medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.12.20129668; this version posted June 16, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

i

Systematic review of instruments for assessing culinary skills and
s other related concepts in adults: What is the quality of evidence of

6 their psychometric properties?

9  Aline Rissatto Teixeira'""; Daniela Bicalho'"; Betzabeth Slater'V; Tacio de Mendonca Lima®*
10
11
12
13 ' Department of Nutrition and Public Health, School of Public Health, University of S&o Paulo, Sao
14 Paulo, SP, Brazil.
15
16 2 Department of Pharmaceutical Sciences, Federal Rural University of Rio de Janeiro, Rio de
17  Janeiro, RJ, Brazil.
18
19
20  * Corresponding author
21 E-mail: alinert@usp.br (ART)
22
23

24 fThese authors contributed equally to this work.

25

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.12.20129668
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.12.20129668; this version posted June 16, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Abstr act

Background: Culinary skills and food practices are important objects of study in the field of Public
Health. Studies that propose to develop instruments for assessing such constructs show lack of
methodological uniformity to provide evidence of validity and reliability of their instruments.
Objective: To identify studies that have developed instruments to measure culinary skills and other
related concepts in adult population, and critically assess their psychometric properties.

Design: A systematic review was conducted. A literature search was performed in
PubMed/Medline, Scopus, LILACS, and Web of Science databases until June 2019. The Directory
of Open Access Journals and Google Scholar databases were searched to identify relevant grey
literature. Searching, selecting and reporting were done according to the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses Statement. Two reviewers were independently involved
in study selection, data extraction, and instrument quality assessment. A third reviewer resolved all
disagreements.

Results: The search identified 1428 potentially relevant studies, out of which 18 had potentially
relevant records and 8 met the inclusion criteria. Studies used literature, experts’ judgement, or
qualitative interviews to develop the instruments. No studies received positive scores for all validity
criteria. Although most studies received positive scores for internal consistency, none of them
received positive scores for stability or presented evidence for content validity. One study showed
positive results for construct validity. Two studies reported criterion validity, whose scores were
deemed negative.

Conclusions: Many studies that surveyed culinary skills and related latent phenomena were
identified. The overall quality of the psychometric properties of most instruments was considered
insufficient, especially for validity measures. A universal definition of culinary skills as an
overarching construct is recommended. The flaws observed in these studies show that there is a
need for ongoing research in the area of the psychometric properties of instruments assessing these

constructs.
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| ntroduction

The discussion about the improvement of culinary skills and food practices has proven to be
an important object of study in the field of Public Health; these skills are key factors associated with
eating behaviors and with several complexities that represent social determinants of health [1].

Several authors define the term culinary skills in their publications [2-7], however, there is
no a consensus on the definition of cooking skills or a consistent theoretical debate about it [4]. In
summary, these skills are represented by a set of domains inherent in the practice of cooking [2-7],
such as 1) knowledge, which includes nutritional and culinary knowledge (terms and techniques
especially those considered healthy, involving the use of natural or minimally processed food and
cooking from scratch) and sanitary hygiene control; 2) purchase planning, which concerns budget
shopping, choice of ingredients, and organization of time for meal preparation; 3) creativity, which
includes cooking meals with available ingredients and leftovers; 4) mechanical skills, which include
the execution of slicing, cutting, heating, grilling, storing, and other cooking techniques; 5) food
perception, which considers the ability to judge sensory perception of ingredients and their
combinations; 6) confidence (self-efficacy), a dimension that might predict the cooking behavior at
home; and 7) multi-tasking skills, which refer to the ability to perform different tasks
simultaneously.

Culinary skills are associated with other concepts that involve the practice of proper and
healthy eating, such as food literacy, which takes into account the broader social and environmental
dimensions of eating together, associated with an individual's abilities [8]. Those considered to be
"food literate” have the skills and abilities to revise and adapt their diet and food sources in
response to changes imposed by modern life to maintain dietary quality [8]. Another concept related
to culinary skills is food agency, which is related to the ability to act intentionally to change their
own food environment. In general, its focus is on the individual mechanisms that lead to the act of

cooking at home, secondary to other external elements that impact on the freedom of the individual
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78 and, consequently, on their autonomy [9]. Culinary autonomy is defined as the ability to think,

79  decide, and act, to cook meals at home using mostly fresh and minimally processed foods, under the

80 influence of interpersonal relationships, the environment, cultural values, access to opportunities,

81 and the guarantee of rights; therefore, culinary skills represent an important dimension of this

82  construct [10].

83 Time devoted to cooking has decreased and has been viewed as a global trend: food industry

84  investments in advertising and marketing to “solve the everyday food problem” devalue cooking as

85 an emancipatory competence associated with a healthy food routine [11]. Such decrease is

86  associated with greater purchase of ultra-processed foods, and concerns public health experts

87  around the world, considering their negative nutritional attributes and possible harmful effects on

88  consumers’ health, such as overweight, obesity, cancer and other chronic diseases and addiction-

89 like behavior [12; 13]. It is worth mentioning that culinary practices, are also related to

90 environmental, social and economic implications. Therefore, the valuing of the day-by-day cooking

91  should be central in food and nutrition educational actions as an emancipatory and self-care practice

92 [14].

93 The main source of cooking knowledge and skills is through parents [15; 16; 17; 18]. This

94 information highlights the importance of adult cooking skills as a role model in food preparation

95 habits development in children and young adults. In addition, Sidenvall et al. (2001) [19] found

96 from a literature review that when changes in household dynamics happen (e.g., when a child

97 moves away from the family or a divorce), the food provider may change their food habits and

98 frequency of meal preparation, which may negatively affect their food choices.

99 In this scenario, culinary skills among adults, especially those responsible for preparing
100  household meals, have been an important focus of research [15; 16; 20]. Among the publications on
101  this subject are studies that propose to develop instruments that measure culinary skills and other
102  related constructs (e.g., food literacy, food agency, food competency) in adults through the analysis

103  of their psychometric properties.
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104 Before being considered suitable, the instruments must offer accurate, valid, and
105 interpretable data for the population’s assessment. Moreover, the measures are supposed to provide
106  scientifically robust results. These results are established based on measures of reliability and
107  validity of the instruments [21-23]. Reliability is the ability to reproduce a consistent result in time
108  and space or from different observers, demonstrating aspects of stability and internal consistency. It
109 is one of the main quality criteria of an instrument [22]. Validity refers to the fact that a tool
110 measures exactly what it proposes to measure, based on extent theory research and experts’
111 judgement (content validity), the degree in which a group of variables really represents the
112 construct to be measured (construct validity) and the degree in which the instrument is related to
113 some external criterion, considered a widely accepted measure (criterion validity) [22-24].

