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A B S T R A C T

Objective: Despite well-known beneficial effects, adherence to core elements of diabetes treatment is
suboptimal. This study, conducted in the Netherlands, aimed to explore if and how treatment adherence
success factors are applied in diabetes consultations, and to explore salient personal beliefs about type 2
diabetes treatment including both healthy lifestyle adaptations and pharmacotherapy.
Methods: A qualitative study using semi-structured interviews among nine Dutch healthcare providers
predominantly involved in diabetes management and 19 Dutch type 2 diabetes patients. Data was
systematically analysed through deductive coding analysis using Nvivo.
Results: Most patients visited their consultations unprepared. Patients did not or vaguely experience goal-
setting in consultations, whereas healthcare providers indicated to set treatment goals. Shared-decision
making was applied, however patients were rather passive collaborators as mostly healthcare providers
were in charge of making treatment decisions. Despite suboptimal treatment adherence, many
advantages and few disadvantages of treatment strategies were reported. Adherence self-efficacy was
lower in situations outside daily routine.
Conclusion: Treatment adherence success factors are not optimally applied, and in particular treatment
adherence self-efficacy could be improved.
Practice implications: The application of treatment adherence success factors in consultations could be
improved, and personal beliefs should be addressed to improve treatment adherence and optimize
counselling.

© 2017 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Type 2 diabetes mellitus (T2DM) is a chronic progressive
disease characterized by hyperglycaemia and the body’s inability
to retain an optimal glucose metabolism [1,2]. Worldwide nearly
400 million people live with T2DM, with expectations of almost
600 million people being affected by 2035 [2]. This rise is largely
attributable to unhealthy energy balance-related behaviours such
as physical inactivity and unhealthy dietary patterns [1–3]. Core
T2DM treatment elements, which target an optimal glucose
metabolism, consist of adaptations towards healthy lifestyles,
i.e. increasing physical activity (PA) and improving dietary
* Corresponding author at: Maastricht University, Department of Health
Promotion, CAPHRI, Care and Public Health Research Institute, Room B1.105, P.
Debyeplein 1, 6229 HA Maastricht, The Netherlands.
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patterns, and pharmacotherapy, i.e. taking glucose lowering pills
and/or injecting insulin [4]. Despite the well-known long-term
benefits of adequate glycaemic control on reducing microvascular
complications and death from any cause [5], patients’ treatment
adherence is suboptimal [6–8]. Several studies show that the
majority of T2DM patients does not meet recommended levels of
PA and does not adhere to dietary guidelines [9,10]. Moreover, King
et al. [11] showed that over 95% of diabetes patients failed to
adhere to all five healthy lifestyle recommendations studied.
Adherence prevalences on diabetes pharmacotherapy vary across
studies from 38.5 to 93.1%, far most of them reporting prevalences
<80% [12]. Poor adherence not only impedes beneficial treatment
effects, but is also associated with disease worsening, cardiovas-
cular risks, a reduced quality of life, more hospitalizations,
increased healthcare costs, and premature mortality [13–19].

Treatment adherence implies collaboration between a health-
care provider (HCP) and a patient in the formulation and
agreement of treatment strategies. This collaborative care strategy
can be applied in consultations, which should serve as a setting

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.pec.2017.07.009&domain=pdf
undefined
undefined
undefined
undefined
undefined
undefined
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2017.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2017.07.009
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/07383991
www.elsevier.com/locate/pateducou


