Evidence Tables

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

213

Walter, Hofman, Vaughan, 1988

Know Your Body curriculum
Setting: school (children from 2 demographically diverse areas selected as eligible study pop)

Gender: M, F

Age: 4th–8th grade (at base)

Race: W, B, O
Risk: general

Low-income sites included (site 1)

Some analyses separate by gender and race
RCT

37 schools in 2 demographical-

ly dissimilar areas were randomly assigned to either intv or con; in intv schools, all children in grades 4–8 received intv
Participation rate (schools): 100% (total)

Participation rate (students)

Site 1 (low-income)

Intv grp: 70.1%

Con grp: 64.6%
Site 2 (mid/upper SES)

Intv grp: 92.1%

Con grp: 74.9%

Baseline sample size
Site 1 (low-income)
Intv grp: 14 schools; 1115 students

Con grp: 8 schools; 448 students

Site 2 (mid/upper SES) 

Intv grp: 8 schools; 447 students

Con grp: 7 schools; 464 students

F/U sample size: NR
Retention rate: NR
Comparison of drop-outs: no sig diffs in risk factors at baseline were evident b/w subjects retained and subjects lost to f/u


Intv grp

Intv components: “Know Your Body” curriculum used, involving skill training, modeling, goal-setting, reinforcement; nutr component; exercise component; smoking component; all components taught in classrooms

Intv delivery:  regular classroom teachers (received training)

Special features: NR

Nutr message: reduce total fat, sat fat, chol, sodium; increase complex carb and fiber; increase p:s ratio

Con grp
Intv components: no intv (state-mandated general health ed curriculum)

Theoretical perspective: Health Belief Model; Social Learning Theory; Cognitive Development Theory

ADVANCE \d2*See the “Glossary of Abbreviations” (following the Appendices) for abbreviations used in the Evidence Tables.
Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

classroom component taught 2 hrs/wk throughout school yr; tot duration of intv: 5 yrs

Maintenance: NR
U

5 yrs from base*

*although the study included 4 f/u data collection pts, this article only presents the overall “rate of change per yr” over a 5 yr period


NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Walter, Hofman, Vaughan, 1988
Variables:

total fat (% energy)

sat fat (% energy)

Other variables analyzed:

polyunsat fat
Instrument: 24-hr dietary interviews by dietitians*

Statististics: school was unit of analysis; intv effect determined by comparing average chng over the 5 yr period b/w intv and con grps within each site; the changes for indiv subjects within schools were calculated by linear reg and averaged (to obtain an estimate of mean chng for each school); net effect of intv estimated by diffs in chng b/w the 2 grps of schools

*dietary interviews were only conducted at base and final f/u, and were estimated from independent, randomly selected subsamples of consenting subjects
Total fat (mean and sd)

Site 1 (low-income schools)

                  Base                      F/U
Intv grp:  35.1 (3.8)             34.0 (3.1)

[n]           [n = 92 students*]  [n = 124 students*]

Con grp: 34.4 (3.9)             35.2 (4.1)

[n]           [n = 35 students*]  [n = 52 students*]

Site 2 (mid/upper SES schools)
                  Base                      F/U
Intv grp:  32.8 (2.1)             31.3 (3.0)

[n]           [n = 78 students*]  [n = 112 students*]

Con grp: 32.9 (3.9)             35.0 (3.2)

[n]           [n = 30 students*]  [n = 70 students*]

Significance of effects:  

net mean reduction for site 1 n.s. (data NR)

net mean reduction for site 2: -3.6% (95%CI: -7.1 to -0.1) (sig effect)

Sat fat (mean and sd)

Site 1 (low-income schools)

                  Base                      F/U
Intv grp:  13.7 (1.8)             11.9 (1.9)

[n]           [n = 92 students*]  [n = 124 students*]

Con grp: 12.6 (1.6)             12.9 (1.5)

[n]           [n = 35 students*]  [n = 52 students*]

Site 2 (mid/upper SES schools)
                  Base                      F/U
Intv grp:  12.3 (1.8)             10.7 (2.0)

[n]           [n = 78 students*]  [n = 112 students*]

Con grp: 12.7 (2.3)             13.0 (1.2)

[n]           [n = 30 students*]  [n = 70 students*]
Significance of effects:  

net mean reduction for site 1: -2.1% (95% CI: -4.7 to +0.5) (n.s.)

net mean reduction for site 2 n.s. (data NR)

Intention to treat: NR

*diet analyses based on random subsamples 
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

Variables:

TC (mg/dl)
Instrument: nonfasting plasma TC measured using Auto-Analyzer II at f/u1 and computer-directed analyzer with use of enzymatic methods at all other f/u periods

Statistics: school was unit of analysis; intv effect determined by comparing average chng over the 5 yr period b/w intv and con grps within each site; the changes for indiv subjects within schools were calculated by linear reg and averaged (to obtain an estimate of mean chng for each school); net effect of intv estimated by diffs in chng b/w the 2 grps of schools


TC 

Baseline (school means and sd)
Site 1 (low-income schools)

Intv grp (n = 8 schools):  173.5 (4.5)

Con grp (n = 7 schools): 169.5 (5.2)

Site 2 (mid/upper SES schools)

Intv grp (n = 14 schools): 169.4 (4.9)

Con grp (n = 8 schools):  166.3 (4.7)

F/U (rate of chng per yr and sd)

Site 1 (low-income schools)                              

Intv grp (n = 8 schools):   -2.6 (1.5)

Con grp (n = 7 schools):  -1.6 (1.8)

Site 2 (mid/upper SES schools)

Intv grp (n = 14 schools):  -2.1 (1.0)

Con grp (n = 8 schools):   -0.4 (0.7)

Significance of  effects:

p for diffs b/w grps at base NR

diff b/w rate of chng for intv and con grp for site 1: -1.0 (95% CI: -2.3 to +0.3)

diff b/w rate of chng for intv and con grp for site 2: -1.7 (-2.7 to -0.7)

”sig intv effect”

Intention to treat: NR 


health knowledge: sig intv effect
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Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

073

Parcel, Simons-Morton, O'Hara, 1989

Go For Health


Setting: school (schools recruited from one school district; presumably all students participated)

Gender:  M,F

Age: 3rd and 4th graders
Race: W,B,H,A,N

Risk:  General


Study design unclear

Two of the 4 elementary schools in one school district assigned to intv and 2 to con; (presumably all K–4th graders participated in intv)


Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (students): NR

Baseline sample size 
Intv grp: 2 schools; 213 students (n used in dietary analyses)

Con grp: 2 schools; 194 students  (n used in dietary analyses)

F/U 1 sample size
Intv grp: 2 schools; 205 students (n used in dietary analyses)

Con grp: 2 schools; 147 students  (n used in dietary analyses)

F/U 2 sample size

Intv grp: 2 schools; 239 students (n used in dietary analyses)

Con grp: 2 schools; 159 students  (n used in dietary analyses):  

Retention rate (schools): 100%

Retention rate (students): n/a (cross-sectional surveys of students conducted annually)

Comparison of drop-outs:  n/a (analyses not longitudinal)
Intv Grp

Intv components:  classroom health ed (including modeling, demonstrations, self-monitoring); PE modification; modification of school lunches

Intv delivery:  PE teachers, food service staff, 3rd and 4th grade classroom teachers

Special features:  goal setting; food-related activities

Nutr message:  school lunches modified to decrease fat (to < 30% energy), sat fat (to < 10% energy), and sodium ( 600mg); nutr message of classroom component: decrease fat and sodium

Con Grp

Intv components:  no intv

Theoretical perspective: Social Learning Theory; Organizational Change Model 

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

PE component: 2 semester long units (6–8 wks each)

Classroom component: 6 modules (3 for 3rd grade and 3 for 4th grade)

