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Abstract

Aim: To examine the direct and indirect effects of depression, diabetes distress,
diabetes self-efficacy and diabetes self-management on glycemic control among a
group of T2DM patients in China.

Method: A convenience sample of 254 participants were selected from three
outpatient departments in Beijing, China. They were surveyed using a
self-administered questionnaire. Diabetes-related information was retrieved from their
medical records. Descriptive statistics, independent student t tests, Chi-square tests,
correlation analyses and Generalized Structural Equation Modeling were used.
Results: Only 91 (35.82%) participants achieved optimal glycemic control of
HbA1c<7.0% (53mmol/mol). Only diabetes self-management had a direct effect on
glycemic control (OR=0.95, P<0.001). Depression and diabetes distress had only
indirect effects on glycemic control through diabetes self-efficacy and diabetes
self-management. Diabetes self-efficacy only had an indirect effect on glycemic
control through diabetes self-management.

Conclusions: Glycemic control among Chinese population with T2DM was
suboptimal. Future interventions should focus on decreasing depressive symptoms
and diabetes distress levels, and, therefore, improve diabetes self-efficacy and
self-management practices and, ultimately, reach the optimal goal of glycemic

control.
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1. Introduction
China has the largest population of people with diabetes in the world. It is estimated
that an approximately 109.6 million people aged 20-79 in China were diagnosed with
diabetes by the end of 2016'. Diabetes and its comorbidities have placed heavy
economic burdens on Chinese families?. It has been well established ** that strict
glycemic control leads to decreased risk of diabetes complications. However,
large-scale studies®® have shown that glycemic control was suboptimal among
Chinese patients with type 2 diabetes (T2DM). Only 26.21% to 39.7% of participants
in those studies achieved optimal glycemic control and met the goal of an HbA1c<7.0%
(53mmol/mol). Therefore, it is critically important to understand the factors influencing
glycemic control to guide interventions for preventing diabetes related complications.
So far a number of studies have been conducted to investigate glycemic

control and the psychological and behavioral factors influencing it. By using

regression analyses, researchers have found diabetes distress®, diabetes
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self-efficacy =, and diabetes self-management behaviors were independent

predictors of glycemic control. Structural equation modeling enables researchers to

examine the direct and indirect effects of the aforementioned factors on glycemic

control. For example, they found that diabetes distress!®?°, and diabetes

self-efficacy?®®* had direct impacts on glycemic control. Moreover, a few studies
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found that diabetes self-efficacy and diabetes distress may have indirect

effects on glycemic control through diabetes self-management behaviors.
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Furthermore, diabetes distress also influenced glycemic control through diabetes



self-efficacy. However, researchers® found that depression was not associated with
self-efficacy nor with HbAlc among 615 T2DM patients in the US.

Based on the aforementioned literature review, the majority of the literature
focused on bivariate relationships and used regression analyses to examine
relationships, and ignored the interplay between factors. More importantly, there has
been limited research in China investigating psychological and behavioral factors and
their collective impacts on glycemic control in spite of the large amount of populations
with diabetes. Given the complexity of glycemic control, it is speculated that there is a
variety of interplay among these factors. Examining the mechanisms leading to
inadequate glycemic control is beneficial for clinicians developing interventions
targeting modifiable factors. The purpose of the study is to identify the direct and
indirect effects of depression, diabetes distress, diabetes self-efficacy and diabetes
self-management on glycemic control in a group of T2DM patients residing in China.
A model was proposed based on the literature review to guide the analyses (figure 1).
In this model, it is hypothesized that depression, diabetes distress, diabetes
self-efficacy and diabetes self-management have direct impacts on glycemic control;
and that depression and diabetes distress have indirect effects on glycemic control
through diabetes self-efficacy and diabetes self-management. Additionally, it is
expected that the effect of diabetes self-efficacy on glycemic control will be mediated
by diabetes self-management.

2. Research subjects and methods

2.1 Sample



This study employed a cross-sectional correlational design. A convenience sample of
254 participants were recruited into the study. According to G*Power 3%°, a total of
254 participants ensures the statistical power of 0.96, much higher than the
acceptable power of 0.8%’. To be eligible, participants had to meet the following
criteria: 1) diagnosed with type 2 diabetes for more than one year; 2) had a HbAlc
value obtained in the past three months; 3) able to read and write Chinese; and 4)
were willing to participate in the study. Participants were excluded if they were
pregnant, or had major complications that might affect their ability to perform diabetes
self-management activities, such as blindness, end-stage renal disease and limb
amputation.