114 There are public health policies focused on cooking in several parts of the world [4]. Despite
115  the importance of developing instruments that measure culinary skills and related constructs as a
116  strategy to assist the planning food and nutrition educational actions based on culinary practices,
117  studies have shown lack of methodological uniformity to provide evidence of validity and reliability
118  of their developed instruments. Moreover, other systematic reviews aimed to assess evidence of
119  psychometric properties of instruments developed for different healthcare areas [25; 26]. However,
120  so far we did not find any studies that propose the evaluation of psychometric properties of existing
121 instruments that measure culinary skills and related concepts, which justifies the importance of this
122 study, given the fact that the diagnosis of one’s skills entrusted to the application of these
123 instruments may be flawed, which could result in planning inappropriate food and nutrition
124  educational actions for providing emancipatory and self-care practices.

125 Therefore, this systematic review aimed to identify studies that have developed instruments
126 to measure culinary skills and other related concepts in adult population, and critically assess their
127  psychometric properties.

128 We hope that this study can provide evidence-based guidance on the psychometric

129  properties of instruments measuring culinary skills and related constructs, to subsidize the selection
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130  of valid and reliable instruments by healthcare professionals to assess these subjects in clinical and
131 public health settings and avoid unrealistic expectations about the information that such measures

132 may provide.

133
134 Methods
135 The protocol of this systematic review was registered on the International Prospective

136  Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO database; http://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPERO/;
137 registration number CRD42019130836) and can be found in the S1 Appendix. The PRISMA [27]
138  (Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines for reporting
139  systematic reviews were used to undertake the present review (S1 Table).

140
141 Search strategy

142 A comprehensive literature search for articles published until June 13, 2019, was performed
143 in the Scopus, LILACS, PubMed, and Web of Science databases. The search strategy included the
144  use of MeSH terms or text words related to the culinary skills, instruments, and validation studies.
145  The PubMed/Medline search strategy was adapted from Terwee, Jansma, Riphagen et al. [28]. The
146  full search strategy for all databases can be found in the S2 Appendix. In addition, a grey literature

147  search was conducted in the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) (https://doaj.org/) and

148  Google Scholar to identify studies not indexed in the databases listed above. Moreover, references
149  to the articles found were also evaluated manually to include any potential studies that had not been
150 identified.

151
152 Study selection

153 To be included in this review, the articles had to meet the following criteria: 1) being

154  published in English, Portuguese or Spanish; 2) showing an original instrument; 3) describing a
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155  literature search, combined or not with group discussions, to develop the instrument; 4) addressing
156  culinary skills (defined as the skills related to confidence, practice, and knowledge to perform
157  culinary tasks, from menu planning and purchasing food to combining ingredients and applying
158  different culinary techniques, considering the daily routine and healthy eating), or other related
159  concepts (food literacy, food agency, food autonomy, cooking confidence or self-efficacy; cooking
160  competency); 5) describing the instrument validity studies.

161 Studies were excluded if: 1) they were applied to children and adolescents or used university
162  students sample for analysis of psychometric properties of the instrument, considering that
163  generalizing from students to the general adult public can be problematic when personal and
164  attitudinal variables are used, as students vary mostly randomly from the general public [29; 30] or
165  2) if they were cross cultural adaptations of instruments, since they were not considered original
166  instruments.

167 For the process of initial screening of abstracts and titles, we used the Rayyan Web Platform
168  for Systematic Reviews [31]. Two authors (A.R.T. and D.B.) independently screened the titles and
169  abstracts of citations to identify potentially relevant studies. Full-text articles were obtained and
170  reviewed for further assessment according to the inclusion and exclusion criteria. When the full text
171 could not be obtained, the corresponding authors were contacted by e-mail or other tools, such as

172  ResearchGate (www.researchgate.net). All disagreements were resolved by the third author

173 (T.M.L.).

174

175 Data extraction and analysis

176 Data extraction was performed independently by two authors (A.R.T. and D.B.) using a
177  preformatted spreadsheet in Microsoft Excel. Disagreements were resolved by a third reviewer

178 (T.M.L)).
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The following information was collected: country and year of publication, participants,
setting, sample size, format of instrument, target public, number of items of the instrument,

development methodology, instrument domains, and the psychometric properties of the instrument.

Quality of psychometric properties

The psychometric quality of the instruments was determined according to the rating system
adapted from Hair Jr, Black, Babin et al.[32]; Pedrosa, Suarez-Alvarez, and Garcia-Cueto [33]; and
Terwee et al. (2007) [34]. The criteria addressed the following properties: a) reliability, including
internal consistency and stability; b) validity, including content, face, construct, and criterion. Each
measurement property was reported to be positive (+), indeterminate (?), negative (-), or no
information available (0), and properties are defined in Table 1. Two independent authors (A.R.T.
and D.B.) applied this rating system, and any divergences between them were resolved by a third

reviewer (T.M.L.).

Table 1. Quality criteria for psychometric properties of measurement (adapted from Hair Jr et al.

[32], Pedrosa et al. [33], and Terweeet al. [34]).

