations included 18 items such as “If I served my family healthy foods like vegetables, fruits, whole grains, and beans… I would feel better about myself as a parent” (positive) and “…my family would complain” (negative). Response options were on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
Self-efficacy measured perceived ability to engage in healthful eating behaviors (child) or provide healthful foods for the family (parent). Youth self-efficacy included 22 items such as “I am sure I can…choose healthy foods at restaurants” and “…eat unhealthy foods less often”. Parent self-efficacy included 22 items such as “I am sure I can…make healthy meals that my family will enjoy” and “…limit the amount of junk food at home”. Response options were on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
Parent modeling of healthful eating was assessed by 9 items querying youth perceptions regarding their parents’ eating habits. Items included “When I was with my parents, they ate…vegetables”, “…fast food”, etc. Response options were on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from “almost never” to “almost always”.
Items with adequate variance and internal consistency were retained. We examined item skewness, percent of responses in the non-socially-desirable range (e.g., endorsement of low self-efficacy), item-to-total correlation, and change in Cronbach’s alpha if the item was removed from the scale. Items that were the most highly skewed, not internally consistent with the other items in the measure, or noted to be confusing to participants were eliminated. This resulted in retention of 8 youth barriers items, 16 youth outcome expectations items, 8 youth self-efficacy items, 8 youth report of parent modeling items, 7 parent barriers items, 14 parent outcome expectations items, and 11 parent self-efficacy items. The majority of items eliminated had low variance in responses. The retained items were included in the subsequent factor analyses using structural equation modeling, described below.

Dietary intake
The child’s usual dietary intake was estimated using three-day food records. Children and parents were jointly given a sample diet record and provided with detailed instructions on how to measure and report food and beverage intake, including specific details such as brand names or restaurants, and the use of measuring utensils when possible. Families were instructed to keep records on three consecutive days in one week, including two weekdays and one weekend day. Research staff reviewed the completed records upon receipt from the family to ensure completeness, and solicited missing information (e.g., brand names) from the family as needed. Nutrition Data System for Research software (NDSR; Nutrition Coordinating Center, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN) was used to analyze the records. Two summary indices of diet quality, the Healthy Eating Index 2005 (HEI2005) and the Nutrition Rich Food 9.3 (NRF9.3) were calculated. The HEI-2005 [54, 55] measures conformance to USDA dietary guidelines and is designed for use in both children and adults [54]. Possible scores range from 0 to 100; a score of 100 would indicate that all dietary guidelines were met. Because requirements for several food groups within the calculation of the HEI-2005 may be met through consumption of less healthful choices (e.g. fried vegetables), we also selected a measure of dietary nutrient density. Dietary nutrient density was measured using the NRF9.3, which is based on 9 nutrients to encourage (protein, fiber, vitamin A, vitamin C, vitamin E, calcium, iron, magnesium, and potassium) and 3 nutrients to limit (saturated fat, added sugar, and sodium), and calculated for total nutrient intake from food (not including dietary supplements) relative to energy intake [56]. NRF9.3 values of individual foods range, for example, from −56 for cola to 695 for spinach. NRF9.3 cutoff values indicative of good diet quality have not been specified; the mean NRF9.3 from analysis of NHANES data among persons age four and older was 13.3±0.5 [56].

Biomedical and demographic data
Biomedical data including hemoglobin A1c (HbA1c; reference range 4-6%; Tosoh 2.2 device, Tosoh Corporation, Foster City, CA), insulin regimen, and frequency of blood glucose monitoring were extracted from the medical records. Demographic characteristics were assessed by parent self-report.


Analyses
Analyses were conducted in two steps. The first step was to evaluate psychometric properties of the measures of social cognitive constructs. Descriptive analyses were used to examine item distributions. To account for skewed distributions, three-category indicators were created by collapsing the three least socially desirable responses [57]. Items were all scored such that a higher score indicated attitudes supportive of healthful eating (e.g., a high score on barriers indicates fewer barriers). Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess internal consistency and Pearson correlation analyses were conducted to assess test-retest reliability. A series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted to confirm the measurement models for both child and parent measures of healthful eating attitude, with the three-category items as ordinal categorical indicators. Child healthful eating attitude was considered as a second-order factor, with child self-efficacy, positive and negative outcome expectations, and barriers as indicators. Similarly, parent healthful eating attitude was a second-order factor, modeled by parent self-efficacy, parent positive and negative outcome expectations, and barriers. In the second step, a structural equation model (SEM) was conducted to examine associations among child and parent healthful eating attitudes, parent modeling and youth diet quality. Child diet quality was modeled as a latent variable indicated by HEI-2005 and NRF9.3. Child and parent healthful eating attitude were included as two second-order factors [58]. Youth perception of parent modeling was included separately as a latent variable. Three sets of pathways were modeled to test the hypothesized direct and indirect relations between parent and youth healthful eating attitudes and parent modeling on youth diet quality:1)From parent and youth healthful eating attitudes, and parent modeling on youth diet quality;

 

2)From parent healthful eating attitudes to child attitudes and to parent modeling; and

 

3)From parent modeling to child healthful eating attitudes.

