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Abstract: The way infants are fed during the complementary period can have a significant impact on
infants’ health and development. Infant cereals play an important role in complementary feeding
in many countries. In spite of well documented benefits of a low sugar and high whole grain diet,
commercial infant cereals are often refined and contain a high amount of sugars. The aim of the
present study was to compare the sensory acceptability, gastrointestinal tolerance and bowel habits of
two commercially available infant cereals in Spain with varying sugar and whole grain contents in
infants at weaning. Forty-six healthy infants (mean age = 5.2 ± 0.4 months) received one of the two
infant cereals containing either 0% whole grain flour and a high sugar content produced by starch
hydrolysis (24 g/100 g) (Cereal A) or 50% whole grain flour and a medium-sugar content produced by
hydrolysis (12 g/100 g) (Cereal B) in a randomized, triple blind, cross-over controlled trial. Both types
of infant cereals were consumed for seven weeks. The cross-over was carried out after seven weeks.
Sensory acceptability, anthropometry, gastrointestinal tolerance and adverse events were measured,
and results evaluated using a linear regression model. No significant differences were observed
between groups in any of the main variables analyzed. Importantly, the long-term health implications
of our findings represent a wake-up call for the food industry to reduce or even eliminate simple
sugars in infant cereals and for regulatory bodies and professional organizations to recommend whole
grain infant cereals.
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1. Introduction

Complementary feeding is essential for the transition from milk feeding to family foods and
plays a crucial role in the life of infants [1]. The way infants are fed during the complementary
period can influence taste preferences and eating habits in later child- and adulthood [2–4]. Recently,
the EAT-Lancet Commission on Healthy Diets from Sustainable Food Systems has published the first
scientific targets for a healthy diet from a sustainable food production system that operates within
planetary boundaries for food [5]. Two key recommendations included in this report are the reduction
of sugar consumption and the promotion of diets with whole grains. Both recommendations are also
included in the Sustainable Healthy Diets Guiding principles recently published by the World Health
Organization (WHO) and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), which aim to support the
efforts of countries to transform food systems to deliver on sustainable healthy diets, contributing to
the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) at country level [6].

Most regulatory bodies, health authorities, professional organizations and academia around the
world have clearly stated to limit the intake of sugars during infancy [7–10]. Nevertheless, despite
well-documented health benefits of whole grains, there is no clear consensus on the recommendation
for the use of this food during infancy and more specifically at the weaning period [11], although some
governments and professional organizations (e.g., Spain, Australia and the US) recommend the use of
whole grains in infancy and childhood [12–14]. However, concerns are noted around potentially high
levels of arsenic in brown rice [15].

Infant cereals play an important role in complementary feeding in both developed and low-income
countries [16–20]. Infant cereals enhance nutritional intake, compensate iron depletion at the beginning
of complementary feeding, foster the development of microbiota and are suitable for a transition from
milk to solid foods due to the mild taste and semi-solid texture [11]. Despite these advantages, marketed
infant cereals are often refined and contain a high amount of sugars [11,21,22]. The sugars in infant
cereals are either added (mostly as sucrose), formed when the starch in the cereals is enzymatically
hydrolyzed during processing (producing mainly glucose, maltose and isomaltose) [11] or naturally
present. The sugar content naturally present in cereals ranges from 0 to 2.5 g/100 g, depending on the
cereal type [23]. Still, it can even reach higher levels such as 30 to 40 g of sugars per 100 g when the
cereal is enzymatically hydrolyzed in its formulation [11]. In addition to the sugar content in infant
foods, it is also key to look at the amount of whole grains in infant cereals. While the positive impact of
whole grain intake on health has been widely studied among adults [24], evidence on infants is mostly
lacking [11]. However, it is expected that whole grain intake in infants affects long-term acceptance of
whole grain food in later life [11].

A healthy diet for infants is relevant due to its short- and long-term effects on health and eating
behavior. Since infant cereals play a crucial role in infant’s food intake, a reduction in sugar content
and an increase of whole grains might be beneficial for infant’s health and could help to achieve the
recommendations for Sustainable Heathy Diets [5,6]. To the best of our knowledge, no studies are
investigating the sensory acceptability and gastrointestinal tolerance of sugar-reduced infant cereals
with 50% whole grains at the weaning period. Hence, the purpose of the present study was to compare
the sensory acceptability, gastrointestinal tolerance and bowel habits for two commercially available
infant cereals with different sugar and whole grain contents in infants between five and eight months
of age at the beginning of complementary feeding in Spain. In particular, the paper aims to answer the
following questions:

1. Is an infant cereal with 50% whole grains and medium-sugar content (12 g/100 g) similarly
accepted by infants and parents in comparison to a higher sugar (24 g/100 g) infant cereal without
whole grains?

2. Is an infant cereal with 50% whole grains well tolerated in infants?
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Subjects

Forty-nine healthy infants (mean age: 4.7 ± 0.7 months) were recruited at seven healthcare centers
that were allocated to Health Area I of “Hospital Universitario Virgen de la Arrixaca” in Murcia (Spain).
The eligible infants had a gestational age of 37–42 weeks, a birth weight higher than 2500 g and were
between the age of 4–5 months at the start of the study. At time of study enrolment, they were not yet
introduced to complementary foods were exclusively formula-fed at least from four months of age and
did not use antibiotics at least 15 days before the enrolment. Infants were excluded when they had
congenital diseases at birth, acute conditions at recruitment, diseases that affect metabolism or intake
of food (including food allergies and intolerances). Infants that were participating in other studies
were not allowed to participate.

Pediatricians from the primary care health centers who collaborated in this study were the ones
who were assigned by law to the infants of this study. Those pediatricians did all periodic revisions
and monitored any possible adverse events (AEs). An AEs alert system was specially designed to
detect not only the AEs usually related to complementary feeding (intolerances, allergies . . . ) but any
other sign or symptom of discomfort in children.

The study was conducted according to the guidelines established in the Declaration of Helsinki
(2013) [25] as well as the International Conference on Harmonization Guideline for Good Clinical
Practice. The protocol was approved by the Ethics Committee of “Hospital Universitario Virgen de la
Arrixaca” (Murcia, Spain) and written informed parental consent was obtained for each infant before
inclusion. The study was registered in the ClinicalTrials.gov as NCT02781298.

2.2. Products

The two infant cereals used in this experiment were in full compliance with European Directives
and Regulations [26,27], and commercially available products from Hero España S.A (Murcia, Spain).
Incorporation of infant cereals into the children’s diet was upon pediatrician’s recommendation,
which in our study occurred at a mean age of 5.2 ± 0.4 months. This is in line with the European
recommendations for complementary feeding [1,8]. The mode of preparation (i.e., quantity of cereals
prepared with formula milk served in bottle or plate) and the moment and frequency of consumption
were decided by the parents in consultation with the pediatricians.

One of the two infant cereals contained 100% refined cereals and a high sugar content produced
by starch hydrolysis (24 g/100 g) (Cereal A) and the other cereals studied had 50% of whole grain
flour and a medium sugar content produced by hydrolysis (12 g/100 g) (Cereal B). The ingredients
of Cereal A were: Hydrolyzed cereal flours (wheat, corn, rice, oat, barley, rye, sorghum and millet),
minerals, natural flavor and vitamins. The ingredients of Cereal B were: Partially hydrolyzed cereal
flours (wheat, whole grain wheat (50%), corn, rice, oat, barley, rye, sorghum and millet), minerals,
natural flavor and vitamins. The nutritional composition of the two infant cereals used in this study is
depicted in Table 1. Both infant cereals were labeled equally and were provided, designed, produced
and coded by Hero España S.A.