2.2 Data collection

This study was approved by the research review committee of the School of Nursing,
Peking University, China. Data were collected in three outpatient departments in
Beijing between April, 2012 and November, 2013. Two sites were located in suburban
areas and one was in the urban area. Before the study began, the principal
investigator (PI) talked to the endocrinologists in the three outpatient departments for
recruitment procedures. They were given an information sheet regarding the inclusion
and exclusion criteria. Participants who came in for regular visits and met the
inclusion criteria were referred to the research assistant (RA). The RA led the eligible
participants to a private area for the informed consent process. Participants were
given an informed consent sheet regarding the study. The RA was available to

answer any questions from the participants. After the written informed consents were



obtained, participants were given a questionnaire to complete. The RA double
checked with participants when they submitted the questionnaire to minimize missing
data. A pamphlet regarding how to manage diabetes was given to participants as a
token of appreciation. The RA then retrieved the HbAlc, height, weight, treatment
modality, and diabetes complications data from the medical records.
2.3 Study measures
The self-administered questionnaire contained 74 questions in three sections: 1)
Demographic information: gender, age, employment status, marital status,
educational level, household monthly income per capita, insurance coverage and
diabetes-related health expenditure per year. 2) Diabetes related information: family
history of diabetes, duration of diabetes, whether they participated in diabetes related
education classes or consultations, and whether they received instructions on diet
planning and exercise. 3) Four major scales to measure the key concepts of
depression, diabetes distress, diabetes self-efficacy, and diabetes self-management.
To measure depression, the Patient Health Questionnaire-9 (PHQ-9)?® was
employed. This scale contains 1 item for each of the 9 criteria in the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition (DSM-IV MDD) on which
diagnoses are based. The PHQ-9 asks about frequency of the nine listed problems
over the last two weeks, ranging from not at all (0) to nearly every day (3). The total
score ranges from 0 to 27, with higher scores indicating more depression. A typical
item is “how often have you been bothered by having little interest or pleasure in

doing things”. The reported reliability of this scale among Chinese Americans is high



(Cronbach’ a=0.91). In this study, the Cronbach’ a=0.79.

The most frequently used Diabetes Distress Scale (DDS) was adopted to
measure diabetes distress in our participants. The Chinese version of the scale ?°
consists of 17 items and four subscales: emotional burden, regimen-related distress,
physician-related distress, and interpersonal distress. Patients rated the degree to
which each item was currently problematic for them on a 6-point Likert scale from 1
(no problem) to 6 (serious problem). A preliminary analysis (results not shown) of
construct validity using the current study data showed two items were not associated
with the total scale and were therefore excluded. The score for each of the remaining
fifteen items was summed to indicate a total distress score in this study. The possible
total score range for this scale was 15 to 90. A typical item is “feeling that diabetes is
taking up too much of my mental and physical energy every day”. This scale has good
reliability (Cronbach’s a=0.81) in this study.

The Chinese version of the Diabetes Empowerment Scale (C-DES-20)* was
employed to measure diabetes self-efficacy. This 20-item scale is composed of five
subdomains: overcoming barriers, determining suitable methods, achieving goals,
obtaining support, and coping. The respondents rated their answers on a five-point
Likert scale with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 5 strongly agree. The possible
scores ranged from 20-100. A high DES score corresponds to high empowerment. A
typical item of the scale is “in general, | believe that | can think of different ways to
overcome barriers to my diabetes goals”. Good reliability and validity of the scale

were established among patients with diabetes in Hong Kong where the Cronbach’s



alpha coefficient for the five subscales was 0.76~0.89 . In our study the internal
consistency was acceptable, with Cronbach’s a coefficients of 0.69~0.79.

Diabetes self-management was assessed using the Revised Summary of
Diabetes Self-Care Activities (SDSCA) 3. This scale has reasonable reliability and
validity and has been widely applied across different studies concerning diabetes
self-management and glycemic control. The SDSCA asks about the number of days
during the past seven days participants followed a specific type of self-management
behavior. In this study, a Chinese version containing a total of 14 items was used to
evaluate participants’ adherence to diet (4 items), exercise (2 items), medication (2
items), foot care (3 items) and SMBG (3 items). A mean score of the two items was
used to form the average score for the medication adherence due to different
treatment modalities for participants. Therefore, the possible total score for the entire
scale was 0-91, with higher total scores showing better self-management practices. A
typical item is “how many of the last seven days have you followed a healthful eating
plan”. The Cronbach’s a coefficient for the entire scale was 0.75 in this study.