  –each module consisted of a 30-min activity at the beginning of the wk, then 5–10 min activities conducted the remaining days of the wk 

  –two eating modules taught in continuous 4 wk time blocks, one in the fall and one in the spring) 

  –one 6-wk physical activity module (taught at 3 separate times during the school year); cafeteria component NR 

Tot duration of intv: 2 yrs

Maintenance:  NR


F/U 1: 
1 yr after base

F/U 2: 
2 yrs after base
Variables:

F&V (% of F&V selected in relation to all foods selected)

Instrument:  questionnaire consisting of 89 food choices (based on Baranowski, Dworkin, Henske, 1986)

Statistics:  multifactorial ANOVA (with tx condition, time, and time*tx interaction as effects); analyses done with both student and school as unit of analysis
F&V (mean and sd)

                     Base                 F/U 1      

Intv grp:  21.38 (8.49)     23.07 (8.18)

[n]            [n = 213]              [n = 205]

Con grp: 22.06 (7.98)      23.92 (7.76)

[n]            [n = 194]              [n = 147]

                      F/U 2
Intv grp:   23.26 (8.37)

[n]               [n = 239]

Con grp:   22.15 (8.50)

[n]               [n = 159]

Significance of effects:  
p for time*tx interaction with student as unit of analysis n.s.

p for time*tx interaction with school as unit of analysis n.s.

p for time*school within tx interaction (individual school effects) <0.01 (improvements in both intv and con schools)

Intention to treat:  n/a

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Parcel, Simons-Morton, O'Hara, 1989


NR
NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR


NR


Diet behavioral capability:sig intv effect

Diet self-efficacy: sig intv effect

Diet behavioral expectations: sig intv effect


45

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

078

Simons-Morton, Parcel, Baranowski, 1991

Go For Health


Setting:  school (schools recruited from one school district; presumably all students participated)

Gender:  M,F

Age: 3rd and 4th graders
Race: W,B,H,A,N

Risk:  General


Study design unclear

Two of the 4 elementary schools in one school district assigned to intv and 2 to con; (presumably all K–4th graders participated in intv)


Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (students): NR

Baseline sample size 
Intv grp: 2 schools; n of students NR

Con grp: 2 schools; n of students NR

F/U 1 sample size 
Intv grp: 2 schools; n of students NR

Con grp: 2 schools; n of students NR

F/U 2 sample size

Intv grp: 2 schools; n of students NR

Con grp: 2 schools; n of students NR

Retention rate (schools): 100%

Retention rate (students): n/a (cross-sectional surveys of students conducted annually)

Comparison of drop-outs: n/a (analyses not longitudinal)


Intv Grp*

Intv components:  classroom health ed; vigorous PE; modification of school lunches

Intv delivery:  PE specialists, food service staff, 3rd and 4th grade classroom teachers

Special features:  NR

Nutr message:  school lunches modified to lower-fat, lower-sodium lunches; nutr message of classroom component NR

Con Grp

Intv components:  no intv

*some analyses presented individually for the 2 intv schools and 2 con schools

Theoretical perspective: Social Learning Theory

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

6 classroom health ed modules; 5 (6–8 wk) PE units; duration of cafeteria modifications NR; total duration of intv: 2 yrs 

Maintenance:  NR


F/U 1:

presumably 1 yr after base

F/U 2:

presumably 2 yrs after base
NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Simons-Morton, Parcel, Baranowski, 1991
Variables:

total fat (g) in school lunches 

total fat consumed by students (g)

sat fat consumed by students (g)

Other variables analyzed:

total fat from students' tray lunches

total fat from students' bag lunches

sat fat from students' tray lunches

sat fat from students' bag lunches

Instrument:  
fat in school lunches (n = 12 meals/school) determined by recipe analyses (based on interviews with each cook), analyzed by NCC

fat consumed by students determined by 24-hr recall (F/U 2 only)

Statistics:  means and 95% CIs calculated


Total fat in school lunches (mean and 95% CI)

                                Base*                 F/U 1
Intv school 1: 50.8 (48.1;53.5)   35.4 (33.4;37.4)

Intv school 2: 46.1 (43.6;48.5)   35.5 (33.5;37.5)

Con school 1: 48.4 (46.0;50.9)   46.9 (43.4;50.3)

Con school 2: 48.4 (46.0;50.9)   47.8 (44.9;50.6)

                              F/U 2
Intv school 1: 34.0 (32.0;35.9)

Intv school 2: 34.5 (32.1;37.0)

Con school 1: 39.5 (37.8;41.3)

Con school 2: 42.3 (40.6;43.9)

*base values for con schools estimated by averaging the values of the 2 intv schools

Significance of effects:

p values NR (CIs for intv and con schools do not overlap at either f/u period)

Total fat consumed by students (mean and 95% CI)

                         Base  F/U 1            F/U 2
Intv grp (n = 67):  NR     NR      78.6 (70.0;87.2)

Con grp (n = 68): NR     NR      90.0 (80.8;99.1)

Significance of effects:  

p values NR (CIs for intv and con grp overlap at f/u 2)

Sat fat consumed by students (mean and 95% CI)

                         Base  F/U 1            F/U 2
Intv grp (n = 67):  NR     NR     28.5 (25.0;32.0)

Con grp (n = 68): NR     NR     33.9 (30.3;37.6)

Significance of effects:  

p values NR (CIs for intv and con grp overlap at f/u 2)

Intention to treat:  n/a (cross-sectional waves of data)
Calcium: n.s.

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR


NR
NR
40



Evidence Table1   Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study 

Design
Sample Size and 

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received
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Resnicow, Cohn, Reinhardt,  1992

Know Your Body curriculum
Setting: School (all 1st–4th grade students recruited from selected schools)
Gender: M,F

Age: 1st–4th graders

Race: B,H,W,A

Risk: General

Low income pop

Results presented separately for “longitudinal cohort” and “post-test only cohort”

non-random assign. of schools

5 elem. schools assigned to intv or con condition by the district; 3 received the intv and 2 were con sites; all 1st–4th grade students were eligible to participate
Participation rate (schools): NR
Participation rate (students): 87% (total)
Baseline sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 3

Con grp: 2

Baseline sample size (students): 2973 (total)

F/U sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 3

Con grp: 2

F/U sample size (students): 1209 (total)

Retention rate (students): 41% (total)
Comparison of drop-outs: drop-outs were sig older and less likely to be female or Hispanic
Intv Grp*

Intv components: classroom curriculum, cafeteria modifications, peer leader training, food tasting, poster and essay contests, aerobics

Intv delivery: regular classroom teacher 

Special features: NR

Nutr message: increase fiber, decrease fat

Con Grp
Intv components: usual health and science curricula

Theoretical perspective: Social Learning Theory; Health Belief Model; PRECEDE Model

*results presented for 3 categories of intv exposure (dose-response, based on ratings of teacher implementation): low, moderate, and high




Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results


curriculum used once a wk for 30–45 mins during entire school year; program implemented for ~ 2.5 yrs

Maintenance: NR
~ 2.5 yrs from base
Variables:

Fruit intake (index score)

Veg intake (index score)

Instrument: non-quantitative FFQ (36 items), measured on a 5-pt scale (high values = greater intake)

Statistics: diffs in means b/w grps assessed using MANCOVA; trends in means across intv grps assessed using linear reg (dose response relationship b/w curriculum exposure and student outcomes), adjusting for demographic covariates
Fruit Intake (mean; sd/se NR)*

                                      Base        F/U
Intv grp - low (n = 557):   3.41        3.13

Intv grp - mod (n = 184): 3.43         3.15

Intv grp - high (n = 98):   3.43         3.24

Con grp (n = 370):           3.59         3.25

Significance of effects:
Low exposure intv grp sig diff from con grp at base (p<.05; higher fruit intake in con grp);

no sig diffs b/w grps at f/u

Veg intake (mean; sd/se NR)
                                     Base          FIU
Intv grp - low (n = 557):  2.83          2.68

Intv grp - mod (n = 184): 2.78          2.53

Intv grp - high (n = 98):   2.62          2.63

Con grp (n = 370):          2.92          2.58

Significance of effects:
No sig diffs b/w grps at base or f/u

Intention to treat: NR

*The full article also presents results for “post-test only cohort” (no baseline values)


Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes


Resnicow, Cohn, Reinhardt,  1992



NR



NR
"Heart healthy foods" (low-fat milk, whole wheat bread, cereal with fiber, broiled fish, popcorn w/o butter): n.s.

