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Abstract
Background: Prediabetes affects 34.1% U.S. adults and is primarily linked to added sugars
consumed from sugar-sweetened beverages. It is unclear if total dietary intake of added sugar
also increases the risk for prediabetes.
Objective: This study examined if total (g/day) and percent intakes of <10%, 10-15%, or >15%
added sugar increase the odds for prediabetes in U.S. adults.
Design: A cross-sectional, secondary analysis using 2013-2018 NHANES data was conducted.
Participants/setting: This study included data from U.S. adults > 20 years with normoglycemia
(N=2,154) and prediabetes (N= 3,152) with 1-2 days of dietary recall information.
Main outcome measur es: Prediabetes, defined as a Hemoglobin Alc of 5.7%-6.4% or a fasting
plasma glucose of 100-125 mg/dL.
Statistical analysis: Survey-weighted logistic regression was used to estimate odds ratios of
prediabetes based on usual intakes of added sugar (total and percent intakes) using the National
Cancer Institute Method. Differences in prediabetes risk and total and percent intakes of added
sugar were compared by race/ethnicity.
Results: The sample’s total energy intake from added sugar was 13.9%. Total (unadjusted: OR:
1.01, 95% CI: .99 - 1.00, p = .26; adjusted: OR: 1.00, 95% CI: .99 - 1.00, p = .91) and percent
intakes of added sugar (unadjusted [<10%: (ref); 10-15%: OR: .93, 95% CI. .77 - 1.12, p = .44;
>15%: OR: 1.03, 95% CI: .82 - 1.28, p = .82] and adjusted [ <10%: (ref); 10 - 15%: OR: .82,
95% CI: .65 - 1.04, p=.09; >15%: OR: .96, 95% CI. .74 - 1.24, p =.73]) were not significantly
associated with an increased odds of prediabetes. Prediabetes risk did not differ by race/ethnicity
for total (unadjusted model [p = .65]; adjusted model [p = .51]) or percent (unadjusted model [p

=.21]; adjusted model [p = .11]) added sugar intakes.
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100  Conclusions: In adults >20 years with normoglycemia and prediabetes, total added sugar
101 consumption did not significantly increase one’s risk for prediabetes and risk estimates did not
102 differ by race/ethnicity. Experimental studies should expand upon this work to confirm these
103  findings.
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123 Introduction

124 Prediabetes is a relatively asymptomatic, but serious medical condition characterized by
125 insulin resistance and intermittent hyperglycemia® that affects approximately 88 million U.S.
126  adults.? Prediabetes is a precursor to type 2 diabetes (T2D) * and is associated with chronic

127 kidney disease® and cardiovascular disease risks (i.e., hypertension, dyslipidemia),* independent
128 of T2D progression.®* Significant disparities in the prevalence of prediabetes are observed

129  among minority populations, particularly for non-Hispanic Black and Hispanic adults, in

130  comparison to non-Hispanic White adults (32%, 35.3%, 31%, respectively).> Due to the slow but
131 progressive nature of prediabetes pathology, roughly 85% of adults are unaware of their

132 condition®® and often remain unaware until after the condition has progressed to T2D.” Diabetes
133 is considered a preventable diet-related disease,® yet, about 5-10% of adults with prediabetes

134  progress to T2D annually and 70% of adults with prediabetes develop T2D within their

135 lifetime.”® Whether factors such as diet, genetics, advancing age, other lifestyle choices (e.g.,
136 physical activity) or a combination of these factors increase the risk for prediabetes is not fully
137 known. However, longitudinal, observational studies examining the role of nutrition on

138 metabolic conditions suggest diet is a primary predictor of a plethora of cardiac and metabolic
139 health conditions, including prediabetes.****

140 In the 1950s and 1960s cardiovascular disease was hypothesized to be a consequence of
141  excessive fat consumption and subsequently hyperlipidemia.® Thus, a change in the

142 recommended intake of dietary fats and carbohydrates occurred in the late 1970s*® and the first
143 published U.S. Dietary Guidelines recommended decreasing dietary fat from 40% to 30% and
144 increasing carbohydrate intake to approximately 55% - 60% of total daily energy intake.™

145  Unfortunately, this shift paralleled a drastic rise in obesity and diabetes rates across the 1980s


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.22.22279065

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.22.22279065; this version posted August 23, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

6

146 and 1990s and had little influence on cardiovascular disease prevalence.>*” Concurrent with the
147  shift in diet trends, food manufacturers increased production of carbohydrate rich, low-fat foods.
148  In short, food manufacturers substituted carbohydrates in lieu of fats, largely in the form of

149  added sugars across a multitude of foods and beverages,*® and these ultra-processed, sugary

150  foods became a mainstay in the U.S. diet.™

151 Added sugars are caloric sweeteners added to foods and beverages during processing,
152 preparation, or prior to consumption*® and the most common types are sucrose, used

153  predominately in solid foods, and high-fructose corn (HFCS), used predominately in sugar-

154  sweetened beverages (SSBs).? Evidence linking obesity and metabolic disease to added sugar
155  prompted an additional modification to the U.S. Dietary Guidelines.?! In 2015, total dietary

156  intake of added sugar was recommended to not exceed 10% of an individual’s daily caloric

157 intake,?! a recommendation that persists today.”* Nonetheless, an average of 270 calories (more
158  than 13% total energy intake) from added sugar is consumed by U.S. adults daily and

159  exacerbates the issue of overconsumption.?

160 Both natural sugars (found in fruits/vegetables) and added sugars contain the

161 monosaccharide sugars glucose and fructose.™ Yet, evidence suggests that chronic consumption
162 of high added sugar diets (i.e., ~15-25% total energy intake)® containing fructose are primarily
163 responsible for T2D risk?*? and are independent of total energy intake or body mass index

164  (BMI).>?® Directly, fructose metabolism increases hepatic lipid synthesis (i.e., de novo

165  lipogenesis) and promotes a reduction in hepatic fatty acid oxidation resulting in fatty liver and
166 subsequent hepatic insulin resistance.? The correlation between added sugar and prediabetes is
167  strongly linked to dysregulated fructose metabolism,® yet studies assessing the direct effects of

168  added sugar on prediabetes have been limited with most examining added sugar proxies such as
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.
169  SSBs, HFCS, and fructose-sweetened beverages and not total added sugar from all dietary

170 sources.”>*® Thus, the potential mechanisms and metabolic effects of total added sugar

171 consumption on prediabetes risk are still under debate by scientists and warrant further

172 investigation.?

