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ABSTRACT

Objective Whether participation in structured diabetes self-
management education programs (DSME) for participants
with diabetes mellitus is associated with a healthy lifestyle
in routine care apart from randomized-controlled studies
remains unclear and is this studies’ research question.
Research design and methods We identified 1300
persons with diabetes mellitus drawn from the cross-
sectional population-based analysis German Health Update
2014/2015 (GEDA 2014/2015), which integrated the modules
of the European Health Interview Survey (EHIS) wave 2. Of
those, 816 were ever-DSME participants and 484 never-
participants. We conducted multivariable weighted logistic
regression analyses for lifestyle differences comparing
ever-DSME and never-DSME participants. Lifestyle was
defined by physical activity (PA), current smoking, fruit/
vegetable consumption and body mass index (BMI). Age,
sex, socioeconomic status, living together, limitation due to
health problems for at least for 6 months, self-efficacy and
attention to one’s health were included as confounders in the
regression models.

Results Ever-DSME participants engaged significantly more
often in cycling at least 1day per week (OR 1.62, 95% Cl:
1.15-2.30) and performed significantly more often aerobic
endurance training of 150 min per week (including walking:
OR 1.42, 95% CI: 1.03—1.94, without walking: OR 1.48, 95%
Cl: 1.08-2.03) compared with never-DSME participants.
Ever-DSME participants were significantly more often ex-
smoker compared with never-DSME participants (OR 1.39,
95% CI: 1.03-1.88). DSME attendance was not significantly
associated with current smoking, BMI and fruit or vegetable
consumption.

Conclusion DSME participation is associated with a
moderately healthier lifestyle particularly for PA even in
routine healthcare. Study results emphasize the importance
of a broadly dissemination of DSME access for nationwide
diabetes healthcare. Future studies should adjust for DSME
participation when investigating lifestyle in persons with
diabetes.

BACKGROUND

Diabetes mellitus (diabetes) is a global major
public health concern.' ? It is estimated that
425 million people worldwide and 58 million

," Jens Baumert,? Lars Gabrys,>® Marcus Heise,’
2 Astrid Fink*

Significance of this study

What is already known about this subject?

» Randomized controlled trials focusing on diabe-
tes self-management education (DSME) programs
showed beneficial effects on healthier lifestyle in
very controlled settings leading to a nationwide im-
plementation of DSME in Germany.

» Data on DSME association with lifestyle in routine
care in population-based studies after nationwide
implementation are rare.

What are the new findings?

» DSME participation is associated with a moder-
ate healthier lifestyle and particularly more physi-
cal active lifestyle even in routine care settings in
a nationwide population-based cross-sectional
population-based study.

» DSME participation was associated with more fre-
quent cycling and aerobic exercise of more than
150min per week compared with never-DSME
participation.

» DSME participation may be associated with in-
creased smoking cessation compared with never-
DSME participation.

How might these results change the focus of

research or clinical practice?

» Study results emphasize the importance of nation-
wide DSME access for every person with diabetes
mellitus (diabetes) to support an optimal diabetes
healthcare.

» Study results should encourage clinicians to moti-
vate patients to participate in DSME programs.

» Studies investigating lifestyle in persons with diabe-
tes should adjust for DSME participation in addition
to sociodemographic and other confounders

people in Europe aged 20-79 years have
diabetes, among them about 90% with type
2 diabetes.” In Europe, 477000 deaths are
attributed to diabetes among people aged
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20-79 years, this corresponds to 9% of all-cause mortality.”
Given the increasing incidence of type 2 diabetes with
age and the aging population in the western world, the
number of people with diabetes can be expected to
grow even further in the future.”* Diabetes is a chronic
disease, which has considerable effects on affected
person’s daily life.” If not well managed, diabetes can
lead to severe morbidity: Macrovascular complications
are coronary heart disease, cerebrovascular and periph-
eral vascular contributing to cardiovascular mortality.'
Furthermore, microvascular complications can occur
as retinopathy, nephropathy and neuropathy. Thus,
diabetes is an important risk factor for blindness, kidney
failure and lower limb amputation resulting in a substan-
tial individual and healthcare burden.'® To prevent those
diabetes-related complications, a nearnormal blood
glucose should be maintained.® This requires the imple-
mentation of lifestyle modifications and, if necessary, the
adherence to a drug therapy for patients with diabetes.’
Lifestyle modifications include healthy eating, increased
physical activity (PA) and sustainable weight loss. It is
therefore crucial, that patients learn self-management
techniques in order to take personal responsibility for
the management of their illness in daily life.° Thus,
national and international guidelines and experts panels
recommend participation in an structured patient self-
management education programs for each patient with
diabetes, the so-called Diabetes Self-Management Educa-
tion programs (DSME) atleast once in lifetime to increase
patient empowerment and performance of self care.®”
In those DSME, patients acquire knowledge on healthy
lifestyle and the importance of reduction of cardiovas-
cular risk factors (eg, smoking cessation and weight loss).
In Germany, DSME are provided as formal group-based
programs combining structured group-based educa-
tion with care for individual patient’s needs and help
for practical diabetes-related problems.’ International
literature has shown good evidence for effectiveness of
DSME. In randomized controlled trials (RCTs), DSME
participation is associated with decreased levels of blood
glucose, glycolyzed hemoglobin A,* blood pressure’ '’
and increased foot care.!! In addition, favorable results
of DSME on healthy lifestyle behavior as PA, nutrition
and body mass index (BMI) have been shown in some
RCT.” " " In Germany, DSME are therefore covered by
national insurance companies and installed nationwide
in predominantly outpatient care in addition to pre-
existing inpatient DSME. However, given the controlled
settings and specific patient groups in RCTs, results of
those international studies could not be easily transferred
to effects of DSME in nationwide routine healthcare. In
this context, population-based studies on possible DSME
effects on lifestyle behavior are useful but rare.
Therefore, it is the aim of our study to investigate
whether ever-participation ina DSME for participants with
diabetes is associated with a healthier lifestyle behavior
defined by increased PA behaviors (eg, routine daily
activity and time spent in endurance or strength training,

respectively), healthier eating behavior (reflected by
daily fruit or vegetable consumption), smoking cessation
and lower BMI compared with never-DSME participants
in a real-world setting.

