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Abstract

Background: Children’s first years of life are crucial to their future health. Studies show that a varied diet with 
a high intake of vegetables is positive in several domains of health. The present low vegetable intake amongst 
children is, therefore, a concern. Food neophobia is a common barrier to vegetable intake in children. As most 
Norwegian children attend kindergarten from an early age, kindergartens could contribute to the prevention 
of food neophobia and the promotion of vegetable intake. 
Objective: The aim of this study was to assess the effect of a cluster randomised trial amongst 1-year-old chil-
dren in kindergarten to reduce food neophobia and promote healthy eating.
Methods: Kindergartens were randomly allocated to either a control group or one of two intervention groups. 
Both intervention groups (diet and diet + Sapere-method) were served a warm lunch meal including three 
alternating intervention vegetables, whilst the intervention group 2 (diet + Sapere) in addition received tools 
for weekly sensory lessons. The intervention was digitally administered via information and recipes on a study 
website. The control group did not receive any information. Parents completed digitally distributed question-
naires addressing food neophobia and food habits at baseline and post-intervention.
Results: The parents of 144 1-year-old children in 46 kindergartens completed the questionnaires, which were 
included in the main analysis. The results suggested a higher intake of the intervention vegetables in group 2 
(diet + Sapere) compared to the control group. The effect on total vegetable intake was inconclusive. No effect 
was observed on the level of food neophobia in either of the intervention group.
Conclusion: This digitally delivered dietary and sensory intervention promoted the intake of intervention-tar-
geted vegetables with inconclusive effect on total vegetable intake due to large loss to follow-up. No effect on 
the level of food neophobia was detected.
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Popular scientific summary
• � A low vegetable intake amongst children is of concern, and the kindergarten is a promising setting 

to increase this intake.
• � We have evaluated a web-based intervention in kindergarten, aiming to improve child diet by in-

creasing vegetable intake and reducing food neophobia using a randomised controlled design.
• � The main intervention elements were kindergarten staff  serving vegetable-containing lunch dishes 

to the children and implementing weekly sensory lessons. 
• � Results indicate that such an intervention may improve intake of some vegetables; however, we 

found no effect on food neophobia. 
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What we eat has a significant impact on health 
and disease throughout the life course (1, 2). 
A low intake of fruits and vegetables increases 

the risk for non-communicable diseases and mortality 
(3–7). Despite what we know about the health benefits 
of diets rich in fruits and vegetables, the intake of these 
food groups is too low in many countries (8). The aver-
age intake of fruit and vegetables in 1-year-old children 
in Norway is lower than the recommendations, especially 
regarding vegetables (9, 10). 

One barrier for vegetable intake in children can be food 
neophobia. Neophobia literally means ‘fear of the new’, 
and food neophobia is defined as an unwillingness to eat 
unfamiliar foods (11). Food neophobia is considered a 
normal developmental stage that typically starts when the 
child is around 2 years old. It is most explicit in children 
between 2 and 6 years of age and gradually decreases with 
age into a relatively stable level in adulthood (12). Food 
neophobia is negatively associated with food variety and 
may lead to an inadequate nutrient intake (13–16). Perry 
et al. (13) and Bell et al. (17) highlight the need to expose 
children to a wide variety of nutritious foods before the 
age of 2, which is the age when food neophobia tends to 
peak.

Repeated exposure, also known as mere exposure to 
foods, can increase a child’s liking and intake of a food. A 
recent review (18) found that repeated exposure is a sim-
ple and successful technique for increasing preschool chil-
dren’s vegetable consumption. Studies find that as little as 
three to five exposures may be sufficient to increase food 
intake in young children (19–21). 

Role modelling can also be efficient in influencing chil-
dren’s food choices (22). Social cognitive theory suggests 
that modelling by teachers and peers is one of the most 
effective methods to encourage food acceptance in pre-
school children (23). Holley et al. (24) suggest that a com-
bination of modelling, non-food rewards and repeated 
exposure is effective at increasing children’s consumption 
and liking of a previously disliked vegetable.

Sensory education could be a third way of influencing 
food acceptance. The aim of the sensory education is to 
awaken children’s curiosity and interest in foods, increase 
the willingness to taste new foods, and thereby potentially 
increase the intake of vegetables or other target foods in 
children (25, 26). One such sensory training method is the 
Sapere method, sapere meaning to know, to feel, to taste, 
based on Puisais’ work Le Goût de L’enfant (27). The Sa-
pere method is used in both schools and kindergartens 
in other countries, amongst them Finland and Sweden 
(28–30). To our knowledge, the Sapere method has not 
been subject to research in kindergartens in Norway ex-
cept from a trial done by our research group, in which 
Helland et al. (16, 31, 32) tested the Sapere method in chil-
dren aged 2–3 years. 

In Norway, more than 90% of all children between one 
and 5 years of age attend kindergarten, an educational 
service for children aged 0–5 years (33). In 2019, 84.4% of 
children in the age group of 1–2 years attended kindergar-
ten. Most children eat three meals a day in kindergarten, 
which make up about 3,000–4,000 meals during his or 
her years in kindergarten (34). Meals are either brought 
from home (lunch boxes), provided by the kindergarten 
or a combination of the two. Few kindergartens have their 
own kitchen staff  or cook, and the food served can vary 
widely (35). As the main meal, most kindergartens pro-
vide a cold meal with bread. Serving vegetables seems to 
be especially challenging; only one out of three kinder-
gartens serves vegetables daily, whilst more than one in 
four kindergartens serves vegetables less often than once 
a week (35).

Food preferences and dietary patterns in early child-
hood can be tracked throughout childhood (36, 37). 
Young children tend to eat only what they like, but food 
preferences are modifiable through experimental learning 
or individual experience (38–40). Infants and toddlers are 
dependent upon parents and caregivers to feed them and 
are learning how to eat through familiarisation, observa-
tion and associative learning (41). The kindergarten set-
ting is, thus, an arena with great opportunities to influence 
the food intake of young children. 

Web-based intervention programmes designed to pro-
mote healthy eating can be both appealing, cost-effective 
and capable of reaching large groups of children and 
caregivers (42). There are various definitions of web-
based interventions. For example, Koneska et al. defined 
web-based or a web intervention as ‘downloadable or ac-
cessible via the internet through a web browser’, which 
can take the form of (but not limited to) a website, an 
email or a web message board (43). Providing online re-
sources and interactive tools represents a promising way 
of providing support to kindergartens and other types of 
childcare services (44). 

The aim of the present study was to assess the effect of 
a web-based intervention with the purpose to promote a 
healthy and varied diet amongst 1-year-old children using 
a cluster randomised controlled design. In this paper, we 
report intervention effects on food neophobia and vegeta-
ble intake post-intervention.

Methods 

Study design and participants
This study was designed as a cluster randomised con-
trolled trial. The trial was registered in the ISRCTN 
Registry in May 2017, Trial registration number: IS-
RCTN98064772. In line with Norwegian guidelines for 
such research, the protocol for the present study was 
evaluated and approved by the Norwegian Centre for 

http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679


Citation: Food & Nutrition Research 2021, 65: 7679 - http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679 3
(page number not for citation purpose)

Effectiveness of a kindergarten-based intervention

Research Data, 13 September 2016, reference 49951. An 
informed consent was obtained from parents of all partic-
ipating children and from all kindergarten managers and 
participating kindergarten staff. The study protocol has 
been published elsewhere (45).

The recruitment of kindergartens started in May 2017, 
from all public and private kindergartens in four counties 
(Telemark, Oppland, Sør-Trøndelag and Møre og Roms-
dal) of Norway that met the following inclusion criterion 
(n = 1,043): having children of the appropriate age (i.e. 
born in 2016). The four counties covered two different 
geographical areas of Norway and included kindergar-
tens located in both rural and urban settings. Kindergar-
tens registered as ‘open kindergartens’ in which children 
and their parents attend together (n = 18), kindergartens 
registered with less than four children (n = 7) and kin-
dergartens with children from 3 to 5 years only (n = 12) 
were not invited. The invitations were sent to the kinder-
garten managers by email and included detailed informa-
tion about the study and a link to the study registration 
web page. The kindergarten managers got one reminder 
email after a couple of weeks. Because few kindergartens 
(n = 32) registered for the study initially, a random selec-
tion of kindergarten managers (n = 321) was additionally 
contacted by telephone and asked if  they had received the 
email and further asked if  they could be interested in par-
ticipating in the study. The phone call recruitment lasted 
until the number of kindergartens registered was assumed 
to yield the planned study sample size.