Dairy intake: n.s.




Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

Variables: 
TC (mg/dl)

Instrument: non-fasting finger stick samples analyzed by enzymatic method, using NCEP guidelines

Statistics: diffs in means b/w grps assessed using MANCOVA; trends in means across intv grps assessed using linear reg (dose response relationship b/w curriculum exposure and student outcomes), adjusting for demographic covariates and base values
TC (mean; sd/se NR)*

                                      Base         F/U
Intv grp - low (n = 557):   171.6       165.0

Intv grp - mod (n = 184): 168.6        165.0

Intv grp - high (n = 98):    165.3        157.4

Con grp (n = 370):           165.9        168.5

Significance of  effects:
Low exposure intv grp sig diff from con grp (p<.05) at base; High exposure intv grp sig diff from all other grps at f/u, p< .05

Intention to treat: NR

*The full article also presents results for “post-test only cohort” (no baseline values)


Health Knowledge: n.s. (effect favored con grp)

53

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received
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Domel, Baranowski, Davis,  1993

Gimme 5 curriculum


Setting: school (2 elementary schools selected; all 4th–5th graders participated)

Gender: M,F

Age:  4th–5th graders

Race: W,B

Risk: general


RCT

2 similar elementary schools interested in participation were randomly assigned to intv or con grp; all 4th–5th graders in intv school received intv
Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (students): NR

Baseline sample size 

Intv grp: 1 school; 214 students

Con grp: 1 school; 132 students

F/U sample size 

Intv grp: 1 school; 195 students (n used in analyses)

Con grp: 1 school; 106 students (n used in analyses)

Retention rate (students)

Intv grp: 91%

Con grp: 80%

Comparison of drop-outs: NR

Intv grp

Intv components: community advisory committee formed; lessons targeting F&V asking and preparation skills; inclusion of F&V on school lunch menu; recipe preparation; taste-testing; goal setting; self-monitoring; problem solving; use of goal buddies; wkly newsletter sent home to parents; F&V festival

Intv delivery: classroom teacher

Special features: family component; social support; food-related activities

Nutr message: increase F&V

Con grp

Intv components: teachers conducted classes as usual

Theoretical perspective: social Cognitive Theory

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

18 sessions (designed to be taught 3 times/wk); total duration of intv: 6 wks

Maintenance: NR
within 2 wks following intv (6 wks after base)
Variables:

F&V (servings/d)

Fruit (servings/d)

Veg (servings/d)

Other variables analyzed:

juices

legumes
Instrument: food diaries (mean n of days: 6.59-6.81)

Statistics: ANOVA test for grp differences, with dep var the diff in servings (f/u - base) 
F&V (mean and sd)

                                  Base               F/U

Intv grp (n = 195):   2.66 (1.25)      2.95 (1.21) 

Con grp (n = 106):  2.05 (1.04)      2.35 (1.32)

                                Diff
Intv grp (n = 195):  .29 (1.23)

Con grp (n = 106): .30 (.99)

Significance of effects: 
p for diff b/w chng in intv and con grp: .913

Fruit (mean and sd)

                              Base         F/U          Diff

Intv grp (n = 195): .60(.53)    .90(.58)   .30(.61)

Con grp (n = 106):.42(.42)    .48(.54)   .06(.50)

Significance of effects: 
p for diff b/w chng in intv and con grp: .001 

Veg (mean and sd)

                              Base         F/U          Diff

Intv grp (n = 195): 1.55(.75) 1.55(.70) -.00(.70)

Con grp (n = 106):1.16(.65) 1.36(.67)  .20(.68)  

Significance of  effects: 
p for diff b/w chng in intv and con grp: .018 (effect favored con grp)

Intention to treat: NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Domel, Baranowski, Davis, 1993


NR
NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR
NR
Fruit preferences: sig intv effect

F&V snack preferences: sig intv effect

Veg preferences: n.s.

F&V knowledge: sig intv effect


65

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

135, 136, 169, 334, 337

Luepker, Perry, McKinlay,  1996

Lytle, Stone, Nichaman,  1996

Osganian, Ebzery, Montgomery, 1996

Perry, Lytle, Feldman, 1998

Nader, Stone, Lytle, 1999

CATCH


Setting: school (schools recruited based on distance from study centers, ethnic diversity, agreement to participating in study)

Gender:  M,F

Age:  3rd graders (at base); mean age 8.76 yrs

Race: W,B,H,O
Risk:  general

some results presented separately by ethnicity, gender, and study site
RCT

96 public schools from 12 districts were randomized to intv or con; all 3rd graders invited to participate


Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (students): 60%

Baseline sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 56

Con grp: 40

Baseline sample size (students): 5106 (total)

F/U 1 sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 56

Con grp: 40

F/U 1 sample size (students): 1229 (total)

F/U 2 sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 56

Con grp: 40

F/U 2 sample size (students): 4019 (total)

F/U 3 sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 56

Con grp: 40

F/U 3 sample size (students): 3714 (total)

Retention rate (schools): 100%*

Retention rate (students): 79%* (total)

Comparison of drop-outs: African-Am students and students in California were more likely to have dropped out

*Retention rates based on final f/u period


Intv grp
Intv components: classroom curricula (including lessons in psychosocial factors, skills development, tobacco prevention), school cafeteria food service modification (involving training of food service personnel), PE component (including training of PE staff) home programs* (including activity packets requiring adult participation, family fun night)

Intv delivery: school food service staff, PE teachers, classroom teachers

Special features: family component*; food-related activities

Nutr message: decrease total fat (to 30% energy), sat fat (10% energy), and sodium; increase F&V

Con grp

Intv components: usual health curricula, PE, and food service programs

*although the grp that received the family-based home program could be classified as a 2nd intv grp, this article presents the results for both intv grps combined

Theoretical perspective: NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

food service changes and PE enhancement lasted for 3 school yrs; classroom component included 15 lessons during 5 wks in grade 3, 24 lessons during 12 wks in grade 4, and 16 lessons during 8 wks in grade 5 (lessons averaged 30–40 mins); 4 session tobacco use curriculum in grade 5; 47 total nutrition 

lessons; home component included 19 activity packets over the 3 yr period 

Maintenance: NR


F/U 1: 
1.5 yrs after base

F/U 2:
2.5 yrs after base

F/U 3:

5 yrs after base (results only reported for dietary fat outcomes)
Variables:

F&V (servings/d)

Fruit (servings/d)

Veg (servings/d)
Instrument:

1 24-hr dietary recall, analyzed with NDS *

Statistics:

analyzed by mixed-model regression procedures with tx grp as independent var and base values as covariate

*based on a subsample of 1186 students
F&V (mean and se)

California

                          Base   F/U1   F/U 2        

Intv grp (n NR*):  NR    NR    4.19 (0.28)

Con grp (n NR*): NR    NR    4.34 (0.33)
*total n = 249
Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.
Louisiana

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR         3.46 (0.29)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        4.00 (0.35)
*total n = 293

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Minnesota

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR         3.98 (0.28)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        4.30 (0.37)
*total n = 339

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Texas

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR        5.05 (0.27)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        3.76 (0.36)
*total n = 305
Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 <0.006

Fruit (mean and se)

California

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR         2.31 (0.25)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        2.52 (0.29)
*total n = 249
Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.
Louisiana

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR       1.71 (0.25)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR       2.07 (0.31)
*total n = 293

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results



 
Fruit (mean and se) (continued)

Minnesota

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR         2.12 (0.24)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        2.37 (0.32)
*total n = 339

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Texas

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR        2.85 (0.24)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        1.85 (0.31)
*total n = 305
Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 <0.02

Vegetable (mean and se)

California

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR       1.81 (0.16)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR       1.78 (0.19)
*total n = 249
Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.
Louisiana

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR       1.77 (0.16)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR       1.94 (0.19)
*total n = 293

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Minnesota

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR        1.81 (0.15)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR        1.91 (0.20)
*total n = 339

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Texas

                            Base   F/U 1        F/U 2
Intv grp (n NR*):   NR      NR       2.18 (0.15)

Con grp (n NR*):  NR      NR       1.92 (0.20)
*total n = 305
Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b\w grps at f/u 2 n.s.