S. Vluggen et al. / Patient Education and Counseling 101 (2018) 92–98 93
where patients are informed, educated, facilitated, motivated, and
taught skills to optimally self-manage T2DM in daily life [20].
Determinants of patient treatment adherence have been identified
at both HCP and patient level. At the HCP level, knowledge
insufficiencies, lack of time and motivation, and difficulties in
involving patients in decision-making have been identified as
adherence barriers [21]. Patients on the other hand often lack
knowledge and motivation to change lifestyles, and discipline to
persist adapted lifestyles [21–23]. Moreover, French et al. [24]
demonstrate that personal beliefs about treatment play an
important role in treatment adherence, especially regarding the
core elements of T2DM treatment. To ensure treatment success
and adequate glycaemic control, active patient engagement,
applying goal setting principles, tailoring treatment strategies to
patients’ needs, beliefs and abilities, involving patients in decision-
making, and effective ongoing self-management beyond consul-
tations is required [14,22,25,26]. Because the basis for treatment
strategies originates from consultations between HCPs and
patients, and as still many patients suboptimally adhere to their
treatment, it is evident to profoundly explore if and how treatment
adherence success factors are applied in consultations. Moreover,
it is important to explore salient personal beliefs about core
treatment elements as they play an important role in treatment
adherence. A better understanding of these factors can offer
handles to optimize treatment adherence and improve T2DM
counselling [24].

The aim of this study was to: (1) explore if and how treatment
adherence success factors are applied in consultations between
HCPs and T2DM patients, and (2) explore salient personal beliefs
about T2DM treatment, including both healthy lifestyle adapta-
tions and pharmacotherapy among HCPs and T2DM patients.

2. Methods

2.1. Procedure

We conducted a qualitative study using semi-structured
individual interviews among HCPs predominantly involved in
T2DM management and T2DM patients. The study was approved
by the ethics committee of the MUMC+ (15-4-094).
Fig. 1. The I-Cha
HCPs and patients were recruited from July up to November
2015 in the southern region of the Netherlands. Purposefully
efforts were made to recruit a heterogeneous sample in terms of
age, gender, education level, and healthcare setting. A priori, we
aimed to conduct 25 interviews among fifteen T2DM patients and
ten HCPs: our initial analysis sample [27]. This number was
chosen because both perspectives needed to yield sufficient
representative results. We aimed to include more patients, as the
absolute number of patients is much larger than the actual
number of HCPs. Moreover we thought that HCPs would carry
many experiences of consultations with patients, whereas
patients would only have their own experience. After these 25
initial interviews, two additional patient interviews and one
additional professional interview were conducted to confirm
saturation and content validity for both interviewed groups [27].
No new themes emerged from these additional interviews, hence
data saturation was reached. The inclusion criterion for HCPs was:
having treated T2DM patients in the Netherlands at least once in
the last three months. Further we included general practitioners,
practice nurses, internists, diabetes nurses, and dieticians. In the
Netherlands, these professionals are predominantly involved in
T2DM management and in shaping treatment strategies, hence
these HCPs were included [23]. HCPs were recruited through e-
mail, including a non-committal study description and a
participation request. In case of participation agreement, an
interview date was picked, and HCPs provided written informed
consent. HCPs were interviewed by the first author at the HCPs’
workplace. Afterwards, they received a symbolic diabetes-related
reward. Five general practices and one hospital were approached
to recruit patients. Eligible patients were identified by the HCP
and inclusion criteria were: T2DM diagnosis for at least one year,
40–70 years old, receiving treatment in the Netherlands, and
using at least one form of glucose lowering medication. Patients
not able to speak and understand the Dutch language and
patients unable to use a computer were excluded. Eligible
patients were approached by their HCP to explain study details,
including a non-committal information letter with a study
description, and a participation request. In case of willingness
to participate, s/he could contact the researcher, an interview
date was picked, and patients provided written informed consent.
nge Model.
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Patients were interviewed at the research institute by the first
author and rewarded with a s25,- gift card.

