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Promoting Healthful Foods: Could Water be the Answe?

T. Bettina Cornwell, University of Oregon

Anna R. McAlister, Michigan State University

Food consumption choice rather than simply foodsoamption knowledge is now considered
important in better understanding the unfoldingsayeepidemic. In this paper, cross-
disciplinary research examines food and drink carinigi. A survey-based pilot study examines
the food and drink pairing preferences of youngltscand shows strong preferences exist. A
laboratory study with young children finds food samption is not influenced by the child’s
fussiness but is influenced by the drink accompanimBoth palate preference and associative

learning are explored as mechanisms driving thecteffof drink context on food consumption.



Cross-Disciplinary Work on Health Promotion

The obesity epidemic has social, political, anestfic center stage as people,
communities, and countries grapple to find poli¢ciest might reverse devastating trends. For
hugely important and seemingly intractable topscsh as obesity is today, policy needs silo-
bridging work. Research in traditional areas ofitearomotion often points to the role that
marketing plays in food preference and choice (@igk, Dovey, and Halford 2009) but does not
examine it deeply. There is a need for marketireglamics and practitioners to understand the
ways in which promotional efforts contribute to #q@demic. New studies such as Sharpe and
Staelin’s (2010) work on food bundles and meal sleakmplify the potential for policy to be
informed by marketing variables. The current waeklss to contribute to this cross-disciplinary
stream by further examining food and drink combgnin

Meal deal “combos” and paired bundles of food patsllhave been investigated to
determine the extent to which the individual iteains more or less likely to sell when presented
in a bundle than when offered alone. Generally ldpgafood and drink items are valued more
highly (Venkatesh and Kamakura 2003) and consumeadegater amounts (Stremersch and
Tellis 2002) when offered as part of a bundle. Régeresearchers have expressed concern that
the familiar combo meal (i.e., soda and fries mhitith an entrée) not only inflates caloric
intake but also threatens the potential efficacgroposed policy interventions. For example,
Sharpe and Staelin (2010) argue that proposedtagda may have little effect on reducing
overall caloric intake when bundles incorporatingaremain available.

Food/drink bundles are pervasive and their consiom prevalent (Schlosser 2001).
Consumption of combo meals often begins earlyf& With most children having consumed a

combo meal (typically soda, fries, and burger) g three or four (Schlosser 2001). We



acknowledge not all consumers visit fast food rastats, however, bundled foods and
suggestions for food combining are not uncommoeveiere. For example, grocery stores
provide parents with options such as Lunchablegetad for children. Lunchables combos
offered in the US include, for example, the Turke@heddar Sub (turkey and cheddar on a
wholegrain sub, packaged with wafers, spring wated, tropical punch Kool-Aid singles) or as
an alternative, the Lower Fat Turkey and Cheddack®ar Stackers (turkey and cheddar
packaged with crackers and including a Capri Suhfanfree chocolate pudding). In response to
concerns over obesity, Lunchables in the UK as06#2no longer contain Capri Sun.

In various other contexts, consumers are furtheiafined to expect that particular goods
are delivered in combination. For instance, gasosts.and convenience stores regularly offer
discounts when a soda and chocolate bar are pedimsombination. Bundling soda and
chocolate may inadvertently “teach” consumers ttsome chocolate and soda in combination.
Whether it be through palate training or througheotpsychological mechanisms, we may come
to anticipate these items in combination and pwgetliaem together even after the promotional
effort has ended. As an example, increased consompit Coke with breakfast has been
credited to a late 1980s campaign that suggestededl a Coke in the morning” (Schmeltzer
2007). Of interest in the present research, isith®n that the seemingly pervasive practice of
bundling particular “types” of food and drink maghituate individuals to the complementary
tastes of the paired items. Over time, this habtnamay lead consumers to feel that one item
tastes better with the other, incomplete on its,caml also incomplete when paired with other
complements that do not provide the anticipatettesmbination. By way of illustration, we
suggest that a person who regularly consumes atiteavlbourger may develop a liking for the

taste of these items together. Over time, a burgets own may seem less appealing and the



same burger paired with a different drink (e.gange juice) may not be as satisfying.