173 Also of concern is that minority populations demonstrate significant health disparities in

174 obesity and T2D prevalence in comparison to non-Hispanic White individuals.>** Moreover,

175  consumption of a high carbohydrate diet in minority populations (i.e., non-Hispanic Black

176  adults) has been shown to promote an exaggerated insulin response that occurs independent of
177 overweight/obesity status.* Non-Hispanic Black adults consume the greatest quantities of added
178  sugar followed by non-Hispanic White adults, Hispanic adults, and non-Hispanic Asian adults
179 (19 teaspoons (tsp), 17 tsp, 16 tsp, and 10 tsp respectively)® raising the question as to whether
180  differences in dietary intake from added sugar may contribute to these health disparities.

181 No studies have examined if total dietary intake of added sugar increases the risk for

182  prediabetes and if so, how much (e.g., >15% total caloric intake) may be responsible for the

183  increased risk observed. Also, it is unclear whether added sugar uniquely influences the risk for
184  prediabetes by race/ethnicity, particularly among those that consume high quantities of added
185  sugar (i.e., non-Hispanic Black adults).

186 The main objective of this study was to examine whether total added sugar consumption
187  was associated with prediabetes in a large nationally representative sample of U.S. adults >20
188  years. Second, this study examined if total added sugar consumption, as a percentage of total

189  energy intake (<10%, 10-15%, >15%), was associated with differing risk probabilities for

190  prediabetes. Last, this study assessed if the associations between total and percent intakes of

191  added sugar and prediabetes risk differed by race/ethnicity. The study’s guiding a priori
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192  hypothesis was that positive associations between total and percent added sugar intakes and

193  prediabetes risk would be observed, including greater risk at higher added sugar intakes (e.g.,
194  >15% total energy), and that significant risk differences would be observed by race/ethnicity
195  with increased risk among high T2D risk groups (e.g., non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic adults).
196 Materialsand Methods

197  Study Design

198 This study used data from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey

199  (NHANES) which is a repeated cross-sectional survey that employs a complex, multistage,

200  probability sampling design to collect health and nutrition information from ~5,000

201 noninstitutionalized U.S. civilians (age 0 years and older) annually.***>* NHANES is supported
202 by the National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) and Centers for Disease Control and

203 Prevention.* Specific details about the design and operations of NHANES, including sampling
204  and data collection procedures, have been previously described elsewhere.**” A cross-sectional
205  analysis was conducted and included data collected from NHANES respondents >20 years

206  during the 2013-2014, 2015-2016, and 2017-2018 NHANES cycles. NHANES study protocols
207  are approved by the NCHS Research Ethnics Review Board* and are compliant with the Health
208 and Human Services Policy for Protection of Human Research Subjects (45 CFR part 46).%>4
209  Only de-identified, publicly-available data were analyzed, therefore the study was designated as
210 ‘Not Human Subjects Research’ by the University of Alabama at Birmingham.>

211  Analytic Sample

212 The analytic sample included respondents >20 years of age with fasting plasma glucose
213 (FPG) or Hemoglobin Alc (HbAlc) defined prediabetes or normoglycemia. Respondents

214  represented the following NHANES racial and Hispanic origin groups: Hispanic (including
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215  Mexican American and other Latino populations), non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic White,
216  Asian American, and Other Race which included persons not self-identifying with any of the
217  prior categories. The initial weighted sample (taken from the fasting subsample)*’ included a
218  total of 5,888 respondents >20 years of age that excluded pregnant and lactating women (n=115)
219  and those taking insulin or diabetic medications (n=963). An additional 167 respondents with
220  T2D having either a HbAlc > 6.5% (48 mmol/mol) or a FPG > 126 mg/dL (7.0 mmol/L) were
221 excluded resulting in 5,721 adults. Next, 415 adults were excluded due to not having at least 1
222  day of dietary recall information that contained a value for added sugar. The final sample

223 included 5,306 adults with 3,152 respondents identified as having prediabetes (HbAlc 5.7% -
224 6.4% [39-47 mmol/mol] and FPG 100-125 mg/dL [5.6-6.9 mmol/L]) and 2,154 identified as

225 having normoglycemia (HbAlc <5.7% [<39 mmol/mol] and FPG <100 mg/dL [<5.6 mmol/L]).!
226  Prediabetes Assessment

227 The outcome variable for this study was prediabetes which has been previously defined
228  and was based on the American Diabetes Association “Standards of Medical Care in Diabetes -
229 2021” classification.® As part of the NHANES data collection process, physical measurements
230  and laboratory tests are collected during the mobile examination center visit from participants
231 ages >12 years.”® Data files of whole blood specimens of glycohemoglobin (i.e., HbAlc) and
232 FPG were included for analysis in this study to define prediabetes.”** NHANES collects

233 samples at the examination center using a Tosoh G8 Automated Glycohemoglobin (HbAlc) and
234  Cobas c311 Analyzer (FPG). Detailed NHANES laboratory procedures are reported

51,52

235  elsewhere.

236 Dietary Intake Assessment
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237 Dietary intake data, including added sugars and total calories, were collected for the

238 dietary assessment component of NHANES which uses the 24-hour dietary recall method.>® Diet
239 recalls are pre-announced and performed by trained interviewers using the validated U.S.

240  Department of Agriculture’s Automated Multiple-Pass Method (AMPM) previously described
241 elsewhere.*>*® The first diet recall is administered in-person during the mobile examination

242 center visit (on either weekdays or weekends) and the second is administered over the phone 3-
243 10 days later.*

244 Added sugars are defined as sugars, syrups, fruit juice concentrates, or caloric sweeteners
245  added during processing, preparation, or prior to food and beverage consumption that exclude
246  natural sugars present in dairy and fruit (including whole fruit and 100% fruit juice).> Estimates
247  for added sugar were obtained from the Food Patterns Equivalents Database (FPED) of the Food
248  and Nutrient Database for Dietary Studies.”® Added sugars were reported in teaspoon equivalents
249 consumed per subject, per day calculated from foods/beverages.> Total calories from day 1 and
250  day 2 dietary recalls were obtained from the NHANES nutrient intake files and were reported in
251 kilocalories (kcals). The FPED files were merged with NHANES total nutrient intake files to

252 combine estimates for added sugar and total calories. For this study, to reflect updates to

253 nutrition facts labeling,® added sugar was converted from teaspoon equivalents to grams (1

254  teaspoon equivalent = 4.2 grams) and from grams to calories (1 gram = 4 kilocalories) for day 1
255  and day 2 dietary recalls before the final dataset merge.”®*” Once all 2013-2018 data files were
256  merged, three percent intake groups for added sugar (<10%, 10-15%, and >15%) were

257  calculated by dividing grams of added sugar by total calories. The groups represent dietary

258  guideline recommendations (<10%), average U.S. intake (~13%), and above average intake