2.2. Measurement

All interviews were structured using an interview route.
Various experts involved in T2DM management and T2DM
patients provided feedback on the interview route and adaptations
were made resulting in a final version consisting of four topics:
consultations between HCPs and patients, salient personal beliefs
about T2DM treatment, diabetes literacy, and eHealth. Diabetes
literacy and eHealth are not further elaborated in this manuscript.
Interviews started with identifying demographic characteristics.
The I-Change Model (Fig. 1) [28] was used to theoretically inform
this study. The model distinguishes an awareness, motivation, and
action phase in explaining and changing behaviour, which are
influenced by preceding and information factors. It incorporates
various socio-cognitive theories [29–31] and has been used
frequently to identify beliefs involved in health-related behaviour
[32]. Consultations between HCPs and patients focussed on
treatment adherence success factors such as goal-setting,
shared-decision making (SDM), and self-management (education).
These factors fall under ‘information factors’ in the I-Change Model
[28]. Moreover, the I-Change Model incorporates several deter-
minants of treatment adherence which have been identified earlier
like knowledge, attitudes, self-efficacy, and action planning [21–
23]. These determinants were operationalized (Table 1) to identify
underlying salient personal beliefs of core treatment elements. The
identification of these beliefs focussed mainly on determinants in
the awareness and motivation phase.

2.3. Analysis

Interviews were audio recorded, transcribed verbatim, anony-
mized, and analysed using Nvivo 10 [33]. Deductive coding analysis
[34] was performed by two researchers; the first author and a
research assistant. For HCPs and patients separately, a pre-defined
coding tree was independently applied to a single random
transcript by both researchers. Interview passages were assigned
codes, and the creation of additional codes and inconsistencies
were discussed and agreed upon. The same process was then
repeated on three other random transcripts. This resulted in a final
coding tree which was then applied to analyse four random HCPs
Table 1
Interview questions: operationalization I-Change Model concepts.

I-Change Model Concept Operationalization

Information Factors What is the course and c
Do patients prepare their
Are treatment strategies 

What is the role of the p
Perceived Cues What is a direct trigger fo
Cognizance Do you (think) you adher
Knowledge What is the effect/mode 

Which are (un)healthy fo
Risk Perceptions What could happen if yo

What could be consequen
Attitudes What are advantages for 

What are disadvantages f
Social Influences Who supports you to use

Are there people who thi
Self-efficacy In which situations is it m
Intention Are you planning on imp
Action Planning Which plans do you have
Coping Planning Which coping plans do y
transcripts and four patients’ transcripts by both researchers [34].
Subsequently, the intercoder reliability and Cohen’s Kappa were
assessed using the coding comparison query. For both HCPs and
patients, this resulted in a percent agreement of 0.99, reflecting a
high degree to which interview passages were assigned to the
same codes by both researchers. The Cohen’s Kappa showed to be
0.67 for the HCPs group and 0.79 for the patients group, reflecting a
good strength of intercoder agreement [34,35].

3. Results

3.1. Sample characteristics

Thirty-one participants agreed on study participation: nine
HCPs and 22 patients. Three patients were excluded because they
did not meet the inclusion criteria. Five interviews were conducted
in two parts because of time constraints of participants. HCP
interviews were conducted with general practitioners (GP, N = 2),
practice nurses (PN, N = 2), internists (INT, N = 1), diabetes nurses
(DN, N = 2), and dieticians (DIET, N = 2). Interviews with HCPs lasted
on average 61 min, ranging from 50 to 75 min. Interviews with
patients lasted on average 82 min, ranging from 59 to 107 min.
Patients had on average a suboptimal HbA1c-level of 63 mmol/mol,
and were on average obese (BMI = 35.4 kg/m2). Sample character-
istics are shown in Table 2.