 



Thus, the SEM model included direct effects of parent and child attitudes and parent modeling on diet quality, as well as of parent attitudes on child attitudes and parent modeling, and parent modeling on child attitudes. The CFAs and SEM were conducted with MPlus Version 6.11 (Muthen and Muthen, Los Angeles CA). Model fit was evaluated with respect to three goodness-of-fit statistics: comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis fit index (TLI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). We considered a model with CFI >.90, TLI >.90, and RMSEA < .08 as reasonable or good fit [59].


Results
Sample characteristics
The sample was predominantly white and college-educated, with a majority of youth using insulin pump regimen (Table 1). The mean hemoglobin A1c indicated relatively good glycemic control [60]. The mean HEI2005 indicated youth diets are less than optimal according to the 2005 USDA Dietary Guidelines.Table 1
                          Sample characteristics (n=252)
                        


	 	Mean ± SD or N (%)

	
                              Demographics
                            
	 
	Age (years)
	13.2 ± 2.8

	Sex
	 
	  Female
	122 (48.4)

	  Male
	130 (51.6)

	Race/ethnicity
	 
	  White, not Hispanic
	231 (91.7)

	  Hispanic
	9 (3.6)

	  Black
	6 (2.4)

	  Other
	6 (2.4)

	Highest parent education level
	 
	  High school or equivalent
	22 (8.7)

	  Junior college, technical, or some college
	43 (17.1)

	  College degree
	112 (44.4)

	  Graduate education
	75 (29.8)

	Family income (annual $)
	 
	  <30,000
	22 (9.0)

	  30,000-49,999
	17 (7.0)

	  50,000-69,999
	31 (12.7)

	  70,000-99,999
	52 (21.2)

	  100,000-149,999
	57 (23.3)

	  >150,000
	66 (26.9)

	
                              Diabetes and health-related characteristics
                            
	 
	Duration of diabetes (years)
	6.3 ± 3.4

	Regimen
	 
	  Injection
	79 (31.3)

	  Pump
	173 (68.7)

	Daily frequency of blood glucose monitoring
	5.4 ± 2.2

	Hemoglobin A1c (%)
	8.5 ± 1.3

	Healthy Eating Index 2005
	53.4 ± 11.0

	Nutrient-Rich Food 9.3 score
	20.8 ± 10.3





Psychometric properties of the measures of social cognitive constructs
Confirmatory factory analysis of the items indicated 3 problematic items – 1 child outcome expectation item and 1 parent modeling item had low loadings with their respective designated factors (.17 and .26, respectively), and 1 parent outcome expectation item loaded across two factors (self-efficacy, modification index=103.3 and negative outcome expectations, modification index=85.3). After eliminating these items, both child (RMSEA = .047, CFI = .937 and TLI = .933) and parent (RMSEA = .066, CFI = .946 and TLI = .941) measurement models demonstrated good fit. All individual items loaded the specified factors (Table 2), and child and parent attitudes each comprised a second-order factor, with self-efficacy, positive and negative outcome expectation, and barriers as indicators. Internal consistency (alpha=.65-.87 for youth-report measures and .82-.89 for parent-report measures) and test-retest reliability (r=.57-.72 for youth-report measures and .65-.77 for parent-report measures) were acceptable to good (Table 2). The final measure, named the Healthful Eating Attitudes Scale, is provided in Additional file 1.Table 2
                          Properties of the youth and parent social cognitive measures
                        