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement


Dietary Fat:

Results


Other Dietary

Outcomes

Luepker, Perry, McKinlay,  1996

Lytle, Stone, Nichaman,  1996

Osganian, Ebzery, Montgomery, 1996

Perry, Lytle, Feldman,  1998

Nader, Stone, Lytle, 1999
Variables:

total fat intake of students (% energy)

sat fat intake of students (% energy)

total fat in school meals (% energy)

Other variables analyzed:

sat fat in school meals (% energy)

tot fat in school meals (g)

polyunsat fat intake of students

monounsat fat intake of students
Instrument:

(school level outcomes): recipes, menus, and vendor product info collected for 5 consecutive days from food service personnel and records of student participation in school meals (analyzed using NDS)

(individual level outcomes): 1 24-hr dietary recall, analyzed with NDS *

Statistics:

school level measures analyzed by repeated measures ANCOVA (with tx grp as independent var)

indiv-level measures analyzed by mixed-model ANCOVA with tx grp as independent var and base values as covariate (as well as other demographic vars)

*recall only conducted on a random subsample of 30 students per school at base and f/u
Total fat intake among students (mean and sd)

                                              Base         F/U 1   
Intv grp (n = 709 students): 32.7(0.3)        NR

Con grp (n = 473 students): 32.6(0.3)       NR

                                              F/U 2        Chng   
Intv grp (n = 709 students):  30.3(0.3)   -2.3(0.3)

Con grp (n = 473 students): 32.2(0.3)   -0.5(0.5)

                               F/U 3
Intv grp (n NR):   30.6 (0.3)

Con grp (n NR):  31.6 (0.3)

Significance of  effects:

p for diffs b/w grps at base n.s.

p for diff in chng (f/u 2) b/w grps: 0.001

p for diff in chng b/w grps (f/u 3): 0.01

Sat fat intake among students (mean and sd)

                                Base                F/U 1     
Intv grp (n = 709):   12.8 (3.6)             NR

Con grp (n = 473):  12.5 (3.3)             NR

                               F/U 2              Chng  
Intv grp (n = 709):  11.4 (3.5)       -1.2 (0.2)         

Con grp (n = 473): 12.1 (3.5)       -0.3 (0.2)

                               F/U 3
Intv grp (n NR):   11.3 (0.1)

Con grp (n NR):  11.8 (0.2)          

Significance of  effects:

p for diffs b/w grps at base n.s.

p for diffs in chng (f/u 2) b/w grps <0.005

p for diffs in chng (f/u 3) b/w grps: 0.02

Intention to treat: NR

Total fat in school meals (mean and se)

                                         Base             F/U 1
Intv grp (n = 56 schools): 38.7(0.4)     32.5 (0.4)

Con grp (n = 40 schools): 38.9(0.5)    36.2 (0.5)

                                           F/U 2
Intv grp (n = 56 schools):  31.9 (0.4)

Con grp (n = 40 schools): 36.2 (0.5)  

Significance of  effects: 
p for diff in chng b/w  grps <0.001

p for diff in chng b/w grps <0.001
Fiber: n.s.

Calcium: n.s.

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

Variables:

TC (mmol/L)
Instrument: nonfasting venipuncture samples drawn; analyzed using CDC Lipid Standardization Program guidelines

Statistics:  mixed-model ANCOVA with tx grp as independent var and base values as covariate (as well as other demographic vars)


TC (mean and se)

                                   Base           F/U 1  
Intv grp (n = 2311):  4.39 (0.01)      NR

Con grp (n = 1625): 4.41 (0.02)      NR

                                   F/U 2            Chng  
Intv grp (n = 2311):  4.36 (0.01)   -0.03 (0.02)

Con grp (n = 1625): 4.38 (0.02)   -0.02 (0.02)

Significance of  effects:

p for diff in chng b/w grps = 0.68

Intention to treat: analyzed using intention to treat principle
Dietary knowledge: sig intv effect

Dietary intention: sig intv effect

Perceived social reinforcement for healthful eating: sig intv effect

Diet self-efficacy: sig intv effect (only at f/u 1)
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Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

037

Baxter, Milner, Hawkins, 1997

Action Heart
Setting: Community and school (children attending schools within selected communities exposed to intv)

Gender:  M,F

Age:  11–14 yrs

Race:  NR

Risk:  general

Country:  UK

some analyses separate by gender or by age
Non-equivalent comparison grp design (“prospective comparative study”)

2 communities chosen for intv and 1 for con; schools (and other community settings) within selected communities participated in various aspects of intv (intv not standardized across schools); children in schools exposed to intv


Wave 1 Participation rate (schools): NR
Wave 1 Participation rate (students): 45–90% (total)
Wave 2 Participation rate (schools): NR 

Wave 2 Participation rate (students): 83–94% (total)
Wave 1 sample size (schools): NR
Wave 1 sample size (students)
Intv grp: 1910  

Con grp: 372
Wave 2 sample size (schools): NR
Wave 2 sample size

Intv grp: 2404

Con grp:  476
Retention rate: n/a (cross-sectional waves of data)

Comparison of drop-outs: n/a (cross-sectional waves of data)
Intv grp

Intv components: “My Body” project materials provided to schools (anti-smoking); peer-led health educ used in some schools (peers ran “health days” at schools); healthy eating days; no-smoking policies; Action Heart Club; promotional materials available to schools; staff training

Intv delivery: school staff; health visitors; school nurses; peers

Special features:  NR

Nutr message: NR (general CVD health intv including “healthy eating”) 
Con grp
Intv components: NR

Theoretical perspective: NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

Not clear (presumably 3 yrs)

Maintenance comp: NR


3 yrs after base
NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Baxter, Milner, Hawkins, 1997
Variables:

––low-fat spread consumption (presumably % using low-fat spread)

––low-fat milk consumption (presumably % using low-fat milk)
Instrument: NR (used “validated questions from other youth surveys” for various health outcomes)

Statistics: 
––calculated changes over the 3 yr period for the cohort of children age 11 at wave 1 (statistics and sig NR)

––analyzed cross-sectional changes over the 3 yr period b/w intv and con grps (used logistic reg to compare the diff in the % engaging in the behavior b/w wave 1 and wave 2 in intv schools with the diff b/w wave 1 and wave 2 in the con school)


Low-fat spread

Cohort aged 11 at wave 1 (boys)  (%; se NR)

                 Wave 1         Wave 2        Diff

Intv grp:       50%               57%         +7%          

[n]             [n = 221]          [n = 250]

Con grp:      44%               61%        +17%

[n]             [n = 118]          [n = 115]

Significance of  effects: NR

Cohort aged 11 at wave 1 (girls)  (%; se NR)