Glycosylated Hemoglobin A1C (HbAlc), the outcome measurement in the current
study, was used as an indicator of glycemic control levels. The values of HbAlc were
obtained from the medical records by the RA. If there was no record of the HbAlc
value recorded in the chart during the past three months, venous blood was drawn
and analyzed using high pressure liquid chromatography. Glycemic control variables
were categorized using the American Diabetes Association (ADA) guidelines®.

Values less than 7.0% were regarded as optimal glycemic control and coded as 0 in



the data analysis while values of 7.0% and above were considered as suboptimal
glycemic control and coded as 1.

2.4 Data analysis

Data were managed and analyzed using STATA 13 (StataCorp LP, Texas, USA).
Data were double-checked for entry errors and missing data before analyses began.
Descriptive statistics were used to calculate the frequency, mean, and standard
deviation of demographic and diabetes related information. Independent student t
tests and Chi-square tests were conducted to compare the demographic and
diabetes related information between different glycemic control groups. Correlation
analyses were performed to examine the relationships among variables to select
covariates of the model. Generalized Structural Equation Modeling (GSEM) was used
to explore the structural relationships between study variables because the outcome
variable HbAlc was treated as a dichotomous variable. An HbA1C value less than
7.0% (53mmol/mol) was coded as 0 and 7.0% or above as 1. Model specification
error, outliers, influential observations, missing data and multicollinearity were
checked before testing the model. No outliers, influential observations, missing data
or multicollinearity were identified. A p value of less than 0.05 was considered as
statistically significant (two-tailed).

3. Results

3.1 Demographic characteristics

Demographic data were listed for the aggregate sample and by optimal glycemic

control (HbA1c<7.0%, or 53mmol/mol) and suboptimal glycemic control groups



(HbA1c=7.0%, or 53mmol/mol), respectively (Table 1). Only 91 (35.82%) participants
achieved optimal glycemic control. The mean age for all participants was 55.26 +
10.11 years, and for those who achieved optimal glycemic control and suboptimal
glycemic control were 52.85 + 10.90 years and 56.60 + 9.41 years, respectively. The
majority of the subjects were married (n = 228, 89.76%) and had less than a senior
high school level education (n = 232, 91.34%). Approximately half of the participants
were unemployed; spent 1001 to 5000 Chinese dollars (156 to 774 US dollars) per
year on diabetes care; had average family income of 2000 Chinese dollars (311 US
dollars) or above per month; and were covered by medical insurance for urban
residents. Patients in the optimal glycemic control group were more likely coming
from the suburban sites and were more likely to be unemployed. There were no
significant differences between optimal and suboptimal control group in terms of
marital status, educational level, household monthly income per capita, insurance
coverage, and health expenditure on diabetes per year.

3.2 Diabetes related information

Two hundred and six (81.10%) participants reported having a family history of
diabetes. Only 62.2% (n =158) of the participants had attended diabetes-related
education lectures or consulting sessions. However, over 80% of participants
indicated that they had received instructions on diet or exercise from health
professionals. One hundred and three participants took oral anti-diabetes drugs
(OADs) as well as injected insulin. One hundred and fifty-one participants only used

OADs. The entire sample had an average BMI greater than 25, indicating they were



overweight. The mean time for having been diagnosed with T2DM was around 8
years. Participants had an average of 2 diabetes complications. Compared to the
optimal control group, the suboptimal control group had significantly longer duration
of diabetes, more complications, and less optimal diabetes self-management
practices. No statistically significant differences were found between the two groups
in terms of BMI, depression, diabetes distress, and diabetes self-efficacy scores.
Please refer to Table 2 for more detalils.

3.3 Correlations between study variables

As shown in table 3, diabetes self-efficacy was negatively associated with the number
of complications, depression, and diabetes distress. Diabetes self-management was
positively associated with the urban site, employment status and diabetes
self-efficacy but negatively related to the number of complications. For HbAlc, better
diabetes self-management practices were associated with improved glycemic control.
By contrast, older age, urban site, more complications, longer duration of diabetes
and higher BMI were associated with suboptimal glycemic control. Therefore, age,
site, the number of complications, duration of diabetes and BMI were treated as
covariates of HbAlc.