	 	Number of items
	Item factor loadings
	Cronbach’s alpha
	Test-retest reliability

	
                              Youth-report
                            
	 	 	 	 
	Self-efficacy
	8
	.71 - .84
	.87
	.61

	Positive outcome expectations
	5
	.34 - .82
	.75
	.57

	Negative outcome expectations
	6
	.73 - .88
	.84
	.63

	Barriers
	8
	.32 - .87
	.78
	.72

	Parent modeling
	7
	.37 - .64
	.65
	.71

	
                              Parent-report
                            
	 	 	 	 
	Self-efficacy
	11
	.61 - .91
	.89
	.76

	Positive outcome expectations
	6
	.98 - .85
	.82
	.66

	Negative outcome expectations
	7
	.47 - .90
	.84
	.77

	Barriers
	7
	.64 - .96
	.84
	.65





Associations among healthful eating attitudes, parent modeling and youth diet quality
The latent variables representing child and parent healthful eating attitudes and parent modeling were correlated with youth diet quality (Table 3). The full model (Figure 1) demonstrated good fit (CFI/TLI=0.94/0.94; RMSEA=0.03). Parent attitudes (higher self-efficacy and positive outcome expectations; lower negative outcome expectations and barriers) toward healthful eating had a direct positive effect on youth-perceived parent modeling (p<.001) and youth diet quality (p=.04), but were not directly associated with youth attitudes. In addition to the direct effect, parent attitudes had a significant indirect effect on diet quality (p=.03) through its effects on modeling (βˆ=12, p=02). Youth-perceived parent modeling of healthful eating had direct positive effects on youth attitudes (p<.001) and diet quality (p=.02). Youth attitudes toward healthful eating were not associated with diet quality. Overall, the model accounted for 20.0% of the variance in child diet quality.Table 3
                          Correlations among latent variables of youth and parent social cognitive measures and diet quality
                        


	 	Diet quality
	 1
	 2
	 3
	 4
	 5
	 6
	 7
	 8

	1. Youth self-efficacy
	.27***
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	2. Youth negative outcome expectations
	.16*
	.64***
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 
	3. Youth positive outcome expectations
	.15*
	.63***
	.29***
	 	 	 	 	 	 
	4. Youth barriers
	.35***
	.65***
	.78***
	.33***
	 	 	 	 	 
	5. Youth-perceived parent modeling
	.41***
	.44***
	.34***
	.25**
	.56***
	 	 	 	 
	6. Parent self-efficacy
	.29***
	.29***
	.22**
	.12
	.22***
	.34***
	 	 	 
	7. Parent negative outcome expectations
	.26***
	.25***
	.23***
	.05
	.28***
	.40***
	.77***
	 	 
	8. Parent positive outcome expectations
	.16*
	.21**
	.16*
	.12
	.20**
	.28***
	.45***
	.43***
	 
	9. Parent barriers
	.26***
	.16**
	.15*
	.06
	.20**
	.39***
	.63***
	.70***
	.36***


*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001


[image: A12966_2013_Article_815_Fig1_HTML.jpg]
Figure 1
                          Structural equation model testing associations among child and parent healthful eating attitudes, parent modeling and youth diet quality.
                        