Taste habituation, if it were observed as descriierd, would hold important
implications not only in the marketplace but als@onsumer planned consumption. For
example, if the individual whose experience witd Hurger/cola combo in a fast-food restaurant
trains him/her to anticipate the taste of a burgeen s/he consumes cola, then that consumer
may seek a similar entrée when consuming a glasslafat home. The development of taste
preference that favors food and drink combininghthdyive decision-making but an alternative
explanation for some combination tendencies migha$sociative learning (De Houwer,
Thomas, and Baeyens 2001) or even cueing (Gall £9&7). Associative learning would
suggest that past experiences with combinationstieaxpectations about fitting and liked
combinations whereas cueing theory would suggestitie presence of one cue such as cola
makes the person think of its savory accompanimenisa versa. Before further examination,
the cliché of combining behaviors needs to be daned as a pervasive tendency.

The present research includes a pilot study andvtak. The purpose of the pilot study is
to establish the extent to which stereotypical foothbinations are prevalent. As indicated
above, we anticipate that marketplace offerings labe instilled in consumers an expectation
that particular food and drink items belong togethkence, we predict that adults will agree that
certain combinations make sense, while other faaddgairings will be perceived as “wrong.”

Pilot Study

A short survey was designed to explore expectatiegarding acceptable food/drink.
Following IRB approval, students at a large statesl| were asked to participate. As part of a
larger study, 60 participants responded to questanout their food preferences. A five-point

scale was used to record responses (1 = disagreagfee). Results are detailed in Table 1.



TABLE 1

PARTICIPANTS’ AGREEMENT WITH VARIOUS FOOD/DRINK PARINGS

Item M SD
French fries go well with a cola beverage such@seCa flavored soda, or Fanta. 420 .93
Pizza goes well with a cola beverage such as Go#tayored soda, or Fanta. 4.17 1.06

Raw vegetables such as carrot or celery sticksejbwith tap water or plain bottled  4.15 1.14

water.
Pizza goes well with tap water or plain bottledevat 3.51 1.08
Steamed vegetables such as asparagus and brazeatilgvith tap water or plain 3.20 1.38

bottled water.

French fries go well with tap water or plain battleater. 286 1.11
Steamed vegetables such as asparagus and brazeatiigvith a cola beverage such i 1.93 .96
Coke, a flavored soda, or Fanta.

Raw vegetables such as carrot and celery stickgefjavith a cola beverage suchas 1.83 .84

Coke, a flavored soda, or Fanta.

Participants’ strongest feelings pertained to fopaised with soda. Highest agreement
was observed when soda was paired with French(iMes 4.20, SD = .93) or with pizza (M =
4.17, SD = 1.06). By contrast, participants disagreith soda being a suitable complement to
raw or cooked vegetables (Ms = 1.83 and 1.93, atisedy). On the other hand, plain water
received mostly average ratings, indicating thatas a reasonable complement to most foods.

The finding that participants were more acceptihgairings of high-calorie foods and
soda is consistent with our expectations. Fast festhurants frequently pair these items in their
bundles. Hence, our young adult participants ma iearned that these make sense as

complements to be consumed in combination. Singetables (raw or cooked) are infrequently



bundled with soda, this combination is arguablyanmfiar and therefore less readily accepted by
our survey participants. Our next question, themgidetermine whether there is an arising
preference or disinclination for food that stenmirthe drink context. The public policy concern
regarding soda and sweetened beverages may, poth&tudy and past research show, extend
beyond a basic concern about choice to a more @ngpincern about bundling and contingent
choice. Young children are consumers who are welgtinexperienced in food choice and
combining and less familiar with marketplace offigs. Thus, their responses to food and drink
pairings may not necessarily align with typical ketrofferings or cultural expectations.
Lab Study of Children’s Taste Preferences

The lab study examines children’s acceptance ofveyetables as a snack paired with
either a sweetened beverage or with plain watéuilts on the pilot study findings by using
measures of actual physical consumption, rather dhsurvey measure of acceptance of various
combinations. Children are the population of inderet only because of their limited experience
with out-of-home foods, but also because therensal to understand how preferences are
developed at a young age. Interventions targetieig change may be more effective with
younger participants (McAlister and Cornwell 201i8gnce, we are interested in learning about
conditions that might influence consumption amoagywoung children. Though type of
beverage (sweet drink vs. water) is our key vagalblinterest, our design accounts for the fact
that, among preschool children, food fussiness Ibeag strong predictor of food acceptance.