METHODS

Study population

We used data of the nationwide population-based
German Health Update (GEDA) 2014/2015 European
Health Interview Survey (EHIS) wave 2 survey, conducted
on behalf of the German Federal Ministry of Health by
the Robert Koch Institute between November 2014 and
July 2015 via self-administered questionnaires provided
either as online or paper-based version (response rate:
26.9%)."” Our study population included adults with
a permanent residence in Germany living in private
households, who gave their informed consent."”” Details
of participant sampling, recruitment, questionnaire
design and collected data are published elsewhere.' '*
The study protocol was inspected and approved by the
“Federal Commissioner for Data Protection and Freedom
of Information in Germany.” Written informed consent
was obtained from all participants. Participants were
informed about the goals and contents of the study, about
privacy and data protection proceedings and their volun-
tary participation. The overall survey sample included
24016 participants.'>'” Of these, 8292 were excluded for
missing values, further 217 for being currently pregnant
and three for having gestational diabetes (online supple-
mentary table SI1). Thus, the final study population
comprised 20504 participants aged 19-99 years.

Assessment of lifestyle variables

Details of lifestyle variable assessment and categori-
zation are shown in online supplementary table S3.
Briefly, PA was obtained by the following self-reported
items: (i) time spent in everyday life walking, (ii) days
per week using bicycle in everyday life, (iii) days per
week doing sports and (iv) time spent in endurance or
strength training, respectively. BMI was calculated as the
ratio of body weight to height squared and categorized
according to WHO classification.'® Smoking behavior
(smoking) was analyzed as current smoker, ex-smoker
and former smoker. Fruit and vegetable consumptions
were obtained by asking for the frequency of consump-
tion and number of portions of “fruits, including freshly
squeezed fruit juices” and “vegetables or salad, including
freshly squeezed vegetable juices” excluding potatoes
and categorized each into daily versus less than daily
consumption.

Assessment of diabetes and DSME

Participants were asked “During the past 12 months, have
you had any of the following diseases or conditions?”
with an attached list of diseases including “diabetes (not
including gestational diabetes).” Respondents answering
with “yes” were classified as having diabetes. Those, who
answered with “yes,” but reported a pregnancy at the time

2

BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2020;8:€001066. doi:10.1136/bmjdrc-2019-001066

y61uAdod Ag pajoslold 1senb Ag 0202 ‘8z ABIN UO /wod fwig-olp//:dny woly papeojumod 0202 YoIeN ZZ U0 990T00-6T0Z-24plWa/9ETT 0T Se paysiignd 1s1y :a1e) sey geld uado [INg


https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2019-001066
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2019-001066
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjdrc-2019-001066
http://drc.bmj.com/

Clinical Care/Education/Nutrition

of diagnosis and time of diagnosis and survey time was less
than 2years ago were categorized as having gestational
diabetes and excluded from analyses. Furthermore,
participants were asked, if they have ever participated
in an DSME (yes/no). Those who answered “yes” were
classified as ever-DSME participants, the others as never-
DSME participants.

Statistical analysis

For descriptive statistics, we used unweighted absolute
and weighted relative frequencies as well as weighted
means and SD to analyze characteristics of the study
sample regarding diabetes and DSME participation. For
adjusted analyses, we performed weighted logistic regres-
sion analyses comparing the two exposures: (i) partici-
pants with diabetes versus participants without diabetes
and (ii) for those with diabetes ever-DSME versus never-
DSME participants for the outcomes PA, smoking, BMI
and consumption of fruits/vegetables. For PA and
consumption of fruit/vegetables binary weighted-logistic
regression analyses; for smoking and BMI weighted multi-
nomial logistic regression analyses were performed. We
included the following variables as potential confounders
in the model: age, sex, limitation due to health problems
for at least 6 months, occupational status according to
Labour Force Concept,” socioeconomic status based
on the socioeconomic status score,18 living situation,
self-efficacy based on the ASKU Index' and how much
participants do generally pay attention to their health
(details of assessment and categorization tables 1-3
and online supplementary table S3). All results of the
weighted logistic regression analyses were adjusted for
above described confounders.

In a sensitivity analysis, we addressed the influence of
time after diagnosis of diabetes to estimate whether DSME
effects on lifestyle could be established in a short period
of time. Therefore, we divided the overall sample in two
subgroups at the cut-off of 2years from being first diag-
nosed with diabetes until survey participation (less than
2years group (<2Y) vs more than 2years group (>2Y)).
We recalculated the weighted logistic regression analyses
for each group separately. We tested for significant differ-
ences in effect sizes of DSME between both groups using
the method of overlapping CIs and the corresponding
test for interactions in logistic regression models.*’ *' All
analyses were performed by STATA V.15.0®* including a
weighting factor as described in detail previously."* '®

RESULTS

Participants with and without diabetes

Of the 20504 eligible participants, 1300 (6.7%) partic-
ipants had diabetes. In descriptive analysis, participants
with diabetes were significantly more often male and
older than participants without diabetes. They had a
significantly lower socioeconomic status and were signifi-
cantly more likely to live in a partnership (table 1).
Participants with diabetes experienced a significantly

higher limitation due to health problems for at least
6months, had a significantly lower self-efficacy but paid
significantly more attention to their health compared
with participants without diabetes (table 1). In descrip-
tive analysis, participants with diabetes were more likely
to consume fruits and vegetables at least once a day, to
walk at least 30 min per day and to be ex-smokers. They
engaged significantly less often in all other observed
activities and were significantly more often overweight
or obese than participants without diabetes (table 1). In
adjusted logistic regression analysis, differences in health
behaviors between participants with and without diabetes
remained significant, except for walking in routine daily
life and vegetable consumption (table 2).