Discussion
Findings from this study provide initial support for the utility of the newly-developed measures of parent and child healthful eating attitudes. Items loaded the hypothesized factors and the resulting scales demonstrated acceptable internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Youth and parent self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and barriers, and youth-perceived parent modeling were correlated with one another and with youth diet quality. These findings add to the body of research supporting the relevance of social cognitive theory for understanding determinants of youth dietary behaviors.
Few studies have examined determinants of dietary intake in youth with type 1 diabetes. Research in young children with type 1 diabetes has found mealtime interactions to be associated with adherence to meal carbohydrate content [61, 62]; recent research in children and adolescents demonstrated associations of food preference and home availability with intake [63]. Contemporary insulin regimens allow for flexibility in dietary intake, and dietary intake of youth with type 1 diabetes is similar to that of the general population [13]. While nutrition counseling in type 1 diabetes care is necessarily focused on the youth’s dietary intake, particularly carbohydrate estimation, findings from this study highlight the importance of family-based interventions for promoting healthful eating among youth with type 1 diabetes.
This study extends previous research on social cognitive determinants of dietary intake by demonstrating the relationship of parent social cognitive attitudes and modeling of healthful dietary behavior to youth attitudes regarding healthful eating and dietary intake. Results presented suggest that parent attitudes and behaviors regarding healthful eating may impact youth diet not only through the shared food environment, but also by shaping the development of youth attitudes regarding healthful eating, highlighting the importance of parent eating behaviors in potentially shaping long-term youth dietary trajectories. Notably, parent attitudes toward and modeling of healthful eating were associated with youth diet quality in the structural equation model, while the effect of youth attitudes was not significant. These findings are consistent with research indicating that among youth, emotionally-based determinants may be stronger drivers of dietary behavior than cognitively-based ones [64].
Health communications targeting eating behavior often focus on its potential benefits, that is, positive outcome expectations. Our findings suggest that for healthful eating, negative outcome expectations – the anticipated negative consequences of the behavior – may be a stronger determinant of behavior than positive outcome expectations. It is perhaps not surprising that the anticipated negative consequences of healthful eating (e.g., deriving less enjoyment, being less convenient) may drive behavior more strongly than the anticipated positive consequences, as the former represent more concrete and proximal outcomes, and thus may be more salient in the context of day-to-day dietary decisions. As such, successfully achieving healthful dietary change may require greater attention to assessing and ameliorating perceived negative outcomes of healthful eating – that is, helping families find ways to make healthful eating satisfying, family-friendly, and time-efficient – as opposed to focusing primarily on the health benefits of the behavior.
The parent and youth social cognitive constructs assessed explained 20% of the variation in diet quality. While other factors such as environmental and cultural factors are known to be important determinants as well, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, barriers, and parent modeling may represent behavioral intervention targets with potential for meaningful impact. Only a few intervention studies in adults have examined whether change in self-efficacy or barriers mediates change in outcomes [36–38]; findings reported herein support the relevance of these constructs. Further investigation in the context of intervention studies is needed to more fully understand the extent to which change in these constructs mediate change in dietary behavior.
This study provides novel findings regarding the associations of both parent and youth social cognitive constructs regarding healthful eating to youth dietary intake. Strengths include a relatively large sample of youth with type 1 diabetes and the use of three-day diet records to assess dietary intake. The attention given to diet as an aspect of diabetes management may facilitate the reporting of dietary intake in families of youth with type 1 diabetes. Findings should be interpreted in light of study limitations, however. The sample was drawn from a single clinic with a limited number of minority and low-income families and a relatively large number of youth using insulin pump, with a mean HbA1c indicating relatively good glycemic control. Examination of the utility of these measures in broader samples is needed. Families choosing to participate may differ from the clinic population in dietary practices; however, dietary intake in this sample is consistent with previous research in type 1 diabetes [13] and US youth in general [2]. Data are cross-sectional, precluding determination of causality. Longitudinal research is required to examine more fully the relationships among parent and youth attitudes and youth dietary intake. While diet records are among the most reliable and valid measures of dietary intake, the task of completing food records may influence intake such that the records may not reflect usual intake. As with all self-report measures of intake, food records may be biased by social desirability [65]. However, the mean HEI-2005 in this sample was similar to that observed in a representative sample of US youth [2]. Parents and children were trained together in the completion of the diet records to address the developmental and practical realities of this population.

Conclusions
Findings from this study suggest the utility of newly-developed measures of youth and parent social cognitive constructs regarding healthful eating and the provision of healthful meals for families of youth with type 1 diabetes. The study also uniquely demonstrates the influences of parent attitudes toward and modeling of healthful eating on youth attitudes and diet quality in this population at risk for adverse health outcomes. The poor dietary intake youth with type 1 diabetes, like that of US youth in general, has critical public health implications, and continued work in the development of effective behavioral nutrition interventions is warranted. Findings regarding the role of parents in impacting youth dietary intake suggest the importance of family-focused interventions to improve the diet quality of youth with type 1 diabetes.

Acknowledgements
This research was supported by the intramural research program of the National Institutes of Health, Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, contract number HHSN267200703434C.

References
1.
Guenther PM, Dodd KW, Reedy J, Krebs-Smith SM: Most Americans eat much less than recommended amounts of fruits and vegetables. J Am Diet Assoc. 2006, 106 (9): 1371-1379. 10.1016/j.jada.2006.06.002.CrossRef

2.
Fungwe T, Guenther PM, Juan WY, Hiza H, Lino M: The quality of children’s diets in 2003–04 as measured by the healthy eating index - 2005. 2009, Washington DC: United States Department of Agriculture, Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion, Report No.: Nutrition Insight 43

3.
Reedy J, Krebs-Smith SM: Dietary sources of energy, solid fats, and added sugards among children and adolescents in the United States. J Am Diet Assoc. 2010, 110: 1477-1484. 10.1016/j.jada.2010.07.010.CrossRef

4.
Kelder SH, Perry CL, Klepp KI, Lytle LL: Longitudinal tracking of adolescent smoking, physical activity and food choice behaviors. Am J Public Health. 1994, 84 (7): 1121-1126. 10.2105/AJPH.84.7.1121.CrossRef