2.3. Study Design

The study had a randomized, triple blind, cross-over and controlled prospective design and
was carried out from September 2015 to September 2016. The total duration of the intervention was
14 weeks. Both types of infant cereals were consumed for 7 weeks. The cross-over was carried out
after 7 weeks. Randomization of the participants was performed with a free internet application
(www.randomization.com). The randomization schedule was in blocks of 4 for each study site.
The investigators, healthcare providers/personnel, data analysts and the infants’ parents were blinded
to the group allocation. The blinding was broken once the statistical analysis was completed.

ClinicalTrials.gov
www.randomization.com
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Table 1. Nutritional composition of the two infant cereals used in the study (Cereal A—0% whole
grains and 24 g/100 g sugars and Cereal B—50% whole grains and 12 g/100 g sugars).

Nutrients (per 100 g) Cereal A Cereal B

Energy (kcal) 376 375

Protein (g) 9.85 10.13

Carbohydrates (g) 79.50 75.05

Sugars (g) 24.10 12.07

Fat (g) 1.33 2.02

Fiber (g) 4.03 7.21

Calcium (mg) 160 160

Iron (mg) 6.23 8.16

Zinc (mg) 0.63 1.09

Phytate (mg) * 143.51 176.83

* Data obtained from similar products and processing from Frontela (2007) [28].

2.4. Data Collection and Study Outcomes

An overview of the data collection points for each of the variables is shown in Figure 1. Infants
in feeding sequence AB received first the Cereal A, followed by the Cereal B, whereas the infants in
sequence BA received first the Cereal B followed by the Cereal A. During the 14-week intervention
there were 7 visits. At visit 1 baseline anthropometric measurements and stool samples were taken.
After the fourth visit the participants changed intervention (i.e., product). The subjects were visited
three times during each intervention period. The average ages of subjects in each point of visit was:
Visit 2 = 5.4 months, visit 3 = 6.1 months, visit 4 = 6.9 months, visit 5 = 7.2 months, visit 6 = 7.9 months
and visit 7 = 8.7 months. Sensory acceptability was evaluated at visits 2, 3, 5 and 6 and anthropometric
measurements were evaluated at visits 1, 4 and 7. Furthermore, regurgitations, gassiness, frequency of
defecation, and stool consistency were evaluated at visits 2, 4, 5 and 7. Adverse events were monitored
throughout the study.

Cereal B

Cereal A Cereal A

Cereal B

Outcomes
Visit 1

Baseline
Visit 2 Visit 3 Visit 4 Visit 5 Visit 6 Visit 7

Acceptability (1) 1st sensorial 2nd sensorial 3rd sensorial 4th sensorial

Growth Anthropometry Anthropometry Anthropometry

Tolerance 
Regurgitations & 

gassiness
Regurgitations & 

gassiness
Regurgitations & 

gassiness
Regurgitations & 

gassiness

Bowel Habits
Frequency of 
defecations & 

stools consistency

Frequency of 
defecations &  

stools consistency

Frequency of 
defecations & 

stools consistency

Frequency of 
defecations & stools 

consistency

(1)Primary Outcome

Sequence A
n=22

Sequence B
n=26

1 week 3 weeks 3 weeks 1 week 3 weeks 3 weeks

Figure 1. Diagram of the study protocol: Intervention, time-points and measured variables. Cereal
A—0% whole grain and 24 g/100 g and Cereal B—50% whole grain and 12 g/100 g sugars.

The general data were collected with two types of questionnaires. Pediatrician’s questionnaires
included infant characteristics, anthropometric measurements and adverse events. Parents’ questionnaires
included the sensory test, variables of gastrointestinal tolerance and stool characteristics.

To study the possible effect in the intestinal microbiota of the intake of different infant cereals we
collected stool samples at visit 1 (baseline) and at visit 4 (before the cross-over of cereals). These stool
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samples were collected from nappies in a plastic feces container, frozen immediately after collection by
the parents at home and stored until they were taken to a central collection site. Feces were then kept
at −80 ◦C until analysis. The specific methodology and the results obtained for the fecal microbiota
will be published in a separated paper.

2.4.1. Sensory Acceptability

Sensory acceptability of the infant cereals was measured in both infants and parents, where parents
interpreted the “infant’s reaction” before reporting their own. The infant’s acceptability was assessed
via two variables: The “infant’s reaction” towards the infant cereals and the “ingested amount”.
The infant’s reaction was measured by means of a 4-point hedonic validated scale [29–31]. This scale
uses the following scores, “0 = very negative” if the infant spits out the food, frowned, pushed the
spoon away or stopped eating; “1 = negative” if the infant ate a couple of spoonful, grimaced and
stopped eating; “2 = positive” if the infant ate some of the food without a specific reaction; “3 = very
positive” if the infant accepted the first spoonful immediately and displayed signs of contentment,
such as a relaxed face or a smile. All scores on the scale were accompanied with a corresponding
smiley-face to guide the parents. The ingested amount was measured via a 6-point scale with scores
ranging from “0 = he/she ate nothing” to “5 = he/she ate everything”. Subsequent to scoring the infant’s
acceptability, parents rated their own overall impression and liking of taste on a 7-point hedonic scale
ranging from “1 = dislikes very much” to “7 = likes very much.”

2.4.2. Other Secondary Outcomes

Anthropometric Measurements

Anthropometric measurements included body weight, length and head circumference.
These measurements were performed in duplicate by a pediatrician. Infants’ body weight was
measured in an electronic scale (accuracy ± 10 g). Length of the infants was measured via a stadiometer.
When the second measurement deviated more than 0.4 cm, the measurement was performed a third
time. Finally, the head circumference was measured at the height of the occipital frontal. When the
second measurement deviated more than 0.2 cm, the measurement was performed a third time.

Gastrointestinal Tolerance

Gastrointestinal tolerance included the frequency of regurgitation and gassiness. Data was
collected during the last 48 h before visits 2, 4, 5 and 7 by the parents. Frequency of regurgitation
was measured on a 3-point scale, 0 = no episodes, 1 = one episode, 2 = two or more episodes [32].
Gassiness was determined on a 4-point scale, 0 = no episodes, 1 = low episodes, 2 = moderate episodes,
3 = excessive episodes [33].

Bowel Habits

Bowel habits were determined by the frequency of defecation and consistency of the infant’s stool.
Data was collected during 48 h before visits 2, 4, 5 and 7. The frequency of defecation was measured as
number of depositions per day. The stool consistency was evaluated according to the methodology of
on a 5-point scale, 1 = watery, 2 = loose, 3 = soft, 4 = formed, 5 = hard [34].

Adverse Events

Although no adverse events (AEs) derived from a common and habitual practice was expected,
any possible AE was monitored. Indeed, an AEs notification system, similar to that of a clinical trial
with drugs, was designed following international recommendations [35]. The AEs alert system was
specially designed to detect not only the AE usually related to complementary feeding (intolerances,
allergies . . . ) but any other sign or symptom of discomfort in children. All reported symptoms were
considered AEs, even though they were not related to the intervention. AEs were classified as mild,
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moderate and severe, and according to their possible relationship with complementary feeding as
unrelated, possibly related and related to the intervention. Any serious AEs or in possible relation to the
intervention detected by the pediatrician had to be reported immediately to the principal investigator.
The AEs were reported as the number and type of infections/symptoms and medical treatments.

The medical occurrences were clustered in seven groups of infections/symptoms (0 = no
episodes, 1 = upper respiratory tract infections including otitis, 2 = lower respiratory tract
infections, 3 = gastrointestinal infections including parasitosis, 4 = other infections like varicella,
5 = dermatological complications, 6 = non-infectious gastrointestinal symptoms like constipation or
vomiting, 7 = other complications) and seven groups of medical treatments (0 = no treatments,
1 = antihistamines, anti-inflammatory and bronchodilators, 2 = antipyretics and analgesics,
3 = antibiotics and anti-infectives, 4 = probiotics, 5 = laxatives, 6 = inhaled corticosteroids or topical,
7 = emollient and other topical creams).