PROPERTY DEFINITION RANKING** QUALITY CRITERIA
Reliability Extent to which items in a + Cronbach's alpha between 0.70 and 0.95
Internal scale are intercorrelated
consstency (consistency among the ? Unclear design or method
variables) - Cronbach's alpha <0.70 or >0.95, despite adequate design
and method
0 No information found on internal consistency
Stability* Extent to which the + ICC OR weighted Kappa 20.70
(reproducibility  instrument is stable over ? Unclear design or method (e.g., time interval not
/test-retest) time, given by the mentioned)
agreement among - ICC OR weighted Kappa <0.70, despite adequate design
individuals who are and method

evaluated twice 0 No information found on stability
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Validity Extent to which the domain + Clear description is provided about the aims of the
Content of interest is instrument, the target population, the concepts that are
(including face comprehensively sampled being measured, the item selection, AND the investigators
validity*) by the items in the OR experts that were involved in the items selection

instrument Quantitative evaluation: CVI = good level of statistical

significance considering minimum values set at an
associated probability of 0.05 or CVI value >0.8; CVR:
minimum content validity ratios for item maintenance to
ensure unlikely random agreement established at 0.05
significance and based on the number of evaluators or
CVRc (critical CVR), considering CVR values higher than
CVRe, established at 0.05 significance level and based on
the number of evaluators for item maintenance

? Lack of clear description about the aspects mentioned
above OR only the target population involved OR unclear

method or design OR incomplete evaluation

- No target population involvement Quantitative evaluation:
inappropriate level of statistical significance for CVI
(>0.05) or CVI value < 0.8; inappropriate level of
significance to ensure unlikely random agreement for CVR

(>0.05) or CVRc (critical CVR)

0 No information found on content validity
Construct Extent to which a set of + Factor analysis performed on adequate sample size
measured variables actually (minimum ratio of 5:1 and > 100) AND Bartlett's sphericity
represents the theoretical test (p < 0.005) OR KMO adequacy test (=0.7) OR factors
latent construct those explaining >60% of the variance OR RMSEA <0.07 OR
variables are designed to GFIl and AGFI >0.95 OR SRMR <0,08 OR CFI >0.95
measure ? No factor analysis OR unclear design or method

- Factor analysis performed on inadequate sample size
AND/OR Bartlett's sphericity test (p >0.005) AND/OR
KMO adequacy test (<0.7) AND/OR factors explaining

<60% of the variance

0 No information found on construct validity

Criterion Extent to which the scores + Convincing arguments that gold standard is ‘‘gold’> AND
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of an instrument relate to correlation with gold standard >0.70
the scores of a gold ? No convincing arguments that gold standard is ‘‘gold’” OR
standard measurement unclear design or method

Correlation with gold standard <0.70, despite adequate
design and method
0 No information found on criterion validity
195 ** +: positive rating; ?: indeterminate rating; -: negative rating; 0: no information available. Abbreviations: AGFI: Adjusted
196 Goodness of Fit Index; CFl: Comparative Fit Index; GFl: Goodness of Fit Index; ICC: Intraclass Correlation; KMO: Kaiser Meyer-

197 Olkin; RMSEA: Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation; SRMR: Standardized Root Mean-Square Residual.

198

199 Results

200 Search results

201 The electronic search (including gray literature databases) identified 1428 potentially
202  relevant studies. After reviewing the titles and abstracts, eighteen articles were selected for full-text
203  examination. Of these, eight studies [35-42] met the inclusion criteria and were included for review.
204 A list of the excluded studies is shown in the S2 Table. No relevant studies were identified by
205  searching the related articles and the reference lists of the included studies. A flowchart of the
206 literature search is shown in Fig 1.

207

208 Fig 1. Study selection flowchart of literature search. Abbreviations: DOAJ: Directory of Open Access
209 Journals; LILACS: Latin American and Caribbean Health Sciences Literature.

210
211 Characteristics of the studies

212 Studies were carried out in Brazil (1 study) [40], Denmark (1 study) [36], the United States
213 of America (2 studies) [38;41], the United Kingdom (1 study) [35], Northern Ireland and Republic
214  of Ireland (one study) [39], Netherlands (1 study) [42], and Australia (1 study) [37]. All of them
215  were published in English. Most studies were published between 2017 and 2019 [36-40; 42]. One

216  study did not seek ethical approval [35].
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217 The studies were performed on different participants: parents of schoolchildren responsible
218  for food preparation at home (one study) [40]; adult Danish consumers with variable household
219  incomes (one study) [36]; adults living in the United States (US), but not necessarily US citizens
220  (one study) [38]; adults from Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland who are responsible for
221  preparing a main meal at least once per week (one study) [39]; men and women from low-to
222 middle-income households (three studies) [35;37;41]; and adults, mostly highly educated, and
223  dietitians (one study) [42]. Study samples were mostly composed of women [35; 37; 40-42].
224  Sample sizes ranged from 51 to 1049 individuals.

225 Some studies developed instruments to assess one domain related to culinary skills, such as
226 cooking self-efficacy (confidence (two studies)) [35; 40], cooking competencies (experience and
227  knowledge (one study)) [36], or multiple domains related to such phenomenon, in order to measure
228  the effectiveness of a culinary and nutrition education program [41]. Other studies developed
229  instruments aimed at evaluating latent phenomena related to culinary skills, such as food agency
230  (one study) [38], food skills (two studies) [35; 39], and food literacy (two studies) [37; 42]. In these
231  studies, culinary skills were established as one of the domains of the evaluated phenomenon or were
232 presented in items belonging to one of the factors of the developed instrument.

233 All studies used literature combined with techniques such as focus groups, expert panels,
234  and qualitative interviews to develop the instrument. The number of items ranged from ten to sixty-
235  four. The instruments’ domains were miscellaneous, ranged from one to eight and approached
236 culinary skills by presenting items related to knowledge [35-37;41;42] (e.g., “What is the term for
237  preparing all ingredients, gathering equipment, and organizing your work area before beginning to
238 cook?’[41] or ‘Do you wash fruit and vegetables that don’t need to be peeled before eating?’ [35]);
239  confidence [35;38;40;41] (e.g., “How confident do you feel in cooking beans in pressure cooker’
240  [40] or ‘Indicate the extent to which you feel confident about cooking from basic ingredients’ [41]);
241  purchase planning and meal planning [37-39] (e.g., “‘How long have you done the following action

242 last month: plan meals ahead of time’ [37] or *‘On a scale of 1-7, where 1 is very poor and 7 is very
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243  good how good are you at: plan how much food to buy’ [39]); creativity [39; 41] (e.g., ‘On a scale
244  of 1-7, where 1 is very poor and 7 is very good how good are you at: cook a healthy meal with only
245  few ingredients on hand’ [39] or ‘During the past month how often did you reuse leftovers for
246  another meal’ [41]); food perception [39;40;42] (e.g., ‘On a scale of 1-7, where 1 is very poor and 7
247 is very good how good are you at: use herbs and spices to flavor dishes’[39] or ‘Are you able to see,
248 smell or feel the quality of fresh foods?” [42]), mechanical skills [35-39; 41; 42] (e.g., ‘Are you able
249  to prepare fresh fish in different ways?’ [42] or ‘On a scale of 1-7, where 1 is very poor and 7 is
250 very good how good are you at: steam food, or chop vegetables, or cube meat’ [39]); and multi-
251 tasking skills [38] (e.g., ‘My family responsibilities prevent me from having time to prepare meals’
252 [38], or ‘My social responsibilities prevent me from having the time to prepare meals’ [38]).