5.
Mikkila V, Rasanen L, Raitakari OT, Pietinen P, Viikari J: Longitudinal changes in diet from childhood into adulthood with respect to risk of cardiovascular diseases: the cardiovascular risk in young Finns study. Eur J Clin Nutr. 2004, 58 (7): 1038-1045. 10.1038/sj.ejcn.1601929.CrossRef

6.
Berenson GS, Srinivasan SR, Bao W, Newman WP, Tracy RE, Wattigney WA: Association between multiple cardiovascular risk factors and atherosclerosis in children and young adults: the Bogalusa heart study. N Engl J Med. 1998, 338: 1650-1656. 10.1056/NEJM199806043382302.CrossRef

7.
Maynard M, Gunnell D, Emmett P, Frankel S, Davey SG: Fruit, vegetables, and antioxidants in childhood and risk of adult cancer: the Boyd Orr cohort. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2003, 57 (3): 218-225. 10.1136/jech.57.3.218.CrossRef

8.
American Diabetes Association: Nutrition recommendations and interventions for diabetes: a position statement of the American diabetes association. Diabetes Care. 2008, 31 (1): S61-S78.CrossRef

9.
Smart C, Aslander-van Vliet E, Waldron S: Nutritional management in children and adolesents with diabetes. Pediatr Diabetes. 2009, 10 (12): 100-117.CrossRef

10.
Mayer-Davis EJ, Liese NM, Bell RA, Dabelea DM, Johansen JM, Pihoker C, Rodriquez BL, Thomas J, Williams D: Dietary intake among youth with diabetes: the SEARCH for diabetes in youth study. J Am Diet Assoc. 2006, 106 (5): 689-697. 10.1016/j.jada.2006.02.002.CrossRef

11.
Nansel TR, Haynie DL, Lipsky LM, Laffel LMB, Mehta SM: Multiple indicators of poor diet quality in children and adolescents with type 1 diabetes are associated with higher body mass index percentile but not glycemic control. Journal of the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics. 2012, 112 (11): 1728-1735. 10.1016/j.jand.2012.08.029.CrossRef

12.
Patton SR: Adherence to diet in youth with type 1 diabetes. J Am Diet Assoc. 2011, 111 (4): 550-555. 10.1016/j.jada.2011.01.016.CrossRef

13.
Rovner AJ, Nansel TR: Are children with type 1 diabetes consuming a healthful diet? a review of the current evidence and strategies for behavior change. Diabetes Educ. 2009, 35 (1): 97-107. 10.1177/0145721708326699.CrossRef

14.
Helgeson VS, Viccaro L, Becker D, Escobar O, Siminerio L: Diet of adolescents with and without diabetes: trading candy for potato chips?. Diabetes Care. 2006, 29 (5): 982-987. 10.2337/dc05-2197.CrossRef

15.
Overby NC, Flaaten V, Veierod MB, Bergstad I, Margeirsdottir HD, Dahl-Jorgensen K, Andersen LF: Children and adolescents with type 1 diabetes eat a more atherosclerosis-prone diet than healthy control subjects. Diabetologia. 2007, 50: 307-316. 10.1007/s00125-006-0540-9.CrossRef

16.
Libman IM, Pietropaolo M, Arslanian SA, LaPorte RE, Becker DJ: Changing prevalence of overweight children and adolescents at onset of insulin-treated diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2003, 26 (10): 2871-2875. 10.2337/diacare.26.10.2871.CrossRef

17.
Liu LL, Lawrence JM, Davis C, Liese AD, Pettitt DJ, Pihoker C, Dabelea D, Hamman R, Waitzfelder B, Kahn HS: Prevalence of overweight and obesity in youth with diabetes in USA: the SEARCH for diabetes in youth study. Pediatr Diabetes. 2010, 11 (1): 4-11. 10.1111/j.1399-5448.2009.00519.x.CrossRef

18.
Krishnan S, Short KR: Prevalence and significance of cardiometabolic risk factors in children with type 1 diabetes. J Cardiometab Syndr. 2009, 4 (1): 50-56. 10.1111/j.1559-4572.2008.00034.x.CrossRef

19.
van Vliet M, Van der Heyden JC, Diamant M, Von Rosenstiel IA, Schindhelm RK, Aanstoot HJ, Veeze HJ: Overweight is highly prevalent in children with type 1 diabetes and associates with cardiometabolic risk. J Pediatr. 2010, 156 (6): 923-929. 10.1016/j.jpeds.2009.12.017.CrossRef