2.5. Data Analysis

Sample size was calculated based on the primary outcome (i.e., parent’s perception of “infant’s
reaction”) using a standard deviation of 0.5 and detecting a 0.3 reduction in the response. With a
power of 80% and a significance level of p < 0.05 (two-sided test), the minimal required sample size
was 22 infants per treatment group [29,36].

Baseline characteristics (i.e., gender, birthweight, age, current weight, current length and head
circumference) were described in both groups of feeding sequences (AB vs. BA). Continuous variables
are reported as mean ± standard deviation (SD) and categorical variables are reported as percentages
(%). To detect differences between the feeding groups in each variable an unpaired student’s T test and
Pearson chi-square test were used for variables expressed continuous or as percentages, respectively.

Main outcomes: We looked at eight outcome variables divided in four groups: The degree of
liking or acceptability in infants (variables “infant’s reaction” and “ingested amount”), degree of liking
or acceptability in parents (variables “overall impression” and “taste”), gastrointestinal tolerance
(variables “regurgitations” and “gases”) and bowel habits (variables “defecations per day” and “stool
consistency”). All variables were treated as continuous with the scales described in Section 2.4 as
described above. The only exception is that the stool consistency was simplified in a 4-category score
because the two first categories “watery” and “loose” were collated into one. The analysis of each
of the eight outcome variables was done separately with a linear regression model. We designed a
linear regression model that estimates the outcome mean at four time moments: T1 (visit 2), T2 (visit 3),
T3 (visit 5) and T4 (visit 6) that are, respectively, just after beginning of first cereal, end of first cereal,
just after beginning of second cereal and at the end of second cereal. We compared between arms the
estimated outcome means at T1 (initial reactions to first cereal). Then, by using linear combinations of
the parameters, we calculated the mean outcome changes between times: T2–T1 captured how the
infant gets used to the first cereals, T3–T2 captured the effect of switching cereals and T4–T3 captured
how the infant gets used to the second cereals. We also compared these changes between the two
groups. Each model included a random effects term by individual to account for repeated measures.

Adverse events and medications: The number of visits and patients that reported each adverse
event when taking each cereal formula was computed, and proportions were compared between cereals
using Fisher’s exact tests. The same procedure was followed to analyze proportion of treatments given
to children taking each kind of cereal.

All results with a p-value < 0.05 were considered statistically significant. Statistical analyses of the
data were performed using R-studio (version 3.5.1) (R-studio, Inc., Boston, MA, USA).



Nutrients 2020, 12, 1883 7 of 18

3. Results

3.1. Subjects Characteristics or Characteristics of Study Population

A total of 49 infants were eligible for inclusion, one subject was declined and 48 were included in
the study (feeding sequence AB: n = 22; feeding sequence BA: n = 26). Forty-six subjects completed the
study, 22 in feeding sequence A and 24 in feeding sequence B (drop-out rate of 8%) (Figure 2).Nutrients 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 7 of 18 
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Figure 2. Consort flow chart adapted to cross-over design. Cereal A—0% whole grain and 24 g/100 g
sugar; Cereal B—50% whole grain and 12 g/100 g sugars.

There were no differences between the two feeding sequences in terms of gender, weight of birth,
age, weight, length and head circumference at baseline before treatment (Table 2).

Table 2. Subjects characteristics at birth and enrolment.

Variable
Feeding Sequence

p Value
AB (n = 22) BA (n = 24)

Gender infant, n (%) 0.777
Male 11 (50) 11 (46)

Female 11 (50) 13 (54)
Birth weight (kg) (mean ± SD) 3.27± 0.33 3.26 ± 0.45 0.905

Baseline characteristics

Age (months) (mean ± SD) 5.17 ± 0.38 5.24 ± 0.42 0.564
Weight (kg) (mean ± SD) 7.41 ± 0.87 7.36 ± 0.78 0.835
Length (cm) (mean ± SD) 64.50 ± 2.78 65.17 ± 2.51 0.397
Head circumference (cm)

(mean ± SD) 42.28 ±1.51 42.61 ± 1.36 0.441

3.2. Sensory Acceptability

The statistical results obtained in the sensory tests are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Changes in variables for sensory acceptability between visits (infant’s reaction, food intake,
parent’s taste and parent’s overall impression). T1: Initiation of first formula, T2: Follow-up of first
formula, T3: Initiation of second formula, T4: Follow-up of second formula.

Outcome of Sensory Acceptability Visit Group AB Group BA p-Value

Infant’s reaction

at T1 2.36 (2.13, 2.59) 2.40 (2.18, 2.62) 0.8178

T2–T1 0.13 (−0.11, 0.37) −0.03 (−0.25, 0.20) 0.3461

T3–T2 −0.04 (−0.28, 0.20) 0.08 (−0.14, 0.31) 0.4550

T4–T3 −0.05 (−0.29, 0.19) −0.13 (−0.35, 0.10) 0.6580

Ingested amount

at T1 4.82 (4.47, 5.16) 4.17 (3.84, 4.50) 0.0082

T2–T1 −0.09 (−0.51, 0.33) 0.38 (−0.03, 0.78) 0.1199

T3–T2 −0.00 (−0.42, 0.42) −0.21 (−0.61, 0.20) 0.4851

T4–T3 0.13 (−0.30, 0.57) −0.04 (−0.45, 0.36) 0.5600

Parent’s taste

at T1 4.73 (4.22, 5.24) 4.81 (4.32, 5.30) 0.8217

T2–T1 0.00 (−0.39, 0.39) −0.06 (−0.44, 0.32) 0.8319

T3–T2 0.18 (−0.21, 0.57) −0.33 (−0.71, 0.04) 0.0642

T4–T3 0.00 (−0.40, 0.41) 0.58 (0.21, 0.96) 0.0407

Parent’s overall impression

at T1 4.86 (4.34, 5.39) 4.46 (3.96, 4.96) 0.2764

T2–T1 −0.09 (−0.49, 0.31) 0.13 (−0.26, 0.51) 0.4484

T3–T2 −0.14 (−0.54, 0.27) −0.00 (−0.38, 0.38) 0.6318

T4–T3 0.01 (−0.40, 0.43) 0.08 (−0.30, 0.47) 0.8110

Infant’s reaction

At T1 (initiation of first infant cereals) group AB was taking Cereal A and their average degree of
liking was 2.36 while group BA that was taking Cereal B had an average of 2.40 without significant
differences (p = 0.8178). Between T2 and T3, when the infant cereals are changed, there was no statistical
evidence that changes are different between the groups (p = 0.4550) (Table 3). Those going from Cereal
A to Cereal B had a small mean change of −0.04, while those going from Cereal B to Cereal A had a
small mean increase of 0.08, but there was not a significant difference in infant’s reaction between
Cereal A vs. Cereal B (p = 0.4550).

Both infant cereals (Cereal A and Cereal B) were highly accepted with mean scores higher than 2
in all the visits (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Scores for infant’s reaction in each visit for both intervention groups. Scale—0 = very
negative, 1 = negative, 2 = positive, 3 = very positive. Values are shown as mean and 95% confidence
intervals. Continuous line represents the intervention group AB and the discontinuous line represents
the intervention group BA. Cereal A—0% whole grain and 24 g/100 g sugar; Cereal B—50% whole
grain and 12 g/100 g sugars.
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Ingested amount

Figure 4 shows that infants in feeding sequence AB had a higher intake than the infants in feeding
sequence BA throughout the study, although we observed no significant differences between feeding
groups. The mean scores were higher than 4 in all visits.
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Figure 4. Scores for ingested amount in each visit for both intervention groups. Scale—0 = he/she
ate nothing to 5 = he/she ate everything. Values are shown as mean and 95% confidence intervals.
Continuous line represents the intervention group AB and the discontinuous line represents the
intervention group BA. Cereal A—0% whole grain and 24 g/100 g sugar; Cereal B—50% whole grain
and 12 g/100 g sugars.

