The Transtheoretical Model as a Predictor of
Fruit and Vegetable Intake in SNAP Participants
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Many Supplemental Nutrition Assistance SNAP participants (n=74) completed a survey Perceived benefits did not have an acceptable
Program (SNAP) participants do not consume containing a food frequency questionnaire internal consistency score (a=0.33), however, |
enough fruits and vegetables (F&V). The (FFQ) for F&V intake and validated scales for ~ perceived barriers met the minimum * | feel | can keep fruits and vegetables

transtheoretical model (TTM) has been used perceived benefits, barriers, and self-efficacy —acceptable range (a=0.62). In addition, self- available at home.
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through public health interventions.! This Automated Self-Administered Assessment tool Perceived barriers and self-efficacy to Response options
study focuses on self-efficacy and decisional (ASA24) was also completed. Internal cOn-Ume P& did not have any significfant “I disagree a lot” “| agree a little”
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| self-efficacy:. gender, and income, but not the ASA24. statistically significant associations to F&V
| intake. Results contrast previous research that
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