                 Wave 1         Wave 2        Diff

Intv grp:       51%               64%         +13%        

[n]             [n = 257]          [n = 289]

Con grp:      46%               54%           +8%

[n]             [n = 129]          [n = 125]

Significance of  effects: 

NR

Diffs b/w 11 yr olds at wave 1 and wave 2 (ratio of odds at wave 2 to odds in wave 1)
Intv grp (n NR):  1.01

Con grp (n NR): 1.24

Significance of  effects: 

p for diff b/w intv and con schools in chng rates b/w wave 1 and wave 2 = 0.3

Diffs b/w 14 yr olds at wave 1 and wave 2 (ratio of odds at wave 2 to odds in wave 1)
Intv grp (n NR): 0.94

Con grp (n NR): 1.07

Significance of  effects: 

p for diff b/w intv and con schools in chng rates b/w wave 1 and wave 2 = 0.3


(Continued on next page)

Wholemeal bread consumption: sig intv effect

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes



(Continued from previous page)
Low-fat milk
Cohort age 11 at wave 1 (boys)  (%; se NR)

                 Wave 1         Wave 2        Diff

Intv grp:       53%               68%        +15%        

[n]             [n = 223]          [n = 249]

Con grp:      59%               71%        +12%

[n]             [n = 119]          [n = 115]

Significance of  effects: 

NR

Cohort age 11 at wave 1 (girls)  (%; se NR)

                 Wave 1         Wave 2        Diff

Intv grp:       49%               71%         +22%        

[n]             [n = 254]          [n = 286]

Con grp:      54%               71%         +17%

[n]             [n = 125]          [n = 125]

Significance of  effects: 

NR

Diffs b/w 11 yr olds at wave 1 and wave 2 (ratio of odds at wave 2 to odds in wave 1)
Intv grp (n NR): 2.01

Con grp (n NR): 2.28

Significance of  effects: 

p for diff b/w intv and con schools in changing use of low fat milk b/w wave 1 and wave 2 = 0.9

Diffs b/w 14 yr olds at wave 1 and wave 2 (ratio of odds at wave 2 to odds in wave 1)
Intv grp (n NR): 1.94

Con grp (n NR): 1.15

Significance of  effects: 

p for diff b/w intv and con schools in changing use of low fat milk b/w wave 1 and wave 2 = 0.9

Intention to treat: n/a


Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR


NR
NR
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Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

100

Harrell, Gansky, McMurray, 1998

CHIC (Cardiovascular Health in Children)
Setting: school (all 3rd and 4th graders of selected schools were screened for CVD risk and participated)

Gender: M,F

Age: 8–11 yrs

Race: B,W,O

Risk: CVD risk
Analyses presented at the school level and individual level

RCT

18 schools randomly selected from 33 schools that agreed to participate; 3 school clusters randomly selected within each of 3 geographic regions and randomized to one of two intv grps or a con grp; all 3rd and 4th grade students screened for ability to participate (high CVD risk)

Participation Rate (schools): NR
Participation Rate (students): 60.4% (total)
Baseline sample size (schools): 18 (total)

Baseline sample size (students)

Intv grp 1: 164 (sample size for analyses)

Intv grp 2: 108 (sample size for analyses)

Con grp: 150 (sample size for analyses)
F/U sample size (schools): 18 (total)
F/U sample size (students)

Intv grp 1: 164 (sample size for analyses)

Intv grp 2: 108 (sample size for analyses)

Con grp: 150 (sample size for analyses)
Retention rate: NR
Comparison of drop-outs: NR


Intv Grps (2 grps)

Intv components
individualized risk based intv given to high CVD risk children (intv grp 1)

        –included physical activity              classes, nutr classes,                    conducted in small grps of            5–8 students

classroom-based intv given to all students (intv grp 2)*

         –included AHA program                 kits stressing heart healthy            foods, exercise, smoking;              physical activity program

Intv delivery:   PE teachers (both intv grps), regular classroom teachers (intv grp 2 only), registered nurses (intv grp 1 only)

Special features: small group (Intv grp 1 only)

Nutr message: “heart healthy foods” (Intv grp 2 only; NR for Intv grp 1)
Con Grp

Intv components: regular health and PE classes, parents provided with testing results
Theoretical perspective: NR
*results for intv grp 2 are based on only a subset of children with same high CVD risk factors as intv grp 1

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

Instruction provided twice a wk for 8 wks; PE taught 3 times/wk (duration of PE component NR); total intv duration: 8 wks

Maintenance: NR


F/U data collected within 2 wks after intv (~ 8–10 wks from baseline)
NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Harrell, Gansky, McMurray, 1998
Variables:

Fat intake (high-fat diet score)

Instruments: short list of high and low fat foods; students indicated how often they ate each food (not much, some, or a lot)

Statistics: 

school-level data analyzed using survey data reg (SDR); this assessed the overall intv effects for diffs b/w any of the 3 grps, then each of the intv grps was comp with con, and the 2 intv grps were compared with each other 

student-level data analyzed using separate MANOVA examining changes in outcomes, adjusted for study design (region and locale within region)
Fat intake
Student-level analyses (mean and se)
                             Base       F/U       Chng

Intv grp 1 (n NR):   NR         NR    -4.10 (0.73)

Intv grp 2 (n NR):   NR         NR    -5.02 (0.89)

Con grp (n NR):     NR         NR    -3.20 (0.66)

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b/w intv grps and con grp n.s.

p for diff b/w intv grp 1 and 2: 0.598
School-level analyses (survey data reg results)
Diffs in means b/w 2 intv grps and con grp   

Intv grp 1 vs. con grp:  -1.41 

Intv grp 2 vs. con grp:  -0.59

Significance of effects:
p for overall intv effect: 0.089

p for step down comparison b/w 2 intv grps: 0.375  

Intention to treat: NR


NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

Variables:  
TC (mg/dL)

Instrument: nonfasting; measured with Reflotron, using internal and external quality control procedures

Statistics: school-level data analyzed using survey data reg (SDR); student-level data analyses using separate MANOVA, adjusted for study design (region and locale within region)


TC

Student-level analyses (mean and se)

                                  Base             F/U
Intv grp 1 (n = 164): 178.9 (2.5)       NR

Intv grp 2 (n = 108): 181.6 (3.2)       NR

Con grp (n = 150):   178.4 (2.6)       NR

                                  Chng

Intv grp 1 (n NR): -10.07 (1.77)

Intv grp 2 (n NR): -11.68 (2.39)

Con grp (n NR):     -2.35 (1.87)

Significance of effects: 
p for diffs b/w intv grps and con grp <0.05

p for diffs b/w intv grps 1 and 2: 0.915
School-level analyses (survey data reg results)
Diffs in means b/w 2 intv grps and con grp   

Intv grp 1 vs. Con grp:  -7.88 

Intv grp 2 vs. Con grp:  -8.91

Significance of effects:
p for overall intv effect: 0.017

p for step down comparison b/w 2 intv grps: 0.868

Intention to treat: NR

Nutr. knowledge: sig intv effect
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Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received
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Resnicow, Davis, Smith, 1998

TeachWell


Setting: school/worksite (schools recruited from 1 district; all 3rd–5th grade students and teachers participated)

Gender: M,F
Age: range NR; mean age of teachers: 41 yrs; mean age of students: 8.7 yrs
Race: W,B
Risk: general
results presented separately for teachers and students
RCT

Schools recruited from 1 district and pair matched (on n of students, SES, and student turnover rate), then randomly assigned to intv or con grp
Participation rate (schools): ~72% (total)

Participation rate (teachers): 74% (total)

Participation rate (students): 66% (total)

Baseline sample size (schools)

Intv grp: 16

Con grp: 16

Baseline sample size (teachers): 233 (total)