The infant cereals consumed (Cereal A vs. Cereal B) neither influenced the ingested amount.
The infants in group AB tended to ingest more as their average intake was 4.82 while group BA had
an average of 4.17, with a significant difference between the two means (p = 0.0082). During the first
period, the AB group tended to decrease its average intake while the BA group tended to increase it
although not significantly (p = 0.1199). Between intervention change visits no significant differences
were observed (p= 0.4851) (Table 3).

Parent’s acceptability

Parent’s taste
Parent’s average taste was very similar when they started their first cereal, and changed little over

the first period. However, when they switched cereals, those going to Cereal B seemed to increase their
average taste (0.18). In contrast, the average taste of those moving to Cereal A seemed to decrease
(−0.33), with some statistical evidence for the difference between these trends (p-value = 0.06). However,
during the second period the parents giving Cereal A increased their taste levels catching up with the
average taste in the Cereal B group that almost did not change. The difference in trend between groups
was statistically significant (p = 0.04).

Overall impression
The parent’s overall impression at the beginning of the first cereal was similar in both groups

being slightly higher in the group of AB than in BA (4.86 vs. 4.46, respectively). However, as shown in
Table 3 the average of overall impression of both groups became more similar in every visit, and none
of the mean changes or differences between groups were statistically significant.
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3.3. Other Secondary Outcomes

3.3.1. Anthropometric Measurements

During the intervention period, all infants had a normal growth pattern, since mean values of
weight, length and head circumference for both intervention groups registered in each visit were not
significantly different to the standard curves reported by WHO (WHO, 2006); (results not shown).

3.3.2. Gastrointestinal Tolerance

Regurgitation: at the beginning of the first cereal, infants on Cereal A showed higher average
episodes of regurgitation than the infants taking Cereal B (1.64 vs. 1.21, respectively), although the
differences were not statistically significant (p = 0.2518). However, during the first period average
regurgitation decreased significantly in infants taking Cereal A (−0.91) and hardly changed in those
taking Cereal B (−0.08), being the difference of trends statistically significant (p = 0.0245). When infants
switched cereals they tended to show a small (non-significant) increase in regurgitations but then they
reduced again their average as they get used to the cereal in the second period (Table 4).

Table 4. Changes in regurgitation and gassiness between visits. T1: Initiation of first formula, T2:
Follow-up of first formula, T3: Initiation of second formula, T4: Follow-up of second formula.

Outcome var. Time Group AB Group BA p-Value

Regurgitation

at T1 1.64 (1.11, 2.16) 1.21 (0.71, 1.71) 0.2518
T2–T1 −0.91 (−1.43, −0.39) −0.08 (−0.58, 0.41) 0.0245
T3–T2 0.14 (−0.38, 0.65) 0.06 (−0.43, 0.56) 0.8397
T4–T3 −0.27 (−0.79, 0.24) −0.35 (−0.85, 0.14) 0.8235

Gassiness

at T1 1.95 (1.42, 2.49) 2.10 (1.59, 2.62) 0.6947
T2–T1 −0.50 (−0.96, −0.04) −0.56 (−100, −0.12) 0.8480
T3–T2 0.09 (−0.37, 0.55) 0.19 (−0.25, 0.63) 0.7671
T4–T3 −0.50 (−0.96, −0.04) −0.35 (−0.80, 0.09) 0.6548

Gassiness: when starting the first cereal both groups had similar episodes of gassiness with no
significant differences between them (1.95 vs. 2.10, p = 0.6947). In both groups there was also a decrease
of events of gassiness at the end of the first period (−0.50, −0.56, respectively). After cross-over,
the intake of another cereal did not lead to differences in gassiness (p = 0.7971). Both groups followed
parallel trends with reduction of gassiness in both periods as the infant got used to the formula with a
small rebound when switching the cereals. There seems to be no significant difference between cereals
(Table 4).

In general, the tolerance seemed to improve over time in both diets.

3.3.3. Bowel Habits

Frequency of depositions started at about the same level in both groups and stayed stable across
both periods, among 1.4 and 1.7 depositions per day. There were no significant trends over time in
both groups and no significant differences between the cereals studied (p = 0.6089) (Table 5).

The average stool consistency started at similar levels in both groups around 2.38 (Table 5).
There was a quick increase in stool consistency in both groups in the first period but no significant
difference between the trends of the groups were observed (p = 0.2682). From that point onward
there were no statistically significant changes in any of the groups (p = 0.3940, p = 0.9199) (Table 5).
We observed a physiological increase in stool consistency, being softer at the beginning and more
formed at the end, when the age of the infant was higher (Figure 5).



Nutrients 2020, 12, 1883 11 of 18

Table 5. Changes in bowel habits variables (depositions/day, stool consistency) between visits. T1:
Initiation of first cereal, T2: Follow-up of first cereal, T3: Initiation of second cereal, T4: Follow-up of
second cereal.

Outcome var. Time Group AB Group BA p-Value

Depositions/day

at T1 1.73 (1.39, 2.06) 1.40 (1.07, 1.72) 0.1682
T2–T1 0.09 (−0.29, 0.48) 0.19 (−0.18, 0.56) 0.7225
T3–T2 −0.05 (−0.43, 0.34) 0.09 (−0.27, 0.46) 0.6089
T4–T3 −0.00 (−0.38, 0.38) −0.07 (−0.44, 0.30) 0.7887

Stool consistency

at T1 2.38 (2.15, 2.61) 2.39 (2.17, 2.60) 0.9617
T2–T1 0.31 (0.01, 0.62) 0.55 (0.26, 0.84) 0.2682
T3–T2 0.02 (−0.28, 0.33) −0.16 (−0.45, 0.13) 0.3940
T4–T3 0.03 (−0.28, 0.34) 0.05 (−0.24, 0.34) 0.9199Nutrients 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 18 
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Figure 5. Stool consistency of the infants in each visit for both intervention groups. Scale—1 = watery,
2 = soft, 3 = formed, 4 = hard. Values are shown as mean and 95% confidence intervals. Continuous
line represents the intervention group AB and the discontinuous line represents the intervention group
BA. Cereal A—0% whole grain and 24 g/100 g sugar; Cereal B—50% whole grain and 12 g/100 g sugars.

3.3.4. Adverse Events

The children in our study did not suffer any pain and did not find any difficulties with the
incorporation of infant cereals in their diet. The infant cereals were introduced at an adequate
age in line with the recommendations of the pediatricians and the European recommendations
for complementary feeding. Throughout the whole study period the children were controlled for
any issues by their pediatricians. Of the 46 subjects, no AEs were reported during the two study
periods (seven + seven weeks) for 22 subjects (48%). AEs were reported for 24 subjects. In total,
24 mild AEs were reported among 17 children when taking Cereal A, and another 24 mild AEs
were reported in 14 children while taking Cereal B. Of these, 77% were respiratory tract infections
(58.3% were upper respiratory tract infections including otitis and 18.7% were lower respiratory tract
infections); 12.5% were gastrointestinal infections including parasitosis and 2.1% were non-infectious
gastrointestinal symptoms, like constipation or vomiting; 2.1% were other infections like varicella
and 6.3% were dermatological complications. None of the AEs that occurred were related to
the intake of the infant cereals or other foods. Ten children received 15 treatments while taking
the Cereal A and 13 patients received 21 treatments while taking Cereal B. Out of all treatments,
55.6% were antihistamines, anti-inflammatory and bronchodilators, 19.4% antipyretics and analgesics,
8.6% antibiotics and anti-infectives, 2.8% probiotics, 2.8% laxatives, 8.3% were inhaled corticosteroids
or topical and 2.8% were emollient and other topical creams. A statistical difference was found between
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both periods of the study, with 34 infections in the first period vs. 14 infections in second period
(p = 0.04). The incorporation of the children to the kindergarten and/or the autumn season could be a
reason for the higher rate of infections during the first period. Additionally, a difference was found
between the number of treatments used in both periods—28 in the first period vs. 8 in the second
period (p = 0.007). However, there were no significant differences in the incidence of AEs, type of
adverse events and treatments applied between when using one infant cereal or the other.