259 (>15%) respectively.?
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260 Covariates
261 Regression models included the following covariate categories: age, gender,
262 race/ethnicity, BMI (kg/m?), usual intake for total calories (kcals), physical activity, smoking
263  status, educational attainment, and income.
264 Demographic variables collected during the NHANES in-home interview included age,

265  gender, and race/ethnicity which were self-report.®>® Age was reported in years and calculated
266  using participant’s dates of birth. Participants >80 years were coded as ‘80’ to prevent risk of

267  participant disclosure. Gender was classified as either “male” or “female”.*® Race and Hispanic
268  origin was categorized into non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic (including

269  Mexican Americans and Latinos), Asian Americans, or Other Race (including persons not

270 identifying with the previously reported categories).*”*® BMI was categorized using the

271 following CDC classifications for adults: underweight (18.5 kg/m?), healthy weight (18.5-24.9
272 kg/m2), overweight (25-29.9 kg/m?), or obese (> 30 kg/m?).%° Health behaviors and

273 sociodemographic factors (physical activity, smoking status, education, and ratio of family

274 income to poverty) were based on self-reported questionnaire data. Physical activity was

275  classified using the NHANES physical activity questionnaire (PAQ650 and PAQ665) and was
276 defined as (yes/no) engagement in >10 minutes of moderate and/or vigorous recreational activity
277 during a typical week.®* Smoking status was defined as either current smoker (tobacco use within
278 the last 5 days) or non-smoker (no reported use within last 5 days).®” Education level was defined
279  as having either less than a high school degree, having a high school degree or GED, or having
280  more than a high school degree.*® Ratio of family income to poverty was taken from the

281  NHANES demographic questionnaire and was categorized using the family monthly poverty
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282  level index categories calculated by NHANES (<1.30, >1.30 to 1.85, and >1.85) which

283 represents common poverty guideline percentages.®®

284  Statistical Analysis

285 Al analyses were performed using SAS Studio version 3.8, Enterprise Edition.®*

286 NHANES analytic guidelines*” were followed using SAS procedures® appropriate for complex
287  survey designs. Survey data from 2013-2014, 2015-2016, and 2017-2018 were combined and
288  appropriate sampling weights (from the fasting subsample WTSAF2YR) were created for the
289  combined dataset and applied to all models prior to analyses to account for differential

290  nonresponse and planned oversampling of certain subgroups.*’ Data on characteristics were

291  reported using means and standard errors for continuous variables and percentages and standard
292  errors for categorical variables. Characteristics were reported for the overall sample and by

293  normoglycemia or prediabetes status. Rao Scott chi square tests were used to examine

294  differences in sample characteristics for categorical variables by normoglycemia and prediabetes
295  status. Ordinary least squares regression was used to examine differences in sample

296  characteristics for continuous variables by normoglycemia and prediabetes status.

297 The National Cancer Institute (NCI) method®®®” was used to estimate usual intake of

298  added sugar and total caloric intake using day one and day two 24-hour dietary recall data. The
299  NCI method requires two or more dietary recalls on nonconsecutive days for a random subset of
300 the population to account for between- and within-person variation in intake and can be used to
301  correct for measurement error when estimating usual intake of nutrients.®® A 2-step process was
302  used to estimate usual intake of added sugar and total daily calories using the MIXTRAN and
303 INDIVIT macros provided by the NCI.°% |n step 1, the MIXTRAN macro was used to generate

304  an "amount-only” model of daily consumed nutrients (i.e., added sugar) using 24 hour dietary
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305  recall data on a transformed scale.?® Intake day of the week®® was included as a covariate in the
306 MIXTRAN model to account for possible weekday or weekend day effects on dietary intake.™
307 Instep 2, INDIVINT was used to estimate usual intake for total calories and added sugar with
308  parameters estimated from step 1. The INDIVINT macro was selected because it can be used to
309  predict individual nutrient intakes for use as predictors in a disease model.?*®

310 Survey weighted logistic regression was used to test whether usual intake of total and

311 percent added sugar intakes were associated with an increased odds of prediabetes relative to

312 normoglycemia. Usual intake of added sugar was modeled as a continuous variable (g/day) and
313  non-linear associations for added sugar as a percentage of total energy intake were examined

314  (<10%, 10-15%, >15% kcal/day). A dichotomous indicator for prediabetes was constructed from
315  HbAlc and FPG values. To aid in interpretation, estimated risks for prediabetes by total added
316  sugar (g/day) were reported for mean and tertial intakes. Additionally, estimated risks for

317  prediabetes by percent intakes of added sugar were reported as <10%, 10-15%, and >15% total
318  energy from added sugar in kcals/day. Adjusted models included the following covariates: age in
319 years, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI (kg/m?), total energy intake (kcal/day), engagement in

320  physical activity, smoking status, education level, and PIR. Interaction terms between added

321 sugar and race/ethnicity were used to examine differences in the relationship between

322 prediabetes risk and total and percent added sugar intakes by race/ethnicity for non-Hispanic

323 White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, Asian American and Other Race respondents. All tests
324  were two-sided and a p value <.05 was considered statistically significant.

325 Results

326 Sample Characteristics
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327 A total of 5,306 adults with normoglycemia (41% of the sample) and prediabetes (59%)
328  were included in the weighted sample and reported consuming 13.9% of their total daily calories
329  from added sugar. There were no statistically significant differences in consumption of added
330  sugar between groups (normoglycemia vs. prediabetes). Table 1 shows the overall characteristics
331 of adults >20 years and by normoglycemia and prediabetes status.

332 In the overall sample, the average age was 47 years and included more females (51.1%)
333 than males (48.9%) and mostly non-Hispanic White adults (65.7%), followed by Hispanic

334 including Mexican American and Latino (14.9%), non-Hispanic Black (10.8%), Asian American
335 (4.8%), or Other Race (3.8%) adults. The majority of the sample had obesity (36.8%), reported
336 engaging in moderate and/or vigorous physical activity (54.7%), reported being non-smokers
337 (77.5%), had more than a high school degree (63.2%), and reported a family income that

338  represented a PIR >1.85 (67.8%). The average HbAlc was 5.4% and the average FPG was 101
339  mg/dL. Usual intakes for total calories were 2,067 kcal/day and usual intakes of total added

340  sugar were 72 grams (290 kcal/day).