20.
Bortsov A, Liese AD, Bell RA, Dabelea D, D’Agostino RB, Hamman R, Klingensmith GJ, Lawrence JM, Maahs DM, McKeown R, Marcovina SM, Thomas J, Mayer-Davis EJ: Correlates of dietary intake in youth with diabetes: results from the SEARCH for diabetes in youth study. J Nutr Educ Beh. 2011, 43 (2): 123-129. 10.1016/j.jneb.2009.12.007.CrossRef

21.
Bandura A: Social foundations of thought and action: a social cognitive theory. 1986, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall

22.
Bruening M, Kubik MY, Kenyon D, Davey C, Story M: Perceived barriers mediate the association between self-efficacy and fruit and vegetable consumption among students attending alternative high schools. J Am Diet Assoc. 2010, 110 (10): 1542-1546. 10.1016/j.jada.2010.07.001.CrossRef

23.
Reinaerts E, de Nooijer J, Candel M, de Vries N: Explaining school children’s fruit and vegetable consumption: the contributions of availability, accessibility, exposure, parental consumption and habit in addition to psychosocial factors. Appetite. 2007, 48: 248-258. 10.1016/j.appet.2006.09.007.CrossRef

24.
Thompson VJ, Bachman CM, Baranowski T, Cullen KW: Self-efficacy and norm measures for lunch fruit and vegetable consumption are reliable and valid among fifth grade students. J Nutr Educ Beh. 2007, 39 (1): 2-7. 10.1016/j.jneb.2006.06.006.CrossRef

25.
Vereecken CA, Van Damme W, Maes L: Measuring attitudes, self-efficacy, and social and environmental influences on fruit and vegetable consumption of 11- and 12-year-old children: reliability and validity. J Am Diet Assoc. 2005, 105 (2): 257-261. 10.1016/j.jada.2004.11.008.CrossRef

26.
Young EM, Fors SW, Hayes DM: Associations between perceived parent behaviors and middle school student fruit and vegetable consumption. J Nutr Educ Beh. 2004, 36 (1): 2-8. 10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60122-X.CrossRef

27.
Resnicow K, Davis-Hearn M, Smith M, Baranowski T, Lin LS, Baranowski J, Doyle C, Wang DT: Social-cognitive predictors of fruit and vegetable intake in children. Health Psychol. 1997, 16 (3): 272-276.CrossRef

28.
Brug J, Tak NI, Te Velde SJ, Bere E, De Bourdeaudhuij I: Taste preferences, liking and other factors related to fruit and vegetable intakes among schoolchildren: results from observational studies. Br J Nutr. 2008, 29 (Suppl. 1): S7-S14.

29.
Arcan C, Neumark-Sztainer D, Hannan P, Van Den Berg P, Story M, Larson N: Parental eating behaviours, home food environment and adolescent intakes of fruits, vegetables and dairy foods: longitudinal findings from project EAT. Public Health Nutr. 2007, 10 (11): 1257-1265.CrossRef

30.
Cullen KW, Baranowski T, Rittenberry L, Cosart C, Hebert D, de Moor C: Child-reported family and peer influences on fruit, juice and vegetable consumption: reliability and validity of measures. Health Educ Res. 2001, 16 (2): 187-200. 10.1093/her/16.2.187.CrossRef

31.
Ball K, MacFarlane A, Drawford D, Savige G, Andrianopoulos N, Worsley A: Can social cognitive theory constructs explain socio-economic variations in adolescent eating behaviours? a mediation analysis. Health Educ Res. 2009, 24 (3): 496-506. 10.1093/her/cyn048.CrossRef

32.
Anderson ES, Winett RA, Wojcik JR: Self-regulation, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and social support: social cognitive theory and nutrition behavior. Ann Behav Med. 2007, 34 (3): 304-312. 10.1007/BF02874555.CrossRef

33.
Anderson-Bill ES, Winett RA, Wojcik JR: Social cognitive determinants of nutrition and physical activity among web-users enrolling in an online intervention: the influence of social support, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and self-regulation. J Med Internet Res. 2011, 13 (1): e28-10.2196/jmir.1551.CrossRef

34.
Byrd-Bredbenner C, Abbot JM, Cussler E: Relationship of social cognitive theory concepts to mothers’ dietary intake and BMI. Matern Child Nutr. 2011, 7: 241-252. 10.1111/j.1740-8709.2009.00232.x.CrossRef