4. Discussion

This study has investigated the sensory acceptability of two commercially available infant cereals,
varying in sugar and whole grain content, by means of a 14-week randomized cross-over controlled
trial in infants and their parents in Spain. Importantly, both infant cereals included in this study were
well accepted by the infants over the whole course of the intervention, yet no statistical difference was
found between them, neither for the first intake of the cereals nor when the cereals were switched.
Additionally, both infant cereals were equally well accepted by the parents. Measurements on
gastrointestinal tolerance of the infants were also included in this research and indicated a significant
higher percentage of infants with regurgitations for the high sugar cereals (Cereal A) at the second
and third visit. No significant differences were found in the remaining variables analyzed between
the groups.

Infant cereals acceptability studies are scarce. To our knowledge, this is the first study assessing
infant cereals acceptability and gastrointestinal tolerance in infants over time. Previously, Haro-Vicente
et al., (2017) [29] investigated the sensory acceptability of infant cereals with a varying whole grain
content (30% vs. 0%) in an eight-day trial indicating that the cereals were equally accepted by both
infants and parents [29]. Despite the higher whole grain percentage difference in our study (50% vs.
0%) and additional varying sugar content (12 g/100 g vs. 24 g/100 g), sensory acceptability still did
not differ between the two groups for both cereals. Remarkably, even when infants had refined infant
cereals with a high sugar content for seven weeks (first period of intervention), we have shown that
intake of infant cereals with 50% whole grains and a medium-sugar content for the following seven
weeks is still highly and similarly accepted.

Although infants are born with an innate preference for sweet taste, they are capable of learning
to like a variety of new flavors and foods during the complementary feeding period [37], regardless
the level of sweetness. Interestingly, the fact that we did not find any difference in infant or parent
acceptability with infant cereals differing in sugar content from 24% vs. 12% is apparently in
contradiction with the general belief that infants prefer sweet tasting foods [38,39]. Two reasons might
explain this issue: (1) There is a small difference in sugar content per portion. Per portion (±20 g) the
sugar content in the infant cereals only differ approximately 2.5 g; and (2) infant cereals are usually
prepared with human milk or infant formula. We could hypothesize that their sweet taste might
mask the taste of the infant cereals [29]. Breast milk contains about 7 g of lactose/dL [40] and infant
formulas, when diluted, provide a similar level of lactose. However, to our knowledge, the direct
correlation between lactose content and sweetness in breast milk or infant formula has not been studied
in-depth yet. Only a recent study using a sensory panel indicated that breast milk is perceived as sweet
and its sweetness correlated with the carbohydrate content in the milk [41]. The preferred degree of
sweetness for infants remains unknown. In newborns, a concentration of 0.73 M sucrose (25 g/100 mL)
elicits positive responses, like smiling, sucking movements and facial relaxation [42,43]. This was not
compared with other sucrose concentrations and different types of free sugars (i.e., glucose, maltose
and lactose). Moreover, it is crucial to take into consideration that sweetness perception does not only
depend on the entire sugar content, but also on genetic traits [44] and food matrix [45].

The consumption of sugar is country dependent and reformulation strategies to reduce added
sugar content only have significant effects if the target food represents an important contribution
to the population’s diet [46]. In that sense, the intake range of infant cereals in Spain is roughly
10–40 g/day from four to 12 months [22]. If we were to apply sugar reduction as indicated in our study,
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the daily intake of sugar from infant cereals would be lowered from approximately 2.4–9.6 to 1.2–4.8 g,
which would significantly contribute to meeting the objective of reduction of free sugars to <5% of
daily energy intake in this sensitive population [7,9].

In addition to the different sugar content, the infant cereals used in the present study had two
different whole grain contents—0% vs. 50%. A broad consensus exists about the health benefits that
come with eating whole grain in adults, such as reduced levels in blood cholesterol, body weight and
non-communicable diseases [24]. Although a consistent recommendation about whole grain intake is
lacking, it is generally acknowledged that whole grain intake is preferred over refined grain intake [11].
Like in adults, whole grain recommendations for infants are lacking or inconsistent; however, it is
expected that the inclusion of whole grain in the infant’s diet might be promising for the future [11].
Whole grain intake could be a major factor to increase gut health due to the complex carbohydrates in
whole grain cereals (dietary fiber, resistant starch, oligosaccharides) that could shape digestion and
absorption in the small intestine and, also, as they are fermented in the large intestine they are working
as a prebiotic [47]. Childhood constipation might be relieved by the increase in whole grain intake;
however, randomized controlled trials are lacking to make firm recommendations [48].

The present study, designed as a cross-over randomized controlled trial, gave us the opportunity
to compare bowel habits after consuming whole grain infant cereals as compared to refined cereals
infants. In this study, we used the frequency of defecation and stool consistency as markers for
bowel habits. Both parameters can be influenced by age and feeding practices of the infant [49].
This was the case for stool consistency; however, no difference in the frequency of defecations was
found between the products nor over time. The bowel habit is a useful marker of intestinal function,
especially in the colon. A higher frequency of deposition and softer and watery stools have been
shown in breastfed infants compared with formula-fed infants; however, these differences disappear
after the weaning period [49]. Intake of whole grain cereals, as compared to refined cereals, could be
an important factor in these markers due to the complex carbohydrates in whole grain cereals [47].
In fact, although there are no studies about the influence of feeding profile on stool patterns in infant
and toddlers during complementary feeding, studies in older children and adults exist. For instance,
Grasten et al., (2000) [50] compared bowel function in middle-aged women and men. Whole-meal rye
bread significantly increased fecal output and fecal frequency and shortened mean intestinal transit
time when compared with wheat bread. The intake of whole grains could improve constipation in
childhood due to the increase of dietary fiber and other bioactive compounds that could also help.
Well-designed additional randomized controlled trials are necessary to make a formal recommendation
in this regard.

Our results did not provide evidence for major differences in the number and type of adverse
effects depending on the type of cereal consumed. A possible issue that has been associated with the
intake of whole grain cereals is the higher phytate content vs. the refined counterpart and its effect
on bioavailability of calcium, iron and zinc. Values higher than 0.24 for the molar phytate/calcium
ratio seems to compromise the availability of calcium [51] and the molar phytate/iron ratio should
be lower than 0.4 to achieve adequate iron absorption [52]. In addition, values of this ratio above
12–15 compromise the availability of zinc [51,53]. Nevertheless, the processing of infant cereals
contributes to decreasing the phytate content [28]. Significant decreases occurred in the mixtures
of wheat, barley and rye with losses around 50% of their initial content, while minor changes were
observed for sorghum and millet flours [54].

The estimated phytate content of cereals in our study were: Cereal A (143.5 mg/100 g, equivalent
to 0.23 mmol/100 g) and Cereal B (176.8 mg/100 g, equal to 0.28 mmol/100 g) and the phytate/mineral
molar ratios for Cereal A and B, respectively, were 0.05 and 0.06 for calcium; 1.40 and 1.75 for iron;
and 9.8 and 12.2 for zinc. However, it must be considered that infant cereals are always reconstituted
with breastmilk or infant formula prior to consumption, decreasing the phytate/mineral molar ratios.
Anyhow, prior evidence points out that decreasing phytate beyond current contents in cereals had no
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effect on growth, development or incidence of diarrheal or respiratory infections [55] and had little
long-term effect on the iron and zinc status of Swedish infants [56].