3.2. Diabetes consultations

3.2.1. Course and content
Most patients indicated to visit their practice nurse or diabetes

nurse quarterly, their general practitioner or internist once a year,
and a dietician if appropriate. All HCPs reported that the course and
content of those consultations was highly protocolled, meaning
that several topics like discussing blood tests results, lifestyle and
medication (adherence), and complication management would
recur every consultation. Moreover, if applicable, time was devoted
to issues raised by patients like questions and personal demands of
care. Little time was spent on self-management education [Quote
#1]. Most HCPs and patients reported that patients did not prepare
their consultations. Patients who did so, reported activities such as
recording blood glucose levels and writing down questions. HCPs
stated that they would welcome a more active participation and
disease engagement of their patients, as many were passively
ontent of a consultation meeting?
 consultation, and how?
and goals formulated, and how?
atient and HCP in a consultation, and (how) is shared-decision making applied?
r you to be physically active?
e to your medication regimen?
of action of your medication?
ods?
u don’t use your medication, and how severe would you find this?
ces of being physically inactive, and how severe would you find this?
you of a healthy diet?
or you of being physically active?
 your medication?
nk you should eat healthy?
ore difficult for you to be physically active?

roving your medication adherence?
 to increase your physical activity?
ou have to eat healthier when facing a difficult situation?



Table 2
Sample characteristics interviewees.

N (%) Mean (SD)

T2DM Patient Characteristics
Gender

Male 10 (52.6)
Female 9 (47.4)

Education level
High 6 (31.6)
Low 13 (68.4)

Marital Status
Single 4 (21.1)
In a relationship 15(78.9)

Pharmacotherapy
Glucose lowering pills 6 (31.6)
Insulin 3 (15.8)
Combined 10 (52.6)

Age 57.3 (7.1)
HbA1c (mmol/mol)a/b 63a (18.1)
BMI (kg/m2)b 35.4 (6.7)
T2DM Duration (years) 12.7 (8.6)
Interview Duration (min.) 82 (17.3)

HCPs’ Characteristics
Gender

Male 3 (33.3)
Female 6 (66.7)

Work Setting
Primary Healthcare 5 (55.6)
Secondary Healthcare 4 (44.4)

Age 47.3 (11.4)
Interview Duration (min.) 60.6 (7.8)

BMI body mass index, HbA1c glycosylated hemoglobin, SD standard deviation.
a This equals an HbA1c of 7.9%.
b Target values for HbA1c and BMI are <53 mmol/mol and <25 kg/m2 respectively.
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oriented. Few HCPs actually tried to stimulate their patients to
actively participate [Quote #2].

3.2.2. Goal setting
Most patients indicated that no goals were set regarding

treatment strategies. Patients reported that if goals were set, they
were often vague and perceived as advice rather than goals [Quote
#3]. In contrast to patients’ perceptions, most HCPs reported that
they often formulated goals during consultations, especially
concerning lifestyle changes, improving glycemic control and
treatment adherence, and stabilizing disease worsening. Most
HCPs indicated to tailor goals to patients’ needs and abilities by
proposing small steps and realistic goals [Quote #4]. Some HCPs
reported that treatment goals were often not reached due to a lack
of motivation in patients. According to some HCPs, patients
sometimes aimed for higher, unachievable goals [Quote #5].

3.2.3. Shared-decision making
A small majority of HCPs and patients indicated that the course

and content of consultations, as well as the formulation of
treatment strategies and goals, were determined by the HCP and
patient in conjunction. This manifested itself either in patients
who passively agreed on subjects and treatment strategies
proposed by their HCP, justified by ‘the HCP knows best’, or
through a few patients who came up with treatment ideas
themselves. HCPs perceived that older patients were more
dependent on the HCP’s approach and younger patients were
seen as more active collaborators through bringing up treatment
ideas themselves and searching information on the Internet
[Quotes #6 and #7]. Many HCPs indicated that treatment
adherence was the patient’ own responsibility. Contrary to the
overall passive engagement in the formulation of treatment
strategies, all patients felt they were responsible for treatment
adherence.