3.4 Effects of depression, diabetes distress, self-efficacy, Self-management on
glycemic control

As indicated by Figure 2, only diabetes self-management had a direct effect on
glycemic control. Depression and diabetes distress only had indirect effects on

glycemic control through diabetes self-efficacy and self-management. Similarly,



diabetes self-efficacy only had an indirect effect on glycemic control through diabetes
self-management. Although depression was associated with diabetes
self-management in the bivariate analysis, the path coefficient from depression to
diabetes self-management was not significant in the final model. Site and duration of
diabetes were significant covariates of glycemic control and site and number of
complications were significant covariates of diabetes self-management.
4. Discussion
HbAlc is recommended by ADA to measure glycemic control during the past three
months®2. In our study, 91 (35.82%) participants achieved the glycemic control target
of an HbAlc less than 7.0% (53mmol/mol). This result is consistent with the findings
from large-scale studies in China>®. Patients in the urban site had worse glycemic
control than those in the suburban sites. In China, people always favor using
hospitals in urban areas, especially when they feel they are severely ill, which could
account for the low number of participants achieving optimal glycemic control at the
urban site. The relatively low number of participants from the urban hospital may be
another possible explanation for the low number of participants who achieved
adequate glycemic control. Having had diabetes for a longer time may also be
responsible for the worse glycemic control. These findings are supportive of those
obtained elsewhere in China>?%.

Diabetes self-management is crucial for controlling blood glucose levels. Our
results highlight this well. As depicted in Table 2, the optimal glycemic control group

had significantly higher diabetes self-management scores than the suboptimal control



group. The results from the final model further confirmed this. After controlling for the
site and the duration of diabetes, diabetes self-management was the only factor
which had a direct effect. Specifically, a one point score increase on the diabetes
self-management scale leads to a 5% drop in the risk for suboptimal glycemic control
(Figure 2). In other words, if patients adhered to even only one diabetes
self-management behavior which was listed in the SDSCA for only one day, the risk of
suboptimal glycemic control would have been decreased by 5%, indicating the
important role the diabetes self-management plays in controlling glycemic levels.
Nevertheless, adherence to DSMP in our study was suboptimal. The average
diabetes self-management score of 47.70 for the aggregate sample was
approximately half of the full possible score. Even for the optimal control group, the
average score of 52.26 was only 57% of the full possible score (Table 2). These
findings are similar to those in the Diabetes Attitudes, Wishes and Needs (DAWN)
study across the US*® and studies in China®>*®. As a results, it is vital to examine
underlying mechanisms which influence patients’ diabetes self-management
behaviors and glycemic control levels.

Prior studies suggested that diabetes self-efficacy can impact glycemic control

2021 or indirectly®®23. The current study indicates that it only influences

directly
glycemic control indirectly through diabetes self-management behaviors. With a one
point score increases in patients’ diabetes self-efficacy, diabetes self-management

score increases significantly by 0.26(0.287?) points. The combination of site, number

of complications and diabetes self-efficacy explains approximately 18.4% variance in



diabetes self-management score. This echoes the finding of a study in Shanghai,
China®?. When educating Chinese individuals with type 2 diabetes, clinicians should
be mindful the indirect effect of diabetes self-efficacy on glycemic control, as
improving diabetes self-efficacy alone may not lead to better glycemic control. As has
been supported by another study*®, incorporating the education to enhance the
adherence to diet, exercise, medication, SMBG and foot care into the education to
improve patients’ diabetes self-efficacy turned out to be successful to achieve better
health outcomes.

The current study also shows that diabetes distress and depression only affect
HbAlc indirectly. They are both negatively associated with diabetes self-efficacy and
explain 18.0% of variance in diabetes self-efficacy scores. Meanwhile, their impacts
on glycemic control are further mediated by diabetes self-management. Although the
association between depression and diabetes self-management is significant in the
bivariate analysis, the relationship is attenuated and become non-significant after
taking diabetes self-efficacy into account in the final model. Conflicting findings were
indicated in a study® in the US that found diabetes distress had a direct impact on
glycemic control yet depression was not associated with diabetes self-efficacy.
Nevertheless, that study®® paralleled our findings that depression was not associated
with HbAlc. Therefore, when designing programs to improve patients’ glycemic
control level, clinicians should incorporate psychological assessment and
interventions into the educational programs. In addition, psychological interventions

alone may not result in better glycemic control. Comprehensive interventions to



promote diabetes self-efficacy and self-management, along with psychological
interventions should be considered.