Before randomisation, the pedagogical leaders in par-
ticipating kindergarten departments were asked to distrib-
ute an electronic invitation letter to the parents of children 
born in 2016. The invitation provided detailed informa-
tion about the study and a link to the registration web 
page where parents could register their child for the study. 
Parents were informed that they consented to participa-
tion by registering their child. Inclusion criteria included 
being born in the year of 2016 and at least one of the par-
ents was able to read and understand Norwegian. Parents 
could register their child for the study from late August 
2017 until the end of October, 2 weeks before the inter-
vention started in November 2017. All included children 
turned 1 year during the year of 2017 when the interven-
tion was carried out; hence, they named ‘one-year-olds’ 
throughout the paper. The baseline questionnaires were 
sent to parents by email shortly after registration and had 
to be completed electronically before randomisation.

The kindergartens were randomised to either the con-
trol group or one of two intervention groups (group 1: 
diet and group 2: diet + Sapere). The intervention period, 
a total of 12 weeks, lasted from November 2017 until 
February 2018. The post-intervention questionnaires 
were sent electronically immediately after the intervention 
period. The intervention kindergartens were given access 

to a password-protected study website with recipes and 
information videos developed and designed solely for this 
study. One of the main parts of the intervention was kin-
dergarten staff  serving vegetable-containing dishes to the 
children (see later under Intervention). However, all study 
contents, such as the recipes, instructions regarding the 
lunch serving and sensory lessons, educational material 
(videos) and the questionnaires, were delivered digitally; 
hence, it is defined as a web-based study. 

Sample size
The sample size was calculated according to the outcome 
food neophobia score. A previous cross-sectional analysis 
of a trial of 505 toddlers in Southern Norway (16) found 
a mean neophobia score of 18.2 (standard deviation [SD] 
= 9.3) amongst 2-year-old children. If a parent ticks on the 
lowest or second lowest alternative on the Child Food Neo-
phobia scale (CFNS) for all the questions, it results in a 
CFNS score between 6 and 12, representing low levels of 
food neophobia (46). We, therefore, assumed that a mean 
score reduction in the level of food neophobia from 18.2 to 
12.0 would be of public health relevance. A power of 80% 
and type 1 error of 5% suggested 36 participants in each 
group. To adjust for cluster variation, such standard sam-
ple size derived from formulas for individually randomised 
trials should be multiplied by the design effect, calculated 
using intra cluster-correlation coefficient (ICC) and num-
bers of participants in each cluster. As there was no ICC 
available for our purpose at the time of our project start, 
we estimated a value, as proposed by Ukoumunne et al. 
(47). To adjust for cluster variation, we therefore assumed 
an ICC of 0.1 in line with the literature, leading to a de-
sign effect factor of 1.6 expecting seven participants in each 
cluster (48, 49). Based on these calculations, we would need 
58 participants in each group. Due to a probable loss to 
follow-up of participants of 20%, we aimed to recruit 70 
children in each of the three groups, a total of 210 children 
for this study.

Randomisation
The first author assigned each kindergarten a number 
according to when the kindergarten manager registered 
the kindergarten at the study web page. The first kinder-
garten to register got number 1, the second to register 
got number 2, etc. The 46 kindergartens included were 
randomised into one of  three groups after the parents 
had completed the baseline questionnaire, approximately 
2 weeks before the start of  the intervention. The random 
allocation sequence was generated in SPSS by the last 
author, who had neither contact with the kindergartens 
nor access to or information from the completed ques-
tionnaires. The first author contacted the kindergarten 
managers to inform them about which group they were 
randomised to.
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Intervention
Two password-protected study websites, one for each of 
the two intervention groups, were developed by Aplia 
(aplia.no) in collaboration with university web-design 
personnel and the research group. The intervention Barns 
matmot 2.0 was inspired by an earlier non-digital interven-
tion targeting 2-year-old children in kindergarten, called 
Barns matmot – Preschoolers Food Courage, developed by 
Sissel H. Helland and co-workers (31). The purpose of 
Barns matmot 2.0 was to develop a similar intervention 
adapted to 1-year-old children, before the onset of food 
neophobia, and to make all steps of the recruitment: the 
data collection and the information digital. Based on the 
experiences from the previous study Barns matmot, we 
also aimed to make the intervention Barns matmot 2.0 
somewhat simplified and less time-consuming for the 
kindergartens to implement (32). Kindergarten in both 
intervention groups were offered a compensation to buy 
necessary kitchenware, such as a good knife, saucepans or 
a hand blender. Only two kindergartens took advantage 
of this offer, suggesting that the kindergartens had the 
necessary equipment and facilities for food preparation. 
The intervention content is further described later.

No revision of intervention content was performed 
during the trial. If  the kindergarten personnel had ques-
tions during the intervention, they could e-mail or tele-
phone a contact person using information on the web site.

Intervention element for both intervention groups
Children in both intervention groups were served a warm 
lunch meal with alternating vegetables for 3 days a week 
during the 3-month intervention period. The kindergar-
tens had access to the three menus with nine different rec-
ipes in a password-protected website especially designed 
for each intervention group. Each of the three menus 
had one vegetable in focus, that is, spinach, celeriac and 
fennel (Table 1), hereby referred to as intervention vege-
tables. According to the Norwegian information bureau 
for fruit and vegetables, the most commonly used vege-
tables in Norway are tomato, carrots, onion, cucumber 
and bell pepper (50). The three intervention vegetables for 
this study were chosen to represent vegetables less com-
monly used in Norway to increase the probability that the 
vegetables were new to the children. A minimum of two 
meals per week included the intervention vegetables, so 

that the children were exposed to each vegetable at least 
six times during the menu period of 3 weeks. There was a 
1-week ‘wash-out break’, where the kindergartens could 
serve their usual lunch meals between the three different 
menus. The parents of the registered children were also 
given access to the website with the nine recipes; however, 
the parents had no commitments or tasks regarding in-
troducing the menus at home. Based on the experiences 
from the previous study Barns matmot, some of the rec-
ipes were simplified and others were replaced with less 
time-consuming recipes (32). The first author tested and 
revised all the recipes in advance to make them easily un-
derstandable and uncomplicated.

Additional intervention elements for intervention group 2
In addition to the lunch serving, the kindergarten staff  
in intervention group 2 (diet + Sapere) were instructed 
to implement pedagogical tools including weekly sensory 
lessons (Sapere method) (27) for the participating chil-
dren and were given advice on meal practice and feeding 
practices during mealtime. During the sensory lessons, 
children were introduced to the intervention vegetable of 
the month, presented in three different ways; in the first 
week, it was presented raw, in the second week, raw with 
a dip and in the third week, it was presented differently 
(e.g. baked or otherwise prepared). In this way, children 
participating in the sensory lessons had three additional 
exposures of each food compared to intervention group 
1, that is, at least nine exposures of the selected interven-
tion vegetables. Recommendations for meal and feeding 
practices were presented in short informational videos on 
the study website that was only available to the kindergar-
ten staff  and parents in intervention group 2. The videos 
included information about food neophobia, repeated ex-
posure, role modelling, our five senses, basic tastes and the 
Sapere method. The kindergarten staff  were encouraged 
to sit down with the children and eat the same food during 
lunchtime.

Kindergartens in the control group were asked to con-
tinue their usual meal practices and did not get access to 
any information or web-based material.

Outcomes and measures
Primary and secondary outcomes of the trial, as well as 
all measures and instruments, are presented in the study 

Table 1.  Lunch dishes prepared in the intervention kindergartens

Menu Vegetarian Fish Vegetarian

Menu 1 spinach Pasta with vegetables and feta cheese 
(including spinach)

Pan fried fish with carrot purée Spinach and lentils soup

Menu 2 celeriac Celeriac soup Salmon with celeriac purée Vegetable stew (including celeriac)

Menu 3 fennel Minestrone soup (including fennel) Fish cakes with oven baked vegetables 
(including fennel)

Potato and broccoli omelette
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protocol (45). Only primary outcomes of the intervention 
are included in the present paper. The primary outcomes 
presented in this paper include child intake of interven-
tion vegetables and all vegetables combined, and level of 
child food neophobia post-intervention.