3.3. Adherence to treatment elements

Many patients stated to be physically active and only few stated
to be fully inactive. Often mentioned activities which contributed
to PA were: walking (the dog/upstairs), cycling, shopping,
household activities, and visiting a physiotherapist or gym.
However, according to almost all HCPs, adherence to PA guidelines
was poor [Quote #8]. According to most HCPs, adherence to
healthy diets was poor. Issues identified focused on irregularity of
meals, portion size and snacking in between and/or after regular
meals. In general, patients indicated to maintain a healthy diet.
However, when asking for detailed diet description, emphatically
intense savory and sugary snacking behavior in between or after
regular meals could be identified in most patients [Quotes #9 and
#10]. Near all HCPs reported that adherence to pharmacotherapy
in patients was suboptimal. Both intentional (purposely skipping
or altering regimes) and unintentional (forgetting) non-adherence
underlie this statement. Half of the patients indicated to always
adhere to their diabetes pharmacotherapy. Regarding adherence to
glucose lowering pills and insulin, similar types of non-adherence
emerged like forgetting, skipping, stopping, stacking medication,
adapting dosages, and using medication at varying times [Quotes
#11 and #12].

3.4. Awareness beliefs

HCPs believed that patients’ knowledge levels regarding health
benefits of PA were sufficient. Almost all patients believed that
regular PA should be part of a healthy lifestyle. When discussing
risks of PA non-adherence, patients stated risk of weight gain, loss
of fitness, becoming less mobile, getting hyperglycemia, and
developing cardiovascular diseases [Quote #13]. Regarding a
healthy diet, HCPs indicated that patients were aware of the fact
that they should eat less and healthier, but that they were less
aware of the products which did and did not contain carbohy-
drates. Furthermore, HCPs encountered patients who believed that
treatment involved a no-sugar diet. In contrast to HCPs percep-
tions, most patients stated to be aware of what carbohydrates are,
and which products contained them. Patients believed that an
unhealthy diet could result in hyperglycemia, cardiovascular
diseases, weight gain and an increase of pharmacotherapy. Most
HCPs stated that the majority of patients had insufficient
knowledge regarding their pharmacotherapy. This manifested
itself in not knowing which pills were glucose lowering pills, or
being unfamiliar with their mode of action. HCPs indicated to make
patients aware of the susceptibility of getting complications as a
result of pharmacotherapy non-adherence [Quote #14]. Most
patients could not or only vaguely explain the mode of action of
their medication. Almost all patients stated that non-adherence
would result in hyperglycemia, and almost half of them associated
non-adherence with long-term consequences like myocardial
infarction, blindness, kidney problems and atherosclerosis. Some
patients only using glucose lowering pills expressed the fear of
non-adherence resulting in an increase of pharmacotherapy
[Quote #15].

3.5. Motivational beliefs

Near all HCPs and patients identified advantages of regular PA.
In patients’ perspective, frequently reported advantages were:
feeling fitter, feeling more comfortable and energized, enjoying PA,
and PA being good for their weight and glucose. Lowering their
insulin use, decreasing the change of complications, and enjoying
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the social component of PA, were less frequently mentioned
advantages. Near all patients and HCPs stated PA has no major
disadvantages [Quote#16]. Almost all patients identified advan-
tages of a healthy diet. Having favorable blood glucose levels,
feeling better, losing weight, and potentially decreasing their
pharmacotherapy were most frequently mentioned advantages.
Near all patients stated that a healthy diet doesn’t involve
disadvantages. Regarding adherence to pharmacotherapy, almost
all patients reported its blood glucose lowering function as an
advantage. Feeling healthier and believing pharmacotherapy
controls T2DM, were other frequently mentioned advantageous
beliefs. Most HCPs and patients indicated side effects, (fear of)
hypoglycemia, feeling hungry, injection sites, weight gain, antipa-
thy against introducing chemicals into their body, and social
undesirability as disadvantages of pharmacotherapy adherence
[Quote #17].