253 The studies reported analysis of the psychometric properties of their instruments: Six
254  studies reported internal consistency, face validity, literature review, or experts’ judgment for
255  content validity and construct validity [36-39; 41; 42]. No studies presented quantitative evaluation
256  for content validity. Two studies did not report construct validity, and used stability for analysis
257  [35; 40]. Two studies [38; 42] reported criterion validity. The characteristics of the included studies
258  are shown in Table 2.

259
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Table 2. Descriptive data and char acteristics of theincluded studies.

Authors Participants/ Latent Format/ No. of Development Domains evaluated Psychometric properties
(years), Setting; sample phenomenon  Target items (number/name)
country size® evaluated population
Martins, et Parents of Cooking skills  Index/ 10 2 evaluations with ~ (1)/ Content validity (including face validity): experts in nutrition and
al. (2019), schoolchildren self-efficacy Adult experts in Cooking skills self- public health belonging to the research group that supported the
Brazil responsible for population nutrition and efficacy preparation of the DGBP® and pilot study (10 parents of
food preparation public health (items related to schoolchildren)
at home/ belonging to the confidence) Reliability and internal consistency: Cronbach’s alpha=0.75
n=51 research group Sability: Test-retest at an interval of seven to 15 days: Moderate
that supported the reproducibility by quadratic weighted Kappa (0.55)
preparation of the
DGBP®
Bech- Adults (18 years  Cooking Cumulative Survey 1 focus group Survey 1: (2)/ Content validity: 1 focus group interview and 5 individual interviews
Larsen & or older) Danish  competency scales 1: 30 interview and 5 Experience; Knowledge  Survey 1 (construction): consultation with expert sources (two
Tsalis consumers/ Survey individual (items related to nutritionists). Coel cients of reproducibility (CR) and scalability
(2018), 2 surveys Adult 2:35 interviews with mechanical skills and (CS) calculations and progressive elimination of the item with most
Denmark (n1=418; population specialists knowledge) respondents who oClered disconfirmed progressions. RC (>0.85) and
n2=1008) Survey 2: (3)/ CS (>0.6)
Experience; Survey 2 (nomological validity and reliability): partial least squares
Knowledge; (PLS) applied in a second-order structural equation model:
Satisfaction with food- respondents’ cooking experience and knowledge account for 10.5% of
related lifestyle the variance Convergent validity: composite reliability indices >0.8,
and average variance extracted for each variable: > 0.5.
Lahneetal.  Adults (18 years Food agency Scale/ 28 Literature review  (3)/ Content validity: expert panels (community nutritionists, chefs, food
(2017), or older)/ Adult and expert panels  Self-Efficacy (items scientists, extension officers, and rural sociologists).
USA Development population related to confidence, Congtruct validity: Maximum-Likelihood EFA with 3 factors and
sample: n= 445; mechanical skills and oblique (promax) rotation using the Full Sample data and Structural
Validation one item related to food  Equation Modeling (SEM - CFA) to evaluate structural stability and
sample: n= 500 perception, regarding generalizability Variance explained: 47%; Root Mean Squared

the use of herbs and
spices); Attitude;
Structure (items related
to purchase planning
and meal planning,
mechanical and multi-
tasking skills)

Residuals (RMSR): 0.03. Reliability: Cronbach’s alpha > 0.70
Criterion Validity: correlation between FIS [43] © and the CAFPAS®
(= 0.65 [-0.61, 0.69]).
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Lavelle et Adults (20 - 60 Cooking skills  Scale/ 33 Literature review  (2)/ Content validity (including face validity): 4 qualitative interviews
al. (2017), years old) and food skills ~ Adult and expert Cooking skills (items with experts working in the area of health promotion including
Island of responsible for population opinion related to mechanical cooking and food skills interventions and education and literature
Ireland preparing a skillsan 1 item relate to  review
(Northern main meal at food perception); Food Pilot testing: 40 internal pilot surveys and 14 pilot survey field based
Ireland and least once per skills (items related to interviews to assess clarity of the questions and how easy participants
Republic of  week/ purchase planning and found the measures to complete
Ireland) n=1049 meal planning, Congtruct validity: EFA using oblique rotation (direct oblimin). 3
(Study 1) creativity) factors with eigenvalues > 1 accounting for 65.26%, 8.2%, and 3.2%
of the variance. All factor loadings above the minimum criterion
Reliability (internal consistency): Cronbach’s alpha for the cooking
skills confidence=0.93; for the food skills confidence = 0.94
Begley et Australian Food literacy ~ Questionnaire 14 Literature review.  (3)/ Content validity (including face validity): Empirical research on the
al. (2018), adults from low Feedback on Plan & domains of food literacy. Feedback on content and format of the
Australia to middle- Adult content and Manage; Selection; questionnaire by Foodbank program facilitators. Discussion with food
income population format of the Preparation (items literacy experts and the Department of Health’s Nutrition Monitoring
households, attending the questionnaire by related to purchase Surveillance Survey
participants in FSA program Foodbank planning, meal Observation and discussion with participants for feedback on the
the Western program planning, knowledge wording of questions and relevance of some of the food literacy
Australia facilitators. and mechanical skills) behaviors
nutrition and Discussion with Construct Validity: EFA: adequate sample size was indicated by
cooking FSA food literacy KMO of 0.859. Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < 0.0001); Scree plot =
program, experts; 3 factors: Two items, loaded on 2 factors. 3 items that did not meet
developed by Observation and the specified loading for any factor were maintained, but were not
the WA discussion with included in the EFA and Cronbach’s alpha analysis
Foodbank/ participants for Reliability (internal consistency): Cronbach’s alpha = 0.79, 0.76, and
n=882 feedback on the 0.81 for each factor: Plan & Manage, Selection, and Preparation,
wording of respectively
questions and
relevance of some
of the food
literacy behaviors.
Discussions with
the Department of
Health WA
Bartonetal. Adults of low Cooking Questionnaire 19 Literature review  (5)/ Content validity: Assessed by a panel of public health experts and
(2011), UK income confidence and assessment of ~ Meal preparation; face validity by 20 adults who were not involved in cooking skills
- Scotland communities, and food skills ~ Adult the original Cook  Confidence in cooking intervention classes but were typical of individuals who attend
mostly female, population of Well programme and tasting; Usual food =~ community classes
participants in low income evaluation tools. consumption patterns; Stability: Repeat reliability calculated by Spearman correlation