To evaluate the effect of the two interventions on the 
given outcomes, parents completed digitally distributed 
questionnaires at baseline and post-intervention. A de-
tailed description on how the outcomes were operation-
alised is provided later.

Vegetable intake
Child food intake was measured by selected items from a 
food frequency questionnaire (FFQ) that has been vali-
dated and used in large national surveys amongst 1- and 
2-year-old children in Norway (9, 51–53). The frequency 
of intake was assessed without the specification of the 
amounts consumed. Questions on how often the child eats 
a broad selection of vegetables (e.g. ‘carrots’ or vegetable 
categories, such as ‘onions and leek’) were included, in ad-
dition to questions about fruits, berries, potatoes, bread 
and cereals, drinks, warm meals and snacks. The response 
options for the intake of vegetables and how they were 
re-coded into times per week were never = 0, <1/month 
= 0.1, 1–3/month = 0.5, 1–2/week = 1.5, 3–4/week = 3.5, 
5–6/week = 5.5, 1/day = 7, 2/day = 14 and >3/day = 21.

The Norwegian Directorate of Health recommends at 
least five portions of fruits and vegetables per day prefer-
ably half  (2.5 portions) should be vegetables, that is, 17.5 
portions of vegetables per week (54, 55). The cut-off  for 
desirable vegetable intake in our analysis was, therefore, 
set to 17.5 times per week to assess whether the interven-
tions were effective in increasing the proportion of chil-
dren that met the national guidelines for vegetable intake. 
The cut-off  for desirable intake of the three intervention 
vegetables was set to a total of one time per week since 
they were quite uncommonly eaten; at baseline, only 17% 
were consuming at least one intervention vegetable per 
week and less than 6% were consuming at least two.

Child food neophobia
Child food neophobia was measured using a six-item 
version of Pliner’s 10-item CFNS (46). The CFNS is a 
validated tool that uses parental reporting of child food 
neophobia. The 6-item version of CFNS is commonly 
used to measure food neophobia in young children and 
has been used with children as young as 2 years (13, 16, 
56, 57). The six items were (1) My child is constantly sam-
pling new and different foods (reverse scored), (2) My child 
does not trust new foods, (3) If my child doesn’t know what 
a new food is s(he) won’t try it, (4) My child is afraid to 
eat new things s(he) has never had before, (5) My child 
is very particular about the things s(he) eats and (6) My 
child will eat almost anything (reverse scored). Responses 

were ranged from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ 
(7) on a 7-point scale. A CFNS score was computed with 
higher scores indicating higher levels of food neophobia 
(range 6–42). The CFNS items have been translated from 
English into Norwegian, and back-translated into English 
by members of our research group (16).

Other baseline measures
Parents were asked to provide the date of birth and gender 
of the child, and whether she or he was born in Norway.

Measures of parents’ socio-demographics
Parents’ marital status was assessed with six response op-
tions: single, married, cohabiting, separated, divorced or 
other. The questionnaire asked about the highest com-
pleted education of both parents, with five response alter-
natives: less than 9 or 10 years of primary school, primary 
school, secondary school or high school, university 4 years 
or less or university more than 4 years. The work situation 
of the one parent who answered the questionnaire was 
assessed with the following response alternatives: work 
full-time, work part-time, ‘housewife’, sick leave, leave, 
disabled, occupational rehabilitation, student, unemployed 
or other work situation. In addition, parents entered their 
gender and their own age in years. Non-Norwegian de-
scent of both parents was approximated by the question 
of whether they were born in Norway. Parents reported 
their own weight in kilograms and height in centimetres.

Intervention compliance
Pedagogical leaders were asked to score the degree of 
compliance with the intervention elements (warm lunches 
[both intervention groups] and sensory education [only 
group 2 diet + Sapere]) from 1 (‘very small degree’) to 10 
(‘very large degree’) or 0 (‘not completed’). The individ-
ual scores were added and divided by number of times 
assessed, leading to a mean score for each element. Mean 
score for the warm lunches was 9.1 (SD = 0.9), with a 
range from 6.8 to 10. Mean score for the sensory educa-
tion was 8.8 (SD = 1.2), ranging from 6.3 to 10. No assess-
ment was made to measure whether the children ate the 
food they were served. 

No assessment was made for web use; however, all in-
formation was digital, meaning that kindergarten staff  
had to use the web-based information to conduct and re-
cord the intervention elements.

Statistical analysis
Since the outcomes were collected from a self-reported 
questionnaire, there was some loss to follow-up, meaning 
that a full intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis could not be 
performed (58). However, the ITT principle was followed 
in spirit, and those with outcome data were analysed ac-
cording to the group they were allocated to irrespective 

http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679


Citation: Food & Nutrition Research 2021, 65: 7679 - http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.76796
(page number not for citation purpose)

Eli Anne Myrvoll Blomkvist et al.

of adherence. All analyses were done on the complete 
cases since no new information can be gained from multi-
ple imputation when only the outcome data are missing, 
and there are no available auxiliary variables related to 
the missingness (59). However, to address any imbalances 
that may have resulted from the cluster design and losses 
to follow-up, we also present a set of adjusted effect es-
timates, controlling for the baseline values of each out-
come, and maternal and paternal education.

Baseline characteristics of the three groups (control, 
diet and diet + Sapere) were compared using descriptive 
statistics. To understand the potential for bias caused by 
losses to follow-up, these statistics were calculated in the 
entire sample, in those loss to follow-up and in the com-
plete cases (analysis sample) (60). Descriptive data are 
presented as mean (SD) or median (IQR) as appropriate, 
depending on their distribution.

Negative binomial models were fitted to estimate the 
effect of the intervention on the count outcomes of total 
vegetable intake per day and intervention vegetable intake 
per week. The per week scale was chosen for intervention 
vegetables because the count was low.

For the binary total vegetable intake (≥17.5 portions 
per week) and total intervention vegetable intake (≥1 
per week) outcomes, Poisson regression was performed. 
Poisson was preferred over logistic regression because 
the outcomes were relatively common, and hence, in this 
scenario, risk ratios are much easier to interpret than 
odds ratios. 

Linear regression was used to estimate the intervention 
effects on the child food neophobia score (CFNS). For all 
inferential analyses, standard errors were corrected for the 
cluster design with a robust estimator. To check the ro-
bustness of the findings to the choice of Poisson model for 
the binary vegetable intake outcomes, the analyses were 
repeated using a logistic model. Findings were similar (re-
sults available on request). Since CFNS was highly skewed 
and a log transformation had little effect on its shape, to 
check the robustness of the CFNS results, we also fitted 
an ordinal logistic regression model as a sensitivity anal-
ysis. This was done to remove the influence of high ob-
servations, splitting the outcome into three CFNS groups 
(<10, 10–19 and 20+), where the middle group approxi-
mately captured the middle 50% of the sample at baseline.

Data analyses were performed using SPSS Statistics, 
versions 24.0 and 25.0, and Stata version 15.1.

Results

Study sample
Out of the 48 kindergartens that registered for the study, 
two kindergartens were excluded before randomisation 
because they had fewer than three children born in 2016, 
leaving 46 kindergartens that were cluster randomised 

(Fig. 1). In total, 267 children were registered for the 
study. Twenty-one parents registered for the trial but did 
not complete the baseline questionnaire, leaving 246 chil-
dren. Three of the kindergartens (n = 29 children) with-
drew consent shortly after randomisation (two of them 
due to sick leaves and pregnancies amongst the staff  and 
one kindergarten withdrew due to economic issues). Sev-
enty-three parents (34%) did not complete the post-inter-
vention questionnaire, leaving 144 children for the main 
analysis (total loss to follow-up: 102/246 = 41%) (Fig. 1).