Baseline sample size (students): 1780 (total)

F/U 1 sample size (teachers): 268 (total)

F/U 1 sample size (students): 966 (total)

F/U 2 sample size (teachers): 257 (total)

F/U 2 sample size (students): NR

Retention rate (teachers): 41% (for cohort sample)
Retention rate (students): 54%
Comparison of drop-outs: teacher drop-outs significantly younger than subjects who provided data at f/u; no sig diffs b/w student drop-outs and non-drop-outs


Intv grp

Intv components: Gimme-5 curriculum (classroom lessons); teacher wellness program (including printed ed materials; interactive health workshops; exercise program; wellness counselors available to teachers)

Intv delivery: wellness counselors (for teachers only); classroom teachers (for students only)

Special features: NR

Nutr message: increase F&V
Con grp

Intv components: students received Gimme-5 curriculum; no wellness training for teachers

Theoretical perspective: Social Learning Theory; Organizational Change Theory

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

Gimme-5 curriculum included 12 sessions (designed to be delivered twice a wk over 6 wks) (in both grades 4 and 5) with 3 activities per session; tot duration of intv: 6 wks; teacher wellness program included 36 health workshops in yr 1 (1 per wk) lasting around 30 mins, and 18 workshops in yr 2; also included exercise program (2–3 times/wk)

Maintenance: NR
F/U 1:

1 yr after base

F/U 2:

2 yrs after base
Variables:  
F&V (servings/d)

Fruit (servings/d)

Veg (servings/d)

Instrument: 
teachers completed 7-d food record (including 5 wk days and 2 wkend days)

students completed 7-d food diary

Statistics: mixed-model repeated measures ANOVA, adjusting for the effects of the clustering of measurements within schools; model included fixed-effect terms for tx grp, ethnicity, and gender and random-effect terms for school and individual; primary test of intv effect was grp*time interaction; analyses conducted for a “cohort” sample (subjects with data at all 3 time periods) and the “full” sample (subjects with data at any time point)
F&V (Grp*time F)

Teachers - Cohort sample

(n = 96) F = 1.0
Teachers - Full sample
(n = 439) F = 3.19

Students -Cohort sample 
(n = 966) F = 0.39

Students - Full sample

(n = 3052) F = 0.45

Significance of  effects:

p for F for teacher cohort sample n.s.

p for F for teacher full sample <0.05

p for F for student cohort sample n.s.

p for F for student full sample n.s.

Fruit (Grp*time F)

Teachers - Cohort sample

(n = 96) F = 0.96
Teachers - Full sample
(n = 439) F = 3.43

Students - Cohort sample

(n = 966) F = 0.03

Students - Full sample

(n = 3052) F = 0.07

Significance of  effects:

p for F for teacher cohort sample n.s.

p for F for teacher full sample <0.05

p for F for student cohort sample n.s.

p for F for student full sample n.s.

Veg (Grp*time F)

Teachers - Cohort sample

(n = 96) F = 0.42
Teachers - Full sample
(n = 439) F = 0.35

Students - Cohort sample

(n = 966) F = 1.11

Students - Full sample

(n = 3052) F = 0.33

Significance of  effects:

p for F for teacher cohort sample n.s.

p for F for teacher full sample n.s.

p for F for student cohort sample n.s.

p for F for student full sample n.s.

Intention to treat: NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Resnicow, Davis, Snith, 1998
Variables:  
high-fat practices (score)

low-fat practices (score; teachers only)

Instrument: teachers completed 7-d food record (including 5 wk days and 2 wkend days)

Statistics: mixed-model repeated measures ANOVA, adjusting for the effects of the clustering of measurements within schools; model included fixed-effect terms for tx grp, ethnicity, and gender and random-effect terms for school and individual; primary test of intv effect was grp*time interaction; analyses conducted for a “cohort” sample (subjects with data at all 3 time periods) and the “full” sample (subjects with data at any time point)


High-fat practices (Grp*time F)

Teachers - Cohort sample

(n = 96) F = 1.2
Teachers - Full sample
(n = 439) F = 1.99

Significance of  effects:

p for F for teacher cohort sample n.s.

p for F for teacher full sample n.s.

Low fat practices (Grp*time F)

Teachers - Cohort sample

(n = 96) F = 0.24
Teachers - Full sample
(n = 439) F = 0.95

Significance of  effects:

p for F for teacher cohort sample n.s.

p for F for teacher full sample n.s.

Intention to treat: NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR
NR
Teacher F&V preferences: n.s

Teacher negative F&V outcome expectations: n.s

Teacher positive F&V outcome expectations: sig intv effect

Teacher F&V selection efficacy: n.s.

Teacher low-fat food relapse efficacy: n.s.

Teacher social support for low-fat eating: n.s.

Teacher negative support for low-fat eating: n.s.

Student F&V knowledge: n.s.

Student F&V preferences: n.s. (chng favored con grp)

Student snack F&V preferences: sig intv effect

Student F&V selection efficacy breakfast and lunch: n.s.

Student F&V selection efficacy snack: n.s.

Student F&V shopping efficacy: sig intv effect
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Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention
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Nicklas, Johnson, Myers, 1998

Gimme 5 
Setting: School (schools recruited from New Orleans school system; within intv schools, an intv cohort was identified)

Gender: M, F
Age: 9th graders (at base)
Race: W, B, H, O
Risk: general
Randomized, paired design

12 schools matched on gender, race, school enrollment, and geographic location randomly assigned to intv or con conditions
Participation rate (schools): 86%

Participation rate (students): 95%

Baseline sample size (schools): 12

Baseline sample size (students): 2213

F/U 1 sample size (schools): 12

F/U 1 sample size (students): 2065

F/U 2 sample size (schools): 12

F/U 2 sample size (students): 1967

F/U 3 sample size (schools): 12

F/U 3 sample size (students): 1911

Retention rate (schools): 100%

Retention rate (students): 93%

Comparison of drop-outs: cohort participation at f/u did not differ by tx condition, gender, or ethnicity
Intv grp

Intv components: classroom activities; media campaign; school meal modification; parental involvement

Intv delivery: Gimme 5 health educator; trained school personnel; regular classroom teachers; food service staff

Special features: family component, interactive activities involving food

Nutr components: increase F&V
Con grp

Intv components: no intv
Theoretical perspective: PRECEDE Model

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

Five  55-minute workshops; parental newsletter sent once a semester (duration of newsletter NR); duration of other components NR; total duration of intv: 3 yrs
Maintenance component: NR
F/U 1: 
1 yr from base

F/U 2: 
2 yrs from base

F/U 3: 
3 yrs  from base
Variables: 
F&V (servings/d)
Instrument: self-reported number of F&V usually consumed on a daily basis

Statistics: repeated measures ANOVA (school pair as unit of analysis)
F&V (means; sd/se NR)

                         Base    F/U1    F/U2     F/U3
Intv grp (n NR):   2.63     NR       3.00       NR

Con grp (n NR):   NR      NR        NR       NR
Significance of effects:  
p for grp*time interaction at f/u 1 <0.001

p for grp*time interaction at f/u 2 <0.05

p for grp*time interaction at f/u 3 n.s.   

p for linear increase in intv grp from base to f/u 2 <0.001

p for linear increase in con grp from base to f/u 2 n.s.

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 3 n.s.
  