Ever-DSME and never-DSME-participants

Of all 1300 participants with diabetes, 816 (62.7%) were
ever-DSME participants compared with 484 (37.3%)
never-DSME participants. Ever-DSME participants were
significantly younger than never-DSME participants,
had stronger self-efficacy beliefs, but showed no other
statistically significant differences in sociodemographic
characteristics. In descriptive analyses, ever-DSME partic-
ipants engaged significantly more often in the observed
PA, except for walking at least 30min in routine daily
life, and days doing sports. Ever-participants were signifi-
cantly more often ex-smokers and less often never-
smokers compared with never-participants. In adjusted
logistic regression analyses, differences in PA behavior
between ever-DSME and never-DSME participants
remained significant for cycling for at least once a week
(table 2; OR 1.62, 95% CI: 1.15-2.30) and followed the
WHO recommendations for aerobe PA of more than
150min per week with or without walking (OR 1.42,
95% CI: 1.03-1.94; OR 1.48, 95% CI: 1.08-2.03). The
association between DSME participation and increased
endurance strength training missed significance level in
adjusted logistic regression analyses. Ever-participants of
DSME remained significantly more often smoking quit-
ters compared with never-participants (OR 1.39, 95%
CI: 1.03 to 1.88) in adjusted logistic regression analyses.
There were no statistically significant differences between
ever-DSME and never-DSME participants with regard to
overweight and obesity, current nicotine, vegetable and
fruit consumption in descriptive and adjusted weighted
logistic regression analyses.

In our sensitivity analyses, we took time after diabetes
diagnosis into account. In the >2Y group, DSME participa-
tion was significantly associated with aerobic PA of more
than 150 min per week and being an ex-smoker than
in the <2Y group. However, OR’s CIs between the <2Y
and >2Y group overlapped. This shows that there was no
significant difference between both groups concerning
the effect of time after diabetes diagnosis on lifestyle
factors. This was supported by the analysis of interac-
tion effects between DSME participation and time after
diabetes diagnosis on lifestyle variables (table 3, online
supplementary table S2).
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Table 2 Association between lifestyle variables and diabetes or ever-participation in DSME, respectively, estimated by

logistic regression analyses

Participants with diabetes DSME-ever participants
(ref. participants without (ref: DSME-never
diabetes) participants)

OR* (95% CI)* OR* (95% CI)*

Fruit intake

Vegetable intake
Physical activity = Walking >30min/day (ref:<30 min/day)
Cycling >1day/week (ref:<1day/week)

Doing sports in general >1 day/week
(ref:<1 day/week)

Doing sports in general >2 day/week
(ref:<2 day/week)

Endurance training =150 min/week & strength

training twice/week (ref: no)

>150min aerobic PA/week including walking

(ref.: less)

>150min aerobic PA/week without walking
(ref: less)
Tobacco use Smoking (ref. never-smoking)
Ex-smokers (ref. never-smokers)
BMI Overweight (ref. normal)

Obesity (ref. normal)

At least once daily (ref: less than once daily)
At least once daily (ref: less than once daily)

1.25 (1.08 to 1.45)t 1.15 (0.87 to 1.53)t

1.13 (0.97 to 1.30)t 0.97 (0.73 to 1.30)t

1.01 (0.87 to 1.17)t 1.19 (0.88 to 1.30)t

0.70 (0.59 to 0.84)t 1.62 (1.15 to 2.30)t
( )

0.74 (0.63 to 0.86)t 1.16 (0.86 to 1.57)t
0.71 (0.62 to 0.82)t 1.25 (0.90 to 1.73)
0.59 (0.49 to 0.72)t 1.41 (0.95 to 2.08)t
0.69 (0.60 to 0.80)t 1.42 (1.03 to 1.94)t

0.65 (0.56 to 0.76)t 1.48 (1.08 to 2.03)t

1.00 (0.81 to 1.23)f 1.32 (0.87 to 2.00)f
1.28 (1.09 to 1.50)f 1.39 (1.03 to 1.88)f
2.09 (1.67 to 2.60)F 0.97 (0.65 to 1.45)F
4.92 (3.95 t0 6.12)F 1.17 (0.79 to 1.74)f

This table shows results of logistic regression analyses, dependent variables were lifestyle variables (fruit and vegetable intake, physical
activity variables, smoking, BMI); DSME participation and diabetes as independent variables.

*All results are adjusted for age, sex, socioeconomic status, living together in marriage/as an unmarried couple or alone, limitation due to
health problems for at least 6 months, occupational status, AKSU Index of self-efficacy and attentiveness to own health. Age, socioeconomic
status [3 to 21], self-efficacy [1 to 5] and how much participants pay attention to their health [1 to 5] were included as continuous variables

in the model. Categorial variables included in the model were: Sex (male/female), limitation due health problems for at least 6 months (high
limitation/moderate limitation/none), occupational status [employed/unemployed/ retired or unable to work], living situation (as married or
unmarried couple/ living alone] and how much participants do generally pay attention to their health [not at all/not so much/moderate/much/

very much).

TResults were calculated using weighted multinomial logistic regression analyses, BMI categorization was according to WHO
categorization'® as normal (<25 kg/m?), overweight (25-<30kg/m2) and obese (=30 kg/m?).

FResults were calculated using binary weighted-logistic regression analyses.

BMI, body mass index; diabetes, diabetes mellitus; DSME, diabetes self-management education; PA, physical activity; SES, socioeconomic

status.
DISCUSSION
In this cross-sectional nationwide population-based

study, participants with diabetes who attended an DSME
engaged significantly more often in cycling and aerobic
PA more than 150min per week. Furthermore, DSME
participants were significantly more often smoking quit-
ters than persons who never participated in a DSME.
The present study showed that DSME participation was
associated with modestly healthier lifestyle in a routine
healthcare setting even in a general adult population.
It underlines the importance of access to DSME for all
people with diabetes to support a high quality of diabetes
care.

