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25 ABSTRACT

26 Aims: To evaluate the external validity of Finnish diabetes risk score (FINDRISC) and Latin 

27 American FINDRISC (LAFINDRISC) for undiagnosed dysglycemia in hospital health care 

28 workers.  

29 Methods: We carried out a cross-sectional study on health workers without a prior history of 

30 diabetes mellitus (DM). Undiagnosed dysglycemia (prediabetes or diabetes mellitus) was defined 

31 using fasting glucose and two-hour oral glucose tolerance test. LAFINDRISC is an adapted 

32 version of FINDRISC with different waist circumference cut-off points. We calculated the area 

33 under the receptor operational characteristic curve (AUROC) and explored the best cut-off point.

34 Results: We included 549 participants in the analysis. The frequency of undiagnosed 

35 dysglycemia was 17.8%. The AUROC of LAFINDRISC and FINDRISC were 71.5% and 69.2%; 

36 p=0.007, respectively.  The optimal cut-off for undiagnosed dysglycemiaaccording to Index 

37 Youden was ≥ 11 in LAFINDRISC (Sensitivity: 78.6%; Specificity: 51.7%) and ≥12 in 

38 FINDRISC (Sensitivity: 70.4%; Specificity: 53.9%)

39 Conclusion: The discriminative capacity of both questionnaires is good for the diagnosis of 

40 dysglycemia in the healthcare personnel of the María Auxiliadora hospital. The LAFINDRISC 

41 presented a small statistical difference, nontheless clinically similar, since there was no difference 

42 by age or sex. Further studies in the general population are required to validate these results.

43 Keywords:  Diabetes mellitus; prediabetic state; clinical decision rules; glucose tolerance test; 

44 ROC curve; sensitivity and specificity.
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46 INTRODUCTION

47 Only half of the people with diabetes mellitus (DM) in the world know they have this disease. 

48 The delay in the diagnosis of diabetes mellitus affects the costs for treatment, management of 

49 macro and microvascular complications, and quality of life.[1] South America and the Caribbean 

50 have the lowest global prevalence after Africa, but it will increase by 55% in 2045.[2] In Peru, 

51 19.5 new cases are detected every 1000 person-years; this rate is one of the highest reported 

52 globally [3]. The systematic screening of diabetes and the application of lifestyles will prevent 

53 complications and their prices and reduce the incidence in the medium term [4].

54 The diagnosis of dysglycemia, DM or prediabetes requires a laboratory test. In order to further 

55 improve the performance of the screening approach, we must apply them to the population at risk. 

56 [5] In addition, the clinical practice guidelines from the US, Europe, and certain countries from 

57 Latin America (LATAM) promote DM screening in the general population as a health policy 

58 through clinical practice rules (CPR)[6–8]. There are several CPR for DM, but the FINDRISC is 

59 the most common tool used in LATAM [9], where certain countries use it through an adapted or 

60 simplified version. [10]. 

61 Adaptation of CPR is necessary and highly relevant, especially when the characteristics of the 

62 population to be diagnosed are different from the participants of the original validation study [11]. 

63 Abdominal obesity in LATAM presents a different pattern than in Europe; based on this 

64 consideration, the Latinamerican Group for the Study of Metabolic Syndrome and obesity 

65 proposed a new cut-off point for waist circumference in women (90 cm) and men (94cm), which 

66 is correlated with a visceral fat area value >100 cm2 obtained by dual X-ray absorptiometry [12]. 

67 These cut-off points correlate better to insulin resistance than Adult Treatment Panel III cut-off 

68 points based on the body mass index. Based on these findings and the original FINDRISC, they 

69 developed the Latin American FINDRISC (LAFINDRISC), which was validated in Colombia 

70 and Venezuela in the general population using this updated criteria [13,14]. 

71 On the other hand, health care workers show a higher risk of DM than the general population. A 

72 condition influenced by shift work, loss of the circadian rhythm of eating, mental health 
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73 impairment, and sleep disturbances [15]. Prediabetes has pathophysiological alterations as 

74 diabetes, and there are microvascular complications in the early stages. [16] Therefore, our study 

75 aimed to evaluate the external validity of FINDRISC and LAFINDRISC for undiagnosed 

76 dysglycemia in health care workers at a high complexity general hospital from Peru. Our results 

77 constitute a piece of substantial primary evidence to address the DM research in a high-risk 

78 occupational health group. 