Research on the development of taste preferenuas fiepeatedly that children prefer
sweet and salty tastes (see Wardle and Cooke 2B6@&gr studies document a preference for
sour tastes in children (Blossfeld et al. 2007 nii@nd Mennella 2003). While the taste

contribution of fat has not been as frequently igich children; in animal studies, the



enhancing nature of fat when combined with sucresalts in avid consumption (Naleid et al.
2008). Importantly for our research, establishemtifpreferences in childhood influence food
choice over the lifespan and have both short- ang-term health consequences (Kemm 1987).

Northstone et al. (2005) used multivariate analgsis large-scale survey in the UK to
examine diets of families with children at age fand again when seven. Using principal
components analysis, three dietary patterns weableshed cross-sectionally: a diet based on
“junk-type foods” having high sugar and fat fronopessing; a “traditional” diet based on meat,
potatoes, and vegetables; and a “health conscahiasassociated with vegetarian foods, rice,
pasta, salad, and fruit consumption. Children whth“junk” diet showed increased difficulties
with feeding or being a “difficult eater” as compdrto those in the traditional and healthy
patterns. Since the research was correlationak thas no discussion of causality. Thus, it may
be that having a difficult eater is likely to retsul a parent offering junk food to encourage a
child to eat or, alternatively, it may be that aya junk food dietary pattern results in parents
reporting difficulties with feeding a child. Thisgearch finding opens a question: is the picky,
fussy or difficult eater being developed througéittiood exposure patterns? Importantly for
this research, it suggests that fussiness is ablarto consider with young children.

Though the study of preschool children allows foreaamination of relatively
inexperienced consumers, we emphasize that chitheenot devoid of exposure to marketing.
Hence, we include an assessment of children’s bkaodledge and question the extent to
which fussiness regarding food is related to bitemuivledge. Our selected brand knowledge
instrument assesses children’s memory for the mébion to which they have been exposed. It
is arguably a more meaningful measure than expdmaause it rests on children’s attention to

brand information and their incorporation of theormation into their memory system.



The main hypotheses addressed in this study dodlass:

H1: Fussiness regarding eating will be relatedrémt knowledge. Children with higher
brand knowledge scores will score higher on theifess scale.

H2: There will be a significant negative relatioipshetween fussiness and children’s
acceptance of vegetables. Children with higherihgss scores will consume smaller amounts of
vegetables than children with lower fussiness score

From the pilot study, we found strong inclinati@gainst the pairing of soft drinks with
cooked or raw vegetables. While children are exquetd hold fewer associations between food
and drink, naturally arising preferences from expesnay also influence choice.

H3: There will be a significant relationship betwegpe of beverage (sweetened drink
vs. water) and children’s acceptance of vegetalladdren will consume a smaller amount of
vegetables on the sweet drink taste trial tharhemater trial.

Method
Participants

Following IRB approval, consent was obtained tokweith 75 children (40 boys, 35
girls) aged 3yém to 5y3m (M = 4y6m, SD = 6m). Oaegnt of each child was asked to
participate in a brief survey. Survey response®wétained from 52 parents. Families were
recruited from a middle class preschool.

Materials and Procedure

Parents completed a survey regarding their chili¥ sviewing habits, fussiness regarding
eating, and exposure to various foods. Childrek fmot in a collage task to assess brand
knowledge, as well as a taste-sampling task. Eatirecchild activities was conducted one-on-

one in a quiet room at the preschool. Each child s&en on three separate occasions (once for



the brand knowledge task, and twice for the sepdaate-test trials).

Child’s TV viewing habitsParents were asked to record the number of (@rgised and
(b) unsupervised hours per week their child spemelsing commercial TV.

Child’s fussiness with eatind@ he survey also used seven items for parenttéatieir
child’s fussiness with eating (e.g., “My child isad to eat things s/he has never had before.”).
These items were adapted from Pliner’'s (1994) Adeadphobia Scale and included two reverse-
coded items (e.g., “My child will eat almost anyt$i”). Responses to fussiness items were
recorded on a five-point scale (1 = strongly disagb = strongly agree). The fussiness scale
showed high internal consistenay € .92). Hence, a fussiness scale score was ctdduiar
each child by averaging across the seven items tiiat two teachers also completed this
section of the survey for each child. Teacher aarémt ratings were highly correlated, indicating
that parents were honest in reports regarding thelidren. Parent data are used in the analyses.