Both HCPs and patients identified situations in which patients
were perceived to have lower self-efficacy to adhere to their
treatment strategies. Regarding PA adherence, lacking motivation,
being busy, and feeling tired were most often mentioned
situations. Less often mentioned situations were: if the weather
is bad, when feeling ill or having to be physically active alone
[Quote #18]. Adherence to healthy diets is believed to be more
difficult when: feeling tempted to eat unhealthy, feeling stresses,
emotional or bored, having a party, and in weekends or evenings.
These situations seem to provoke unhealthy snacking [Quote #19].
Situations identified which might impede pharmacotherapy
adherence were: being stressed, having a party, going out for
diner, going on vacation, feeling ill, having an unstructured day/life,
or in the evening. A single time, patients identified situations like:
Table 3
Interviewee quotes.

Quote
number

Respondent Quote

#1 DN1 “If you don’t plan it well concerning self-management, t
about self-management . . . that is too short”

#2 INT1 “Some do [prepare], the majority doesn’t. I think it accoun
#3 T2DM3 “They said: well, your sugar [level] should be better”
#4 DN1 “Always small goals, very small steps, and also [to] approa

that is also ok”
#5 PN1 “If I notice that they want to set too high goals of which I

good that you thought about it, but maybe we should t
#6 DN1 “You are a kind of team that tries to help each other; the pa

patient to gain control over their diabetes”
#7 DIET2 “You often see in elderly, they say: “tell me what to do,

management”
#8 GP1 “They know they should be physically active for 30–45 m
#9 DN2 “A cookie is a habit rather than exception, and the food
#10 T2DM11 “When it is 3 or 4 PM, I want to eat two cookies along with

sweets, than those taste buds . . . they keep asking for 

#11 DN2 “I think at least 30% doesn’t always take that what they th
always people who purposely don’t take their medicatio

#12 T2DM8 “In particular with insulin, kind of cheating we call it, by
awfully wrong”

#13 T2DM7 “I think I will gain some weight . . . by expending more
weight”

#14 INT1 “You try to motivate them by pointing at the complication
suffer from complaints, unless they have hyperglycemia, 

dialysis”
#15 T2DM3 “I get tired and off course a lot can happen to your bloo
#16 T2DM3 “I think [you] become more physically fit, and your sug
#17 T2DM7 “I had abdominal pains, or [I was] nauseous of those pil
#18 GP1 “It can have various causes, that they don’t understand it, 

at home, or because they feel ashamed, many different 

#19 DN2 “In between meals, and in the evening it happens even m
opens and people sit in front of the television . . . instea

#20 T2DM4 “Everything involving distraction creates the chance to 

#21 DIET2 “If you have a normal day, you’ll take your pills. But if a d
not feeling burdened by T2DM and their partner not alerting them
as difficult situations [Quotes #20 and #21] (Table 3).

4. Discussion and conclusion

4.1. Discussion

The first aim of this study was to explore if and how treatment
adherence success factors are applied in consultations between
HCPs and patients. In our population, diabetes consultations
usually took place quarterly, were highly protocolled, and included
discussing treatment adherence. This is in line with current Dutch
guidelines [36]. In line with HCPs’ perceptions, most patients
indicated not to prepare their consultations. Although HCPs
pleaded for a more active contribution by their patients, few
actually stimulated their patients to do so. HCPs and patients
believed that decision making regarding consultation content and
the formulation of treatment strategies was overall taking place in
conjunction. However, a tendency towards reliance on HCPs’
guidance was reported by HCPs as many patients, especially older
patients, seemed to passively agree on HCPs’ treatment sugges-
tions. It is known that HCPs experience difficulties in involving
patients in decision making [21]. Previous research showed that
patients should be active collaborators in care, that HCPs should
enable patients to make informed decisions, and that treatment
decisions should preferably be made in conjunction [14,37].
Moreover, SDM should be at the center of diabetes consultations
according to Dutch guidelines [36]. Applying SDM principles not
only has the potential to improve quality of life, it has also been
shown to improve physiological markers such as HbA1c-levels
he consultation, there is a disproportion . . . there are maybe 10 minutes to talk

ts for most of our patients . . . they just sit down and wait and see what happens”

ch it positively. You feel that works for people. If they would just not gain weight;