79

80 Material and methods

81 Design and setting.

82 We carried out a cross-sectional study from 20/06/2017 to 30/09/2017 in the María Auxiliadora 

83 General Hospital (MAGH), a national health facility of the Ministry of Health, located in southern 

84 Lima's suburban area capital city of Peru. The MAGH has 1,839 workers, of which 70% are health 

85 care personnel. It has a health network that involves around one million users affiliated to 

86 Comprehensive Health Insurance (SIS from Spanish Acronym) with subsidised public health 

87 insurance. 

88 Population, sample, and sampling 

89 We included adults, residence in Lima for more than six months, and a minimum working time 

90 of three months in the MAGH. We excluded subjects with DM, pregnancy, under corticosteroid 

91 therapy (at least one month in the last year), a history of antiretroviral or oncological treatment, 

92 people disabilities to walk, personnel with medical leave due to illness, vacations, or suspension 

93 from work during the selection process. 

94 We estimated a minimum sample size in 549 participants using Epidat 4.2 (Xunta de Galicia, 

95 Santiago de Compostela, Spain) based on a prevalence of dysglycemia (diabetes mellitus and 

96 impaired fasting glucose) in Peru of 29.4% [17],  expected sensitivity values of 66% and 80% for  

97 FINDRISC and  LAFINDRISC, respectively, with  95% confidence level and 5% precision. In 
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98 addition, we added 10% in case of refusal to participate or absence from work. The selection 

99 process was through random sampling from a list of 1839 employees. 

100 Dysglycemia 

101 The diagnosis of dysglycemia included prediabetes or diabetes. Prediabetes had fasting glycemia 

102 between 100 and 125 mg/dl (impaired fasting glucose) or two hour blood glucose  after a 75 g 

103 load between 140-199 mg/dl (glucose intolerance). Diabetes mellitus was diagnosed by fasting 

104 blood glucose ≥126 mg/dl or blood glucose two hours after 75 g loading  ≥ 200 mg/dl. [6]

105 Findrisc and Lafindrisc

106 Both questionnaires present eight items: age, body mass index, abdominal circumference, 

107 personal history of physical activity, frequency of consumption of fruits and vegetables, history 

108 of antihypertensive medication, history of high blood glucose, and family history of diabetes. The 

109 difference between the two scores lies in the cut-off point for waist circumference to define 

110 abdominal obesity; in the LAFINDRISC, these values changed from 88 to 90 cm in women and 

111 102 to 94 cm in men. Likewise, the modified questionnaire has only two categories, while the 

112 FINDRISC has three.[10](Tab S1) 

113 Procedures 

114 During the break in the working day, we assessed the eligibility criteria and requested the signing 

115 of the informed consent. Then, we scheduled a maximum of eight people per time. Trained 

116 nursing staff administered the questionnaires, the oral glucose tolerance test and collected the 

117 blood samples. In the case of night work, OGTT was performed after 48 hours.

118 We used a digital weight scale SECA ® (USA), calibrated daily, with an accuracy of 0.5kg and a 

119 height rod attached to the wall using the standard measurement technique. According to WHO, 

120 we place an inelastic tape measure in the middle of the distance of the coastal ridge and the 

121 anterior superior iliac spine for the abdominal circumference.[18]. We prepared the glucose load 

122 in 300 ml of water containing 75 g of glucose and 1.6 g of citric acid (1 squeezed lemon). We 

123 requested a minimum fasting time of 8 hours on the appointment day. We collected the basal 
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124 venous samples 2 hours after glucose loading in dry tubes and centrifuged them in the next 30 

125 minutes.[19] We used a COBAS 6000 (c501 module) automated analyser (ROCHE, USA), 

126 according to the Center for Disease Control and Prevention. [20]

127 Statistical analysis

128 We described categorical data by frequencies and proportions. Using generalized linear models, 

129 Poisson family, logarithmic link function, and robust variance, we calculated prevalence ratios 

130 (PR) with its 95% confidence interval for each component of the FINDRISC or LAFINDRISC. 