Table 2 presents baseline characteristics of the total 
sample, and baseline comparisons of the randomised 
groups, those lost to follow-up and the complete cases to 
be analysed. Of the children with completed baseline data 
(n = 246), all were born in Norway, 47.6% were girls and 
the mean age was 16.7 months. Median intake of vege-
tables at baseline was 19.2 times per week, and median 
intake of the three intervention vegetables was 0.1 times 
per week. Mean score on the CFNS was 14.3 (SD = 7.1).

The cluster randomisation produced groups that were 
broadly comparable at baseline. Mothers without a higher 
education were more likely to drop out of the study. 
Amongst the complete cases, there were slightly fewer fa-
thers with a higher education in group 2 (diet + Sapere), 
and a slightly higher baseline intake of intervention vege-
tables amongst children in group 1 (diet). To understand 
whether these imbalances biased our effect estimates, the 
adjusted models control for these variables. 

The main analyses that estimate the intervention effects 
are presented in Tables 3–5. Table 3 presents estimates for 
the effect of the intervention on the number of vegetables 
consumed per day and the number of intervention vege-
tables per week. The results from the unadjusted analysis 
suggest that those in group 1 (diet) consumed on average 
24% (95% confidence interval [CI]: 0 to 52%) more portions 
of vegetables per day compared to the control group (P = 
0.046). Adjusting for baseline vegetable intake and paren-
tal education only slightly attenuated this estimate (P = 
0.068). The results also suggest that both group 1 (diet) and 
group 2 (diet + Sapere) consumed on average, three to four 
times more intervention vegetables per week compared to 
the control group. After adjustment for baseline intake of 
intervention vegetables and parental education, this effect 
was still evident for the diet + Sapere intervention (group 
2, P = 0.02) but was attenuated and no longer statistically 
significant for the diet only intervention (group 1). 

Table 4 presents the effect estimates for meeting thresh-
olds of total vegetable intake in accordance with national 
recommendations and for a threshold of intervention veg-
etable intake. There was no evidence for an effect of the 
intervention on the likelihood of consuming ≥2.5 serv-
ings of vegetables per day (≥17.5 times/week). Adjusting 
for baseline vegetable intake also made little difference to 
this result. There was some evidence that the intake of the 
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Kindergartens invited by e-mail (n = 1043)

Total number of kindergartens registered (n = 48) 
Total number of children born in 2016 in the kindergartens (n = 377)

Kindergartens included (n = 46) 
Total number of children included, registered by parent (n = 267)

Randomisation of kindergartens (n = 46) 
Registered children (n = 267) of which (n = 246) answered baseline questionnaire 

Start of intervention week 45 year 2017
Kindergartens (n = 43) 

Children included (n = 238) – of which (n = 222) answered baseline questionnaire 

Follow-up post-test February 2018 of which (n = 148) answered post-test questionnaire 
Complete cases analysed3 (n = 144)

Kindergartens excluded because only 
one and two children were born in 
2016 (n = 2) 

Control group 
(Kindergartens n = 15) 

Children included1 (n = 71)
Answered baseline2 (n = 65)

Control group
Analysed (n = 39)

Test group 1
Analysed (n = 42)

Test group 2 
Analysed (n = 63)

Kindergarten withdrew consent 
after randomisation 

(n = 2) 
registered children 

(n = 12) 

Kindergarten withdrew 
consent after randomisation 

(n = 1) 
registered children 

(n = 17)

Test group 1
(Kindergartens n = 15) 

Children included1 (n = 85) 
Answered baseline2 (n = 78)

Test group 2
(Kindergartens n = 16) 

Children included1 (n = 111) 
Answered baseline2 (n = 103)

Fig. 1.  Flowchart of the trial.
1Children registered for the study by a parent.
2Answered baseline questionnaire.
3Children whose parent completed questionnaires at both baseline and post-intervention.

three intervention vegetables was higher in the intervention 
groups compared to the control group (Table 4). Children 
in group 1 (diet) were 4.6 times more likely to consume the 
intervention vegetables at least once a week compared to 

children in the control group (RR 4.64, 95% CI: 1.2 to 17.5, 
P = 0.02), and children in group 2 (diet + Sapere) were 3.3 
times more likely to consume the intervention vegetables 
at least once a week compared to children in the control 
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group (95% CI: 0.8 to 13.1, P = 0.09). After adjusting for 
the baseline differences in intervention vegetable intake and 
parental education, these effects were attenuated and the 
statistical evidence no longer there.

Food neophobia
Table 5 presents estimates for the effect of the interven-
tions on CFNS. There was a weak suggestion that chil-
dren in group 1 (diet) had a lower CFNS compared to 

the control group after the intervention with the mean 
difference of 2.5-points (P = 0.055). However, there was 
no evidence after adjusting for baseline CFNS and paren-
tal education. There was also no evidence for an effect in 
group 2 (diet + Sapere) on the level of food neophobia. 
In the sensitivity analysis (Supplementary Table 1) using 
three categories of CFNS and ordinal logistic regression, 
there was also no evidence for an effect of either of the 
interventions on the level of food neophobia.

Table 3.  Estimates for the effect of the intervention on the frequency of total vegetable intake per day and intervention vegetables per week 
expressed as incidence rate ratios (IRRs)

Outcome Main (unadjusted analysis) Secondary (adjusted analysis)*
IRR (95% CI) P IRR (95% CI) P

Total vegetable intake (per day)

Control

Group 1 (diet)

Group 2 (diet + Sapere)

Ref.

1.24 (1.00–1.52)

1.20 (0.92–1.57)

0.046

0.171

Ref.

1.20 (0.98–1.47)

1.14 (0.93–1.39)

0.068

0.217

Intervention vegetable intake (per week)

Control

Group 1 (diet)

Group 2 (diet + Sapere)

Ref.

3.96 (1.62–9.72)

3.10 (1.22–7.84)

0.003

0.017

Ref.

1.80 (0.78–4.13)

2.63 (1.14–6.05)

0.166

0.020

*Adjusted for baseline value of outcome, maternal and paternal education.  

Table 4.  Estimates for the effect of the interventions on the probability of having vegetable intake in accordance with national recommendations 
(all vegetables) and intervention vegetables at least once a week, expressed as relative risks (RRs)

Outcome Main (unadjusted analysis) Secondary (adjusted analysis)*

RR (95% CI) P RR (95% CI) P

Vegetable intake (≥17.5 per week)

Control**

Group 1 (diet)

Group 2 (diet and sensory)

Ref.

1.06 (0.76–1.46)

1.01 (0.66–1.56)

0.74

0.95

Ref.

1.11 (0.83–1.50)

1.03 (0.71–1.48)

0.46

0.88

Intervention vegetables (≥1 per week)

Control**

Group 1 (diet)

Group 2 (diet and sensory)

Ref.

4.64 (1.23–17.5)

3.30 (0.83–13.1)

0.023

0.09

Ref.

3.08 (0.84–11.3)

2.85 (0.77–10.46)

0.091

0.12

*Adjusted for baseline intake of outcome, maternal and paternal education.  
**The control group is the reference group, RR = 1.0. 

Table 5.  Estimates for the effect* of the interventions on child food neophobia score (CFNS)

Outcome Main (unadjusted analysis) Secondary (adjusted analysis)a

Mean diff. vs control group (95% CI) P Mean diff. vs control group (95% CI) P

Control

Group 1 (diet)

Group 2 (diet + Sapere)

Ref.

−2.5 (−5.1 to 0.1)

−0.7 (−4.4 to 2.9)

0.055

0.69

Ref.

−2.0 (−4.5 to 0.6)

−0.5 (−2.7 to 1.7)

0.12

0.67

*From a linear regression.  
aAdjusted for baseline value of outcome, maternal and paternal education.
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Discussion
The results of this study suggested that children in both 
intervention groups had a higher intake of the interven-
tion vegetables after the intervention, but with evidence 
only for group 2 (diet + Sapere) in the adjusted analysis. 
We also found a weak suggestion that the diet interven-
tion may increase total vegetable intake, but the results 
were inconclusive. Our study was unable to detect any 
effect for either intervention group on the level of food 
neophobia. 