' 3SUBJ| [eUOITRUIBIU| O AN-AG-DD B Japun a|ge|reAe apew s 1

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ay) Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘lapunyioyine ayl sl (mainal 1ead Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
wndald siys 1oy 1apjoy wybuAdod 8yl *0z0z ‘9T dung palsod UOISIBA SIUY 189962102 2T 90°0202/TOTT 0T/B10 10p//:sdny :10p undaid Axypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.12.20129668
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

cooking communities Panel of public Knowledge about fruit coefficients (57 respondent adults attending community-based classes
interventions health experts and vegetables; other than cooking): for each item = range 0.46-0.91
(Cook Well Knowledge of good Internal consistency: Cronbach’s alphas = 0.86 and 0.84 for the
programme)/ practice confidence and knowledge questions, respectively
Time 1 (face (items related to
validity and mechanical skills, Ethical approval was not sought for the study
internal confidence and
consistency): n= knowledge)
74
Time 2 (test-
retest): n=57,
feasibility
testing: n=13
Poelman et Dutch adults Food literacy ~ Scale/ 29 Experts’ insights (8)/ Content validity: expert meeting with health professionals and
al. (2018), recruited via the Adult and literature Food preparation skills ~ academics working in the field of food literacy (n=10) and an
Netherlands  Facebook page population review (items related to additional group of Dutch experts (academics, dieticians, and health
and Twitter mechanical skills and professionals) in the field of food consumption and health literacy
account of The one item related to food  (n=17)
Netherlands perception); Construct validity: PCA (Principal Component Analysis). KMO
Nutrition Centre Resilience and measure of sampling adequacy = 0.88 and Bartlett’s Test was
(n=755) and resistance; statistically significant (p<.000). None of the items showed a
dieticians Healthy snack styles; correlation > 0.90. PCA resulted in 12 components with an eigenvalue
registered as Social and conscious > 1.0. The scree plot indicated eight rather than 12 components to be
members of the eating; Examining Food  sufficient. PCA with eight components after removing items that did
Netherlands Labels; Daily food not show component-loadings or loaded on multiple components
Association of planning; Healthy showed explained variance = 62%
Dieticians budgeting; Healthy food Internal consistency: Cronbach’s a=0.83. One subscale had a lower
(NAD) (n=207) stockpiling (items than sufficient (0.7) Cronbach’s alpha of 0.58, indicating that this
related to nutrition subscale in isolation showed inadequate reliability
knowledge) Convergent and discriminant validity: Self-control and food literacy
positively correlated to a moderate magnitude (r=0.51, p =<.001);
impulsiveness and food literacy negatively correlated (r=-0.31,
p=<.01.
Criterion validity: self-perceived food literacy was positively
associated with healthy food consumption and negatively with
unhealthy food consumption.
Michaud Adult parents Cooking skills 1 index, 6 64 Questions were (8)/ Availability and Content validity by experts’ review.
(2007), and caregivers and behavior scales, and 1 determined by the  Accessibility of Fruits Pilot study: test-retest reliability: correlation coefficient results ranged
USA in South evaluation CWC program and Vegetables from r=.43 (SEFVS) to r = .89 (SECT).
Carolina tool/ goals, literature, (AAFV); Cooking Test-retest reliability low for the CB (r=.48) and SEFVS (r = .43)

' 3SUBJ| [eUOITRUIBIU| O AN-AG-DD B Japun a|ge|reAe apew s 1

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ay) Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxgpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘lapunyioyine ayl sl (mainal 1ead Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
wndald siys 1oy 1apjoy wybuAdod 8yl *0z0z ‘9T dung palsod UOISIBA SIUY 189962102 2T 90°0202/TOTT 0T/B10 10p//:sdny :10p undaid Axypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.12.20129668
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

recruited from
church
preschools,
Head Start
preschools, and
public
elementary
schools and
playgroup
participants in a
culinary
nutrition
education
program/

Pilot reliability
(n=39);

EFA (n-162)

and
Adult experts' review
population
participants in
the Cooking
With a Chef
culinary
nutrition
education
program

Attitude (CA); Cooking
Behavior (CB); Self-
Efficacy in Produce
Consumption (SEPC);
Self-Efficacy in
Cooking (SEC); Self-
Efficacy in Using Basic
Cooking Techniques
(SECT); Self-Efficacy
in Using Fruits,
Vegetables, and
Seasonings (SEFVS);
Knowledge of Cooking
Terms and Techniques
(CTT)

(Items related to
knowledge, confidence,
mechanical skills and
creativity)

scales.

Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha): ranged from .15 for the CB
scale to .89 for the CA and SECT scales.

Construct validity: EFA with promax rotation performed on the six
scales and the AAFV index. Scree plot eigenvalues used to confirm
the number of factors on a scale. Cronbach’s alpha was computed for
each scale

e AAFV index - All items retained on a single loading at least 0.30
except item four (factor loading =0.24). Cronbach’s alpha= 0.51 (item
four was retained)

e CA scale - seven items on two factors: Positive Attitude subscale
(n = 3) and Negative Attitude subscale (n = 4). Cronbach’s alpha =
0.79, all items loadings at least 0.30

e CB scale - All items were retained on one factor. Factor loadings
< 0.30 for the first two items and 0.38 for the third item. Cronbach’s
alpha=0.15

e SEPC scale - all items retained on a single factor. Factor loadings
ranged from 0.63 to 0.74. Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78

e SEC scale - six items retained on a single factor. Factor loadings
ranged from 0.57 to 0.69. Cronbach’s alpha = 0.79

e SECT scale - the twelve initial items retained on a single factor.
Factor loadings ranged from 0.39 to 0.77. Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87

e SEFVS scale - all four original items retained on a single factor.
Items ranged from 0.62 to 0.80. Cronbach’s alpha = 0.80.