131 In addition, we estimated the sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value, negative predictive 

132 value, positive likelihood ratio, negative likelihood ratio, and diagnostic odds ratio for both 

133 indices. Also, we effectuated the comparison between both areas under the Receiver Operating 

134 Characteristics (ROC) curve. We used the Youden Index to identify the score with the best 

135 discriminative capacity based on estimates of specificity and sensitivity [21]. Finally, we 

136 performed a simulation with 1000 patients to calculate those correctly diagnosed considering a 

137 dysglycemia prevalence of 29.4% based on the reports from a sizeable Peruvian cohort study 

138 (PERUDIAB). We used STATA version 17.0 (Stata Corp, College Station, Texas, USA).

139 Ethics

140 All participants signed an written informed consent based on the principles of the Declaration of 

141 Helsinki. Subjects were free to refuse to participate at any time. The Institutional Ethics 

142 Committee for Research of the Universidad Peruana Cayetano Heredia approved the study 

143 protocol, under the code CONSTANCIA 382-13-17. We kept the data confidential through codes 

144 only the principal investigator had access to the data. We communicate the results to all patients 

145 in writing. People with dysglycemia or high LAFINDRISC scores  were referred to an 

146 endocrinology outpatient clinic. 
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147 RESULTS

148 From 1,835 health care workers, we randomly selected 589 subjects and 561 workers for the oral 

149 glucose tolerance test. Finally, we included 549 participants in the analysis. (Fig 1). 

150 Fig 1. Selection of study participants

151

152 Seventy-seven per cent of the study subjects were female; the age range ranged from 20 to 70 

153 years, with a median of 51 years. Seventy-five per cent presented a body mass index greater than 

154 25 kg/m2, and 65.4% showed abdominal obesity according to Latin American criteria (90 cm for 

155 women and 94 cm for men) (Table 1). 

156

157 Table 1. Clinical and epidemiological characteristics of healthcare workers included in the 

158 analysis

159

n Percentage (CI 95%)

Total 549 100

Sex

Female 425 77.4 (73.7 – 80.8)

Male 124 22.6 (19.1 – 26.3)

Type of job

Patient care 380 67.2 (65.2 – 73.1)

Administrative 102 18.9 (15.4 – 22.1)

General services 67 12.2 (9.6 – 15.2)

Labour group

Professional (university training) 218 40.2 (35.6 – 43.9)

Technical – auxiliary (non-university training) 332 59.7 (54.4 – 62.8)

Age (years)

Mean ± SD 49.6 ± 11.2

<45 164 29.9 (26.0 – 33.9)

45 – 54 180 32.8 (28.8 – 36.9)
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55 – 64 171 31.2 (27.3 – 35.2)

≥ 65 34 6.2 (4.3 – 8.5)

Body mass index (kg/m2)

Mean ± SD 28.2 ± 4.6

< 25 141 25.6 (22.1 – 29.6)

25 – 29.9 255 46.4 (42.2 – 50.7)

≥ 30 153 27.8 (24.2 – 31.8)

Abdominal obesity

Female: Mean ± SD 93.6 ± 10.1

Male: Mean ± SD 99.5 ± 9.5 

Female ≥ 80 cm  Male ≥ 94 cm (European) 491 89.4 (86.6 – 91.8)

Female  ≥ 90 cm  Male  ≥ 94 cm (LATAM) 359 65.4 (61.2 – 69.3)

Female ≥ 88 cm  Male ≥ 102 cm (ATPIII) 359 65.4 (61.2 – 69.3)

Glycemia

Fasting glucose (mg/dL)

Mean ± SD 91.5 ± 16.5

<100 460 83.8 (80.4 – 86.8)

100-125 76 13.8 (11.0 – 17.0)

≥ 126 13 2.3 (1.3 – 4.0)

2 hours post 75 g (mg/dL)

Mean ± SD 98.4 ± 34.5

<140 517 94.2 (91.9 – 96.0)

140 – 199 25 4.5 (3.0 – 6.6)

≥ 200 7 1.3 (0.5 – 2.6)

Glycemic disturbance

Euglycemia 451 82.2 (78.7 – 85.2)

Undiagnosed dysglycemia 98 17.8 (14.7 – 21.3)

Prediabetes 84 15.2 (12.4 – 18.6)

IFG 63 11.4 (8.9 – 14.4)

IGT 21 3.8 (2.4 – 5.8)

Only IGT 9

IFG and IGT 12

Diabetes mellitus 14 2.6 (1.4 – 4.2)
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Only fasting glucose ≥ 126 mg/dl 7