Child’s frequency of exposure to various foddarents were asked to report, on average,
how many times per week their child was served @athe following foods: raw red bell
pepper; water as the only drink with a meal; Chedips, Goldfish or similar; raw mini carrots
or carrot sticks; Hawaiian Punch with a meal; Ofbips Ahoy or similar; Hawaiian Punch Lite
or other artificially sweetened beverage; celeigkst soda or pop; grapes (green, red or purple);
“fast food.” These food and drink items were sedddb represent a variety of foods that might
typically be served to young children. Of particulaerest were the items relating to red
peppers, carrot sticks, Hawaiian Punch, and wsitece these are the food and drink items used
in the taste test with the child participants.

Child brand knowledgeChildren’s knowledge of various brands was asskessmg a

four-trial collage task borrowed from McAlister a@@rnwell (2010). Each trial assessed



knowledge of brands from different product categ®(i.e., soda, fast food, candy, and cereal).
On each trial, children were presented with 18ysetards. These included six images from one
brand, six images belonging to a competing brand,si&x distracter cards. For example, in the
soda trial, children had pictures of bottles, caosla fountains, and other merchandise items —
six belonged to Coke and six were Pepsi brandeelellwere also six “irrelevant” items (e.g.,

bar of soap). For each trial, the researcher latdloee pages in front of the child. She
commenced by sticking the logo of one brand orfiteepage and the logo of the competing
brand on the second page. Children were askedttthgopicture cards onto the appropriate
pages, and to put “any that don’t belong” on thedthage. One point was awarded for each
correctly placed item (i.e., the score for eaclag@ could range from zero to six). The incorrect
placement of cards was not penalized. Trial scooedd potentially range from zero (complete
confusion) to 18 (perfect ability to distinguishngpeting brands and to separate out distracters).
Among this sample of children, scores ranged fraim 88, which is consistent with McAlister
and Cornwell’s (2010) sample where no child was @etely ignorant of the brands.

Taste testChildren completed two taste-test trials. Ea@l tasted a maximum of five
minutes, although children were permitted to fireshly if they wished. On each occasion,
children were served a drink and raw vegetablegd@m could drink as much as 180mL of the
beverage, but there was no limit to the amountegetables served during the five-minute
period. The vegetables on offer were the samedtr trials, namely, carrot sticks and red
pepper. The drinks differed per trial: one tridieoéd water and the other offered Hawaiian
Punch. The order of administration of trials wasrderbalanced. For each trial, the
experimenter recorded the amount of drink consuf@ed180mL), the time taken (0 — 5min),

and the total weight of vegetables consumed (pegpeticarrot combined).
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Results

Characterizing Fussy Eaters

Fussiness with eating was first examined by chertie distribution of fussiness scale
scores among the children sampled. The scale shgaaivariance, with a full range in scale
scores from 1 to 5 and a mean near the mid-pdiht .84, SD = 1.19). Hence, the sample
includes some fussy eaters and some easily pleasexs, but overall the group is “normal.”

To understand the behavior of fussy eaters insiduisple, we investigated whether fussy
eaters were particularly knowledgeable about brdrideds. Table 2 shows correlations between
fussiness scale scores and brand knowledge saoreadh of trials of the brand knowledge task.
Fussier eaters have better knowledge of candy brinach less fussy eaters (r = .8%; .05),
though their knowledge of fast food, cereal, andiasorands does not differ from that of less
fussy eaters. Hence, only partial support is folamdH1. Results in Table 2 also show that
fussier eaters view more hours of commercial TVhaiit parent supervision each week (r = .32,
p < .05). Further, children with greater exposuredammercial TV (unsupervised) had a better

understanding of soda, fast food, and cereal brdndsio greater knowledge of candy brands.

TABLE 2
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FUSSINESS, BRAND KNOWLEDGE, ANTV VIEWING

Brand knowledge Ave. weekly TV viewing

Soda Candy Fastfood Cereal Unsupervised Supervised

Fussiness 18 .32 25 .08 32 -.00
Soda brand knowledge - 56 58" A4" 52" -.20
Candy brand knowledge - 63" .68 27 -.16
Fast food brand knowledge - 65 34 -12
Cereal brand knowledge - 31 -.12

*p <.05, *p< .01
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Fussiness as it Relates to Food Exposure and Fooah$pling

Prior to testing H2 (that fussier eaters will @atfier amounts of vegetables on each of
the taste-test trials), we first examined the edxtenvhich fussiness related to a child’s histoty o
exposure to various foods. In particular, we waterested to learn whether fussy eaters were
any less familiar with the vegetables served dutimggtaste test, than were less fussy eaters. To
this end, we examined correlations between fussiard parent reports of how frequently they
serve each of these vegetables to their child.ifjofeant findings emerged. Child fussiness
regarding eating was not related to frequency pbsure to red pepper (r = .05, ns) or to carrot

(r =-.25, ns), nor to any other foods or bevergges Table 3).