Knowledge of Cooking Terms and Techniques Evaluation: High
knowledge scorers (n = 89): 75% of correct answers = higher scores
on the evaluation. Low knowledge scorers = 62.5% of correct answers
on the evaluation. Correlations between all scales and indices were
computed for the entire larger study population and separately for low
and high knowledge scores: = r <0,7

@Sample size for psychometric properties; ® Dietary guidelines for the Brazilian population; © Food Involvement Scale; ” Cooking and Food Provisioning Action Scale.
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262 Quality of the psychometric properties

263 The corresponding results of the psychometric properties are shown in Table 3. Five studies
264  [37-40; 42] obtained positive results and two studies received negative results [35; 41] for internal
265  consistency. One study [36] did not determine Cronbach's alpha. Five studies reported stability [35;
266 36; 40-42]; however, none of these studies received positive rating because they presented results
267 inferior to the minimum criterion for weighted Kappa despite adequate design and method [40; 41]
268  or because they reported unclear methods [35;36;42]. All studies received indeterminate ratings for
269  content validity. The authors did not calculate any index of agreement for content validity.

270

271  Table 3. Evaluation of quality criteria of studies on psychometric properties.

Reliability Validity
Authors (year) Internal Stability Content Construct Criterion
consistency
Martins et al. (2019) + - ? 0 0

Bech-Larsen & Tsalis (2018) ? ? ? ? 0
Lahne et al. (2017) + 0 ?

Lavelle et al. (2017) (Study 1) + 0 ? + 0
Begley et al. (2018) + 0 ? - 0
Barton et al. (2011) - ? ? 0 0

Poelman et al. (2018) + ? ? ?
Michaud (2007) - - ? - 0

272 Rating: (+) = positive; (?) = indeterminate; (-) = negative; (0) = no information available.
273 For information regarding the definitions of psychometric properties, see Table 1.

274

275 A positive rating was given to one study [39] for construct validity, considering sufficient
276 sample size for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and factors that explain >60% of the variance
277  and use of the oblique method (oblimin) as a rotational method. In addition, two studies [36; 42]
278  received an indeterminate rating because they reported different statistical measures for construct

279  validity. One of these studies used PCA instead of factor analysis [42]. Another study assessed
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280 nomological validity [36]. Three studies [37; 38; 41] received a negative rating because they
281  presented inadequate sample size for EFA [41] or factors that explain less than 60% of the variance
282 [38] or because the retention of items did not meet the specified loading for any factor [37]. Most
283  studies [35-37; 39-41] did not provide information on criterion validity. Studies [38; 42] that
284  reported criterion validity did not describe it clearly (convincing arguments for gold standard), and

285  showed correlation with gold standard < 0.70, therefore they received a negative rating.

286

287 Discussion

288 Summary of evidence

289 To our knowledge, this is the first systematic review to identify and appraise the studies that
290 developed instruments for assessing culinary skills or related latent phenomena. This article has
291  provided a comprehensive critical analysis of the studies’ characteristics and their psychometric
292  properties of measurement. Eight studies that developed instruments to measure and evaluate
293 culinary skills and related phenomena were found.

294 This systematic review has highlighted gaps in these instruments, suggesting the need to
295  develop new studies with robust and standardized psychometric methodology that shows validity
296  and reliability. Although most studies received positive scores for reliability criteria, that is, internal
297  consistency, none of the included studies received positive scores for stability. No studies received
298  positive scores for all validity criteria, and none of them presented satisfactory evidence for content
299  validity since the authors did not calculate any index of agreement. Only one study showed positive
300 results for construct validity and two studies reported criterion validity, but their scores were
301  deemed negative. These results indicate that while there are isolated measures that were appraised
302 in this review that show good promise in terms of quality of evidence of psychometric properties,
303  no studies presented satisfactory results for every aspects of reliability and validity.

304
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305 General view of the studies

306 The majority of the included studies presented items of the instruments to assess cooking
307  knowledge, confidence and mechanical skills. Although these are important domains of culinary
308 skills and related constructs involving culinary practices, these domains themselves do not
309 guarantee the preparation of meals from basic ingredients. Many people lack the ideas (creativity),
310  menu-planning skills or ability to judge flavor, color and texture of the combinations of ingredients,
311  and the ability to multi-task within a demanding family lifestyle necessary to organize and prepare a
312 homemade meal [7;20]. According to Ternier (2010) [15], when there are time constraints in a fast
313 paced or stressful lifestyle, being able to do multiple tasks simultaneously is an advantage. Also, if
314  the meal provider is unable to plan and organize a meal, or unable to create a meal that will satisfy
315  those who are eating it, he or she may find it easier to buy a convenience food product that will save
316 time and energy, and be satisfying to everyone [15].

317 Professionals involved with health promotion, should include cooking themes, in their
318 meetings, presentations and discussions with the public [6]. Hence, subsidizing the choice of
319 instruments that enable the assessment of culinary skills and healthy culinary practices, based on the
320 aforementioned domains, is essential for Public Health scenario.

321 All studies presented their instruments in English. Although studies are mostly from
322 countries whose native language is English, one study [40] developed an instrument for application
323  with Brazilian parents of schoolchildren responsible for food preparation at home. Despite the
324  authors’ intention to provide access to their study through the use of universal language, translating
325 the instrument to English is not enough to guarantee its international applicability, considering
326  cultural aspects. Developing a new instrument in one's own language or adapting existing
327 instruments to each setting is necessary to guarantee the instruments' linguistic and cultural
328  appropriateness [44].

329 Most studies reported the development of scales, indexes, and questionnaires. One study

330 classified their instrument as an index [40]; however, the instrument used Likert scale to register
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331  participants’ statements related to the assessed latent phenomenon (cooking self-efficacy). It is
332 important to highlight differences between an index and a scale. An index compiles one score from
333 an aggregation of two or more indicators that attempt to signal, by means of a value, both a content
334  relation with the represented phenomenon and the evolution of a quantity in relation to a reference.
335  The indicator communicates or reveals progress toward a certain goal, and it is applied as a resource
336  to make a tendency or phenomenon not immediately detectable by isolated data more noticeable. It
337  represents an essential tool for the decision-making process and social control, and it is not an
338  explanatory or descriptive element, but provides punctual information on time and space, whose
339 integration and evolution can activate or accompany reality [45].
340 A scale, on the other hand, measures levels of intensity at the variable level, like to what
341 extent a person agrees or disagrees with a particular statement. A scale is a type of measure
342  composed of several items that have a logical or empirical structure among them. The most
343  commonly used scale is the Likert scale. The sum of scores for each of the statements creates an
344  overall score of the intensity related to the assessed latent phenomenon [21].
345 Another study [36] reported the construct and validation of a set of cumulative scales to
346  measure consumers’ cooking knowledge and experience as well as the links with consumers’ food-
347 related life satisfaction. A Guttman (cumulative) scale consists of a number of items that are
348  empirical indicators of some single variables or attitude continuum. In this discussion, the ordered
349  response categories for all items are dichotomized, so that all responses are scored as positive or
350 negative for the variable. The items can be ordered from high to low according to the proportion of
351  persons scored as positive [46]. Examples of dichotomized items for the cumulative scales used in
352  the included study [36] are as follows: for the developed experience scales, respondents indicated
353  yes/no to a stem that began, “Did you, within the previous year, prepare....?”; for the knowledge