Fasting glucose ≥ 126 mg/dl +  glucose 2 h 

post 75g ≥ 200 mg/dl

6

Only glucose 2 h post 75g ≥ 200 mg/dl 1

160 ATP: Adult Treatment Panel III. LATAM: Latin -american

161 IFG: Impaired fasting glycemia, ITG Impaired glucose tolerance, DM: Diabetes 

162 mellitus

163

164

165 Prevalence of Undiagnosed dysglycemia 

166 We found that 17.9% (95% 14.7 – 21.3) had undiagnosed dysglycemia, 2.6 % (CI 95% 1.4 – 4.2) 

167 DM and 15.2% (CI 95% 12.4 – 18.6) prediabetes (Table 1).  Likewise, its prevalence was 

168 significative higher in people aged 65 years or more (44.1%), B.M.I.≥ 30 (30.5%), higher value 

169 of circumference (22.8%), with hypertension (28.2%) and history of hyperglycemia (42.9%) 

170 (Table 2).  

171
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172 Table 2. Prevalence of FINDRISC items for undiagnosed dysglicemia in health workers included in the analysis

173

Prevalence of undiagnosed 

dysglycemia

Crude Model

(n = 549)

Adjusted Model A

(n  = 549)

Adjusted Model B

(n = 549)

 Subtotal / Total % (CI95%) PR (95% CI) p Pra (95% CI) p Pra (95% CI) p

Age group (years)

<45 17 / 164 10.4 (6.1 – 16.1) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

45-54 35 / 180 19.4 (13.9 – 26.0) 1.88 (1.09–3.22) 0.022 1.51 (0.90–2.52) 0.118 1.52 (0.91–2.55) 0.113

55-64 31 / 171 18.1 (12.7 – 24.7) 1.75 (1.01–3.04) 0.047 1.44 (0.82–2.51) 0.201 1.40 (0.79-2.46) 0.25

≥ 65 15 / 34 44.1 (27.2 – 62.1) 4.26 (2.36–7.67) <0.001 2.77 (1.50–5.12) 0.001 2.72 (1.49-4.95) 0.001

Body mass index (kg/m2)

<25 11 /136 8.1 (4.1 – 14.0) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

25 – 29.9 40 / 259 15.4 (11.2 – 20.4) 1.91 (1.01–3.60) 0.046 1.84 (0.99–3.42) 0.052 1.38 (0.72-2.63) 0.33

≥ 30 47 / 154 30.5 (23.4 – 38.4) 3.77 (2.04–6.98) <0.001 3.64 (1.89–6.99) <0.001 2.13 (1.09-4.13) 0.026

Waist circumference (cm)

M: <94 cm / F: <80 cm 5 / 58 8.6 (2.9 – 19.0) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

M: 94-101.9 cm / F: 80-87.9 cm 23 / 132 17.4 (11.4 – 25.0) 2.02 (0.81-5.06) 0.133 1.35 (0.55-3.35) 0.513

M: ≥ 102 cm / F: ≥ 88 cm 70 / 359 19.5 (15.5 – 24.0) 2.26 (0.95-5.37) 0.064 0.85 (035-2.09) 0.726

Waist circumference (cm)

M: <94  / F: < 90 16 / 190 8.4 (4.9 – 13.3) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

M: ≥ 94 / F: ≥ 90 82 / 359 22.8 (18.6 – 27.5) 2.71 (1.63-4.50) <0.001 1.6 (0.90-2.83) 0.106

Regular medication hypertension
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No 76 / 471 16.1 (12.9 – 19.8) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

Yes 22 / 78 28.2 (18.6 – 39.5) 1.75 (1.16–2.63) 0.008 1.09 (0.71-1.68) 0.701 1.07 (0.69-1.66) 0.757

History of hyperglycemia

No 62 / 465 13.3 (10.4 – 16.8) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

Yes 36 / 84 42.9 (32.1 – 54.1) 3.21 (2.29–4.51) <0.001 2.42 (1.69-3.47) <0.001 2.36 (1.6-3.35) <0.001

Physical activity

Yes 33 / 170 19.4 (13.8 – 26.2) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

No 65 / 379 17.2 (13.5 – 21.3) 0.88 (0.61–1.29) 0.521 0.82 (0.58-1.17) 0.276 0.8 (0.57-1.14) 0.217

Fruits and vegetables

Every day 30 / 195 15.4 (10.6 – 21.2) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