35.
Townsend MS, Kaiser LL: Development of a tool to assess psychosocial indicators of fruit and vegetable intake for two federal programs. J Nutr Educ Beh. 2005, 37: 170-184. 10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60243-1.CrossRef

36.
Campbell MK, McLerran D, Turner-McGrievy G, Feng Z, Havas S, Sorensen G, Buller D, Beresford SAA, Nebeling L: Mediation of adult fruit and vegetable consumption in the national 5 a day for better health community studies. Ann Behav Med. 2008, 35 (1): 49-60. 10.1007/s12160-007-9002-y.CrossRef

37.
Hankonen N, Vollmann M, Renner B, Absetz P: What is setting the stage for abdominal obesity reduction? a comparison between personality and health-related social cognitions. J Behav Med. 2010, 33: 415-422. 10.1007/s10865-010-9271-y.CrossRef

38.
Burke V, Giangiulio N, Gillam HF, Beilin LJ, Houghton S: Changes in cognitive measures in a randomized controlled trial of a health promotion program for couples targeting diet and physical activity. Am J Health Promot. 2004, 18 (4): 300-311. 10.4278/0890-1171-18.4.300.CrossRef

39.
Baranowski T, Watson K, Missaghian M, Broadfoot A, Baranowski J, Cullen K, Nicklas T, Fisher J, O’Donnell S: Parent outcome expectancies for purchasing fruit and vegetables: a validation. Public Health Nutr. 2007, 10 (3): 280-291.CrossRef

40.
Gibson EL, Wardle J, Watts CJ: Fruit and vegetable consumption, nutritional knowledge and beliefs in mothers and children. Appetite. 1998, 31: 205-228. 10.1006/appe.1998.0180.CrossRef

41.
Birch LL, Fisher JO: Development of eating behaviors among children and adolescents. Pediatrics. 1998, 101: 539-549.

42.
Cullen KW, Baranowski T, Rittenberry L, Olvera N: Social-environmental influences on children’s diets: results from focus groups with African-, euro- and Mexican-American children and their parents. Health Educ Res. 2000, 15 (5): 581-590. 10.1093/her/15.5.581.CrossRef

43.
Patrick H, Nicklas TA: A review of family and social determinants of children’s eating patterns and diet quality. J Am Coll Nutr. 2005, 24 (2): 83-92. 10.1080/07315724.2005.10719448.CrossRef

44.
Collier GR, Giudici S, Kalmusky J, Wolever TMS, Helman G, Wesson V, Ehrlich RM, Jenkins DJA: Low glycemic index starchy foods improve glucose control and lower serum cholesterol in diabetic children. Diab Nutr Metab. 1988, 1: 11-19.

45.
Maffeis C, Morandi A, Ventura E, Sabbion A, Contreas G, Tomasselli F, Tommasi M, Fasan I, Constantini S, Pinelli L: Diet, physical, and biochemical characteristics of children and adolescents with type 1 diabetes: relationship between dietary fat and glucose control. Pediatr Diabetes. 2011, doi:10.1111lj.1399-5448.2011.00781.x

46.
Nansel TR, Gellar L, McGill A: Effect of varying glycemic index meals on blood sugar control assessed with continuous glucose monitoring in youth with type 1 diabetes on basal-bolus insulin regimens. Diabetes Care. 2008, 31: 695-697. 10.2337/dc07-1879.CrossRef

47.
Thomas DE, Elliott EJ: The use of low-glycaemic index diets in diabetes control. Br J Nutr. 2010, 104: 797-802. 10.1017/S0007114510001534.CrossRef

48.
Liese AD, Bortsov A, Gunther ALB, Dabelea D, Reynolds K, Standiford DA, Liu L, Williams DE, Mayer-Davis EJ, D’Agostino RB, Bell R, Marcovina S: Association of DASH diet with cardiovascular risk factors in youth with diabetes mellitus: the SEARCH for diabetes in youth study. Circulation. 2011, 123: 1410-1417. 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.955922.CrossRef

49.
Croll JK, Neumark-Sztainer D, Story M: Healthy eating: what does it mean to adolescents?. J Nutr Educ. 2001, 33 (4): 193-198. 10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60031-6.CrossRef

50.
Paquette MC: Perceptions of healthy eating: state of knowledge and research gaps. Can J Public Health. 2005, 96 (3): S15-S19. S16-21

51.
Gellar LA, Schrader K, Nansel TR: Healthy eating practices: perceptions, facilitators, and barriers among youth with diabetes. Diabetes Educ. 2007, 33 (4): 671-679. 10.1177/0145721707303807.CrossRef