354  scales, respondents indicated true/false in response to a stem that began, “Are the following

355  statements...?”
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356 To develop survey measurement instruments that attain the true responses from the
357  population, one of the challenges is to form questions that not only capture the theoretical concept
358 under evaluation, but also minimize the impact of the design characteristics on the quality of the
359  responses. Although dichotomous scales require fewer interpretative efforts (which can harm
360  consistency compared to rating scales), increasing the number of scale points appears to produce
361  more valid measurements than forcing respondents to choose between two response categories [47].
362 Regarding the need for submission of psychometric studies for ethical approval, one study
363  [35] justified the absence of ethical approval because it comprised developmental work for service
364  evaluation. It is important to emphasize that, despite the fact that validation studies aim at the
365 development of tools for measuring latent phenomena, methods applied to evidence the reliability
366 and validity of such instruments involve the participation of human beings; therefore, the

367  submission of such studies to ethical approval is not only essential, but also indispensable [48;49].

368
369 Psychometric quality

370 Although all instruments reported some psychometric information, the evaluation of the
371 psychometric quality using the criteria adopted in this systematic review exhibited some missing
372 data.

373 Regarding the reliability of the instruments, most studies reported internal consistency [37-
374  40; 42]. Internal consistency is a measurement of the extent to which individual items of the
375 instrument are correlated and produce consistent results of a concept or construct, through
376  Cronbach's alpha coefficient [32]. Two studies obtained negative scores for reliability [35; 41]. One
377 of them [35] tested two out of five sections of the questionnaire (related to confidence and
378  knowledge) for internal consistency, and the other sections were not tested based on the justification
379 that the domains within each section of the instrument assessed different constructs. The other study
380 that received negative scores [41] showed adequate results for internal consistency, considering the

381  overall scale, but two out of the eight scales developed in this study presented unacceptable values
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382  for Cronbach’s alpha. In addition, one item that showed low factor loading in one of these scales
383 was retained. The authors’ justification was that Cronbach’s alpha would not reach the 0.7
384  acceptability level regardless of the item’s removal. It is important to consider that Cronbach’s
385 alpha gives a unique value for any set of data and gives a value for the mean of the distribution of
386  all possible coefficients of the parts that make up the instrument; moreover, this depends not only
387  on the magnitude of the correlation between the items, but also on the number of items in the scale
388  [23]. Therefore, the fewer the items removed from an instrument are, the less affected the alpha
389  value will be.
390 Another study showed an internal consistency coefficient different from the criteria of this
391 review and obtained an indeterminate score [36]. The authors chose to use coefficients of
392 reproducibility and scalability, proposed, respectively, by Guttman [50] and Menzel [51] to analyze
393 the reliability criterion of their cumulative scale to measure consumers’ cooking knowledge and
394  experience. The coefficient of reproducibility, proposed by Guttman [50], measures the extent to
395  which an observed set of response patterns agrees with that expected from a perfect scale. A high
396 value indicates close agreement and a value equal to or greater than 0.90 is usually seen as an
397 indication of the existence of a scale. Criticism has been leveled at the use of this coefficient on the
398  grounds that it can be expected to attain a high value even when the scale items are independent of
399  one another. The expected value of the coefficient of reproducibility will vary according to both the
400  number of items comprising the scale and the probability of a positive response to each item [52].
401 Increasing the number of items also decreases the coefficient of reproducibility. For example, for a
402  five-item scale with probability of positive response within the range of 0-1, as shown in the
403  included study, the maximum value of the coefficient of reproducibility is obtained, while for a
404  seven-item scale with the same range of positive responses, lower results are expected. One
405  approach to solving the problem of spuriously high reproducibility is the coefficient of scalability
406  (CS) suggested by Menzel [51]. The CS measure has also been criticized on the grounds that it

407  deals with the reproducibility of the items (or scores) rather than with the reproducibility of the
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408  scale. Thus, studies that rely on coefficients of reproducibility and scalability to show reliability
409  may provide compromised results [52].
410 Three studies received indeterminate score for stability, considering the reason above [35;
411 36, 42]. Stability was assessed by test-retest in two studies [40; 41] that obtained negative scores. It
412 is important to emphasize that although the test-retest is considered a criterion of stability by
413  Terwee et al. [34], it is an association measure (correlation) intended to test the repeat reliability of
414  the instrument, and it does not measure concordance, but the force of the relationship between
415  variables. That is, the results show the consistency in responses between tests, not the accuracy of
416  the instrument [24; 53].
417 Studies that only used the reliability criterion for analysis without other adequate criteria for
418  the psychometric measurements of the instruments may not provide trustworthy results, because
419  these instruments reproduce only a consistent result in time and space from different observer
420 (reliability), without measuring exactly what they propose (validity) [53;54]. Two studies included
421  in this review fit into this scenario [35; 40], since authors exclusively assessed the internal
422  consistency (using Cronbach's alpha) and stability (using test-retest or another coefficient different
423  from the quality criteria established in this review), as well as inappropriate content validity
424  (disregarding existing empirical methods to quantify the degree of experts’ agreement). Moreover,
425  no construct or criterion validity tests were presented.
426 All studies included in this review failed to show proper content validity: most studies relied
427  on face validity, literature research, and experts’ judgment, however no index for content validity
428  was calculated to confirm experts’ judgment agreement, which can be considered a problem [33].
429 Face validity is the suitability of the content of a test or item(s) for an intended purpose as
430 perceived by test takers, users, and/or the general public and represents a controversial form of
431  perception based evidence to affirm if the test measures what it purports to measure [25].