Comparison with other studies

In international literature, RCT and cohort studies
underlined the effectiveness of DSME. Most RCT showed
an increase in patient’s PA,'' #** a healthier nutrition'' *

and increased smoking cessation ** for DSME participa-
tion. In agreement with some of these studies,” '* ** ** we
showed that DSME participation is associated with signifi-
cantly increased PA for some activities. This effect was
observable even in routine healthcare conditions. Study
participants with diabetes engaged significantly less in
PA compared with participants without diabetes. Here,
DSME participants seemed to profit from DSME with
respect to increased frequency of cycling and time spent
for aerobic sportive activity. Participants with diabetes
were more often ex-smokers and less often current
smokers compared with participants without diabetes.

In agreement with pre-existing literature,11 we
observed the highest proportion of ex-smokers in partic-
ipants with diabetes who ever participated in an DSME.
In contrast to international literature, we observed a
higher frequency of fruit and vegetable consumption in
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Table 3 Association between lifestyle variables and ever-participation in DSME —subgroup analyses for participants with
diabetes 2 years and less or more than 2 years after diagnosis, respectively, estimated by logistic regression analyses

Time after diagnosis <2 Time after diagnosis >2 years
years N=233 N=1044

Ever-DSME participants ref: Ever-DSME participation ref.
never-DSME participants never-DSME participation

OR* (95% CI)* OR* (95% CI)*

Fruit intake At least once daily (ref: less than once

daily)
At least once daily
(ref: less than once daily)

Vegetable intake

Physical activity Walking >30 min/day (ref:<30 min/day)
Cycling >1day/week (ref:<1day/week)

Doing sports in general >1day/week
(ref:<1 day/week)

Doing sports in general >2 day/week
(ref:<2 day/week)

Endurance training >150 min/week &
strength training twice/week (ref: no)

>150min aerobic PA/week including
walking (ref: less)

>150min aerobic PA/week without
walking (ref: less)
Tobacco use Smoking (ref. never-smoking)
Ex-smokers (ref. never-smokers)
BMI Overweight (ref. normal)

Obesity (ref. normal)

1.37 (0.72 to 2.59)t
1.07 (0.54 to 2.11)t

1.08 (0.54 to 2.17)t
2.55 (1.21 to 5.37)t
1.67 (0.84 to 3.35)t

1.49 (0.79 to 2.82)t
0.58 (0.21 to 1.56)t

1.28 (0.66 to 2.48)t

1.16 (0.83 to 1.62)t
0.99 (0.70 to 1.39)t

1.30 (0.92 to 1.82)t
1.52 (1.01 to 2.29)t
1.03 (0.73 to 1.45)t

1.20 (0.82 to 1.75)t
1.50 (0.96 to 2.34)t

1.49 (1.04 to 2.12)t

1.23 (0.60 to 2.52)F 1.46 (1.01 to 2.12)t

2.84 (0.92 to 8.79)F 1.26 (0.78 to 2.06)f
1.17 (0.59 to 2.32)t 1.71 (1.21 to 2.41)f
1.04 (0.39 to 2.79)t 0.96 (0.61 to 1.51)t
1.61 (0.65 to 3.99)t 1.19 (0.76 to 1.85)t

This table shows the results of logistic regression analyses. Dependent variables: lifestyle variables (fruit and vegetable intake, physical
activity variables, smoking, BMI); DSME-participation and diabetes as independent variables stratified according to time after diabetes
diagnosis until survey time into patients <2 years after diagnosis (<2Y group) and >2 years (>2Y group) after diagnosis. In the <2Y group were
n=102 ever-DSME participants and n=131 ever-DSME participants. In the >2 Y group were n=699 ever-DSME participants and n=345 never-
DSME participants. All logistic regressions were calculated for each subgroup separately.

*All results are adjusted for age, sex, socioeconomic status, living together in marriage/as an unmarried couple or alone, limitation health
problems for at least 6 months, occupational status, AKSU Index of self-efficacy and attentiveness to own health. Age, socioeconomic
status [3 to 21], self-efficacy [1 to 5] and how much participants pay attention to their health [1 to 5] were included as continuous variables in
the model. Categorial variables included in the model were: Sex (male/female), limitation due to health problems for at least 6 months (high
limitation/moderate limitation/ none), occupational status (employed/unemployed/retired or unable to work), living situation (as married or
unmarried couple/living alone) and how much participants do generally pay attention to their health (not at all/not so much/moderate/much/
very much). BMI categorization according to WHO categorization as normal (<25 kg/m?), overweight (25-<30kg/m?) and obese (=30kg/m?)."®
TResults were calculated using binary weighted-logistic regression analyses.

FResults were calculated using weighted multinomial logistic regression analyses. N of both subgroups=1277.

BMI, body mass index; DSME, diabetes self-management education program.

participants with diabetes compared with those without
diabetes. Reasons might be an over-reporting of fruit and
vegetable consumption particularly in the group of those
with diabetes due to possible clinicians’ recommenda-
tions on dietary changes followed by a higher awareness
of healthy diet as influencing factor in diabetes care and
socially desirable answering behavior. We could not show
any difference in fruit or vegetables intake between ever-
DSME and never-DSME participants within the group
of participants with diabetes. Although some RCTs' '
have shown favorable effects of DSME on healthy eating,
others studies showed no significant difference for DSME
participants.**® In our overall sample, we could show
the well-established association of diabetes and increased

BMI, but DSME participation was not associated with a
significant lower prevalence of overweight and obesity.
On the other hand, the missing significant DSME influ-
ence on BMI might also be explained by recruitment
effects. Physicians might tend to refer persons with
higher cardiovascular risk more likely to participate in
a DSME.* However, due to lack of data on physician
referral habits in our population-based study we could
not adjust for this.