TABLE 3
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FUSSINESS AND HOW FREQUENTLYH@.DREN ARE

SERVED VARIOUS TYPES OF FOOD AND DRINK AT HOME

Vegetables / fruits Beverages (as the only drink Snacks / meals

served with a meal)

Red bell pepper: .05 Water: .10 Cheese Nips, Goldfish or similar: 08-.

Carrot: -.25 Hawaiian Punch: -.180reos, Chips Ahoy or similar: -.10
Celery sticks: -.14 Hawaiian Punclite: -.03 Fast food: -.07

Grapes: -.13 Soda or pop: -.09

We next examined the hypothesis that fussinessduatibence the amount of
vegetables consumed on each of the taste-test ffilabugh the trend was in the expected
direction, no significant results emerged. Fussrsesile scores were not significantly related to

the amount of vegetables consumed with HawaiiarclP(n= -.16, ns), nor to the amount of
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vegetables consumed with water (r = -.12, ns). 42 mot supported.
Beverage Type and Vegetable Consumption

During data collection sessions, we had observatdHawaiian Punch seemed more
popular than water. This was supported by the figdihat the average amount of Hawaiian
Punch consumed (M = 123.56mL, SD = 64.77mL) waatgrdhan the average amount of water
consumed (M = 54.60mL, SD = 55.15mL), F(1, 68) 5567p < .001, partiah® = .78.
Importantly, support was found for H3. Children atarger portion of vegetables on the water
trial (M = 19.06g, SD = 20.21g) than on the Hawairunch trial (M = 14.07g, SD = 14.619),
F(1, 69) = 7.33p < .01, partiah? = .10.

These findings show that vegetables are more popiilan the drink consumed is water.
Since a child’s fussiness regarding food has bekel out as an explanation for variance in
vegetable consumption, it seems that consumptisangehow dependent on the beverage
available to children. These findings might suggleat the consumption of a sweetened
beverage such as Hawaiian Punch “primes” a chgdlate to be less accepting of raw
vegetables. The amount of vegetables consumededrdatvaiian Punch trial was not
significantly related to the amount of drink chédrhad consumed (r = .07, ns). Even after
consuming only a small amount of the sweeteneddcinildren were relatively disinterested in
eating the vegetables. This may suggest that theuooption of even a small amount of
sweetened beverage leads a child to be less augeptvegetables.

Discussion

Our pilot test lends empirical support to the nietibat young adults do indeed hold

strong drink and food combining preferences. Whi&n water (bottled or from the tap) pairs

reasonably with most foods, soda clashes with acbake raw vegetables but pairs very well
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with foods such as French fries and pizza. Thidifig across young adults allows for the
possibility that early learned preferences contelio adult purchase and consumption patterns.

In the lab study, children’s acceptance of raw V&gles was related to the type of drink
consumed, and was not an outcome of their gengsairfess regarding eating. This finding
reiterates what was learned in the pilot study &dhlts. Vegetables offered in combination with
a sweetened beverage are not looked upon as fay@asbkegetables offered in combination
with water. This finding points to a variety of l@foral change strategies that might be
employed to encourage healthier eating among yohiddren (as detailed in the following
section).

Additional research is needed to more fully underdtthe mechanisms by which
sweetened beverage consumption reduces child aooepof raw vegetables. We suggest two
competing hypotheses, which may not be mutuallyusxee. First, a physiological mechanism
may be at play, wherein children’s taste palatedess accepting of certain flavor combinations.
The sweetness of the Hawaiian Punch may not sitwiil the less sweet (and somewhat bitter)
taste of the raw vegetables. Alternatively, psyobmal mechanisms might explain the observed
results. Although we chose to study young childretihe lab study in part because of their
relative inexperience with marketing, these youexgstio have some experience with marketed
goods. Their exposure may have instilled in theserase that certain items “belong together,”
whereas others do not. At any age, consumers rehearistics to aid their decision-making
(Scheibehenne, Miesler, and Todd 2007), howevddren with their developing cognitive
capacities may be more likely to rely on stereotyolgments of which food/drink combinations
they believe are appropriate. Further research tneigdamine (by way of a parent survey)

children’s history of exposure to combo meals amaddbed goods to determine whether
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stereotyped decision biases are at play.