432 Perception, however, is an interpretive process influencing each individual according to their

433 experiences, knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes among other factors; therefore, it is generally agreed
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434  that face validity may not represent sufficient evidence to support the interpretation and use of test
435  scores [25; 55].
436 Content validity based on a quantitative approach, regarding the use of statistical methods
437  derived from the experts’ judgment, proves itself to be essential. Otherwise, the mere fact that the
438  experts report on the lack or excess of items representative of the construct, or that they simply
439  determine to what extent each element corresponds to the latent phenomena, does not itself provide
440  relevant information for the validation process [23; 32; 33]. For this reason, it is essential to apply
441 some of the existing empirical methods to quantify this degree of agreement [33; 56].
442 One study received positive score for construct validity [39], considering adequate sample
443  size for factor analysis, and used statistical analysis with adequate percentage of variance. Construct
444  validity refers to the extent to which a set of measured variables actually represents the theoretical
445 latent construct those variables are designed to measure [23]. Evidence of construct validity
446  provides confidence that item measures taken from a sample represent the actual true score that
447  exists in the population and can be examined using factor analysis and multivariate regression
448  models [32].
449 Three studies [37; 38; 41] obtained scores deemed negative for construct validity: one study
450  [41] presented inadequate sample size to perform factor analysis and another study [37] reported
451  that three items did not meet the specified loading for any factor and, still, were not removed. The
452  third study [38] had factor analysis correctly performed; however, it showed unsupported results for
453  adequate percentage of explained variance. The purpose of such criterion is to ensure practical
454  significance for the derived factors by ensuring that they explain at least a specified quantity of
455  variance, and 60% of the total variance is considered satisfactory [32].
456 Three [37;39;42] out of the six studies that reported construct validity [36-39;41;42]

457  described the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) adequacy test with values > 0.80, which is considered

458  very good for factor analysis appropriateness [32].
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459 Two studies [36;42] received an indeterminate score for construct validity because they
460  described different statistical models from the established criteria in this review: one study used
461  nomological validity, which is one of the forms of validity that pertains to the testing of proposed
462  relations among constructs in models, and considered a theoretical plausibility test proposed by
463  Cronbach and Meehl in 1955 [57]. The researcher must identify theoretically supported
464  relationships from prior research or accepted principles and then assess whether the scale has
465  corresponding relationships [32]. That is, in order to provide evidence that the proposed measure
466  has construct validity, it is necessary to develop a nomological network for such measure. This
467  network would include the theoretical framework for what the researcher is trying to measure, an
468  empirical framework for how the researcher proposes to measure it, and a specification of the
469  linkages between these two frameworks. In other words, it provides the opportunity to specify
470  patterns of relations among constructs that reflect mechanisms such as additive (multiple factors
471  explain unique variance in outcomes), mediation (one or more factors serve to explain or transmit
472  the effect of one variable on another), and moderation (one or more factors change the pattern of the
473  effect of one factor on another) effects, thus reflecting the researcher’s expectations as to how the
474  phenomenon works [58].
475 Another study [42] used principal component analysis (PCA) instead of factorial analysis
476  (FA) for construct validity. Both FA and PCA are techniques that aim to reduce a certain number of
477  items to a smaller number of variables. Although there is a significant conceptual difference
478  between these two data reduction techniques, they are generally used indiscriminately, impairing
479  the interpretation and validity of results [59]. Factor analysis is used to estimate the unknown
480  structure of the data. This is a critical point that distinguishes FA from PCA [60]. The last technique
481  aims to describe a large dataset in a simpler dimension. In this case, PCA is used mainly to show
482  graphically the relationships among the variables in some reduced dimension graphs. On the other

483  hand, FA is a statistical model used to build patterns (factors), which are latent variables, to predict

484  a phenomenon: it assumes a characteristic of the multivariate model by calculating factor loadings
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485 and errors assigned to each factor. One of the main differences between PCA and FA in
486  mathematical terms is the values found in the diagonal of the correlation matrix: The total variance
487  of each variable is a result of the sum of the shared variance with another variable, the common
488  variance (communality), and the unique variance inherent in each variable (specific variance). In
489 PCA, all variances are taken into account in the calculations, while in FA, only the common
490 variance is used; therefore, the diagonal of the correlation matrix includes only communalities [23].
491  Hence, PCA does not provide valid substitute for factor analysis, since FA is a more complex
492  method in the sense that factors reflect the causes of observed variables [61].
493 Regarding criterion validity, little information was available in the included studies. Only
494  two studies [38; 42] presented criterion validity, but did not describe it clearly and did not obtain a
495  satisfactory correlation with the gold standard. Lack of data also was reported in research in other
496  areas that use similar criteria. These findings were expected since most of the time, the criterion
497  validity is a challenge for the researcher, because it demands a “gold standard” measure to be

498  compared with the chosen instrument, which cannot be easily found in all knowledge areas [22; 62].

499
soo  Limitations

501 This review has some limitations. It is possible that some studies were missed out because
502 they were not indexed in the databases searched, or were published for institutions, foundations, or
503  societies. Information published in languages other than English, Portuguese or Spanish were not
504 included; therefore, some research findings may have been overlooked. In addition, although the
505  criteria were adapted from previous studies, the difficulty of interpreting the studies may have
506 under- or overestimated the quality of the instruments' psychometric properties.

507

so08 Conclusion
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509 In this review, many studies that surveyed culinary skills and related latent phenomena were
510 identified. Regarding the quality of evidence of psychometric properties, most instruments
511 identified in these studies were considered insufficient, especially for validity measures. Thus, the
512  flaws observed in these studies show that there is a need for ongoing research in the area of the
513  psychometric properties of instruments assessing culinary skills or other related constructs.
514  Moreover, our findings contribute to supporting the selection of valid and reliable instruments by
515 healthcare professionals in clinical and Public Health settings.
516 In other hand, measuring culinary skills involves several separate but related domains,
517  which integrate other constructs related to the culinary practices. Therefore, it is recommended that
518 a more consistent and consensual definition of culinary skills as a construct be generated.
519 Instruments should cover items and domains considering skills and not just knowledge, cutting and
520 cooking techniques, and confidence in preparing meals in order to allow a greater understanding of

521  barriers and facilitators related to the culinary practice.
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