Differences of our results to above-cited international
literature may be explained by differences in study
settings. Most studies on DSME effects on lifestyle factors
were RCT and included several DSME repetitions or
other exclusive support, for example, via telephone or
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additional doctor—/nurse—patient consultations,!*12 23 24

This does not reflect routine German healthcare. There,
German national insurance companies cover DSME
participation once after diagnosis only (in few federal
states DSME repetition is reimbursed) and afterwards
only in cases of specified events as metabolic disorders
or if insulin treatment is required. As our study sample
is population-based, setting differences to pre-existing
RCT literature should be taken into account. Addition-
ally, DSME’s design, frequency and repetition intervals
vary widely in international literature leading to much
heterogeneity.*Studies on DSME participation and its
effects on healthy lifestyle are rare when it comes to
examining these outcomes in every day routine health-
care: A South Korean population-based study showed
no significant association between DSME attendance
and abstinence of smoking, increased moderate PA or
nutrition.”® In contrast to the Korean study and in agree-
ment with our results, an US-American cohort study for
patients of one insurance company reports a moderate
increase of aerobic PA after DSME participation.”” A
small German cohort study showed no changes on BMI
after DSME participation but did not examine smoking
and PA habits.”" Here, our study adds knowledge to the
current literature.

We performed a sensitivity analysis with stratified
samples based on a 2-year cut-off according to time after
diagnosis. We chose the cut-off of 2years because persons
with diabetes are usually advised to attend a DSME
shortly after diagnosis. Furthermore, 2years seemed a
sufficient time to get a placement for DSME and adapt
a new lifestyle habit. It showed no statistically significant
differences between both groups concerning DSME
participation association with our outcomes. One inter-
pretation might be that DSME participation might result
in relatively quick changes on participants lifestyle, which
is in concordance to international studies. Those studies
showed that lifestyle changes could develop in a compar-
atively short time period between 3months to 1year.”'" **
Additionally, our dataset does not provide data on time
of DSME attendance, although usually persons with
diabetes were referred to a DSME shortly after diagnosis.
As the sample size in the <2'Y group was relatively small,
it might be possible that we underestimate differences
between those two groups. Therefore, we treat our inter-
pretation cautiously.

Persons with diabetes showed decreased self-efficacy,
but ever-DSME participants reported increased self-
efficacy beliefs. Given our observational study setting
we cannot conclude, whether persons with a high self-
efficacy tend to participate more likely in a DSME or
DSME participation increases self-efficacy of partici-
pants. However, a meta-analysis of 21 studies on this
topic showed a significant improvement of self-efficacy
after DSME participation after 6 months,” indicating
that participant’ self-efficacy is increased by DSME
participation. Increased self-efficacy seems to be signifi-
cantly associated with a better glycemic control,”® but

more research is needed on how self-efficacy influences
glycemic control.

Strengths and limitation

Up to our knowledge, our study is one of the few studies
adding knowledge on DSME effects on a variety of life-
style variables in a real-world setting based on a large
nationwide sample drawn from the general population.
Studies published on DSME effects so far were predom-
inantly RCT in a specific care setting or specific patient
group. Only a few cohort studies on DSME effects in
routine care are published.”® * ** Of those, only two
were a nationwide or federal state wide population-based
studies,” * the other was limited to patients of certain
insurance programs.”’ Of the two population-based
cohort studies on DSME effects, one does not provide
data on lifestyle.*® Lifestyle parameters are not easily
available in most routine setting. Claims data, which are
often used to describe routine healthcare, do not cover
lifestyle data in most cases.”® Additionally, the GEDA-
2014/2015-EHIS study provides a large representative
German population-based sample. In comparison with
other studies, we provide a more extensive adjustment
for potential confounders.

Our study has several limitations. GEDA 2014/2015-
EHIS survey provides cross-sectional data only, so no
longitudinal trends could be assessed. All data on health
outcomes and examined variables in our analyses are
based on self-report. So, they might be affected by recall
bias and social desirability. However, literature suggests
that self-report assessments of diabetes and our chosen
outcomes are in general moderate to very good reliable
compared with assessments based on physical examina-
tions or blood samples.?’s_41 The GEDA 2014/2015-EHIS
questionnaire excludes gestational diabetes for diabetes
definition, but does not distinguish between diabetes
type 2 or 1. However, given the representative sample
and the high prevalence of diabetes type 2 in the German
population it can be assumed, that a high percentage of
the participants with diabetes suffered from diabetes
type 2. Furthermore, data on DSME participation were
limited to dichotomous categories as “ever” or “never”
participation, respectively. Data on type of DSME, setting,
repetetive DSME participation, time duration between
diabetes diagnosis and DSME participation, non-
completion of DSME or data on inscription of special-
ized chronic care disease management programs (DMP)
for participants with diabetes were not available. Also,
frequencies of participant-practice staff or participant-
physician contacts were not available in our survey. In
German healthcare routine, in average 75% of patients
with diabetes are inscribed in a DMP,42 which includes
a free DSME at least once and for relevant therapeu-
tical changes, for example, beginning of insulin therapy.
Participation in this DMP might be a confounder as it
includes more frequent doctor/practice staff consulta-
tion than usual care. Frequent patient—clinician contacts
could also enhance a healthy lifestyle habit in patients
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with diabetes.* Data on DSME participation for patients
with DMP reveal high local differences ranging from
about 29%° up to 71%-89,5% of inscribed patients.*
However, as no data specifically on DMP diabetes partic-
ipation were available in the survey GEDA 2014/2015-
EHIS, we could not adjust for this potential confounder.

DSME-ever participants were significantly younger
than never-participants, but we addressed this difference
by adjusting for age and other variables as confounder
in our weighted regression models. Furthermore, due
to exclusion of participants for missing values for the
analyses of our research question, the diabetes prev-
alence in our analyzed sample differs slightly from the
already published 7.7% in the overall GEDA 2014,/2015-
EHIS sample.** Although healthy eating includes various
aspects as reduction of, for example, intake of glucose-
sweetened soft drinks and low-fibre foods the GEDA-
EHIS 2014/2015 survey provided data on fruit and
vegetable consumption only. So, therefore our analyses
of nutrition were limited to these aspects. Additionally,
the GEDA-EHIS 2014/2015 survey did not provide any
data on access to localizations for PA or food security, so
we could not adjust for those variables.