341 Comparing between participants (normoglycemia vs prediabetes), those with prediabetes
342 were more likely to be older (51 years), to be male (54.2%), to identify as being of Hispanic

343 including Mexican American (15.6%), Asian American (4.9%), or Other Race (4.3%), have

344  overweight (34.9%) or obesity (43.7%), be less likely to engage in moderate and/or vigorous

345  activity (50.1%), identify as a non-smoker (78.2%), report having a high school (26.2%) or less
346 than high school degree (13.9%) and report a family income that represented a PIR >1.85

347 (68.4%). Those with prediabetes had an average HbAlc of 5.6% and a FPG of 107 mg/dL

348  compared to an average HbAlc of 5.2% and FPG of 93 mg/dL among adults with

349  normoglycemia. Between the normoglycemia and prediabetes groups, total calories per day and
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350 added sugar intake was similar (2,084 vs 2,046 total kcal/day [p = .07]; 71 vs. 73 g/day added
351  sugar [p =.26]; 285 vs. 293 kcal/day of added sugar [p = .26]). Total energy intake from added
352 sugar for both groups was 13.9% (p = .92). Percent intakes of added sugar were also similar

353  between groups (Table 1).

354  Added Sugar Intake and Prediabetes Risk

355  Total Added Sugar Intakes

356 Findings from both unadjusted and adjusted models (Table 2) indicated that total added
357  sugar (g/day) intake did not significantly increase the odds of having prediabetes (unadjusted:
358  OR:1.01, 95% CI: .99 - 1.00, p = .26; adjusted: OR: 1.00, 95% CI: .99 - 1.00, p = .91).

359  Differences in the odds for having prediabetes were observed for some covariates in the adjusted
360  model. For example, being older, being Hispanic, Asian American or Other Race, and having
361  obesity was associated with a greater odds of having prediabetes, whereas being a non-smoker or
362  having an education beyond a high school degree (relative to no high school degree) was

363  associated with a lower odds of having prediabetes (Table 2).

364 Table 3 reports the estimated probability (i.e., risk) for prediabetes at mean (73 g/day)
365 and tertial intakes (43 g/day, 64 g/day, 93 g/day) for total added sugar estimated from unadjusted
366  and adjusted models. In both unadjusted and adjusted models, differences in the estimated risk
367  for prediabetes and total added sugar intake were not statistically significant (unadjusted: p=.26;
368  adjusted: p=.91). For example, in the unadjusted model, the estimated risk for prediabetes at

369  mean and tertial intakes for total added sugar ranged from 55.8% (mean) and from 55% to 55.6%
370  to 56.4% (tertial). Estimated risk percentages were converted from the ‘estimates’ reported in
371 Table 3 (e.g., .550 equates to 55%). Similarly, in the adjusted models, the estimated risk for

372 prediabetes at mean and tertial intakes for total added sugar ranged from 60.7% (mean) and from
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373 60.6% to 60.6% to 60.8% (tertial) indicating very little difference in estimated risk of prediabetes
374  between varying amounts of total added sugar.

375  Percent I ntakes of Added Sugar

376 In both unadjusted and adjusted models (Table 4), consumption of different percent

377  intakes of added sugar (<10%, 10-15%, >15%) did not significantly increase the odds of having
378  prediabetes (unadjusted [<10%: (ref); 10-15%: OR: .93, 95% CI: .77 - 1.12, p = .44; >15%: OR:
379  1.03,95% ClI: .82 - 1.28, p = .82] and adjusted [ <10%: (ref); 10 - 15%: OR: .82, 95% CI: .65 -
380 1.04, p=.09; >15%: OR: .96, 95% CI. .74 - 1.24, p =.73]). In the adjusted model, significant
381  differences in the odds for prediabetes were noted for certain covariates including age,

382  race/ethnicity, BMI, smoking status, and education (Table 4). Findings were similar to what was
383  previously reported for the total added sugar adjusted model in Table 2.

384 The estimated risk of prediabetes by percent intakes of added sugar (<10%, 10-15%,

385  >15%) was reported in unadjusted and adjusted models (Table 5). Similar to the findings for the
386 total added sugar intake models (Table 3), differences in the estimated risk for prediabetes in the
387  percent intake models were relatively small and not statistically significant (unadjusted: p = .51;
388  adjusted: p =.22). For example, in the unadjusted model, the estimated risk for prediabetes by
389  percent intakes ranged from 54.3% to 56.1% to 56.7% and in the adjusted model ranged from
300 57.7%to 61.4% to 62.5% (Table 5).

391  Total and Percent Intake of Added Sugar by Race and Ethnicity

392 Results from the sensitivity analyses (Table 6 and 7) indicated that the association

393  between total and percent intakes of added sugar and risk for prediabetes did not differ by

394  race/ethnicity (Type 3 tests for interaction of race/ethnicity by total added sugar: unadjusted

395  model [p = .27]; adjusted model [p = .33] and percent intake of added sugar: unadjusted model [p
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396  =.21]; adjusted model [ p = .11]). Irrespective of added sugar, it was observed that some

397  racial/ethnic groups had higher odds for prediabetes. In Table 6, adjusted models indicated that
398  the risk for prediabetes was high among those who identified as being Hispanic, Asian

399  American, or Other Race with Asian Americans having the highest risk estimates (69% to 73%).
400  Results were similar in Table 7 with adjusted risk estimates for Asian Americans between 71%
401 to 76%.

402 Discussion

403 This is the first known study to examine associations between usual intake of total added
404  sugar and prediabetes risk in a large nationally representative sample of 5,306 U.S. adults > 20
405  years. In the study, added sugar accounted for 13.9% of the sample’s total energy intake.

406  Similarly, total energy intake from added sugar in adults with normoglycemia and prediabetes
407  was 13.9%. The findings of this study suggest that even after controlling for total calorie intake,
408  BMI, and pertinent health behaviors/sociodemographic factors, all sources (i.e., total) of added
409  sugar consumed as part of a usual diet, do not appear to significantly increase an individual’s
410  odds for having prediabetes. Average intakes for added sugar in this study exceeded current

411  dietary guideline recommendations and were very close to average intake estimates reported for
412 the total U.S. population (13.9% total energy intake/290 calories per day vs. 13% total energy
413 intake/270 calories per day respectively).?

414 The main hypothesis of this study, that total added sugar consumption would be

415  associated with and increase the risk of prediabetes, was not supported by the findings from this
416  study. Nonetheless, the results are not in complete contrast to what has previously been reported
417 inthe literature. Evidence from both observational and experimental findings on this topic have

418  been mixed with many studies suggesting that added sugar increases the risk for prediabetes®*"
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419 33,36-39

and fewer studies reporting no such relationship.”"" Yet, differences between study

420  designs (observational vs experimental), characterization of prediabetes risk, inclusion of

421 representative minority groups, and operationalization of added sugar (i.e., proxies such as SSB
422 or fructose-only beverages used to represent total added sugar intake) lend themselves to the

423 inconsistent findings between many studies.