52.
Mehta SN, Haynie DL, Higgins LA, Bucey NN, Rovner AJ, Volkening LK, Nansel TR, Laffel LMB: Emphasis on carbohydrates may negatively influence dietary patterns in youth with type 1 diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2009, 32 (12): 2174-2176. 10.2337/dc09-1302.CrossRef

53.
Domel SB, Thompson WO, Davis HC, Baranowski T, Leonard SB, Baranowski J: Psychosocial predictors of fruit and vegetable consumption among elementary school children. Health Educ Res. 1996, 11 (3): 299-308. 10.1093/her/11.3.299.CrossRef

54.
Guenther PM, Reedy J, Krebs-Smith SM, Reeve BB, Basiotis PP: Development and evaluation of the healthy eating index-2005: technical report: center for nutrition policy and promotion, U.S. department of agriculture. 2007, Available at http://​www.​cnpp.​usda.​gov/​HealthyEatingInd​ex.​htm

55.
Miller PE, Mitchell DC, Harala PL, Pettit JM, Smiciklas-Wright H, Hartman TJ: Development and evaluation of a method for calculating the healthy eating index-2005 using the nutrition data system for research. Public Health Nutr. 2011, 14 (2): 306-313. 10.1017/S1368980010001655.CrossRef

56.
Fulgoni VL, Keast DR, Drewnowski A: Development and validation of the nutrient-rich foods index: a tool to measure nutritional quality of foods. J Nutr. 2009, 139: 1549-1554. 10.3945/jn.108.101360.CrossRef

57.
Blalock HM: Measurement in the social sciences: theories and strategies. 1974, Chicago, Illinois: Aldine Publishing Company

58.
Gorsuch RL: Factor analysis. 1983, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2

59.
Hooper D, Coughlan J, Mullen MR: Structural equation modeling: guidelines for determining model fit. Electron J Bus Res Methods. 2008, 6 (1): 53-60.

60.
American Diabetes Association: Standards of medical care in diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2013, 36 (1): S11-S66.CrossRef

61.
Patton SR, Dolan LM, Powers SW: Mealtime interactions relate to dietary adherence and glycemic control in young children with type 1 diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2006, 29 (5): 1002-1006. 10.2337/dc05-2354.CrossRef

62.
Patton SR, Piazza-Waggoner C, Modi AC, Dolan LM, Powers SW: Family functioning at meals relates to adherence in young children with type 1 diabetes. J Paediatr Child Health. 2009, 45 (12): 736-741. 10.1111/j.1440-1754.2009.01604.x.CrossRef

63.
Lipsky LM, Nansel TR, Haynie DL, Mehta SN, Laffel LM: Associations of food preferences and household food availability with dietary intake and quality in youth with type 1 diabetes. Appetite. 2012, 59 (2): 218-223. 10.1016/j.appet.2012.05.005.CrossRef

64.
Spruijt-Metz D: Adolescence, affect and health: studies in adolescent development. 1999, London: Psychology Press

65.
Thompson FE, Subar AF: Dietary assessment methodology. Nutrition in the prevention and treatment of disease. Edited by: Coulston AM, Boushey CJ. 2008, Burlington, MA: Elsevier Academic Press, 3-39. 2



Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no financial or nonfinancial competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
TRN led the development of the measures, conceived the research question, analyzed data, and wrote the manuscript. DLH provided substantive contribution to the development of the measures and reviewed/edited the manuscript. LML analyzed data and reviewed/edited the manuscript. JW provided statistical expertise, analyzed data, and reviewed/edited the manuscript. SNM contributed to development of the measures, collected data and reviewed/edited the manuscript. LMBL contributed to development of the measures, collected data and reviewed/edited the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.


OEBPS/A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq3_HTML.gif
(B

49, p < .001)





OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/A12966_2013_Article_815_Fig1_HTML.jpg
Negative

Outcome
Expectations

Positive
Outcome
Expectations

Self- efficacy

Parent
Attitudes

49%**

Barriers

Youth
Attitudes

Positive
utcome
Expectations

Negative
Outcome

Expectations 0.05 *p<0.01 ***p<0.001

<
Dashed lines ant effects






OEBPS/A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq4_HTML.gif
(B = .12,p, < .001)





OEBPS/contact.gif





OEBPS/A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq1_HTML.gif





OEBPS/A12966_2013_Article_815_IEq2_HTML.gif