There are some limitations worth noting in this study. First, the nature of
convenience sampling limits the generalizability of findings to the whole T2DM
population in China. Secondly, this study used cross-sectional design, so a causal
relationship between glycemic control and its influencing factors cannot be
determined. Thirdly, our study used a self-reported questionnaire. Therefore, the
results are subject to social desirability and recall response bias. Lastly, due to the
lack of model fit estimation capabilities of GSEM, the final model used to examine the
relationships among variables may not be the best model to fit the data. However, we
established the model based on a comprehensive literature review and included as
many paths among the variables of interest as possible. The large sample size in our
study enabled us to achieve sufficient statistical power when incorporating all
possible paths into the model, thereby achieving reliable results.

5. Conclusions

Findings from this study add to the current literature about how depression, diabetes
distress, diabetes self-efficacy, and diabetes self-management collectively impact
glycemic control among Chinese T2DM patients. Our study highlights the importance
of good diabetes self-management in achieving optimal glycemic control levels.
Meanwhile, depression, diabetes distress, and diabetes self-efficacy impact glycemic
control levels indirectly via diabetes self-management. Clinicians should target future

interventions to improve diabetes self-efficacy through decreasing depressive



symptoms and diabetes distress levels when educating patients about how to
manage their diabetes; and, in turn, improve their adherence to diabetes
self-management practices, and ultimately reaching the optimal goal of glycemic

control.



Conflicts of Interest

No potential conflicts of interest relevant to this article were reported.

Acknowledge

We would like to thank physicians in the three data collection sites for their support
when we recruited the participants. More importantly, we would specially thank all of

the participants who devoted their time to finishing our questionnaires.
Funding sources

This research did not receive any specific grants from funding agencies in the public,
commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Contributors

Conducted data analysis and drafted the manuscript (K.Lin); Analyzed and
interpreted data(C. Park); Designed/supervised the study, interpreted data (M. Li),
Collected Data (X. Wang, X. Li and W. Li), Interpreted data and revised the paper (L.

Quinn). All authors have approved the final article.



References

1. International Diabetes Federation. IDF Diabetes Atlas (7th ed).
http://www.diabetesatlas.org/. Updated 2016. Accessed April, 22, 2016.

2. Liu M, Sun LH, Liu GE. Economic burden and economic risk of five major chronic
diseases among Chinese urban residents. Journal of Peking University: Health
Sciences. 2014,46(5):782-789.

3. The Diabetes Control and Complications Trial Research Group. The effect of
intensive treatment of diabetes on the development and progression of long-term
complications in insulin-dependent diabetes mellitus. N Engl J Med.
1993;329(14):977-986. doi: 10.1056/NEJM199309303291401.

4. Turner R, UK Prospective Diabetes Study Group. Intensive blood-glucose control
with sulphonylureas or insulin compared with conventional treatment and risk of
complications in patients with type 2 diabetes (UKPDS 33). The Lancet.
1998;352(9131):837-853. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(98)07019-6.

5. Ji LN, Lu JM, Guo XH, et al. Glycemic control among patients in China with type 2
diabetes mellitus receiving oral drugs or injectables. BMC Public Health.
2013;13(1):602-602. doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-13-602.

6. Guo XH, Yuan L, Lou QQ, et al. A nationwide survey of diabetes education,
self-management and glycemic control in patients with type 2 diabetes in China.
Chinese Medical Journal. 2012;125(23):4175-4180.

7. Xu. Y. et al. Prevalence and control of diabetes in Chinese adults. JAMA.
2013;310(9):948-959. doi: 10.1001/jama.2013.168118.

8. Chen R, Ji LN, Chen LM, et al. Glycemic control rate of T2DM outpatients in China:
a multi-center survey. Medical science monitor : international medical journal of
experimental and clinical research. 2015;21:1440-1446.