424 For example, experimental and observational studies have used a wide range of glycemic
425  variables to assess prediabetes risk. In experimental studies, insulin sensitivity has been

2531137578 the hepatic insulin sensitivity index, or a

426 measured using the hyperinsulinemic clamp,
427 75 g oral-glucose tolerance test (OGTT)*® whereas insulin resistance has been measured via the
428 homeostatic model assessment of insulin resistance (HOMA-IR).”#"*7%"® |n observational

429 studies, HOMA-IR has commonly been used to assess insulin resistance.**>*® Interestingly,

430  only asingle, prospective cohort study has reported a significant association between added

431 sugar and incident prediabetes measured via FPG and OGTT.* In contrast, prediabetes risk in
432 this study was defined using HbAlc and FPG. Because OGTT was not collected in the 2017-

433 2018 NHANES dataset, it was not used to identify prediabetes. It is possible that including all
434  prediabetes measurements (HbAlc, FPG, and OGTT) may have resulted in a significant

435  association between added sugar and prediabetes risk.

436 Sample characteristics have also varied widely between studies with experimental studies

25,37-39,73,74

437 predominately using a homogenous sample of either male-only or female-only

438  participants’® whereas observational studies have mainly included heterogeneous samples.®333¢
439  Most of the studies failed to consider differences in added sugar intake by race/ethnicity status
440  which limits the generalizability of past findings. In this study, a diverse and heterogeneous

441 sample was included to test whether the associations between added sugar consumption and
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442  prediabetes differed by race/ethnicity. The findings of this study do not indicate prediabetes risk
443  differs by race/ethnicity status for total or percent added sugar intakes. However, one notable

444 finding from this study was that the highest risk estimates for prediabetes (irrespective of added
445  sugar intake) was observed among Asian American adults. This is of interest since national

446  estimates indicate that Asian American adults have the lowest incidence of prediabetes in the

447 U.S. compared to other racial/ethnic groups (i.e., 32.8% compared to 35.4% for Hispanic, 36.9%
448  for non-Hispanic Black, and 33.9% for non-Hispanic White adults). Research suggests Asian

449  American adults often have higher rates of prediabetes at lower BMIs (underweight to obese

450  class 1).” Participants in this study were predominately overweight or obesity; however,

451  differences in BMI status by race/ethnicity were not estimated. Future studies should specifically
452 include Asian Americans to better characterize their prediabetes risk.

453 Operationalization of added sugar has also varied widely between studies. For example, a
454  plethora of observational studies have primarily relied on added sugar proxies (e.g., SSB

455  sweetened with HFCS) to approximate total added sugar intake which has been shown to be

456  strongly correlated with risk for prediabetes and T2D.*° Other studies have used fructose to
457  represent added sugar and have found that greater concentrations of fructose (15% to > 25% of

3739 increase fasting plasma glucose concentrations,*

458  total calories) promote insulin resistance,
459 and impair insulin sensitivity.®**° Yet, in the U.S., a typical ad libitum diet consists of different
460  types (e.g., sucrose, glucose, fructose, HFCS) of added sugar that are consumed in both solid and
461 liquid form (e.g., baked goods or beverages like sodas and fruit drinks).**%% Aware of this

462  knowledge, the objective of this study was to examine the relationship between all (i.e., total)

463  added sugars (consumed as part of a usual diet) and risk for prediabetes among U.S. adults.

464  Because this was a cross-sectional study, causal inferences could not be made to determine why
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465  total added sugar intake did not increase the risk for prediabetes in the study sample. With much
466 of the literature pointing to SSBs as a driving factor for diabetes risk,*® it may be that liquid
467  sources (e.g., SSBs) of added sugar compared to solid sources (e.g., baked goods,

468  confectionaries) pose a greater risk for prediabetes. This was beyond this scope of this study;
469  however, a few studies have found that added sugar consumed from liquids are responsible for
470 impaired glucose homeostasis and insulin resistance in children (8-10 years)® and positively
471 correlated with HOMA-IR in adults whereas similar correlations have not observed for solid
472 food consumption.®? Experimental research is needed to explore these differences in the context
473 of prediabetes.

474 Lastly, it should be noted that the findings from this study are not in complete contrast to
475 what has been previously reported in the literature. In a study by Lowndes et al.,”® added sugar
476 represented ~18% of the sample’s total energy intake and did not impair fasting glucose

477  concentrations in adults without diabetes (pre- or type 2). In comparison, consumption of added
478  sugar in this study was slightly lower than what was used in the study by Lowndes et al. It is
479  possible that average intakes of ~14% to ~18% added sugar may not pose a significant risk for
480  prediabetes in adults. However, experimental studies assessing varying intakes of total added
481  sugar as part of an ad libitum diet are needed since Lowndes et al. supplemented sucrose to

482  participants in liquid form (via unsweetened milk), which as previously mentioned, may have
483 differing effects on risk for prediabetes.?®

484 Strengthsand Limitations

485 This study has some major strengths. This is the first, known study to assess the
486  associations between total and percent intakes of added sugar and risk for prediabetes in a

487  nationally representative sample of U.S. adults. Differences by race and ethnicity status were
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488  also examined to improve the generalizability of the study results. Additionally, the NCI method
489  was used to estimate usual individual intakes for added sugar for use in a disease model which
490  helps account for between- and within-person variation in intake.®®®

491 This study also has limitations. First, the cross-sectional nature of this study did not allow
492  for the assessment of causal or temporal inferences between added sugar and risk for prediabetes.
493  Second, self-reported 24-hour dietary recalls were used to estimate usual intake of added sugars
494  and total calories which may be subject to under- or overreporting due to concerns of social

495  desirability.®* However, use of the AMPM method, which has been found to accurately estimate
496  usual nutrient intake, may have reduced this concern.?>® Third, HbAlc is reported to have a

497  lower sensitivity at cut-points of 5.7-6.4% and is associated with greater diagnostic inaccuracy
498 in the presence of certain medical conditions that increase red blood cell turnover (e.g., sickle
499  cell disease, pregnancy, erythropoietin therapy)® and are not reported in NHANES. Differences
500 by race and ethnicity status have also been reported with HbAlc levels registering higher in non-
501  Hispanic Black adults compared to non-Hispanic White adults who had similar fasting glucose
502 levels.! It is possible some individuals were incorrectly classified as having prediabetes (or

503  T2D); however, including both FPG and HbA1c likely improved identification of prediabetes
504  among the study sample.®’

505 Conclusions

506 This study found that added sugar averaged 13.9% of the sample’s total energy intake and
507  was the same for adults with normoglycemia and prediabetes. Total and percent intakes of added
508  sugar did not increase the risk for prediabetes in this nationally representative study of U.S.