There may be some limitations in the present study. First, both the sugar and whole grain
content differed between the infant cereals. Therefore, our findings could be attributed to either one of
those factors or to their combined effect. Nevertheless, there is prior evidence indicating the sensory
acceptability of infant cereals with 30% whole grains with no differences vs. the refined counterpart [29].
Furthermore, as both lower sweetness and addition of whole grains may negatively impact the sensory
properties of infant cereals, our results are even more interesting as the whole grain/medium-sugar
infant cereals were similarly accepted. Second, as the infants grow older, complementary feeding
was added to their diet. It is unclear if this might have influenced the sensory acceptability or
gastrointestinal reaction of the infants. Moreover it needs to be taken into consideration that the
estimation of infant acceptability by parents may reflect their own personal preferences and they might
use different criteria to assess liking of their children [57,58]. The advantage of this 4-point scale is that
at each scale point a small description is given about infant behavior, which might reduce this bias.
Prior research using this scale did not detect any differences between infant cereals [29], but seemed
to be more effective in comparing different food groups [30,31]. Third, in our study, parent liking of
the infant cereals was moderately positive for both cereals, but no significant difference was found
between them. This is of interest, since the role of parents in infant food behavior is crucial [59]. In our
study, parents evaluated the two infant cereal samples blind; however, this does not reflect normal
consumer behavior. Previous research indicates that opinions about the social responsibility of the
brand (e.g., regarding the environment), convenience and price and safety are important factors in
parent brand choice for infant foods [60].

Implications for food manufacturers and policymakers
Several implications for the food industry, policymakers, pediatricians and parents can be derived

from our findings. First and foremost, sugar can be reduced or even eliminated and refined grains
can be substituted by whole grains in infant cereals without compromising on taste. This would
result in healthier, more sustainable and more natural (less processed) cereals. Such products
would not only fit better with international health agencies and pediatric associations (e.g., FAO,
WHO, The European Society for Paediatric Gastroenterology Hepatology and Nutrition (ESPGHAN),
Scientific Advisory Committee on Nutrition (SACN), The American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP),
among others), but would also be in line with sustainable recommendations from the SDGs and the
Planetary Health Diet as well as recent food international consumer trends [61] and measurements on
food naturalness [62]. Overall, given our evidence that less sugar and a higher level of whole grain in
cereals do not compromise its acceptability, policy makers and health care organizations can explicitly
encourage infant food manufacturers in their new product development or product reformulations to
reduce sugar levels and increase whole grain content in infant cereals.

5. Conclusions

This 14-week Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT) investigated the sensory acceptability,
gastrointestinal tolerance and bowel habits in infants consuming two infant cereals with varying
whole grain and sugar contents. Infant cereals play a prime role in complementary feeding, which in
turn has significant consequences on infant’s health and future development. Importantly, our main
finding was that infant’s and parent’s acceptability did not significantly differ between tested infant
cereals. In addition, no major differences in gastrointestinal tolerance and bowel habits were found.
We believe our research considerably adds to the literature, given the evident scarcity in RCTs and
sensory acceptability studies in infant foods. Overall, our findings represent an opportunity for the
food industry to reduce or even eliminate sugars and increase the levels of whole grains in in infant
cereals. This would be consistent to current health and sustainability recommendations from the
EAT-Lancet Commission and international health and pediatric organizations.



Nutrients 2020, 12, 1883 15 of 18

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.M.S.-S. and M.J.B.; data curation; M.J.B. and J.F.H.-V.; formal
analysis, M.J.B., J.F.H.-V. and M.K.; investigation, L.M.S.-S., M.J.B., D.G. and J.P.-D.; methodology, L.M.S.-S., M.J.B.,
S.B. and Á.G.; project administration, M.J.B. and J.F.H.-V.; supervision, L.M.S.-S. and Á.G.; writing—original draft
preparation, L.M.S.-S., M.J.B. and M.K.; validation, L.M.S.-S., M.J.B., D.G., S.B., J.F.H.-V., M.K., J.P.-D. and Á.G.;
writing—review and editing, L.M.S.-S., M.J.B., D.G., S.B., M.K., J.P.-D. and Á.G. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was partially funded by European funding from ICEX Invest Spain (code 201503473)
and FEDER (Fondo Europeo de Desarrollo Regional)—“Investment Program of foreign companies in
R&D activities”—2015, under “Smart Growth Operational Programme” by Spanish Ministry of Economy
and Competitiveness.

Acknowledgments: We are immensely grateful to the primary care pediatricians, Enrique López, Francisco
Carrillo, Begoña Pelegrín, Eva María Rodriguez, Matilde Zornoza, María Fuensanta Costa, Antonio Iofrío,
Sebastian Lorente, Santiago Carbajo and Gregorio Vicente who actively collaborated in recruiting and monitoring
the infants. We would like to acknowledge the support of Isabel Vasallo for the trial monitoring, David Prieto for
helping us with the statistical analyses, Fabien Gandolphe for the unconditional support to make this project
possible and Romy Jacobs for working on this study during her internship. Lastly, we would like to thank all
parents and children who participated in this study.

Conflicts of Interest: L.M.S.-S., M.J.B., S.B., J.F.H.-V. and M.K. are members of the Research and Nutrition Lab of
Hero Group, a Swiss international food manufacturer; D.G and Á.G. received honoraria-payments for specific
speeches and seminar presentations from Hero, Nestlé, Lactalis and others baby food companies.

References

1. Agostoni, C.; Decsi, T.; Fewtrell, M.; Goulet, O.; Kolacek, S.; Koletzko, B.; Michaelsen, K.F.; Moreno, L.;
Puntis, J.; Rigo, J.; et al. Complementary feeding: A commentary by the ESPGHAN Committee on Nutrition.
J. Pediatr. Gastroenterol. Nutr. 2008, 46, 99–110. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. De Cosmi, V.; Scaglioni, S.; Agostoni, C. Early taste experiences and later food choices. Nutrients 2017, 9, 107.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Maier-Noth, A.; Schaal, B.; Leathwood, P.; Issanchou, S. The lasting influences of early food-related variety
experience: A longitudinal study of vegetable acceptance from 5 months to 6 years in two populations.
PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0151356. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Nicklaus, S. The role of food experiences during early childhood in food pleasure learning. Appetite 2016,
104, 3–9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Willett, W.; Rockstrom, J.; Loken, B.; Springmann, M.; Lang, T.; Vermeulen, S.; Garnett, T.; Tilman, D.;
DeClerck, F.; Wood, A.; et al. Food in the Anthropocene: The EAT-Lancet Commission on healthy diets from
sustainable food systems. Lancet 2019, 393, 447–492. [CrossRef]

6. World Health Organization; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Sustainable Healthy
Diets: Guiding Principles; Food & Agriculture Organization: Rome, Italy, 2019.

7. World Health Organization. Guideline: Sugars Intake for Adults and Children; World Health Organization:
Geneva, Switzerland, 2015.