9. Fisher L, Mullan JT, Arean P, Glasgow RE, Hessler D, Masharani U. Diabetes
distress but not clinical depression or depressive symptoms is associated with
glycemic control in both cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses. Diabetes
Care. 2010;33(1):23-28. Accessed 12/24/2016 4:51:37 PM. doi:
10.2337/dc09-1238.

10. Fisher L, Glasgow RE, Strycker LA. The relationship between diabetes distress
and clinical depression with glycemic control among patients with type 2
diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2010;33(5):1034-1036. Accessed 12/24/2016 4:50:34
PM. doi: 10.2337/dc09-2175.


http://www.diabetesatlas.org/

11. Tsujii S, Hayashino Y, Ishii H, Diabetes Distress and Care Registry at Tenri Study
Group. Diabetes distress, but not depressive symptoms, is associated with
glycaemic control among Japanese patients with Type 2 diabetes: Diabetes
Distress and Care Registry at Tenri (DDCRT 1). Diabetic Med.

2012;29(11):1451-1455. Accessed 12/21/2016 11:51:18 PM. doi:
10.1111/j.1464-5491.2012.03647 .x.

12. Walker RJ, Gebregziabher M, Martin-Harris B, Egede LE. Independent effects of
socioeconomic and psychological social determinants of health on self-care and
outcomes in Type 2 diabetes. Gen Hosp Psychiatry. 2014;36(6):662-668.
Accessed 12/10/2016 11:43:56 PM. doi: 10.1016/j.genhosppsych.2014.06.011.

13. Al-Khawaldeh OA, Al-Hassan MA, Froelicher ES. Self-efficacy, self-management,
and glycemic control in adults with type 2 diabetes mellitus. J Diabetes
Complications. 2012;26(1):10-16. doi: 10.1016/j.jdiacomp.2011.11.002.

14. Qteishat RR, Ghananim Ara. Comprehensive assessment of variables affecting

metabolic control in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus in Jordan. Diabetes &
Metabolic Syndrome: Clinical Research & Reviews. 2015. doi:
10.1016/j.dsx.2015.09.014.

15. Walker RJ, Smalls BL, Egede LE. Social determinants of health in adults with type
2 diabetes-Contribution of mutable and immutable factors. Diabetes Res Clin

Pract. 2015;110(2):193. Accessed 12/20/2016 1:18:11 PM. doi:
10.1016/j.diabres.2015.09.007.

16. Lu J, Weng J, Gu W, et al. Non-pharmaceutical factors for poor glycemic control
in 13,970 Chinese women with drug-treated type 2 diabetes: a cross-sectional
survey in 77 tertiary hospitals in four Chinese cities. Patient preference and

adherence. 2014:8:1161. Accessed 12/10/2016 11:22:09 PM. doi:
10.2147/PPA.S66915.

17. Ahmad NS, Islahudin F, Paraidathathu T. Factors associated with good glycemic
control among patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus. Journal of Diabetes

Investigation. 2014;5(5):563-569. Accessed 12/20/2016 12:52:54 PM. doi:
10.1111/jdi.12175.

18. Ji JJ, Liu L, Lou QQ, Yuan XD, Yao P, Zhang DY. Self-management behaviors

and glycemic control in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus. Chinese Journal of
Nursing. 2014;49(5):617-620.

19. Asuzu CC, Walker RJ, Williams JS, Egede LE. Pathways for the relationship
between diabetes distress, depression, fatalism and glycemic control in adults

with type 2 diabetes. J Diabetes Complications. 2016. Accessed 12/23/2016
5:39:15 PM. doi: 10.1016/}.jdiacomp.2016.09.013.



20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30

Walker R, Gebregziabher M, Martin-Harris B, Egede L. Relationship between
social determinants of health and processes and outcomes in adults with type 2
diabetes: validation of a conceptual framework. BMC Endocrine Disorders.
2014;14(1):82-82. doi: 10.1186/1472-6823-14-82.

Walker R, Gebregziabher M, Martin-Harris B, Egede LE. Quantifying direct effects
of social determinants of health on glycemic control in adults with type 2 diabetes.
Diabetes Technology & Therapeutics. 2015;17(2):80-87. doi:
10.1089/dia.2014.0166.

Gao J, Wang J, Zheng P, et al. Effects of self-care, self-efficacy, social support on
glycemic control in adults with type 2 diabetes. BMC Family Practice.
2013;14(1):66-66. doi: 10.1186/1471-2296-14-66.