A recent meta-analysis (18) revealed that interventions 
implementing repeated taste exposure of vegetables had 
better effects than those which did not. The authors of 
this meta-analysis concluded that 8–10 exposures should 
be recommended to achieve an increase in intake in chil-
dren aged 2–5 years. However, several intervention studies 
have suggested that as little as three to five exposures to 
a novel vegetable increases intake of the target vegetable 
in young children, and that the youngest children require 
less exposure than the older children (19–21). In our trial, 
participants were offered at least six exposures of each of 
the intervention vegetables. There is some evidence that 
the effect of repeated exposure on acceptability is likely 
to generalise to other foods within the same food category 
(21, 61–63). We can only speculate whether an increased 
number of exposures of the intervention vegetables would 
have increased the total vegetable intake in the participat-
ing children. 

A recent systematic review of methods for increasing 
vegetable consumption in early childhood suggests that 
repeated exposure is a highly effective method for increas-
ing children’s vegetable consumption, which may benefit 
from being paired with modelling by peers of parents 
(64). In our trial, the repeated exposures were paired with 
social factors such as modelling by peers and kindergar-
ten staff. In addition, intervention group 2 received sen-
sory lessons, whilst their parents and kindergarten staff  
had access to information on relevant subjects such as 
food neophobia, repeated exposure and role modelling. 
Multicomponent interventions, like this trial, may have 
the potential of yielding positive results (65). The results 
suggested a higher intake of the intervention vegetables in 
group 2 (diet + Sapere); however, there were no indication 
that intervention group 2 had superior compliance with 
vegetable recommendations relative to the control group 
than intervention group 1 (diet). The results on total vege-
table intake seemed to favour group 1 (diet), but the effect 
sizes and CIs for the two intervention groups were quite 
similar and made it difficult to conclude. This could be 
due to the lack of statistical power because of the large 
drop-out.

The Sapere method is used in both kindergartens and 
schools in some countries (27). During the last decade, 
some research has shown that allowing children to touch, 

smell and play with new food makes pre-schoolers more 
willing to try and taste them (26, 66, 67). The higher in-
take of the intervention vegetables in group 2 could be 
caused by the Sapere sensory lessons, which perhaps made 
the children more curious about different and novel vege-
tables. It is also possible that the parents in group 2 were 
more aware of the use of fennel, spinach and celeriac be-
cause of the focus on these vegetables during the inter-
vention period. A change in behaviour as a response to 
observation and assessment is known as the Hawthorne 
effect and may have implications for the generalisability 
of results (68, 69). 

In a recent review, the authors argue that sensory les-
sons do not appear to greatly affect food preferences, but 
some studies found a decrease in food neophobia, at least 
in the short term (70). However, the studies referenced in 
this review were all performed in school-aged children. To 
our knowledge, there are no other intervention studies on 
child food neophobia that have targeted children before 
the onset of food neophobia, normally around the age 
of 2 years. Helland et al. (16) found a mean score on the 
CFNS of 18.2 (SD = 9.3) amongst toddlers with a mean 
age of 28 months. In our sample of children with a mean 
age of nearly 17 months at baseline, the mean CFNS was 
14.3 (SD = 7.1), which supports the perception that food 
neophobia increases during the period from 2 years and 
further (12, 71). We hypothesised that children in inter-
vention group 2 (diet + Sapere) would have a lower in-
crease in CFNS than group 1 (diet) due to the sensory 
education provided in group 2. However, we were not able 
to detect any difference from the control group in either 
intervention group. The relatively short intervention pe-
riod of 3 months may have made it difficult to detect a 
difference in the development of food neophobia.

A strength of our study concerns the diversity of the 
recruited kindergartens. The 43 kindergartens that partic-
ipated in the study were from four counties in different 
parts of Norway, both large and small. The sample in-
cluded private and public kindergartens from both urban 
and rural areas, so it is probable that our sample is rep-
resentative for kindergartens in Norway demographically. 
The fact that the parents were only asked to complete 
questionnaires whilst the kindergarten staff  had to do the 
tasks necessary to implement the intervention may have 
reduced a potential selection bias attributable to partic-
ipant burden. Second, the intervention was conducted 
in a natural setting, making it conceivable that the inter-
vention can be implemented in kindergartens through-
out the country with the internet-based administration 
approach. This factor makes it easy for kindergarten 
staff  and parents to find and use the recipes and tools. 
Third, in planning this intervention, we focused on un-
complicated dishes, so that kindergarten staff  with rela-
tively low cooking skills could manage to carry out the 
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intervention menus. Cooking activities, especially cook-
ing novel food dishes, in kindergarten can be challenging, 
especially in kindergartens that do not have their own 
kitchen staff, a situation that is quite common in Norway 
(32). Fourth, Johannessen et al. found that kindergarten 
staff  experienced the Sapere method successful as an ed-
ucational tool amongst toddlers, but that three times a 
week was too often (32). In our study, the sensory lessons 
were conducted once a week, a frequency that may be 
more feasible to implement.

There are several limitations of our study that need 
consideration. First, recruitment of kindergartens and 
parents turned out to be quite difficult. According to our 
sample size calculation, which is somewhat limited as we 
had to estimate the ICC, we needed at least 58 participants 
in each group for the effect analysis. When the interven-
tion in the kindergartens started, we had baseline data for 
246 children, which exceeded the target of 210 children es-
timated by the original sample size calculation. However, 
the loss to follow-up was larger than expected because 
many parents did not complete the follow-up question-
naire. We only used email reminders (n = 2) as retention 
strategy. There might have been fewer lost to follow-up 
had we also included strategies such as monetary incen-
tives (72). The relatively large loss to follow-up meant loss 
of statistical power, and our findings remain inconclusive 
for the total vegetable intake outcome. Larger studies are, 
thus, warranted to secure statistical power to detect true 
effects, and alternative methods should be considered to 
avoid large loss to follow-up. Second, we do not have in-
formation about why the non-participating kindergartens 
chose to refuse to participate in the study. The participat-
ing kindergartens may have been more interested in diet 
and health than those who refused to participate, causing 
a potential selection bias. Also, the sample of participat-
ing parents was relatively homogeneous – the majority 
were highly educated mothers of Norwegian ethnicity, 
which certainly limits generalisability to other Norwegian 
ethnic groups. Nonetheless, the education level in Norway 
is high, so the sample of mothers at baseline was quite 
representative for the general female population in Nor-
way, with 63.9% of the mothers being highly educated 
(university or college), compared to 59.6% of women 
in the age between 30 and 34 years in the general pop-
ulation (73). Third, the findings of the study are based 
on parents’ self-report, which may have its weaknesses. 
Self-reported data entail a risk of social desirability bias, 
both in the form of over- and under-reporting. There are 
also limitations regarding the questionnaire used to assess 
food intake. The questionnaire does not measure absolute 
food intake, only frequency of intake. In our study, the 
frequency of vegetable intake at baseline was high (a me-
dian of almost three times per day). This can probably be 
a correct measure of frequency of vegetable intake during 

the day, but the amounts eaten of each vegetable most 
likely do not correspond to three full vegetable portions 
per day, which, in fact, is higher than the recommended 
intake of vegetables. It is possible that high-frequency 
users consume very small amounts each time, and the op-
posite, that low-frequency users consume larger amounts 
each time. Hence, we cannot exclude the possibility that 
the intervention resulted in higher total intake of vege-
tables through increased portion sizes without affecting 
the frequency of intake to the same degree. Additionally, 
it can be difficult for parents to report their child’s food 
intake since the child eats many of his/her meals in kinder-
garten. However, as most children eat food brought from 
home, and the fact that it is quite common for parents in 
Norwegian kindergartens to be informed about what the 
children eat during the day, we believe that parents have 
an overview of their child’s diet. This should not be any 
different for the control and intervention kindergarten 
parents and cannot explain the changes observed. Fur-
thermore, the validation study of the original version of 
the FFQ for 2-years-olds indicated that even if  the chil-
dren are staying in kindergarten, the parents seem to be 
able to report the diet of their child (51). FFQs are fre-
quently used because they are simple, quick and reliable 
tools compared with other more time-consuming dietary 
assessment methods (74). We considered the FFQ suit-
able for use in our study since we primarily wanted it to 
measure vegetable variety and certain types of vegetables 
eaten, including vegetables that are eaten seldom, rather 
than amount of food or calories in the children’s diet.