 know they will never succeed in . . . than I will definitely say to them: well very
ake smaller steps”
tient helps you by giving information about their situation, and you try to help the

 what I should inject, what I should eat . . . ” following [advice] is not self-

inutes daily, they know it, but they don’t do it”
 is not limited to three meals daily”

 my coffee, or some licorices, and in the evening . . . Once I start eating a couple of
sugar”
ink they should do, definitely [there] are people who forget a pill, [and there] are
n”

 injecting a little more or a little less. Sometimes it works well, sometimes it goes

 energy by being physically active, I can use less insulin, which makes me lose

s . . . that’s the hardest part of diabetes, you don’t give medication because people
but the approach is to invest in the future, to prevent a heart attack, blindness and

d vessels, [and] your eyes”
ar [level] gets better . . . and my weight will decrease”
ls, because I had to take a lot of them” [T2DM7]
or because they have no money, or they don’t have time, or because it’s really busy
causes, or because they just don’t feel like it”
ore, because mostly they had dinner and it’s 7:30 PM, and then of course the closet
d of doing some PA or walking, [they] snack, sometimes till late in the evening”
forget your pill”
ay is really hectic . . . or they go out for dinner . . . then those pills are forgotten”
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[38]. Although both HCPs and patients indicated that patients
should be primarily responsible for treatment adherence, our
results suggest that the HCP is the main initiator and responsible
for making treatment decisions. This can have considerable
unfavourable consequences for the execution of those strategies
[38].

Contrary to perspectives of HCPs, most patients perceived
that during consultations, no or not concrete enough treatment
goals were set in order to manage their diabetes. Such
perspective discrepancies between HCPs and patients might
lead to not reaching treatment goals. As a consequence, nurses
sometimes feel powerless if their patients do no reach
treatment goals [21]. Earlier, the importance of applying goal
setting principles in achieving behaviour change has been
emphasised [39], and this approach has been shown to result in
significant improvements in HbA1c-levels [40]. Although
according to HCPs goal setting was applied, active patient
engagement, clarity about goal setting, and adequate self-
management education on how to achieve those goals, seemed
to be lacking. HCPs perceived that patients sometimes aimed
for higher, unachievable goals. As a reaction, they indicated to
tailor strategies to patients’ abilities and proposed taking small
steps in behaviour change. Despite these efforts of HCPs, it is
known that many HCPs aren’t trained to aid patients in setting
achievable goals, and that they might lack knowledge in
facilitating patients to set small goals or to make action plans
[39]. In addition, HCPs might be willing to set goals for their
patients themselves. While most HCPs and patients indicated to
make treatment plans in conjunction, it seemed that especially
older patients could be characterised as rather passive
collaborators. Contrary to younger and more active patients,
older patients should not only feel responsible for the execution
of treatment strategies, but should also be actively involved in
setting them. This leads to increased motivation and self-
efficacy, and has positive consequences on its execution
[26,38,41]. This is in particular of interest because HCPs
reported that one reason for not reaching treatment goals in
patients was a lack of motivation.

The second aim was to explore salient personal beliefs about
T2DM treatment, including both healthy lifestyle adaptations and
pharmacotherapy. First, this study indicated that adherence to the
core diabetes treatment elements was suboptimal. HCPs empha-
sized that adherence was poor regarding all treatment elements,
contrary to some patients who stated to adhere to one or more
treatment elements. Both HCPs and patients felt that knowledge
regarding PA was sufficient, however regarding knowledge of
healthy diets, their perspectives differed: HCPs thought that this
inadequate while patients thought that this was adequate.
Regarding pharmacotherapy, both groups reported that patients’
knowledge was insufficient. Many patients were aware of the
susceptibility of getting complications as a result of non-adherence
to core treatment elements, although most of these were short-
term consequences. It is notable that despite the reported poor
adherence, many advantageous beliefs were reported of adherence
to all treatment elements. Contrary to PA and healthy diets,
pharmacotherapy adherence also yielded many disadvantages.
Larkin et al. [42] reported that in particular non-adherent patients
were more likely to be worried about pharmacological side effects.
Disadvantages like these are frequently reported regarding taking
oral medication [43], should be thoroughly discussed in con-
sultations, and patients should be made aware that the advantages
of adherence outweigh the disadvantages [26]. Last, self-efficacy to
adhere to treatment strategies seemed to be lower in certain
difficult situations, which tend to occur when daily routine is
compromised, like having an unstructured day/life. Similar
difficult situations were reported for PA, healthy diets and
pharmacotherapy. Low self-efficacy has been related to reduced
adherence levels earlier [44], and should therefore be enhanced,
especially in these situations out of daily routine.