Cosansu G, Erdogan S. Influence of psychosocial factors on self-care behaviors
and glycemic control in Turkish patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus. Journal of
Transcultural Nursing. 2014;25(1):51-59. doi: 10.1177/1043659613504112.

Gonzalez JS, Shreck E, Psaros C, Safren SA. Distress and type 2
diabetes-treatment adherence: A mediating role for perceived control. Health
psychology : official journal of the Division of Health Psychology, American
Psychological Association. 2015;34(5):505-513. Accessed 12/25/2016 5:51:31
PM. doi: 10.1037/hea0000131.

Cummings DM, Lutes L, Littlewood K, et al. Regimen-related distress, medication
adherence, and glycemic control in rural African American women with type 2
diabetes mellitus. Ann Pharmacother. 2014;48(8):970-977. Accessed 12/24/2016
12:16:11 PM. doi: 10.1177/1060028014536532.

Faul F, Erdfelder E, Lang A-, Buchner A. G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior
Research Methods. 2007;39:175-191.

Cohen J. A power primer. Psychological Bulletin. 1992;112(1):155-159.

Yeung A, Fung F, Yu S, et al. Validation of the Patient Health Questionnaire-9 for
depression screening among Chinese Americans. Compr Psychiatry.
2008;49(2):211-217. doi: 10.1016/j.comppsych.2006.06.002.

Li MZ. Study and application of depression screening methods in patients with
diabetes. [Ph.D.]. Beijing: Peking University, China; 2012.

Shiu ATY, Wong RYM, Thompson DR. Development of a reliable and valid
Chinese version of the diabetes empowerment scale. Diabetes Care.
2003;26(10):2817-2821. doi: 10.2337/diacare.26.10.2817.



31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Toobert DJ, Hampson SE, Glasgow RE. The summary of diabetes self-care
activities measure: results from 7 studies and a revised scale. Diabetes Care.
2000;23(7):943-950. doi: 10.2337/diacare.23.7.943.

American Diabetes Association. Standards of Medical Care in Diabetes-2016.
http://care.diabetesjournals.org/site/misc/2016-Standards-of-Care.pdf. Updated
2016.

Peyrot M, Skovlund SE, Lauritzen T, et al. Psychosocial problems and barriers to
improved diabetes management: results of the Cross-National Diabetes
Attitudes, Wishes and Needs (DAWN) Study. Diabetic Med.
2005;22(10):1379-1385. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-5491.2005.01644 .x.

Xu'Y, Toobert D, Savage C, Pan W, Whitmer K. Factors influencing diabetes
self-management in Chinese people with type 2 diabetes. Res Nurs Health.
2008;31(6):613-625. doi: 10.1002/nur.20293.

Sun SN, Zhao WG, Dong YY, Li Z. The current status and influential factors of
self-management in diabetic patients<br />. Chinese Journal of Nursing.
2011;46(3):229-234.

Ciccone M, Bux F, Cortese, et al. Feasibility and effectiveness of a disease and
care management model in the primary health care system for patients with heart
failure and diabetes (Project Leonardo). Vascular Health and Risk Management.
2010;2010:297-305. Accessed 2/2/2017 11:02:17 PM. doi:
10.2147/VHRM.S9252.


http://care.diabetesjournals.org/site/misc/2016-Standards-of-Care.pdf

Table 1 Descriptive Analyses for Demographic Characteristics (N, %)