Kindergartens are potentially important settings for in-
fluencing children’s food choice and habit formation at an 
early age, and there has been a call for intervention studies 
in this field (75). Web-based study programmes, like the 
one developed for the present study, have the potential to 
be both appealing, cost-effective and capable of reaching 
large groups of children, parents and kindergarten staff. 
However, that relies on kindergartens being willing and 
able to implement such programmes in their daily rou-
tines. Hence, there is a need to find out what resources the 
kindergartens need to be able to carry out similar projects. 
The weak evidence regarding the effects of the trial may 
have been caused not only by the low number of com-
plete cases but also by the limited duration of the trial. 
Three months may be too short for a period to achieve 
the magnitude of effect that we aimed for. We believe that 
similar trials of longer duration could prove to be effec-
tive in improving both vegetable intake and level of food 
neophobia in young children. 

Conclusion
Our study suggests that a digitally delivered, dietary and 
sensory intervention conducted in kindergartens can 
promote the intake of intervention-targeted vegetables. 
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We also found a very weak suggestion that the diet in-
tervention may increase total vegetable intake, although 
this requires more investigation. Our study was unable to 
detect any robust effects for either intervention group on 
the level of food neophobia. The results suggest that simi-
lar scalable web-based diet and food sensory interventions 
amongst 1-year-olds may have utility as a public health 
nutritional intervention, but future studies should imple-
ment procedures to mitigate losses to follow-up and may 
wish to consider a longer intervention period.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the Norwegian Wom-
en’s Public Health Association, University of Agder, the 
Teacher’s Education Unit at the University of Agder and 
the Hospital of Southern Norway for their financial sup-
port. The authors would also like to thank the Division 
of Communication at University of Agder for their help 
with web-design, pictures and information videos for the 
project.

Conflict of interest and funding 
The authors declare that they have no conflict of interests. 
This research project was funded by the Norwegian Wom-
en’s Public Health Association, and some projects costs 
were funded by the University of Agder and the Teach-
er’s Education Unit at the University of Agder. Approx-
imately one-fifth of the wages cost for the corresponding 
author was funded by the Hospital of Southern Norway. 

Authors’ contributions 
EAMB and NCØ developed the study. EAMB, NCØ, 
ERH and SHH contributed to the development of 
questionnaires and design, and EAMB conducted data 
collection. EAMB and AKW conducted the analysis. 
EAMB drafted the manuscript with critical input from 
all authors. All authors have read and approved the final 
manuscript. 

Trial registration 
ISRCTN98064772. 

References

	 1.	 Lim SS, Vos T, Flaxman AD, Danaei G, Shibuya K, Adair-Ro-
hani H, et al. A comparative risk assessment of burden of dis-
ease and injury attributable to 67 risk factors and risk factor 
clusters in 21 regions, 1990–2010: a systematic analysis for the 
Global Burden of Disease Study 2010. Lancet 2012; 380(9859): 
2224–60. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(12)61766-8

	 2.	 Why Thousand Days. 2010. Available from: https://thousand-
days.org/ [cited 01 February 2021].  

	 3.	 Nguyen B, Bauman A, Gale J, Banks E, Kritharides L, Ding D. 
Fruit and vegetable consumption and all-cause mortality: evi-
dence from a large Australian cohort study. Int J Behav Nutr 
Phys Act 2016; 13: 9. doi: 10.1186/s12966-016-0334-5

	 4.	 Aune D, Giovannucci E, Boffetta P, Fadnes LT, Keum N, Norat 
T, et al. Fruit and vegetable intake and the risk of cardiovascular 
disease, total cancer and all-cause mortality-a systematic review 
and dose-response meta-analysis of prospective studies. Int J 
Epidemiol 2017; 46(3): 1029–56. doi: 10.1093/ije/dyw319

	 5.	 Miller V, Mente A, Dehghan M, Rangarajan S, Zhang X, 
Swaminathan S, et al. Fruit, vegetable, and legume intake, and 
cardiovascular disease and deaths in 18 countries (PURE): a 
prospective cohort study. Lancet 2017; 390(10107): 2037–49. 
doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32253-5

	 6.	 Schwingshackl L, Schwedhelm C, Hoffmann G, Lampousi AM, 
Knuppel S, Iqbal K, et al. Food groups and risk of all-cause 
mortality: a systematic review and meta-analysis of prospective 
studies. Am J Clin Nutr 2017; 105(6): 1462–73. doi: 10.3945/
ajcn.117.153148

	 7.	 Wang X, Ouyang Y, Liu J, Zhu M, Zhao G, Bao W, et al. Fruit 
and vegetable consumption and mortality from all causes, car-
diovascular disease, and cancer: systematic review and dose-re-
sponse meta-analysis of prospective cohort studies. BMJ 2014; 
349: g4490. doi: 10.1136/bmj.g4490

	 8.	 Micha R, Khatibzadeh S, Shi P, Andrews KG, Engell RE, Mo-
zaffarian D. Global, regional and national consumption of 
major food groups in 1990 and 2010: a systematic analysis in-
cluding 266 country-specific nutrition surveys worldwide. BMJ 
Open 2015; 5(9): e008705. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2015-008705

	 9.	 Øverby NC, Kristiansen AL, Andersen LF. Spedkost 12 
måneder. Landsomfattende kostholdsundersøkelse blant 12 
måneder gamle barn. Oslo: The Norwegian Directorate of 
Health; 2009. Report No.: IS-1635.

10.	 Paulsen M, Myhre J, Andersen LF, Kristiansen AL. Spedkost 
3. Landsomfattende undersøkelse av kostholdet blant spedbarn, 
12 måneder Report. Oslo: Folkehelseinstituttet og Universitetet 
i Oslo; 2020.

11.	 Birch LL. Development of food preferences. Annu Rev Nutr 
1999; 19: 41–62. doi: 10.1146/annurev.nutr.19.1.41

12.	 Dovey TM, Staples PA, Gibson EL, Halford JC. Food neopho-
bia and ‘picky/fussy’ eating in children: a review. Appetite 2008; 
50(2): 181–193. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2007.09.009

13.	 Perry RA, Mallan KM, Koo J, Mauch CE, Daniels LA, 
Magarey AM. Food neophobia and its association with diet 
quality and weight in children aged 24 months: a cross sectional 
study. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 2015; 12(1): 13. doi: 10.1186/
s12966-015-0184-6

14.	 Russell CG, Worsley A. A population-based study of preschoolers’ 
food neophobia and its associations with food preferences. J Nutr 
Educ Behav 2008; 40(1): 11–19. doi: 10.1016/j.jneb.2007.03.007

15.	 Johnson SL, Davies PL, Boles RE, Gavin WJ, Bellows LL. 
Young children’s food neophobia characteristics and sensory 
behaviors are related to their food intake. J Nutr 2015; 145(11): 
2610–6. doi: 10.3945/jn.115.217299

16.	 Helland SH, Bere E, Bjørnarå HB, Øverby NC. Food neophobia 
and its association with intake of fish and other selected foods in 
a Norwegian sample of toddlers: a cross-sectional study. Appe-
tite 2017; 114: 110–7. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2017.03.025

17.	 Bell LK, Jansen E, Mallan K, Magarey AM, Daniels L. Poor di-
etary patterns at 1–5 years of age are related to food neophobia 
and breastfeeding duration but not age of introduction to solids 
in a relatively advantaged sample. Eat Behav 2018; 31: 28–34. 
doi: 10.1016/j.eatbeh.2018.06.005

18.	 Nekitsing C, Blundell-Birtill P, Cockroft JE, Hetherington MM. 
Systematic review and meta-analysis of strategies to increase 
vegetable consumption in preschool children aged 2–5 years. 
Appetite 2018; 127:138–54. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2018.04.019

http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)61766-8
https://thousanddays.org/
https://thousanddays.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-016-0334-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyw319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32253-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.117.153148
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.117.153148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.g4490
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2015-008705
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.nutr.19.1.41
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2007.09.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-015-0184-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-015-0184-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jneb.2007.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/jn.115.217299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.03.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2018.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2018.04.019


Citation: Food & Nutrition Research 2021, 65: 7679 - http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679 13
(page number not for citation purpose)