8. Fewtrell, M.; Bronsky, J.; Campoy, C.; Domellof, M.; Embleton, N.; Mis, N.F.; Hojsak, I.; Hulst, J.M.;
Indrio, F.; Lapillonne, A.; et al. Complementary feeding: A position paper by the European Society for
Paediatric Gastroenterology, Hepatology, and Nutrition (ESPGHAN) Committee on Nutrition. J. Pediatr.
Gastroenterol. Nutr. 2017, 64, 119–132. [CrossRef]

9. Fidler Mis, N.; Braegger, C.; Bronsky, J.; Campoy, C.; Domellof, M.; Embleton, N.D.; Hojsak, I.; Hulst, J.;
Indrio, F.; Lapillonne, A.; et al. Sugar in infants, children and adolescents: A position paper of the European
Society for Paediatric Gastroenterology, Hepatology and Nutrition Committee on Nutrition. J. Pediatr.
Gastroenterol. Nutr. 2017, 65, 681–696. [CrossRef]

10. Vos, M.B.; Kaar, J.L.; Welsh, J.A.; Van Horn, L.V.; Feig, D.I.; Anderson, C.A.M.; Patel, M.J.; Cruz Munos, J.;
Krebs, N.F.; Xanthakos, S.A.; et al. Added Sugars and cardiovascular disease risk in children: A scientific
statement from the American Heart Association. Circulation 2017, 135, e1017–e1034. [CrossRef]

11. Klerks, M.; Bernal, M.J.; Roman, S.; Bodenstab, S.; Gil, A.; Sanchez-Siles, L.M. Infant cereals: Current status,
challenges, and future opportunities for whole grains. Nutrients 2019, 11, 473. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.mpg.0000304464.60788.bd
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18162844
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nu9020107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28165384
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0151356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26968029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2015.08.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26298009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPG.0000000000001454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPG.0000000000001733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1161/CIR.0000000000000439
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nu11020473


Nutrients 2020, 12, 1883 16 of 18

12. National Health and Medical Research Council. A Modelling System to Inform the Revision of the
Australian Guide to Healthy Eating. Natl. Health Med. Res. Counc. Dep. Health Ageing Aust. Gov. 2011.
Available online: https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/sites/default/files/files/public_consultation/n55a_dietary_
guidelines_food_modelling_111216.pdf (accessed on 21 March 2020).

13. Varea Calderón, V.; Dalmau Serra, J.; Lama More, R.; Leis Trabazo, R. Papel de los cereales en la alimentación
infantil. Acta Pediátr. Esp. 2013, 71, 91–98.

14. USDA. Child and Adult Care Food Program: Meal pattern revisions related to the Healthy, Hunger-Free
Kids Act of 2010. Final Rule. Fed. Regist. 2016, 81, 24348–24383.

15. Thielecke, F.; Nugent, A.P. Contaminants in grain—A major risk for whole grain safety? Nutrients 2018,
10, 1213. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Caroli, M.; Mele, R.M.; Tomaselli, M.A.; Cammisa, M.; Longo, F.; Attolini, E. Complementary feeding patterns
in Europe with a special focus on Italy. Nutr. Metab. Cardiovasc. Dis. 2012, 22, 813–818. [CrossRef]

17. Freeman, V.; van’t Hof, M.; Haschke, F.; Euro-Growth Study Group. Patterns of milk and food intake in
infants from birth to age 36 months: The Euro-growth study. J. Pediatr. Gastroenterol. Nutr. 2000, 31, S76–S85.
[CrossRef]

18. Siega-Riz, A.M.; Deming, D.M.; Reidy, K.C.; Fox, M.K.; Condon, E.; Briefel, R.R. Food consumption patterns
of infants and toddlers: Where are we now? J. Am. Diet. Assoc. 2010, 110, S38–S51. [CrossRef]

19. Roos, N.; Sorensen, J.C.; Sorensen, H.; Rasmussen, S.K.; Briend, A.; Yang, Z.; Huffman, S.L. Screening for
anti-nutritional compounds in complementary foods and food aid products for infants and young children.
Matern Child Nutr. 2013, 9 (Suppl. S1), 47–71. [CrossRef]

20. Swanepoel, E.; Havemann-Nel, L.; Rothman, M.; Laubscher, R.; Matsungo, T.M.; Smuts, C.M.; Faber, M.
Contribution of commercial infant products and fortified staple foods to nutrient intake at ages 6, 12, and 18
months in a cohort of children from a low socio-economic community in South Africa. Matern Child Nutr.
2019, 15, e12674. [CrossRef]

21. Rito, A.I.; Dinis, A.; Rascoa, C.; Maia, A.; de Carvalho Martins, I.; Santos, M.; Lima, J.; Mendes, S.; Padrao, J.;
Stein-Novais, C. Improving breakfast patterns of portuguese children-an evaluation of ready-to-eat cereals
according to the European nutrient profile model. Eur. J. Clin. Nutr. 2019, 73, 465–473. [CrossRef]

22. Bernal, M.J.; Haro, F.J.; Roman, S.; Bodenstab, S.; Sanchez-Siles, L.M. Simple sugars intake from infant cereals
in Spain. A web-based cereals dietary questionnaire. In Proceedings of the 48th Annual Meeting of the
European Society for Paediatric Gastroenterology, Hepatology and Nutrition, Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
6–9 May 2015.

23. U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Agricultural Research Service. FoodData Central 2020. Available
online: https://fdc.nal.usda.gov/ (accessed on 4 June 2020).

24. Reynolds, A.; Mann, J.; Cummings, J.; Winter, N.; Mete, E.; Te Morenga, L. Carbohydrate quality and human
health: A series of systematic reviews and meta-analyses. Lancet 2019, 393, 434–445. [CrossRef]

25. World Medical Association. World Medical Association declaration of Helsinki: Ethical principles for
medical research involving human subjects. JAMA 2013, 310, 2191–2194. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Commission Directive 2006/125/EC of 5 December 2006 on Processed Cereal-Based Foods and Baby Foods
for Infants and Young Children; OJ L 339, 6.12.2006; European Union: Brussels, Belgium; pp. 16–35.
Available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32006L0125&from=EN
(accessed on 12 January 2020).

27. Commission Regulation (EC) No 1881/2006 of 19 December 2006 Setting Maximum Levels for Certain Contaminants
in Foodstuffs; OJ L 364, 20.12.2006; European Union: Brussels, Belgium, pp. 5–24 and further modifications;
Available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32006R1881&from=EN
(accessed on 12 January 2020).

28. Frontela, C. Efecto de la Adición de Fitasa Sobre la Biodisponibilidad Mineral In Vitro en Papillas Infantiles.
Ph.D. Thesis, Facultad de Veterinaria, Universidad de Murcia, Murcia, Spain, 2007.

29. Haro-Vicente, J.F.; Bernal-Cava, M.J.; Lopez-Fernandez, A.; Ros-Berruezo, G.; Bodenstab, S.; Sanchez-Siles, L.M.
Sensory acceptability of infant cereals with whole grain in infants and young children. Nutrients 2017, 9, 65.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Lange, C.; Visalli, M.; Jacob, S.; Chabanet, C.; Schlich, P.; Nicklaus, S. Maternal feeding practices during the
first year and their impact on infants’ acceptance of complementary food. Food Qual. Prefer. 2013, 29, 89–98.
[CrossRef]

https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/sites/default/files/files/public_consultation/n55a_dietary_guidelines_food_modelling_111216.pdf
https://www.eatforhealth.gov.au/sites/default/files/files/public_consultation/n55a_dietary_guidelines_food_modelling_111216.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nu10091213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30200531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.numecd.2012.07.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00005176-200007001-00008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jada.2010.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8709.2012.00449.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/mcn.12674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41430-018-0235-6
https://fdc.nal.usda.gov/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31809-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2013.281053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24141714
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32006L0125&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32006R1881&from=EN
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nu9010065
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28098769
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2013.03.005


Nutrients 2020, 12, 1883 17 of 18

31. Schwartz, C.; Chabanet, C.; Lange, C.; Issanchou, S.; Nicklaus, S. The role of taste in food acceptance at the
beginning of complementary feeding. Physiol. Behav. 2011, 104, 646–652. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Veereman-Wauters, G.; Staelens, S.; Van de Broek, H.; Plaskie, K.; Wesling, F.; Roger, L.C.; McCartney, A.L.;
Assam, P. Physiological and bifidogenic effects of prebiotic supplements in infant formulae. J. Pediatr.
Gastroenterol. Nutr. 2011, 52, 763–771. [CrossRef]

33. Ashley, C.; Johnston, W.H.; Harris, C.L.; Stolz, S.I.; Wampler, J.L.; Berseth, C.L. Growth and tolerance of infants
fed formula supplemented with polydextrose (PDX) and/or galactooligosaccharides (GOS): Double-blind,
randomized, controlled trial. Nutr. J. 2012, 11. [CrossRef]

34. Piemontese, P.; Gianni, M.L.; Braegger, C.P.; Chirico, G.; Gruber, C.; Riedler, J.; Arslanoglu, S.;
van Stuijvenberg, M.; Boehm, G.; Jelinek, J.; et al. Tolerance and safety evaluation in a large cohort of
healthy infants fed an innovative prebiotic formula: A randomized controlled trial. PLoS ONE 2011, 6, e28010.
[CrossRef]

35. Guideline, I.H. Integrated addendum to ICH E6 (R1): Guideline for good clinical practice E6 (R2). Curr. Step
2015, 2, 1–60.