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Nicklas, Johnson, Myers, 1998
NR
NR
NR



Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR
NR
Stage of change related to F&V intake: sig intv effect

F&V knowledge: sig intv effect

F&V attitudes: n.s.
70

Evidence Table 1.     Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received
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Perry, Bishop, Taylor,  1998

5-a-Day Power Plus
Setting: school (20 elementary schools in the St. Paul school district were recruited and agreed to participate; primary cohort was 4th grade students)

Gender: M,F
Age: 4th–5th grade children
Race: W,B,H,A,N, O
Risk: general

Some results presented separately by ethnicity

Randomized community trial
20 recruited schools were matched (by school size, student ethnic makeup; % participating in free lunch program); randomization occurred within pairs (10 schools assigned to intv; 10 to con)
Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (students): 92%

Baseline sample size (schools): 20

Baseline sample size (students): 1612

F/U sample size (schools): 20

F/U sample size (students): 441*

Retention rate (schools): 100

Retention rate (students): NR

Comparison of drop-outs:

NR
*sample size for subsample of students completing dietary measurement only
Intv grp

Intv components: curricula; parental involvement/education; school food service changes; industry involvement and support (i.e., provided F&V and educational materials, gave presentations); training for teachers and food service staff; snack packs brought home

Intv delivery: trained classroom teachers; school food service staff; industry partners

Special features: family component; food-related activities

Nutr message: increase F&V

Con grp

Intv components: NR
Theoretical perspective: Social Learning Theory 

Evidence Table 1.     Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

16 40–45 minute classroom sessions implemented twice a wk for 8 wks (occurred once each school yr); 5 parental information packets sent out; food service component lasted for 2 semesters; total duration of intv: 7 mos

Maintenance component: NR
1 yr after base
Variables:

F&V (servings/d, using recall)

fruit (servings/d, using recall)

veg (servings/d, using recall)

Other variables analyzed:

F&V (servings/1000 kcal, recall method)

fruit (servings/1000 kcal, recall method)

veg (servings/1000kcal, recall method)
F&V (servings/d, using cafeteria observation)

fruit (servings/d, using cafeteria observation)

veg (servings/d, using cafeteria observation)
F&V (servings/1000 kcal, using cafeteria observation)

fruit (servings/1000 kcal, using cafeteria observation)

veg (servings/1000kcal, using cafeteria observation)
Instrument: 
24-hr recall* (# of recalls NR), analyzed using Nutritional Coding Center software

student lunchroom observations (1 day), analyzed using Nutritional Coding Center software

Statistics: mixed-model regression (adjusted for base value and demographic covariates); school included as a random effect nested within conditions

*24-hr recall conducted on a subsample of students 
F&V (means; sd/se NR)

                          Base        F/U

Intv grp (n NR*):  NR           5.24

Con grp (n NR*): NR           4.66

*total n = 407

Significance of effects:

p for diff b/w grps at f/u (0.58; 95% CI: -0.15 to 1.31): 0.14

Fruit (means; sd/se NR)

                          Base        F/U

Intv grp (n NR*):  NR           2.75

Con grp (n NR*): NR           2.13

*total n = 407

Significance of effects:

p for diff b/w grps at f/u (0.62; 95% CI: 0.10 to 1.14): 0.02

Veg (means; sd/se NR)

                          Base        F/U

Intv grp (n NR*):  NR          2.50

Con grp (n NR*): NR          2.52

*total n = 407

Significance of effects:

p for diff b/w grps at f/u (-0.02; 95% CI: -0.43 to 0.48): 0.92

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Perry, Bishop, Taylor, 1998
Variables:

total fat (% energy)

sat fat (% energy)

Instrument: 
24-hr recall* (# of recalls NR), analyzed using Nutritional Coding Center software

student lunchroom observations (1 day), analyzed using Nutritional Coding Center software

Statistics: mixed-model regression (adjusted for base value and demographic covariates); school included as a random effect nested within conditions

*24-hr recall conducted on a subsample of students 


Total fat (means; sd/se NR)

                          Base        F/U

Intv grp (n NR):  NR          30.02

Con grp (n NR): NR          31.82

Significance of effects:

p for diff b/w grps at f/u (-1.81; 95% CI: -3.25 to -0.37): 0.02
Sat fat (means; sd/se NR)

                          Base        F/U

Intv grp (n NR):  NR          11.72

Con grp (n NR): NR          12.31

Significance of effects:

p for diff b/w grps at f/u (-0.59; 95% CI: -0.20 to 1.38): 0.13
calcium: sig intv effect

fiber: n.s.

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR


NR


F&V asking: sig intv effect

F&V knowledge: sig intv effect

F&V norms (teacher): sig intv effect

F&V norms (friends): n.s.

F&V norms (school food service staff): n.s.

F&V preference: n.s.

F&V family consumption: n.s.  
68

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention
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Baranowski, Davis, Resnicow,  2000

Gimme 5
Setting: school (metropolitan and suburban schools recruited; all 4th graders received intv)

Gender: M,F
Age: 4th and 5th graders
Race: W,B
Risk: general

RCT

16 schools matched within school district on size, SES, and student turnover were randomly assigned within pairs to intv or con grp
Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (students): NR

Baseline sample size (schools): 16 (total)

Baseline sample size (students): 1732 (total)

F/U 1 sample size (schools): NR

F/U 1 sample size (students): 1864 (total)

F/U 2 sample size (schools): NR

F/U 2 sample size (students): 1946 (total)

Retention rate (schools): NR

Retention rate (students): 68%

Comparison of drop-outs: drop-outs reported higher “asking” behaviors than non-dropouts; no other sig diffs


Intv grp
Intv components: classroom curriculum, newsletters brought home for parents, videotapes sent to parents, point-of-purchase ed (at grocery stores); involved role-playing to develop skills; taste tests; goal-setting; problem solving; meal/snack preparation

Intv delivery: classroom teacher

Special features: family component

Nutr message: increase veg intake (4th grade curriculum); increase fruit/juice (5th grade curriculum)

Con grp
Intv components: NR

Theoretical perspective: Social Cognitive Theory

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

12 sessions (lasting 45-55 mins each); videotapes sent to parents at 2-wk intervals; wkly home assignments; total duration of intv: 6 wks

Maintenance: NR
F/U 1: 
1 yr after base

F/U 2: 
2 yrs after base
Variables:

F&V (servings/d)

fruit (servings/d)

veg (servings/d)

Other variables analyzed:
F&V wkday lunch

F&V all other times
Instrument: 7-d food records

Statistics: mixed-model repeated-measures ANOVA (fixed effect terms for time, tx grp, grp*time interaction; random effect terms for school nested in tx condition and indiv nested in school)

*analyses based on cohort model of students (subjects who remained in the same school throughout the 3 yrs and had available data at all 3 time points) (n = 1172)
F&V (mean and se)

                           Base         F/U 1        F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):  2.3(0.1)    2.3(0.1)    2.3(0.1)

Con grp (n NR): 2.4(0.1)    2.1(0.1)    2.1(0.1)

Significance of  effects: 
p for grp*time interaction term: 0.038

Fruit (mean and se)

                           Base         F/U 1        F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR): 1.2(0.1)    1.1(0.1)     1.1(0.1)

Con grp (n NR): 1.2(0.1)    1.1(0.1)    1.0(0.1)

Significance of  effects: 
p for grp*time interaction term n.s

Veg  (mean and se)

                           Base         F/U 1        F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR): 1.1(0.1)    1.2(0.1)     1.1(0.1)

Con grp (n NR): 1.2(0.1)    1.0(0.1)    1.1(0.1)

Significance of  effects: 
p for grp*time interaction term: 0.004

Intention to treat: NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Baranowski, Davis, Resnicow, 2000


NR


NR
NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR
NR
F&V knowledge: sig intv effect

F&V preferences: n.s.

F&V self-efficacy (eating): n.s.

F&V self-efficacy (asking and shopping):  n.s.

Positive F&V outcome expectations: n.s.

Negative F&V outcome expectations: n.s.

Social norms for F&V: n.s.