Effectiveness of a kindergarten-based intervention

19.	 Caton SJ, Ahern SM, Remy E, Nicklaus S, Blundell P, Heth-
erington MM. Repetition counts: repeated exposure increases 
intake of a novel vegetable in UK pre-school children compared 
to flavour–flavour and flavour–nutrient learning. Br J Nutr 2012; 
109(11): 2089–97. doi: 10.1017/S0007114512004126

20.	 Hausner H, Olsen A, Møller P. Mere exposure and flavour–fla-
vour learning increase 2–3 year-old children’s acceptance of a 
novel vegetable. Appetite 2012; 58(3): 1152–9. doi: 10.1016/j.
appet.2012.03.009

21.	 Ahern SM, Caton SJ, Blundell P, Hetherington MM. The root 
of the problem: increasing root vegetable intake in preschool 
children by repeated exposure and flavour flavour learning. Ap-
petite 2014; 80: 154–60. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2014.04.016

22.	 Blissett J, Fogel A. Intrinsic and extrinsic influences on children’s 
acceptance of new foods. Physiol Behav 2013; 121: 89–95. doi: 
10.1016/j.physbeh.2013.02.013

23.	 Bandura A. Self-efficacy: the excercise of control. New York: W 
H Freeman/Times Books/Henry Holt & Co.; 1997.

24.	 Holley CE, Haycraft E, Farrow C. ‘Why don’t you try it again?’ 
A comparison of parent led, home based interventions aimed at 
increasing children’s consumption of a disliked vegetable. Appe-
tite 2015; 87: 215–22. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2014.12.216

25.	 Hoppu U, Prinz M, Ojansivu P, Laaksonen O, Sandell MA. Im-
pact of sensory-based food education in kindergarten on will-
ingness to eat vegetables and berries. Food Nutr Res 2015; 59: 
28795. doi: 10.3402/fnr.v59.28795

26.	 Coulthard H, Sealy A. Play with your food! Sensory play is asso-
ciated with tasting of fruits and vegetables in preschool children. 
Appetite 2017; 113: 84–90. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2017.02.003

27.	 Association Sapere. Éducation alimentaire sensorielle. Associ-
ation Sapere – The Sapere Association. Available from: https://
www.sapere-association.com/fr [cited 15 February 2021].

28.	 Hagman U, Algotson S. Mat för alla sinnen – sensorisk träning 
enligt Sapere-metoden [Food for the senses: sensory training ac-
cording to the Sapere method]. 1st ed. Uppsala: Livsmedelsver-
ket & Grythättan Stiftelsen för måltidsforskning; 1999.

29.	 Taste education in Sweden. The Sapere Association. Available 
from: http://sapere-asso.fr/en/suede/ [cited 15 February 2021].

30.	 Taste education in Finland. Association Sapere. Available from: 
http://sapere-asso.fr/en/finlande/ [cited 15 February 2021]. 

31.	 Helland SH, Bere E, Overby NC. Study protocol for a 
multi-component kindergarten-based intervention to promote 
healthy diets in toddlers: a cluster randomized trial. BMC Public 
Health 2016; 16: 273. doi: 10.1186/s12889-016-2952-x

32.	 Johannessen B, Helland SH, Bere E, Øverby NC, Fegran L. ‘A 
bumpy road’: kindergarten staff’s experiences with an interven-
tion to promote healthy diets in toddlers. Appetite 2018; 127: 
37–43. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2018.04.008

33.	 SSB. Kindergartens. Statistisk sentralbyrå (Statistics Norway); 
2020 [updated 13. March 2020. Number of children in kinder-
garten]. Available from: https://www.ssb.no/utdanning/statistik-
ker/barnehager [cited 20 February 2021]. 

34.	 Barnehagemat. Næring til liv, lek og læring. Appetitt på livet. Kids 
edition. Report. Oslo: The Norwegian Consumer Council; 2018.

35.	 Paulsen MM, Høvding BO, Kristiansen AL, Andersen LF. 
Måltider, fysisk aktivitet og miljørettet helsevern i barnehagen. 
Report. Oslo: The Norwegian Directorate of Health; 2012. Re-
port No.: IS-0345.

36.	 Bjelland M, Brantsaeter AL, Haugen M, Meltzer HM, Nystad 
W, Andersen LF. Changes and tracking of fruit, vegetables and 
sugar-sweetened beverages intake from 18 months to 7 years in 
the Norwegian Mother and Child Cohort Study. BMC Public 
Health 2013; 13: 793. doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-13-793

37.	 Lioret S, Betoko A, Forhan A, Charles MA, Heude B, de Lau-
zon-Guillain B. Dietary patterns track from infancy to pre-
school age: cross-sectional and longitudinal perspectives. J Nutr 
2015; 145(4): 775–82. doi: 10.3945/jn.114.201988

38.	 Ventura AK, Worobey J. Early influences on the development of 
food preferences. Curr Biol 2013; 23(9): R401–8. doi: 10.1016/j.
cub.2013.02.037

39.	 Johnson SL, Bellows L, Beckstrom L, Anderson J. Evalua-
tion of  a social marketing campaign targeting preschool chil-
dren. Am J Health Behav 2007; 31(1): 44–55. doi: 10.5993/
AJHB.31.1.5

40.	 Birch LL. Psychological influences on the childhood diet. J Nutr 
1998; 128(2 SUPPL.): 407S–10S. doi: 10.1093/jn/128.2.407S

41.	 Birch LL, Doub AE. Learning to eat: birth to age 2 y. Am J Clin 
Nutr 2014; 99(3): 723S–8S. doi: 10.3945/ajcn.113.069047

42.	 Hamel LM, Robbins LB. Computer- and web-based interven-
tions to promote healthy eating among children and adoles-
cents: a systematic review. Oxford, England: 2013, pp. 16–30.

43.	 Koneska E, Appelbe D, Williamson PR, Dodd S. Usage metrics 
of web-based interventions evaluated in randomized controlled 
trials: systematic review. J Med Internet Res 2020; 22(4): e15474.
doi: 10.2196/15474

44.	 Yoong SL, Williams CM, Finch M, Wyse R, Jones J, Freund 
M, et al. Childcare service centers’ preferences and intentions 
to use a web-based program to implement healthy eating 
and physical activity policies and practices: a cross-sectional 
study. J Med Internet Res 2015; 17(5): e108. doi: 10.2196/
jmir.3639

45.	 Blomkvist EAM, Helland SH, Hillesund ER, Overby NC. A 
cluster randomized web-based intervention trial to reduce food 
neophobia and promote healthy diets among one-year-old chil-
dren in kindergarten: study protocol. BMC Pediatr 2018; 18(1): 
232. doi: 10.1186/s12887-018-1206-8

46.	 Pliner P. Development of measures of food neophobia in chil-
dren. Appetite 1994; 23(2): 147–63. doi: 10.1006/appe.1994.1043

47.	 Ukoumunne OC, Gulliford MC, Chinn S, Sterne JAC, Burney 
PGJ, Donner A. Methods in health service research: evaluation 
of health interventions at area and organisation level. BMJ 
1999; 319(7206): 376–9. doi: 10.1136/bmj.319.7206.376

48.	 Barratt H, Kirwan M. Clustered data – effects on sample size and 
approaches to analysis. healthknowledge.org.uk; 2009 [Public 
Health Textbook]. Available from: https://www.healthknowledge.
org.uk/public-health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiol-
ogy/clustered-data [cited 01 February 2021].

49.	 Gulliford MC, Ukoumunne OC, Chinn S. Components of vari-
ance and intraclass correlations for the design of communi-
ty-based surveys and intervention studies: data from the Health 
Survey for England 1994. Am J Epidemiol 1999; 149(9): 876–83. 
doi: 10.1093/oxfordjournals.aje.a009904

50.	 Rebnes G, Angelsen T. Totaloversikten 2017. Aktuell statistikk 
og innsikt om frukt, bær, grønnsaker og poteter i Norge. Lang-
hus: Opplysningskontoret for frukt og grønt; 2018.