Importance of DSME to support diabetes therapy

In Germany, DSME are provided as education for small
patient groups (often 4-6 participants). Persons with
type 2 diabetes receive at least 8 hours DSME in total,
split into 4weekly session for 90min. Persons with type
1 diabetes receive more extensive DSME distributed
over several days.” DSME are provided predominantly by
DSME-trained nurses in outpatient care, one session has
to be provided by a DSME-trained physician. In Germany,
DSME can be accessed nationwide and is covered by
public health insurance.’

Achieving a healthy lifestyle and prevention or reduc-
tion of cardiovascular risk factors are key issues to support
an optimal therapy of diabetes. Patients with diabetes have
to implement the main therapy and in particularly life-
style aspects in their daily life by themselves. Therefore,
their self-treatment behavior is a key influence factor for
their diabetes prognosis.® Thus, they rely on knowledge
and competencies which are trained by DSME. DSME
focuses on knowledge and understanding of diabetes,
its associated risks and long-term complications. It helps
the patient to accept their disease, promotes patient’s
active role in the therapy process, enhances patient’s self-
management and self-determination. DSME programs
are aimed to encourage the patients to actively achieve a
healthy nutrition, stop smoking, and to be more physical
active, enhancing relevant diabetes therapy supportissues
in everyday life.” Thus, DSME is an substantial and inte-
gral part for the therapy of each person with diabetes.®
Our analyses add to the pre-existing knowledge mostly
based on RCTs, that DSME participation is significantly
associated with a more active, healthy lifestyle under real-
world conditions.

CONCLUSION

In our representative population-based nationwide study
sample, ever-DSME participation was associated with a
moderately increased PA. Particularly, DSME attendance
was associated with more frequent cycling and aerobic
PA of more than 150min per week compared with
never-DSME participation under real-world conditions.
A DSME participation may be associated with increased
smoking cessation compared with never-DSME participa-
tion. This underlines the importance of DSME referral
for every person with diabetes to enhance a healthy life-
style and to support an optimal therapy of their disease.
Future research projects should target the effect of
repeated DSME participation on participants’ lifestyle
and if a participation in a chronic care program (eg,
DMP diabetes) might influence their diabetes-related
health behavior in addition to DSME participation.
Furthermore, studies investigating lifestyle in people
with diabetes should adjust for DSME participation in
addition to sociodemographic and other confounders in
their analyses.

Author affiliations

'Institute for General Practice and Family Medicine, Medical Faculty of Martin-
Luther-Universitat Halle-Wittenberg, Halle, Germany

Department of Epidemiology and Health Monitoring, Robert Koch-Institute, Berlin,
Germany

3Fachhochschule fiir Sport und Management Potsdam, Potsdam, Germany
“Institute of Medical Sociology, Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle-Wittenberg, Halle,
Germany

Acknowledgements We thank all participants of the GEDA-2014/2015-EHIS
study. We thank the publication fonds of the Martin-Luther-University Libary for
supporting the open access publication of our study.

Contributors SC AF, MH, CH and LG developed the research question and
planned the project. CH, LG and JB were part of the Robert Koch Institute’s study
team, which were involved in designing the questionnaire module on diabetes

of the GEDA-2014/2015 study. MH performed statistical analysis. SC, AF and

MH performed data interpretation, TF gave critical comments. SC wrote the
manuscript; all authors gave critical comments to the draft. All authors have read
and approved the final version of the manuscript. The authors state no conflict of
interest. The GEDA 2014/2015-EHIS study was funded by the Robert Koch Institute
and the German Federal Ministry of Health.

Funding This work was supported by the Robert Koch Institute and the German
Federal Ministry of Health, no specific grant number. The open access publication
fee was partially funded by the publication fund of the Martin-Luther-University
Libary.

Competing interests None declared.
Patient consent for publication Not required.
Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Data are available upon reasonable request. The
minimal data set underlying the findings presented in this manuscript is archived
in the Health Monitoring Research Data Centre at the Robert Koch Institute (RKI)
and can be accessed by all interested researchers. On-site access to the data set
is possible at the Secure Data Center of the RKI’s Health Monitoring Research Data
Centre. Requests should be submitted to fdz@rki.de.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with

the Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license,
which permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-
commercially, and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the
original work is properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made
indicated, and the use is non-commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2020;8:€001066. doi:10.1136/bmjdrc-2019-001066

y61uAdod Ag pajoslold 1senb Ag 0202 ‘8z ABIN UO /wod fwig-olp//:dny woly papeojumod 0202 YoIeN ZZ U0 990T00-6T0Z-24plWa/9ETT 0T Se paysiignd 1s1y :a1e) sey geld uado [INg


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://drc.bmj.com/

Clinical Care/Education/Nutrition

ORCID iDs
Solveig Carmienke http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2379-8951
Christin Heidemann http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9413-2148

REFERENCES

1

Rawshani A, Rawshani A, Franzén S, et al. Mortality and
cardiovascular disease in type 1 and type 2 diabetes. N Engl J Med
2017;376:1407-18.

Du Y, Heidemann C, GéBwald A, et al. Prevalence and comorbidity
of diabetes mellitus among non-institutionalized older adults

in Germany - results of the national telephone health interview
survey 'German Health Update (GEDA)' 2009. BMC Public Health
2013;13:166.

International Diabetes Federation. IDF diabetes atlas: eight edition
2017. Available: https://www.idf.org/e-library/epidemiology-
research/diabetes-atlas.html [Accessed 4 Apr 2019].

22

23

24

25

26

StataCorp. Stata statistical software: release 15. College Station, TX,
USA: StataCorp LLC, 2017.

Colungo C, Liroz M, Jans M, et al. Programa de atencion Y
educacion terapéutica en El debut de la diabetes tipo 2: un nuevo
modelo de abordaje en atencién primaria. Endocrinol Diabetes Nutr
2018.

Davies MJ, Heller S, Skinner TC, et al. Effectiveness of the diabetes
education and self management for ongoing and newly diagnosed
(DESMOND) programme for people with newly diagnosed type 2
diabetes: cluster randomised controlled trial. BMJ 2008;336:491-5.
Lorig K, Ritter PL, Villa FJ, et al. Community-based peer-led
diabetes self-management: a randomized trial. Diabetes Educ
2009;35:641-51.