Not every day 68 / 354 19.2 (15.2 – 23.7) 1.25 (0.84–1.85) 0.268 1.44 (0.99-2.09) 0.053 1.38 (0.96-1.98) 0.086

Diabetes in relatives

No 44 / 275 16.0 (11.9 – 20.9) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference) 1 (Reference)

Yes, grandparents, cousins, uncle, aunt 19 / 114 16.7 (10.3 – 24.8) 1.04 (0.64–1.70) 0.871 1.19 (0.73-1.95) 0.485 1.1 (0.67-1.78) 0.714

Yes, parents, siblings, son, daughter 35 / 160 21.9 (15.7 – 29.1) 1.37 (0.92–2.04) 0.125 1.41 (0.97-2.04) 0.07 1.3 (0.90-1.86) 0.158

174 PR: Prevalence rate. CI: Confidence interval 95%. Model A adjusted  to components of FINDRISC. Model B adjusted to components of 

175 LAFINDRISC.M:male- F:female.

176
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177 Regression models 

178 In both adjusted regression models, we found that age (≥ 65), BMI (≥ 30), and history of 

179 hyperglycemia increased the probability of undiagnosed dysglycemia. Hypertension medication 

180 was associated only in crude analysis Regarding waist circumference, the European and Latin 

181 American cut-off points were not associated with this outcome in adjusted models, although the 

182 LA was associated in the crude model. The FINDRISC presented a pseudo R2 of 0.1045 (p 

183 <0.001), while LAFINDRISC had a Pseudo R2 of 0.1034 (p <0.001) (Table 2).

184

185 Comparison between Scores

186 The discriminatory diagnostic capacity of the LAFIDNRISC was statistically greater than the 

187 FINDRISC, AUROC 71.5% (95% CI 65.8 – 77.2) vs 69.2% (95% CI 63.2 – 75.2); p = 0.007. 

188 (Fig 2). 

189 Fig 2. Comparison of area under the ROC curves using the FINDRISC and 

190 LAFINDRISC

191 AUROC:  Area under receiver operating characteristic curve

192

193 When stratifying them by sex, there was similar discrimination of both questionnaires in men 

194 (61.6 vs 62.6%; p = 0.130) as in women (73.9% vs 74.8%; p = 0.338). LAFINDRISC also shows 

195 better performance for diabetes mellitus and prediabetes. (Table 3) 

196 Table 3. Area under the Receptor Operator Curves for undiagnosed dysglycemia, diabetes and prediabetes. 

197

 FINDRISC LA-FINDRISC

n Area under ROC 

curve (95% CI)

Area under ROC 

curve (95% CI)

p

Dysglycemia 

All population 549 69.2%  (63.2 – 75.2) 71.5% (65.8 – 77.2) 0.007
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Sex

Male 124 61.6% (50.7 – 72.5) 62.6% (51.9 – 73.3) 0.130

Female 425 73.9% (66.9 – 80.7) 74.8% (67.9 – 81.6) 0.338

Age (years old)

≥ 45 to more 385 65.3% (58.2 – 72.3) 67.7% (60.9 – 74.4) 0.017

≥ 55 205 68.2% (59.0 – 77.4) 70.1% (61.3 – 78.9) 0.103

≥ 65 34 65.4% (46.1 – 84.7) 71.1 (53.7 – 88.4) 0.141

Body mass index (kg/m2)

≥ 25 413 67.3% (60.8 – 73.9) 69.2% (62.9 – 75.4) 0.039

≥ 30 154 66.6% (57.2 – 75.9) 66.2% (57.3 – 75.9) 0.874

Diabetes

All population 549 78.6% (68.2 – 88.9) 81.0% (72.0 – 89.9) 0.015

Male 124 65.4% (39.1 – 91.6) 67.6% (48.5 -86.7) 0.572

Female 425 80.7% (69.5 – 91.8) 83.2% (73.7 – 92.8) 0.005

Prediabetes

All population 535 67.3% (60.6 – 73.7) 69.4% (63.1 – 75.7) 0.020

Male 122 61.1% (49.9 – 72.4) 62.1% (51.0 – 73.2) 0.177

Female 413 71.7% (63.9 – 79.6) 72.3% (64.4 – 80.1) 0.627

198 LA-FINDRISC: latin-America Findrisc.

199

200 In the LAFINDRISC, the score with the best Youden index was 11, showing sensitivity and 

201 specificity of 78.6% (95% CI 69.1 – 86.2) and 51.7% (95% CI 46.9 – 56.4%) respectively, and a 