Characteristics Overall Optimal control  Suboptimal control X2
(N=254) group(N=91) group(N=163)
Site 14.81***
Suburban sitel and 2 174 (68.50) 76(83.52) 98(60.12)
Urban sitel 80(31.50) 15(16.48) 65(39.88)
Marital status 3.47
Single/Divorced/Widowed 26(10.24) 5(5.49) 21(12.88)
Married 228(89.76) 86(94.51) 142(87.12)
Educational level 5.33
Junior high school and less 121(47.64) 38(41.76) 83(50.92)
Senior high school or equivalent 111(43.70) 48(52.75) 63(38.65)
College/university and above 22(8.66) 5(5.49) 17(10.43)
Employment status 6.45*
Full or part-time 53(20.87) 14(15.38) 39(23.93)
Unemployed 124(48.82) 54(59.34) 70(42.94)
Retired 77(30.31) 23(25.27) 54(33.13)
Household monthly income per capita 3.13
500 Chinese dollars (80 US dollars) 28(11.02) 6(6.59) 22(13.50)
and less
501 to 1999 Chinese dollars (81 to 310 88(34.65) 35(38.46) 53(32.52)
US dollars)
2000 Chinese dollars (311 US dollars)  138(54.33) 50(54.95) 88(53.99)
and above
Insurance coverage 6.91
Self-insured 8(3.15) 0(0) 8(.91)
Medical insurance for urban residents  119(46.85) 46(50.55) 73(44.79)
New cooperative insurance for rural 95(37.40) 37 (40.66) 58(35.58)
residents
Governmental insurance 32(12.60) 8(8.79) 24(14.72)
Health expenditure on diabetes per year 3.12
1000 Chinese dollars (155 US dollars)  24(9.45) 9(9.89) 15(9.20)
and less
1001 to 5000 Chinese dollars (156 to 133(52.36) 47(51.65) 86(52.76)
774 US dollars)
5001 to 9999 Chinese dollars (775 to 67(26.38) 28(30.77) 39(23.93)
1547 US dollars)
10000 Chinese dollars (1548 US 30(11.81) 7(7.69) 23(14.11)

dollars) and above

*p<0.05  *** p<0.01



Table 2 Descriptive Analyses for Diabetes-related Information (mean + SD)

Characteristics(possible range  Overall Optimal control  Suboptimal control tvalue
of values) (N=254) group(N=91) group(N=163)

BMI 24.99 + 3.40 24.61 + 3.37 2521 +3.41 -1.36
Duration of diabetes 8.15+6.70 5.53+5.00 9.62 = 7.08 -4.86%**
Number of diabetes complications 2.02 + 1.53 1.51+1.20 2.31+1.62 -4.16%**
Depression score (0-27) 4.62+£4.04 3.96 £3.34 4,99 £4.32 -1.94
Diabetes distress score(15-90) 38.94+12.85 38.30+%11.05 39.30 + 13.77 -0.60
Diabetes self-efficacy 74.72 £15.43 76.58 £ 14.19 73.69 + 16.04 1.43
score(20-100)

Diabetes self-management 47.70 £ 15.00 52.26 +12.55 45.15 £+ 15.69 3.71%**

score(0-91)

*** p<0.001



Table 3 Correlations among Study Variables (N = 254)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age 1.00
2. Site 0.03 1.00
3. Gender 0.13 -0.05 1.00
4. Employment status  0.36*** 0.20** 0.16* 1.00
5. N. of complications 0.31 0.04 0.02 0.06 1.00
6. Duration 0.50*** 0.25*** 0.08 0.21*** 0.41**  1.00
7. BMI 0.04 0.16** 0.04 -0.05 0.16** 0.03 1.00
8. Depression -0.05 0.24*** 0.002 -0.01 0.26***  0.07 -0.02 1.00
9. Diabetes distress -0.09 0.01 0.12* -0.11 0.15* -0.03 0.06 0.52** 1.00
10. Diabetes -0.06 0.03 0.04 0.11 -0.19**  0.10 -0.01 -0.33**  -0.39***  1.00
self-efficacy
11. Diabetes -0.11 0.22%** 0.01 0.15* -0.20**  0.04 -0.05 -0.14*  -0.12 0.33***  1.00
self-management
12. HbAlc 0.16* 0.20** -0.02 0.002 0.25***  0.30** 0.16** 0.10 0.02 -0.06 -0.24**  1.00

Note: The numbers on the top of the table denote as follows: 1. Age 2. Site 3. Gender 4. Employment status 5. Number of complications 6.
Duration 7. BMI 8. Depressive symptom 9. Diabetes distress 10. Diabetes self-efficacy  11. Diabetes self-management 12. HbAlc
*p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001 Data in italics means Spearman coefficient.
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Figure 1 The hypothesized model to examine the direct and indirect effects of depression,
diabetes distress, diabetes self-efficacy and self-management on glycemic control
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Figure 2 The estimated model to examine the direct and indirect effects
of depression, diabetes distress, diabetes self-efficacy and

self-management on glycemic control

* p<0.05

#*p<0.01  *** p<0.001

Note: Values in parentheses are the standardized path coefficients unless otherwise
specified. Dotted lines denote paths in which the coefficient are not significant.