51.	 Andersen LF, Lande B, Trygg K, Hay G. Validation of a 
semi-quantitative food-frequency questionnaire used among 
2-year-old Norwegian children. Public Health Nutr 2004; 7(6): 
757–64. doi: 10.1079/PHN2004613

52.	 Andersen LF, Lande B, Arsky GH, Trygg K. Validation of a 
semi-quantitative food-frequency questionnaire used among 
12-month-old Norwegian infants. Eur J Clin Nutr 2003; 57(8): 
881. doi: 10.1038/sj.ejcn.1601621

53.	 Kristiansen AL, Andersen LF. Småbarnskost 2 år. Landsomfat-
tende kostholdsundersøkelse blant 2 år gamle barn. Oslo: The 
Norwegian Directorate of Health; 2009. Report No.: IS-1731.

http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0007114512004126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.04.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2013.02.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.12.216
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/fnr.v59.28795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.02.003
https://www.sapere-association.com/fr
https://www.sapere-association.com/fr
http://sapere-asso.fr/en/suede/
http://sapere-asso.fr/en/finlande/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-2952-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2018.04.008
https://www.ssb.no/utdanning/statistikker/barnehager
https://www.ssb.no/utdanning/statistikker/barnehager
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-793
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/jn.114.201988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2013.02.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2013.02.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.5993/AJHB.31.1.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.5993/AJHB.31.1.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jn/128.2.407S
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.113.069047
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/15474
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3639
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12887-018-1206-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/appe.1994.1043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.319.7206.376
http://healthknowledge.org.uk
https://www.healthknowledge.org.uk/public-health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiology/clustered-data
https://www.healthknowledge.org.uk/public-health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiology/clustered-data
https://www.healthknowledge.org.uk/public-health-textbook/research-methods/1a-epidemiology/clustered-data
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.aje.a009904
http://dx.doi.org/10.1079/PHN2004613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.ejcn.1601621


Citation: Food & Nutrition Research 2021, 65: 7679 - http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.767914
(page number not for citation purpose)

Eli Anne Myrvoll Blomkvist et al.

54.	 Recommendations on diet, nutrition and physical Activity. 
Oslo: The Norwegian Directorate of Health; 2014. Report No.: 
IS-2170.

55.	 Kostråd for å fremme folkehelsen og forebygge kroniske syk-
dommer. Helsedirektoratet [The Norwegian Directorate of 
Health]; 2011. Report No.: IS-1881.

56.	 Cooke L, Wardle J, Gibson EL. Relationship between paren-
tal report of food neophobia and everyday food consumption 
in 2–6-year-old children. Appetite 2003; 41(2): 205–206. doi: 
10.1016/S0195-6663(03)00048-5

57.	 Cassells EL, Magarey AM, Daniels LA, Mallan KM. The in-
fluence of maternal infant feeding practices and beliefs on the 
expression of food neophobia in toddlers. Appetite 2014; 82: 
36–42. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2014.07.001

58.	 Heritier SR, Gebski VJ, Keech AC. Inclusion of patients in clin-
ical trial analysis: the intention-to-treat principle. Med J Aust 
2003; 179(8): 438–40. doi: 10.5694/j.1326-5377.2003.tb05627.x

59.	 Jakobsen JC, Gluud C, Wetterslev J, Winkel P. When and how 
should multiple imputation be used for handling missing data 
in randomised clinical trials – a practical guide with flow-
charts. BMC Med Res Methodol 2017; 17(1): 162. doi: 10.1186/
s12874-017-0442-1

60.	 Dumville JC, Torgerson DJ, Hewitt CE. Reporting attrition in 
randomised controlled trials. BMJ 2006; 332(7547): 969–71. doi: 
10.1136/bmj.332.7547.969

61.	 de Wild VWT, de Graaf C, Jager G. Use of different vegetable 
products to increase preschool-aged children’s preference for and 
intake of a target vegetable: a randomized controlled trial. J Acad 
Nutr Diet 2017; 117(6): 859–66. doi: 10.1016/j.jand.2016.11.006

62.	 Appleton KM, Hemingway A, Rajska J, Hartwell H. Repeated 
exposure and conditioning strategies for increasing vegetable 
liking and intake: systematic review and meta-analyses of the 
published literature. Am J Clin Nutr 2018; 108(4): 842. doi: 
10.1093/ajcn/nqy143

63.	 Spill MK, Johns K, Callahan EH, Shapiro MJ, Wong YP, Ben-
jamin-Neelon SE, et al. Repeated exposure to food and food 
acceptability in infants and toddlers: a systematic review. Am J 
Clin Nutr 2019; 109: 978S–89S. doi: 10.1093/ajcn/nqy308

64.	 Holley C, Farrow C, Haycraft E. A systematic review of methods 
for increasing vegetable consumption in early childhood. Curr 
Nutr Rep 2017; 6(2): 157–70. doi: 10.1007/s13668-017-0202-1

65.	 Hodder RK, O’Brien KM, Stacey FG, Wyse RJ, Clin-
ton-McHarg T, Tzelepis F, et al. Interventions for increasing 
fruit and vegetable consumption in children aged five years and 
under. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2018; 5: Cd008552. doi: 
10.1002/14651858.CD008552.pub4

66.	 Dazeley P, Houston-Price C. Exposure to foods’ non-taste sen-
sory properties. A nursery intervention to increase children’s 
willingness to try fruit and vegetables. Appetite 2015; 84: 1–6. 
doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2014.08.040

67.	 Coulthard H, Williamson I, Palfreyman Z, Lyttle S. Evaluation 
of a pilot sensory play intervention to increase fruit acceptance 
in preschool children. Appetite 2018; 120: 609–15. doi: 10.1016/j.
appet.2017.10.011

68.	 Sedgwick P, Greenwood N. Understanding the Hawthorne ef-
fect. BMJ 2015; 351: h4672. doi: 10.1136/bmj.h4672

69.	 McCambridge J, Witton J, Elbourne DR. Systematic review of 
the Hawthorne effect: new concepts are needed to study research 
participation effects. J Clin Epidemiol 2014; 67(3): 267–77. doi: 
10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.015

70.	 DeCosta P, Møller P, Frøst MB, Olsen A. Changing children’s 
eating behaviour – a review of experimental research. Appetite 
2017; 113: 327–57. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2017.03.004

71.	 Cashdan E. A sensitive period for learning about food. Hum 
Nat 1994; 5(3): 279–91. doi: 10.1007/BF02692155

72.	 Brueton VC, Tierney JF, Stenning S, Meredith S, Hard-
ing S, Nazareth I, et al. Strategies to improve retention in 
randomised trials: a Cochrane systematic review and me-
ta-analysis. BMJ Open 2014; 4(2): e003821. doi: 10.1136/
bmjopen-2013-003821

73.	 Educational attainment of the population. Oslo: Statistics Nor-
way; 2019 [updated 19 June 2020]. Available from: https://www.
ssb.no/en/utdanning/statistikker/utniv [cited 20 February 2021].

74.	 Golley RK, Bell LK, Hendrie GA, Rangan AM, Spence A, 
McNaughton SA, et al. Validity of short food questionnaire 
items to measure intake in children and adolescents: a system-
atic review. J Hum Nutr Diet 2017; 30(1): 36–50. doi: 10.1111/
jhn.12399

75.	 Mikkelsen MV, Husby S, Skov LR, Perez-Cueto FJ. A system-
atic review of types of healthy eating interventions in preschools. 
Nutr J 2014; 13: 56. doi: 10.1186/1475-2891-13-56

*Eli Anne Myrvoll Blomkvist
Faculty of Health and Sports Sciences
University of Agder
PO box 422
NO-4604 Kristiansand
Norway 
Email: eli.anne.myrvoll.blomkvist@uia.no

http://dx.doi.org/10.29219/fnr.v65.7679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0195-6663(03)00048-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.5694/j.1326-5377.2003.tb05627.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-017-0442-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12874-017-0442-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.332.7547.969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jand.2016.11.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqy143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/nqy308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13668-017-0202-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD008552.pub4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.08.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.10.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.10.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h4672
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2013.08.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02692155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2013-003821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2013-003821
https://www.ssb.no/en/utdanning/statistikker/utniv
https://www.ssb.no/en/utdanning/statistikker/utniv
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jhn.12399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jhn.12399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-13-56
mailto:eli.anne.myrvoll.blomkvist@uia.no