This study shows some strengths and limitations. First, HCPs
and patients were interviewed, allowing comparison of both
perspectives. Second, a theoretical framework (The I-Change
Model) was used which incorporates factors that are known to
determine behaviours involved in diabetes treatment. These
factors were operationalized to contribute to a better understand-
ing of the underlying salient beliefs. Last, our data was analyzed
systematically using a deductive coding approach with a pre-
defined coding tree. Our analysis showed satisfying intercoder
reliability and agreement levels. This study also has some
limitations. First, participants were recruited from one geographi-
cal region. Recruitment of HCPs proved to be more difficult than
expected as just one internist was recruited. Despite efforts to
create sample heterogeneity, future studies should aim for nation-
wide recruitment to increase generalizability. Second, some
interviews were split in two parts because of patients’ time
restraints. Future interviews should possibly be more concise and
set time limits. Third, post-motivational determinants like action
planning and coping planning should also receive attention in
terms of identifying salient personal beliefs regarding these
determinants. Last, the qualitative design of the study yielded
in-depth findings, but observational research designs are required
to objectively assess our findings.

4.2. Conclusion

Our T2DM patient sample shows insufficient metabolic control
and both perspectives of HCPs and patients add up to the
conclusion that both lifestyle and medication adherence is
suboptimal. Most patients visited their consultations unprepared,
justified by perspectives of both interviewed groups. Patients did
not or only vaguely experience that treatment goals were set,
whereas HCPs indicated to actually provide them. Although both
groups believed that SDM is applied, it seemed a rather passive
collaboration, with the HCP mostly in charge of making treatment
decisions. However, contrary to older patients, younger patients
could actually be characterised as more active collaborators. A lack
of motivation and inactive involvement of patients might justify
poor treatment adherence. Also the inability of HCPs to involve
patients in decision making, the potential incapacity of HCPs to set
achievable goals for their patients, and the misconception between
HCPs and patients about if goals are actually set, could contribute
to poor treatment adherence. Regarding personal beliefs, aware-
ness factors seemed to be sufficient. However, perspectives
regarding healthy nutrition knowledge of patients, differed
between HCPs and patients, and pharmacotherapy knowledge
and awareness of long-term consequences could be improved.
Despite reporting many advantages of treatment adherence, and –

excluding pharmacotherapy – few disadvantages, treatment
adherence was still suboptimal. As indicated by HCPs and patients,
self-efficacy seemed to be lower in situations outside daily routine,
and should be enhanced to improve treatment adherence.

4.3. Practice implications

A fruitful collaboration between HCPs and T2DM patients
should build on input and active engagement from both parties.
Shared-agreement and clarity about goals, taking small steps in
behaviour change, and tailoring goals to patients’ needs and
abilities are considered key factors in facilitating treatment
adherence. HCPs should make patients aware that they should
also be responsible for active preparation, engagement and
collaboration in the formation of treatment strategies. Self-
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management education, accompanied by use of salient personal
beliefs about T2DM treatment, should be cornerstone of con-
sultations. These can enhance the necessary motivation for
improving treatment adherence, support adequate self-manage-
ment, and facilitate persisted behaviour change outside consulta-
tion time.
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