509  adults >20 years, including no significant differences in risk by race/ethnicity status. As this

510  topic continues to evolve, additional experimental studies are needed to determine if there are
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511  any direct effects from consuming total added sugar, as part of a usual diet, on prediabetes risk.
512  As rates of prediabetes and T2D continue to rise, evidence-based research should determine what
513  role added sugar plays in diabetes management and prevention to help advance the field of
514  precision health and nutrition.
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Table 1. Overall characteristics of adults >20 years and by normoglycemia and prediabetes status, the NHANES® 2013- 2018

Normoglycemia, Prediabetes p

Characteristics Overall, (SE?) (SE) (SE) value=
Age (years) N =2,154 N = 3,152 <.05

47 (.38) 41 (.55) 51 (.38)
Gender N =2,154 N = 3,152 <.05
Female 51.1% (.71) 57.8% (1.51) 45.8% (1.12)
Male 48.9% (.71) 42.2% (1.51) 54.2% (1.12)
Race/ethnicity N =2,154 N = 3,152 .03
Non-Hispanic White 65.7% (1.97) 66.8% (2.35) 64.8% (1.94)
Non-Hispanic Black 10.8% (1.08) 11.3% (1.31) 10.3% (1.02)
Hispanic (including Mexican American and Latino) 14.9% (1.49) 14.3% (1.65) 15.6% (1.50)
Asian American 4.8% (.47) 4.6% (.46) 4.9% (.55)
Other Race 3.8% (.45) 3.0% (.39) 4.3% (.64)
BMI status N =2,136 N =3,131 <.05
Underweight < 18.49 kg/m’ 1.7% (.22) 2.6% (.37) 1.9%1 (.21)
Normal 18.5-24.99 kg/m? 28.4% (.98) 38.6% (1.61) 20.3% (1.15)
Overweight 25-29.99 kg/m® 33.1% (.79) 30.7% (1.28) 34.9% (1.10)
Obese >30 kg/m? 36.8% (1.04) 28.1% (1.46) 43.7% (1.42)
M oder ate and/or vigorous physical activity® N =214 N = 3,152 <.05
No 45.3% (1.37) 39.1% (2.01) 50.1% (1.35)
Yes 54.7% (1.37) 60.9% (2.01) 49.9% (1.35)
Smoking status’® N = 2,067 N = 3,029 40
Smoker 22.5% (1.03) 23.4% (1.62) 21.8% (1.19)
Non-smoker 77.5% (1.03) 76.6% (1.62) 78.2% (1.19)
Education’ N =2,153 N=3150 <.05
< High school degree 12.9% (.95) 11.7% (1.31) 13.9% (.92)
High school degree 23.9% (1.19) 20.9% (1.46) 26.2% (1.30)
> High school degree 63.2% (1.78) 67.4% (2.36) 59.9% (1.66)
Family Poverty to Income Ratio (PIR)® N =1,978 N =2,857 49
<13 21.5% (1.38) 22.5% (2.13) 20.7% (1.17)
1.3-1.85 10.7% (.81) 10.5% (.94) 10.9% (.93)
>1.85 67.8% (1.75) 67.0% (2.51) 68.4% (1.60)
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HbA1lc (%)" N = 2,150 N=3151 <.05
5.4% (.01) 5.2% (.01) 5.6% (.01)

Fasting Plasma Glucose (mg/dL)' N=2154 N=3151 <.05
7 101mg/dL (.30) 93mg/dL (.27) 107 mg/dL (.24)

Per cent intakes of total added sugar’ N=2154 N =3,152 .62
% of participants with <10% calories from added sugars 31.1% (1.03) 30.9% (1.56) 31.3% (1.27)
% of participants with 10-15% calories from added sugars 31.5% (.95) 32.5% (1.47) 30.6% (1.11)
% of participants with >15% calories from added sugars 37.5% (1.20) 36.7% (1.84) 38.1% (1.44)
Usual intakes for total caloriesand total added sugar® N=2154 N = 3,152

Total calories (kcal/day) 2,067 (8.93) 2,046 (13.70) 2,084 (13.34) .07

Added sugars (g'/day) 72 (.88) 71 (1.39) 73 (1.11) 26

Added sugars (kcal/day) 290 (3.52) 285 (5.57) 293 (4.43) .26

Added sugar calories (%) 13.9% (.16) 13.9% (.27) 13.9% (.20) 92

®NHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey

°SE = standard error

“BMI = body mass index and was based on standard weight status categories using CDC criteria for underweight, normal
weight, overweight, obese.

“Physical activity was based on self-reported data of participant engagement in >10 minutes of moderate or vigorous
recreational activity during atypical week (yes/no)

°Smoking status was based on self-reported data about the use of tobacco products within the last 5 days (yes/no). Smoker
was defined as using products within the last 5 days. Non-smoker was defined as no use of tobacco products within the last 5
days.

"Education was based on self-reported data asking participants their highest grade or level of school completed/received. <
High school includes less than high school degree or no high school diploma. High school includes being a graduate or
having a GED or equivalent. > High school includes some college/ associate degree or greater.

9PIR = family poverty to incomeratio. <1.3 indicates below PIR, 1.3-1.85 indicates at or above PIR, and > 1.85 indicates
above PIR.

"HbA1c = hemoglobin alc and was laboratory collected from NHANES during the medical examination center visits.
Diagnostic criteriais based on the American Diabetes Association classification guidelines for prediabetes defined as
HgbAlc of 5.7% - 6.4%.

'To convert mg/dL fasting plasma glucose to mmol/L, multiply mg/dL by 0.0555. To convert mmol/L fasting plasma glucose
to mg/dL, multiply mmol/L by 18.02. Fasting plasma glucose of 70.0 mg/dL= 43.9 mmol/L.

JPercent intakes of total added sugar were based on a percent estimate of added sugar (g) converted into kcals and divided by
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y calories (kcals)
usual intake was estimated using the National Cancer Institute Method for total calories and total added sugar and were

based on at least 1 day of dietary recall information that contained avalue for added sugar.

'g

total dail
= grams

k
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Table 2. Unadjusted and adjusted odds of prediabetes for total added sugar (g°) in U.S. adults >20 years with normoglycemia
and prediabetes, the NHANES? 2013-2018

Unadjusted (N=5,306)°

Adjusted (N=4,617)"

Age (years)
Gender

Race and ethnicity

BMI¥

Total calorieintake (kcal'

/day)
M oderate and/or

vigorous physical
activity™
Smoking status’

Education®

Intercept
Total added sugar (Q)

Intercept
Total added sugar (Q)

Female (Ref))

Male

Non-Hispanic White (Ref.)
Non-Hispanic Black

Hispanic (including Mexican American
and Latino)

Asian American

Other Race

Underweight < 18.49 kg/m2 (Ref.)
Normal 18.5-24.99 kg/m2
Overweight 25-29.99 kg/m?2
Obese >30 kg/m2

No (Ref.)

Yes

Smoker (Ref.)