Rygg Lisbeth @, Rise MB, Grenning K, et al. Efficacy of ongoing
group based diabetes self-management education for patients with
type 2 diabetes mellitus. A randomised controlled trial. Patient Educ
Couns 2012;86:98-105.

o - A 27 Moriyama M, Nakano M, Kuroe Y, et al. Efficacy of a self-

4 Tc_Jnnle§ T, Rockl S, Hoygr A, et "’.'/' PrOjected_number Of. people management education program for people with type 2 diabetes:
;"6*1";2291”;13‘3"2*3’96 2 diabetes in Germany in 2040. Diabet Med results of a 12 month trial. Jon J Nurs Sci 2009;6:51-63.

5 Fink A F h7E_ I\i Schréder SL. 'L . h life' 28 Kim SH. Educational attainment moderates the associations

ink A, Fach E-M, Schroder SL. ‘Learning to shape life’ -a of diabetes education with health outcomes. Int J Nurs Pract
qualitative study on the challenges posed by a diagnosis of diabetes 2016:22:444-50

6 gellic‘!tus“tyr;ekz Int J Eg[/'f\’r{ I-Il(ealth 291%;.1 a:198. d . 29 Gabr;/s L Jordaﬁ S, Schlaud M. Prevalence and temporal trends of
B e i, physial sty oonseling primary el care i Germany o

i . e 7- to - . Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 5;12:136.
fﬁ?&ﬁﬁ:?ﬁgasﬂcmfér\g';ﬂp':r)c;g'\::;or:zlf \Ifz:]ss;lgsusr:%sgle;ﬂ-lrxsfﬂ;getes 30 Lorig K, Ritter PL, Turner RM, et al. _A dila_betes self-mana_gement
2012. Available: http://www.deutsche—diabetes—gesélIschaft.de/‘ program: 12.-month outcome sustainability from a Nonreinforced
fileadmin/Redakteur/Leitlinien/Evidenzbasierte_Leitlinien/NVL_ pragmatic trial. J Med Internet Res 2016;18:322. .
Schulung_Typ-2_-_kurz_Jun_2013.pdf [Accessed 20 Sep 2018] 31 Kuniss N, Miller UA, Kloos C, et al. Substantial improvement in

7 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE). Diabetes Hpﬁ1c f0||20(\;\{ln§ a treatment anq tealc_hlngll pr%gramme for.peoplg
in adults: quality statement 2: structured education programmes wit type al ete: on g?r};/ent;%%? 8|nsu1|r:13§ erapy in an in- an
for adults with type 2 diabetes, 2011. Available: https://www.nice. 30 %l:]trri)at':ler?“tjéetgng. Ctﬁ Dﬁ gto rs TE ’5‘:" / C_Iiz{i -based "
org.uk/guidance/qs6/chapter/Quality-statement-2-Structured- to hSIpaover\;veiZ?:(f;ien tsywi%/: t?/pe ,ze diZBetes ?nctiiie T)i?/z‘i?:al
;?;:Z"’g;%?’pmg'ammes'fc’r'ad”"s'w'th'type'z'd'abetes [Accessed 4 activity and lose weight. Arch Intern Med 2008;168:141-6.

8 Chrvala CA, Sherr D, Lipman RD. Diabetes self-management 33 Steinsbekk A, Rygg L Lisulo M, et al. Groyp based diabetes self-
education for adults with type 2 diabetes mellitus: a systematic m_anagement_ education qompared to rou_tme tr_eatmtlent for people
review of the effect on glycemic control. Patient Educ Couns with type 2 diabetes mellitus. A systematic review with meta-
2016:99:926-43 analysis. BMC Health Serv Res 2012;12:2-19.

9 Cohén LB, Taveira TH, Khatana SAM, et al. Pharmacist-Led shared 34 Cheng I.‘J' Wz_:mg W, _Lim .ST’ etal. Fa(_:tors associateo! W!th glycaemic
medical appointments for multiple cardiovascular risk reduction in Corjtrol in pa_ments with d'lab.etes mellitus: a systematic literature
patients with type 2 diabetes. Diabetes Educ 2011;37:801-12. review. J Clin Nurs 2019;28:1433-50. )