36. Senn, S.S. Cross-Over Trials in Clinical Research; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2002; Volume 5.
37. Mura Paroche, M.; Caton, S.J.; Vereijken, C.; Weenen, H.; Houston-Price, C. How Infants and young children

learn about food: A Systematic review. Front Psychol. 2017, 8, 1046. [CrossRef]
38. Ventura, A.K.; Worobey, J. Early influences on the development of food preferences. Curr. Biol. 2013, 23,

R401–R408. [CrossRef]
39. Mennella, J.A. Ontogeny of taste preferences: Basic biology and implications for health. Am. J. Clin. Nutr.

2014, 99, 704S–711S. [CrossRef]
40. Martin, C.R.; Ling, P.R.; Blackburn, G.L. Review of infant feeding: Key features of breast milk and infant

formula. Nutrients 2016, 8, 279. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Mastorakou, D.; Ruark, A.; Weenen, H.; Stahl, B.; Stieger, M. Sensory characteristics of human milk:

Association between mothers’ diet and milk for bitter taste. J. Dairy Sci. 2019, 102, 1116–1130. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

42. Forestell, C.A. Flavor perception and preference development in human infants. Ann. Nutr. Metab. 2017,
70 (Suppl. S3), 17–25. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Rosenstein, D.; Oster, H. Differential facial responses to four basic tastes in newborns. Child Dev. 1988, 59,
1555–1568. [CrossRef]

44. Ventura, A.K.; Mennella, J.A. Innate and learned preferences for sweet taste during childhood. Curr. Opin.
Clin. Nutr. Metab. Care 2011, 14, 379–384. [CrossRef]

45. van de Velde, F.; de Hoog, E.H.; Oosterveld, A.; Tromp, R.H. Protein-polysaccharide interactions to alter
texture. Annu. Rev. Food Sci. Technol. 2015, 6, 371–388. [CrossRef]

46. Azais-Braesco, V.; Sluik, D.; Maillot, M.; Kok, F.; Moreno, L.A. A review of total & added sugar intakes and
dietary sources in Europe. Nutr. J. 2017, 16, 6. [CrossRef]

47. Slavin, J. Whole grains and digestive health. Cereal Chem. 2010, 87, 292–296. [CrossRef]
48. Stewart, M.L.; Schroeder, N.M. Dietary treatments for childhood constipation: Efficacy of dietary fiber and

whole grains. Nutr. Rev. 2013, 71, 98–109. [CrossRef]
49. Tunc, V.T.; Camurdan, A.D.; Ilhan, M.N.; Sahin, F.; Beyazova, U. Factors associated with defecation patterns

in 0-24-month-old children. Eur. J. Pediatr. 2008, 167, 1357–1362. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
50. Grasten, S.M.; Juntunen, K.S.; Poutanen, K.S.; Gylling, H.K.; Miettinen, T.A.; Mykkanen, H.M. Rye bread

improves bowel function and decreases the concentrations of some compounds that are putative colon
cancer risk markers in middle-aged women and men. J. Nutr. 2000, 130, 2215–2221. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Ma, G.; Jin, Y.; Piao, J.; Kok, F.; Guusje, B.; Jacobsen, E. Phytate, calcium, iron, and zinc contents and their
molar ratios in foods commonly consumed in China. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2005, 53, 10285–10290. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

52. Hurrell, R.F. Phytic acid degradation as a means of improving iron absorption. Int. J. Vitam. Nutr. Res. 2004,
74, 445–452. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Perlas, L.A.; Gibson, R.S. Household dietary strategies to enhance the content and bioavailability of iron,
zinc and calcium of selected rice- and maize-based Philippine complementary foods. Matern. Child Nutr.
2005, 1, 263–273. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2011.04.061
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21554893
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPG.0b013e3182139f39
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-11-38
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0028010
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2013.02.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.3945/ajcn.113.067694
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nu8050279
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27187450
http://dx.doi.org/10.3168/jds.2018-15339
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30594356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000478759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28903110
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1130670
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MCO.0b013e328346df65
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-food-022814-015558
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12937-016-0225-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1094/CCHEM-87-4-0292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/nure.12010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00431-008-0669-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18264719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jn/130.9.2215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10958815
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jf052051r
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16366728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1024/0300-9831.74.6.445
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15743020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8709.2005.00037.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16881908


Nutrients 2020, 12, 1883 18 of 18

54. Frontela, C.; Haro, J.F.; Ros, G.; Martinez, C. Effect of dephytinization and follow-on formula addition on
in vitro iron, calcium, and zinc availability from infant cereals. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2008, 56, 3805–3811.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Lind, T.; Lonnerdal, B.; Persson, L.A.; Stenlund, H.; Tennefors, C.; Hernell, O. Effects of weaning cereals with
different phytate contents on hemoglobin, iron stores, and serum zinc: A randomized intervention in infants
from 6 to 12 mo of age. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 2003, 78, 168–175. [CrossRef]

56. Lind, T.; Persson, L.; Lonnerdal, B.; Stenlund, H.; Hernell, O. Effects of weaning cereals with different
phytate content on growth, development and morbidity: A randomized intervention trial in infants from 6
to 12 months of age. Acta Paediatr. 2004, 93, 1575–1582. [CrossRef]

57. Madrelle, J.; Lange, C.; Boutrolle, I.; Valade, O.; Weenen, H.; Monnery-Patris, S.; Issanchou, S.; Nicklaus, S.
Development of a new in-home testing method to assess infant food liking. Appetite 2017, 113, 274–283.
[CrossRef]

58. ASTM International. Standard Guide for Sensory Evaluation of Products by Children and Minors. Available
online: https://www.astm.org/Standards/E2299.htm (accessed on 13 May 2020).

59. Scaglioni, S.; De Cosmi, V.; Ciappolino, V.; Parazzini, F.; Brambilla, P.; Agostoni, C. Factors influencing
children’s eating behaviours. Nutrients 2018, 10, 706. [CrossRef]

60. Román, S.; Sánchez-Siles, L.M. Parents’ choice criteria for infant food brands: A scale development and
validation. Food Qual. Prefer. 2018, 64, 1–10. [CrossRef]

61. Roman, S.; Sánchez-Siles, L.M.; Siegrist, M. The importance of food naturalness for consumers: Results of a
systematic review. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2017, 67, 44–57. [CrossRef]

62. Sanchez-Siles, L.M.; Michel, F.; Román, S.; Bernal, M.J.; Philipsen, B.; Haro, J.F.; Bodenstab, S.; Siegrist, M. The
Food Naturalness Index (FNI): An integrative tool to measure the degree of food naturalness. Trends Food Sci.
Technol. 2019, 91, 681–690. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jf073424m
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18433137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ajcn/78.1.168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2004.tb00846.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.03.002
https://www.astm.org/Standards/E2299.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nu10060706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2017.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2017.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2019.07.015
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Subjects 
	Products 
	Study Design 
	Data Collection and Study Outcomes 
	Sensory Acceptability 
	Other Secondary Outcomes 

	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Subjects Characteristics or Characteristics of Study Population 
	Sensory Acceptability 
	Other Secondary Outcomes 
	Anthropometric Measurements 
	Gastrointestinal Tolerance 
	Bowel Habits 
	Adverse Events 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