Non-smoker

< High school degree (Ref.)
High school degree

Estimate®
155
.001

-2.78
.0002

.04

.647

.088

.364
79
737

.004

.617
1.14

.00005

-174

-.034

.26

Se¢
.08
.001

37
.001

.003

118

105

122
128
.208

213
.255
241

.0001

.10
.130

150

p value
.07
.26

<.01
91

<.01
<.01

41

<.01
<.01
<.01

.99
.02
<.01

.67

OR®

1.01

1.00

1.04

191

1.09

144
2.18
2.09

1.00

1.85
311

1.00

97

1.30

95% CI

.99-1.00

.99-1.00

1.04-1.05

1.51-2.42

.89-1.35

1.13-1.84
1.69-2.82
1.37-3.18

.65-1.54
1.11-3.10
1.92-5.06

1.00-1.00

.69-1.03

.74-1.26

.96-1.76
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> High school degree 052 151 73 95 .70-1.29
PIRP <1.3 (Ref.) - - - - -
1.3-1.85 124 127 33 113 .88-1.46
>1.85 0007 137 99 100 76-1.32

g =grams
PNHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
“Estimate (B Coefficient) for usual intake of added sugar (g) represents a change in the odds of having prediabetes for every 1-
9ram increase in added sugar.

SE = standard error
°OR = odds ratio
'CI = confidence interval
‘Mode fit- C statistic: .497
"Model fit- C statistic: .733. Ns between unadjusted and adjusted models differ due to missing covariatesincluded in the
adjusted model.
'Covariates included in the adjusted models are age, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI, total calorie intake (kcal/day), moderate
and/or vigorous physical activity, smoking status, education, family income to poverty ratio (PIR).
'Ref = reference category
“BM | = body mass index and was based on standard weight status categories using CDC criteria for underweight, normal
weight, overweight, obese.
'kcal = kilocalories NHANES
MPhysical activity was based on self-reported data of participant engagement in >10 minutes of moderate or vigorous
recreational activity during atypical week (yes/no)
"Smoking status was based on self-reported data about the use of tobacco products within the last 5 days (yes/no). Smoker was
defined as using products within the last 5 days. Non-smoker was defined as no use of tobacco products within the last 5 days.
°Education was based on self-reported data asking participants their highest grade or level of school completed/received. <
High school includes less than high school degree or no high school diploma. High school includes being a graduate or having
a GED or equivalent. > High school includes some college/ associate degree or greater.
PPIR = family poverty to incomeratio. <1.3 indicates below PIR, 1.3-1.85 indicates at or above PIR, and > 1.85 indicates
above PIR.
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Table 3. Estimated risk of prediabetes at mean and tertials of total added sugar
(g7 in U.S. adults >20 years, the NHANES® 2013-2018

Total Added Sugar  Estimate® SE¢
Unadjusted® Mean (73g) 558 012
Prediabetes (N=3,152) 1t Q' (439) 550 014
Median Q (649) 556 012
3rd Q (93g) 564 013
Adjusted®" Mean (73g) 607 018
Prediabetes (N=2,735)  1st Q (43g) 606 .020
Median Q (64g) 606 018
3rd Q (93g) 608 .020

g =grams

"NHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey

“Estimates represent the risk probability for prediabetes based on mean and tertial
intakes of total added sugar (g/day).

9SE = standard error

*Model fit- C statistic: .497 and p-value = .26

'Q = quartiles

‘Mode fit- C statistic: .733 and p-value = .91. Ns between unadjusted and adjusted
models differ due to missing covariates included in the adjusted model.

"Adjusted for age, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI, total calorie intake (kcal/day),
moderate and/or vigorous physical activity, smoking status, education, family poverty
toincomeratio (PIR).
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Table 4. Unadjusted and adjusted odds of prediabetes for percent intakes of total added sugar®in U.S. adults >20 years
with normoglycemia and prediabetes, the NHANES® 2013-2018

Esimate® SE° val uFe)z OR® 95% CI'
Unadjusted (N=5,306)° Intercept 246 .083 57 - -
<10% (Ref.") . . - . .
10-15% -.072 .094 44 .93 A7-1.12
>15% .025 112 .82 1.03 .82-1.28
Adjusted (N=4,617)"  Intercept -2.74 378 21 - -
<10% (Ref.) - - - - -
10-15% -.197 115 .09 .82 .65-1.04
>15% -.044 129 73 .96 .74-1.24
Age (yr) .042 .003 <01 104 1.04-1.05
Gender Female (Ref.) - - - - -
Male .637 120 <01 1.89 149-241
Race/ethnicity Non-Hispanic White (Ref.) - - - - -
Non-Hispanic Black .089 104 40  1.09 .89-1.35
Hispanic (including Mexican American
and Latino) 373 124 <01 145 1.13-1.86
Asian American 762 124 <01 214 1.67-2.75
Other Race .136 .208 <01 2.09 1.37-3.17
BMI¥ Underweight < 18.49 kg/m?2 (Ref.) . . - . .
Normal 18.5-24.99 kg/m2 .006 215 98 101 .65-1.55
Overweight 25-29.99 kg/m2 .615 257 02 185 1.10-3.10
Obese >30 kg/m2 114 .246 <01 312 1.90-5.12
Total energy intake
(kcal'/day) .00006 .0001 51 1.00 1.00-1.00
M oderate and/or

vigorous physical
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activity™
No (Ref.) - - - - -
Yes -.173 .099 .09 84 .69-1.03
Smoking status’ Smoker (Ref.) - - - - -
Non-smoker -.034 131 .79 .97 .74-1.26
Education’ <High school degree (Ref.) - - - - -
High School Degree .266 .149 .08 131 97-1.76
>High School Degree -.041 152 .79 .96 .71-1.30
PIR? <1.3 (Ref.) - - - - -
1.3-1.85 135 128 30 114 .89-1.48
>1.85 -.002 139 99 1.00 .76-1.32

®Percent intakes of total added sugar were based on a percent estimate of usual intake of added sugar (g) converted into
kcals and divided by total daily calories (kcals)
PNHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
“Estimate (B Coefficient) for added sugar (g) intake represents a change in the odds of having prediabetes for every 1-
9ram increase in added sugar.

SE = standard error
°OR = odds ratio
'Cl = confidence interval
‘Modé fit- C statistic: .501
"Ref = reference category
'Modé fit- C statistic: .733. N's between unadjusted and adjusted models differ due to missing covariates included in the
adjusted model
ICovariatesincluded in the adjusted models are age, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI, total calorie intake (kcal/day), moderate
and/or vigorous physical activity, smoking status, education, family poverty to incomeratio (PIR).
*BM I = body mass index and was based on standard weight status categories using CDC criteria for underweight, normal
weight, overweight, obese.
'kcal = kilocalories NHANES
™ Physical activity was based on self-reported data of participant engagement in >10 minutes of moderate or vigorous
recreational activity during atypical week (yes/no)
"Smoking status was based on self-reported data about the use of tobacco products within the last 5 days (yes/no).
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Smoker was defined as using products within the last 5 days. Non-smoker was defined as no use of tobacco products
within the last 5 days.