10 Trento M, Passera P, Bajardi M, et al. Lifestyle intervention by group 35 Murray CM, Shah.BR. Dlgbgtes self-mgnagement edugatlc?n
care prevents deterioration of type Il diabetes: a 4-year randomized improves medication utilization and retinopathy screening in the
controlled clinical trial. Diabetologia 2002;45:1231-9. elderly. Prim Care Diabetes 2016;10:179-85.
11 Deakin T, Whitham C. Structured patient education: the X-PERT 36 Mehring M, Donnachie E, Bonke FC, et al. Disease management
programme. Br J Community Nurs 2009;14:398-404. programs for patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus in Germany: a
12 Toobert DJ, Strycker LA, Barrera M, et al. Outcomes from a multiple longitudinal population-based descriptive study. Diabetol Metab
risk factor diabetes self-management trial for Latinas: jViva Bien! Syndr _201 7;9:37. _ N o
Ann Behav Med 2011:41:310-23. 37 Schneider ALC, Pankow JS, Heiss G, et al. Validity and reliability of
13 SaB A-C, Lange C, Finger JD, et al. ,Gesundheit in Deutschland self-reported diabetes in the Atherosclerosis risk in Communities
aktuell“ — Neue Daten fiir Deutschland und Europa Hintergrund und study. Am J Epidemiol 2012;176:738-43. )
Studienmethodik von GEDA 2014/2015-EHIS. 38 _Cells-MoraIes C, Livingstone KM, Wpolhea(_:l C,etal. How_ reliable
14 Robert Koch-Institut. Fragebogen zur Studie ,,Gesundheit in is Internet-based self-reported identity, socio-demographic and
Deutschland aktuell“: GEDA 2014/2015- EHIS. J Health Monit obesity measures in European adults? Genes Nutr 2015;10:28.
2017:2017:105-35. 39 Vartiainen E, Seppéla T, Lillsunde P, et al. Validation of self reported
15 Lange C, Finger JD, Allen J, et al. Implementation of the European smoking by serum cotinine measurement in a community-based
health interview survey (EHIS) into the German health update study. J Epidemiol Community Health 2002;56:167-70.
(GEDA). Arch Public Health 2017;75:40. 40 Leatherdale ST, Laxer RE. Reliability and validity of the weight
16 World Health Organization. Body mass index - BMI. Available: http:// status and dietary intake measures in the COMPASS questionnaire:
www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/a- are the self-reported measures of body mass index (BMI) and
healthy-lifestyle/body-mass-index-bmi [Accessed 11 Feb]. Canada's food guide servings robust? Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act
17 International Labour Organization (ILO). Labour force, 2019. 2013;10:42. o .
Available: https://www.ilo.org/global/statistics-and-databases/ 41 Murphy JJ, Murphy MH, MacDonncha G, et al. Validity and reliability
statistics-overview-and-topics/WCMS_470304/lang-en/index.htm of three self-report instruments for assessing attainment of physical
[Accessed 22 Mar 2019]. activity guidelines in university students. Meas Phys Educ Exerc Sci
18 Lampert T, Kroll L, Mters S, et al. Messung des soziotkonomischen 2017;21:134-41. . . .
status in Der studie Zur Gesundheit Erwachsener in Deutschland 42 Hagen B, Altenhofen L, Groos S, et al. Qualitatssicherungsbericht
(DEGS1). Bundesgesundheitsblatt Gesundheitsforschung 2010 Disease-Management-Programme in Nordrhein. Available:
Gesundheitsschutz 2013;56:631-6. https://www.kvno.de/downloads/quali/qualbe_dmp10.pdf [Accessed
19 Beierlein C, Kemper CJ, Kovaleva A, et al. Short scale for measuring 20 Sep 2017].
General self-efficacy beliefs (ASKU). Methoden, Daten, Analysen 43 Stark RG, Schunk MV, Meisinger C, et al. Medical care of type
2013;7:251-78. 2 diabetes in German disease management programmes:
20 Ai C, Norton EC. Interaction terms in logit and probit models. Econ a population-based evaluation. Diabetes Metab Res Rev
Lett 2003;80:123-9. 2011;27:383-91.
21 Long JS. Regression models for categorical and limited dependent 44 Heidemann C, Kuhnert R, Born S, et al. 12-Month prevalence of
variables. Thousand Oaks: Sage, 1997. known diabetes mellitus in Germany. J Health Monit 2017;2:43-50.
10 BM.J Open Diab Res Care 2020;8:¢001066. doi:10.1136/bmjdrc-2019-001066

y61uAdod Ag pajoslold 1senb Ag 0202 ‘8z ABIN UO /wod fwig-olp//:dny woly papeojumod 0202 YoIeN ZZ U0 990T00-6T0Z-24plWa/9ETT 0T Se paysiignd 1s1y :a1e) sey geld uado [INg


http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2379-8951
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9413-2148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1608664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-166
https://www.idf.org/e-library/epidemiology-research/diabetes-atlas.html
https://www.idf.org/e-library/epidemiology-research/diabetes-atlas.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/dme.13902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-0924-3
http://www.deutsche-diabetes-gesellschaft.de/fileadmin/Redakteur/Leitlinien/Evidenzbasierte_Leitlinien/NVL_Schulung_Typ-2_-_kurz_Jun_2013.pdf
http://www.deutsche-diabetes-gesellschaft.de/fileadmin/Redakteur/Leitlinien/Evidenzbasierte_Leitlinien/NVL_Schulung_Typ-2_-_kurz_Jun_2013.pdf
http://www.deutsche-diabetes-gesellschaft.de/fileadmin/Redakteur/Leitlinien/Evidenzbasierte_Leitlinien/NVL_Schulung_Typ-2_-_kurz_Jun_2013.pdf
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/qs6/chapter/Quality-statement-2-Structured-education-programmes-for-adults-with-type-2-diabetes
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/qs6/chapter/Quality-statement-2-Structured-education-programmes-for-adults-with-type-2-diabetes
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/qs6/chapter/Quality-statement-2-Structured-education-programmes-for-adults-with-type-2-diabetes
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2015.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721711423980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00125-002-0904-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.12968/bjcn.2009.14.9.43916
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12160-010-9256-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13690-017-0208-6
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/a-healthy-lifestyle/body-mass-index-bmi
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/a-healthy-lifestyle/body-mass-index-bmi
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/disease-prevention/nutrition/a-healthy-lifestyle/body-mass-index-bmi
https://www.ilo.org/global/statistics-and-databases/statistics-overview-and-topics/WCMS_470304/lang-en/index.htm
https://www.ilo.org/global/statistics-and-databases/statistics-overview-and-topics/WCMS_470304/lang-en/index.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00103-012-1663-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00103-012-1663-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1765(03)00032-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1765(03)00032-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.39474.922025.BE
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0145721709335006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2011.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2011.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1742-7924.2009.00120.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ijn.12454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12966-015-0299-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.6484
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00592-017-1070-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2007.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jocn.14795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pcd.2015.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13098-017-0236-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13098-017-0236-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kws156
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12263-015-0476-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech.56.3.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-10-42
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1091367X.2017.1297711
https://www.kvno.de/downloads/quali/qualbe_dmp10.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dmrr.1186
http://drc.bmj.com/

	Participation in structured diabetes mellitus self-­management education program and association with lifestyle behavior: results from a population-­based study
	Abstract
	Background﻿﻿
	Methods
	Study population
	Assessment of lifestyle variables
	Assessment of diabetes and DSME
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Participants with and without diabetes
	Ever-DSME and never-DSME-participants

	Discussion
	Comparison with other studies
	Strengths and limitation
	Importance of DSME to support diabetes therapy

	Conclusion
	References