F&V asking behavior: sig intv effect
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Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(a)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(Year)
Study Setting and

Population
Study

Design
Sample Size and

Retention Rates
Intervention

Received

328

Reynolds, Franklin, Binkley, 2000 

High 5
Setting: school (schools within 3 school districts recruited; all 4th grade students participated)

Gender: M,F
Age: 4th graders (students); mean age of parents: 37 yrs
Race: W,B,O
Risk: general

Analyses separate by race, gender, parent marital status, parental education, SES

RCT

28 elementary schools paired within 3 school districts (based on ethnicity and SES), with one school in each pair randomly assigned to an intv grp or con grp; all 4th graders in intv schools invited to participate in intv
Participation rate (schools): NR

Participation rate (families): 69% (total)

Baseline sample size (families): 1698 (total)
F/U sample size: NR
Retention rate: 89% (students - total); 87% (parents - total)

Comparison of drop-outs: drop-outs had higher fruit and tot F&V intake than subjects who remained in the study
Intv Grp

Intv components: classroom component (involving lessons, problem-solving, taste testing); food service component (involving promotion of F&Vs); parent component (involving homework assignments, brochures, interactive lessons with child)

Intv delivery: “curriculum coordinators” employed by the project, regular classroom teachers assisted with lessons; food service managers and workers

Special features: family component

Nutr message: increase F&V
Con grp

Intv components: delayed intv

Theoretical perspective: Social Cognitive Theory



Evidence Table 1.     Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(b)ADVANCE \d3
Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results

Classroom component: 14 bi-wkly lessons (delivered 3 consecutive days/wk, with lessons lasting from 30–45 mins each); parent component: 7 homework assignments, 7 wkly interactive lessons with child; food service component: intv delivered in the fall and winter (total duration presumably ~ 6 mos)

Maintenance: 3 short “booster” sessions delivered the year after the intv
F/U 1:

1 yr after base

F/U 2:

2 yrs after base
Variables:

F&V servings/d

fruit servings/d

veg servings/d
Other variables analyzed:

F&V (students) (according to 5 a Day guidelines)
fruit (students) (according to 5 a Day guidelines)
veg (students) (according to 5 a Day guidelines)
F&V (students) (cafeteria observation)

fruit (students) (cafeteria observation)

veg (students) (cafeteria observation)
Instrument:

1 24-hr recall (either face-to-face or telephone) (students)

FFQ (Health Habits and History Questionnaire; n of items NR) (parents)

Statistics: schools were unit of analysis; modeling using mixed models procedure; main effect of tx diffs across time conducted using ANCOVA (adjusting for base values)
F&V (mean and 95% CI)

Students

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):   2.61 (2.36; 2.86)

Con grp (n NR):  2.51 (2.27; 2.77)

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   3.96 (3.51; 4.44)

Con grp (n NR):   2.28 (1.92; 2.66)

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):   3.20 (2.89; 3.52) 

Con grp (n NR):  2.21 (1.94; 2.49)

Parents

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):   3.83 (3.60; 4.07) 

Con grp (n NR):  3.77 (3.53; 4.02)

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   4.23 (4.03; 4.43)

Con grp (n NR):  3.94 (3.75; 4.12)

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):   4.52 (4.28; 4.77)

Con grp (n NR):  4.24 (4.00; 4.48) 

Significance of effects:  
p for diffs b/w grps at base (students) <0.59

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (students) <0.0001

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (students) <0.0001

p for diffs b/w grps at base (parents) <0.69

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (parents) <0.0366

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (parents) <0.09

Fruit (mean and 95% CI)

Students

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):  1.00 (0.86; 1.14)

Con grp (n NR): 0.85 (0.72; 0.99)

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   1.71 (1.45; 1.99)

Con grp (n NR):  0.83 (0.63; 1.04)

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):  1.21 (1.01; 1.41)

Con grp (n NR): 0.65 (0.50; 0.82)

(Continued on following page)


Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued) 
(b)

Duration of

Intervention
Duration of

Follow-Up
F&V:

Measurement
F&V:

Results




(continued from previous page)

Parents

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):   1.65 (1.48; 1.82)

Con grp (n NR):  1.60 (1.43; 1.78)

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   1.75 (1.62; 1.87) 

Con grp (n NR):  1.61 (1.49; 1.73)

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):   1.94 (1.75; 2.14)

Con grp (n NR):  1.90 (1.70; 2.11)

Significance of effects:  
p for diffs b/w grps at base (students)<0.14

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (students)<0.0001

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (students)<0.0001

p for diffs b/w grps at base (parents)<0.71

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (parents)<0.11

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (parents)<0.77
Veg (mean and 95% CI)

Students

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):   1.32 (1.17; 1.48)

Con grp (n NR):  1.33 (1.18; 1.49) 

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   1.84 (1.61; 2.09) 

Con grp (n NR):  1.15 (0.95; 1.35)  

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):   1.60 (1.42; 1.79)

Con grp (n NR):   1.25 (1.08; 1.43)

Parents

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):  2.05 (1.89; 2.23) 

Con grp (n NR): 2.03 (1.86; 2.20)  

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   2.38 (2.26; 2.49) 

Con grp (n NR):  2.21 (2.10; 2.32) 

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):  2.43 (2.58; 2.61)  

Con grp (n NR): 2.22 (2.04; 2.39)   

Significance of  effects:  
p for diffs b/w grps at base (students)<0.89

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (students)<0.0001

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (students)<0.009

p for diffs b/w grps at base (parents)<0.84

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (parents)<0.0359

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (parents)<0.09

Intention to treat: NR

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(c)ADVANCE \d3
Author

(year)
Dietary Fat:

Measurement
Dietary Fat:

Results
Other Dietary

Outcomes

Reynolds, Franklin, Binkley, 2000 
Variables:

total fat (% energy)

sat fat (% energy)
Instrument:

1 24-hr recall (either face-to-face or telephone) (students only)

Statistics: schools were unit of analysis; modeling using mixed models procedure; main effect of tx diffs across time conducted using ANCOVA (adjusting for base values)
Total fat (mean and 95% CI)

Students

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):   34.27 (33.29; 35.25)

Con grp (n NR):  34.15 (33.15; 35.14) 

                                 F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   30.93 (29.84; 32.02) 

Con grp (n NR):  33.37 (32.26; 34.49) 

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):   31.56 (30.45; 32.66)  

Con grp (n NR):  33.23 (32.08; 34.37) 

Significance of  effects:

p for diffs b/w grps at base (students) <0.86

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (students) <0.003

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (students) <0.0402

Sat fat (mean and 95% CI)
Students

                                   Base

Intv grp (n NR):   12.53 (12.13; 12.93)

Con grp (n NR):  12.54 (12.13; 12.95) 

                                   F/U 1

Intv grp (n NR):   11.07 (10.60; 11.54)

Con grp (n NR):  12.00 (11.51; 12.49) 

                                   F/U 2

Intv grp (n NR):   11.49 (11.04; 11.94) 

Con grp (n NR):  12.24 (11.77; 12.71) 

Significance of  effects:

p for diffs b/w grps at base (students) <0.96

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 1 (students) <0.009

p for diffs b/w grps at f/u 2 (students) <0.0249

Intention to treat: NR


Fiber: sig intv effect (students)

Evidence Table 1.  Interventions to modify dietary behavior: School settings (continued)
(d)ADVANCE \d3
Biochemical

Indicators:

Measures
Biochemical

Indicators:

 Results
Behavioral 

Mediators
Quality 

Score

NR


NR
Cognitive outcome expectancy (students only): sig intv effect

Physical outcome expectancy (students only): sig intv effect

Health benefits outcome expectancy (parents only): n.s.

Negative outcome expectancy: sig intv effect for students and parents

F&V self-efficacy : sig intv effect for students; n.s. for parents

Knowledge of 5 a Day: sig intv effect for students and parents

F&V asking skills (students only): sig intv effect
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