°Education was based on self-reported data asking participants their highest grade or level of school completed/received.
< High school includes less than high school degree or no high school diploma. High school includes being a graduate or
having a GED or equivalent. > High school includes some college/ associate degree or greater.

PPIR = family poverty to incomeratio. <1.0 indicates below PIR, 1.0-2.9 indicates at or above PIR, and > 3.0 indicates
above PIR.
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Table 5. Estimated risk of prediabetes for percent intake of total added sugar®
in U.S. adults >20 years, the NHANES 2013-2018

% Added Sugar Estimate® SE®
Unadjusted® <10% 561 .020
Prediabetes (N=3,152) 10-15% 543 018
>15% 567 019
Adjusted"? <10% 625 021
Prediabetes (N=2,735) 10-15% 577 .029
>15% 614 025

®Percent intakes of total added sugar were based on a percent estimate of usual
intake of added sugar (g) converted into kcals and divided by total daily calories
(kcals)

PNHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey

“Estimate represents the risk probability for prediabetes based on mean and
quartile intakes of added sugar in grams per day.

9SE = standard error

*Modd fit- C gtatigtic: .501 and p-value= .51

"Mode fit- C statistic: .733 and p-value = .22. Ns between unadjusted and
adjusted models differ due to missing covariatesincluded in the adjusted mode.
9Adjusted for age, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI, total calorie intake (kcal/day),
moderate and/or vigorous physical activity, smoking status, education, family
poverty to incomeratio (PIR).
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Table 6. Estimated risk of prediabetes at mean and tertials of total added sugar (g°) by race/ethnicity status for U.S. adults >20
years, the NHANES® 2013-2018

PNHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
*Modd fit- C gatigtic: .515 and p-value = .27. Total sample N=5,306; prediabetes N=3,152
YMode fit- C statistic: .734 and p-value = .33. Total sample N=4,617; prediabetes N=2,735. Ns

3

23

Unadjusted" Adjusted™ E

Total Added Sugar Estimate’  SEY Total Added Sugar Estimate SE °8

Non-Hispanic White Mean (72.45 g) 55 016 Mean (72.68 Q) 51 .026 2z
1st Q" (42.67 g) 54 019 1st Q" (42.67 g) 51 .030 2%

Median Q (64.17 g) 55 .017 Median Q (64.17 g) 51 .027 28

3rd Q (93.95 g) 55 017 3rd Q (93.95 g) 51 .026 3&;

Non-Hispanic Black Mean (72.45 g) 54 .018 Mean (72.68 g) 53 .027 2%5
1st Q" (42.67 g) 54 .023 1st Q" (42.67 g) 52 .034 328

Median Q (64.17 g) 54 .019 Median Q (64.17 g) 53 .028 oo

3rd Q (93.95 g) 53 .020 3rd Q (93.95 g) 54 .028 R

Hispanic (including 52N
Mexican American 283
and Latino) Mean (72.45 g) 58 017 Mean (72.68 g) 60 .023 358
1st Q" (42.67 g) 56 .022 1st Q" (42.67 g) 59 .028 5oz

Median Q (64.17 g) 58 .018 Median Q (64.17 g) 60 .024 265

3rd Q (93.95 g) 60 .019 3rd Q (93.95 g) 61 .025 358

s 8'8

Asian American' Mean (72.45 g) - - Mean (72.68 g) 71 027 524
1st Q (42.67 @) - - 1st Q (42.67 @) 69 .025 382

Median Q (64.17 g) - - Median Q (64.17 g) 71 .025 225

3rd Q (93.95 ) - - 3rd Q (93.95 g) 73 037 388

Other Race Mean (72.45 g) 64 .037 Mean (72.68 g) 68 .040 §§
1st Q (42.67 g) 60 .051 1st Q (42.67 g) 66 .050 53

Median Q (64.17 g) 63 .039 Median Q (64.17 g) 68 .040 =3

3rd Q (93.95 g) 67 .04 3rd Q (93.95 g) 70 .048 =&

°g = grams iz
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between unadjusted and adjusted models differ due to missing covariates included in the adjusted
model.

°Adjusted for age, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI, total calorie intake (kcal/day), moderate and/or
vigorous physical activity, smoking status, education, family poverty to incomeratio (PIR).
"Estimate represents the risk probability for prediabetes based on mean and tertial intakes of added
sugar (g/day).

9SE = standard error

"Q = quartiles

'Estimates for unadjusted intakes not reported in SAS outpt file.
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Table 7. Estimated risk of prediabetes by percent intakes of total added sugar® consumed
by race/ethnicity status for U.S. adults >20 years, the NHANES® 2013-2018

*Modd fit- C gatigtic: .522 and p-value = .21. Total sample N=5,306; prediabetes
N=3,152

YMode fit- C statistic: .335 and p-value = .11. Total sample N=4,617; prediabetes
N=2,735. Ns between unadjusted and adjusted models differ due to missing covariates
included in the adjusted model.

°Adjusted for age, gender, race/ethnicity, BMI, total calorie intake (kcal/day), moderate
and/or vigorous physical activity, smoking status, education, family poverty to income
ratio (PIR).

"Estimate represents the risk probability for prediabetes based on mean and quartile

2

29

Unadjusted”  Adjusted™ E

% Added Sugar Estimate€ SEY Estimate SE &2

Non-Hispanic White <10% .56 .026 .56 .035 2%
10-15% 53 .05 48 040 28

>15% 56 025 54 034 ]

Non-Hispanic Black <10% 55  .038 56 048 85
10-15% 55 .030 55 035 »28

>15% 52 .027 55 036 328

Hispanic (including <10% .55 .029 .60 .032 % ; 5
Mexican American 258
and Latino) 10-15% 60  .031 65 041 52N
>15% 59 024 62 032 z83

Asian American <10% 58 027 71 .030 558
10-15% 56 038 71 .040 827

>15% .61 49 .76 .043 g‘é §

Other Race <10% .67 .087 g1 071 8% g
10-15% .55 .056 .56 .082 % g§

>15% 68 058 .73 .062 £ge

®Percent intakes of total added sugar were based on a percent estimate of usual intake of g £Z
added sugar (g) converted into kcals and divided by total daily calories (kcals) g%ﬁ
®NHANES = National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey S %E
g
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standard error

intakes of added sugar in grams per day.
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