Whether the influence of drink type on vegetablestonption is physiological or
psychological, there is suggestion that the infbgels quite powerful and therefore deserving of
intervention. Given that the amount of Hawaiian éluoonsumed did not correlate with the
amount of vegetable consumption, we know that éiveited exposure (either visually or to the
palate) results in lessened acceptance of vegstébdeing the Hawaiian Punch may bring to
mind for the child associations with contexts iniathvegetables are rarely served (e.g., | see
Hawaiian Punch and it reminds me of a birthdayypaith cake and savory snacks).
Alternatively, tasting even a sip of a sweetenedebege may prime the palate to anticipate
foods regularly paired with sweet drinks. Additibresearch could examine whether children’s
consumption of foods typically paired with sweenhHs (e.g., chips, French fries, pizza) is
heightened when the beverage consumed is sweeiswshsen water is served. Our pilot study
findings suggest this may be the case, howeveresie did not offer high-calorie, savory
snacks in our taste test trials, this is yet ted&irmed with children.

Children in this sample were observed to have sexpesure to food and drink brands,
and were adept at recalling some brand informatidmidren’s memory for candy brands was
related to fussiness regarding eating. This mighgsest that fussy eaters attend more to candy
brands. We learned that they had no greater expdsurandy (i.e., fussiness was not correlated
with children’s frequency of being served candywhver, if candy is one of the few foods that
is enjoyed by the fussy eaters they may be moedylilo request it or think about it in situations
when it is not available. The finding that unsupesd TV viewing is not related to knowledge of
candy brands, but is related to increased knowlefigeda, fast food, and cereal brands is not

surprising. Fast food (whose ads frequently inclpadieed sodas) and cereals are two of the
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product categories most heavily advertised durlmigleen’s TV viewing slots, while TV ads for
candy have been declining in frequency (Powellz$aka, and Chaloupka 2010).

Fussiness was a non-predictor of how frequentliddm had been served various
vegetables. At face value, this might suggestdhathildren are equally experienced eaters of
vegetables or that the palates of all childrenunsample are accepting of the taste of the
vegetables we served. This, however, is not eptirak. Our data tell us how frequently
children are served various foods, but do not mfas as to how frequently children consume
the foods they are served, or in what quantitiésisT it was entirely reasonable to examine the
link between fussiness and vegetable consumptitimeitaste-test trials. The non-significant
relationship between fussiness and vegetable caotsamiends even stronger support to the
conclusion that drink type influences vegetableeptance.

Policy Implications and Suggestions for Change

If even the smallest exposure to sweetened bevegdttgets children’s acceptance of
vegetables, there is reason for action. From afoamative consumer research perspective, one
that seeks to help consumers make better decigating environments should foster positive
dietary habits, rather than discourage vegetabiswoption. This is particularly so when we
consider prior studies have shown that eating pettearly in life persist over time and are
linked to adult health outcomes (Kemm 1987). Pdsgiblicies that might be considered as
voluntary industry decisions or enforced promofiamtations include offering only water as the
default drink in combo meals, especially when tangechildren. Likewise, buffet restaurants —
where children frequently serve themselves - might visual and physical access to soda by
replacing all-you-can-drink soda fountains with grgbuntains. If soda is offered, access to it

may be less convenient (e.g., having to order safife@r being able to help oneself). Similar
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measures could be implemented in the home envirotirRer example, parents could make
certain that water is the drink served with all me&weetened beverages might be kept out of
sight, or for those families who are able to mdie¢hange, sweetened drinks like Hawaiian
Punch and soda could be removed from the homeamaent. Water and milk are complements
for many meals and children seeking a sweet tn@@ngl the day may come to favor juice if it is
the major source of sweet drink in the house.

While some of these changes may sound radical, menglready being trialed in
California preschools. The Healthy Beverages ind>8are act was signed into law in
California in 2010. The act specifies provisionsieh go into effect in 2012, and require that
licensed child day care facilities in California shserve no beverages with added sweeteners
(either natural or artificial) and must make clead safe drinking water readily available and

accessible for consumption throughout the day (RaNeod Johnson Foundation 2010).
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