202 negative likelihood ratio of 0.41 (CI95% 0.28 – 0.61) (Table 4). The supplementary material 

203 describes the complete analysis and additional comparisons (Table S2 y Table S3). 
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204 Table 4. Discriminative characteristics of best cut-off points of FINDRISC and LAFINDRISC

Increased  sensitivity Increased specificity

 FINDRISC LA-FINDRISC FINDRISC LA-FINDRISC

  (95% CI) (95% CI)  (95% CI) (95% CI)

Cutt-off ≥ 12 ≥ 11* ≥ 14 ≥ 14

Youden Index 0.24 0.30 0.31 0.34

% correct clasiffication 56.8% 56.5% 70.0% 73.0%

Sensitivity 70.4% (60.3% - 79.2%) 78.6% (69.1% – 86.2%) 59.2% (48.8%–69.0%)  58.2% (47.8%–68.1%)

Specificity 53.9% (49.2% - 58.6%) 51.7% (46.9% – 56.4%) 72.3% (67.9%–76.4%) 76.3% (72.1%–80.1%)

Likelihood ratio positive 1.53 (1.3 – 1.8) 1.63 (1.41 – 1.87) 2.14 (1.71–2.67) 2.45 (1.94–3.10)

Likelihood ratio negative 0.55 (0.4 – 0.75) 0.41 (0.28 – 0.61) 0.57 (0.44–0.72) 0.55 (0.43–0.70)

Diagnostic odd ratio 2.78 (1.74 – 4.44) 3.92 (2.35 – 6.54)  3.78 (2.41–5.93) 4.47 (2.84–7.04)

Positive predictive value¶ 24.9% (19.9% - 30.4%) 26.1% (21.2% - 31.5%) 31.7% (25.0%–39.0%) 34.8% (27.5%–42.6%)

Negative predictive value¶ 89.3% (85% - 92.7%) 91.7% (87.6%-94.8%) 89.1% (85.4%–92.1%) 89.4% (85.8%–92.2%)

205 a The score with the best discriminative capacity according to the Youden Index, and additionally, it had to demonstrate a higher sensitivity than 

206 specificity  (See Table S3 and S4).  b Prevalence assumption of 17.9%.

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 18, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.16.24302929doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.16.24302929
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


15

207 Simulations according to different scenarios of prevalence

208 We performed a simulation in 1000 patients with dysglycemia prevalence reported by the 

209 PERUDIAB (29.4%). The negative predictive value decreased from 91.7% to 85.3%, losing 6% 

210 of the test’s ability to detect people without dysglycemia. (Table 5).

211

212 Table 5. Diagnostic accuracy and implications of using a risk score*

213

214

Risk score Cut-off PPV PPN % sample

Dysglycemia 

cases 

detected

Subjects 

without 

dysglycemia

Prevalence 17.9%

FINDRISC ≥ 12 24.9% 89.3% 50.4% 126 495

LAFINDRISC ≥ 11 26.1% 91.7% 53.7% 140 462

Prevalence 29.4%** 

FINDRISC ≥ 12 38.8% 81.4% 53.2% 207 380

LAFINDRISC ≥ 11 40.3% 85.3% 57.2% 231 365

215

216 *All the estimates were calculated assuming 1000 individuals screened 

217 **prevalence of dysglycemia: 20.4% from PERUDIAB
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219 DISCUSSION

220 Our research found that one out of six healthcare subjects had undiagnosed dysglycemia. One out 

221 of seven had prediabetes, and one out of fifty had diabetes mellitus. We showed a greater 

222 discriminative capacity of LAFINDRISC than FINDRISC for screening undiagnosed 

223 dysglycemia in healthcare workers. The best cut-off points for LAFINDRISC and FINDRISC 

224 were 11 and 12, respectively. The change of the cut-off point from 102 cm to 94 cm in men and 

225 from 88 to 90 cm in women better validated the results.

226 FINDRISC obtained an area under the ROC curve between 85 and 87 % to predict drug-treated 

227 diabetes mellitus at ten years of follow-up.[22]  In a captive population of northern Colombia, 

228 LAFINDRISC obtained an area under the ROC curve of 73% for undiagnosed dysglycemia. [13]. 

229 LAFINDRISC received an area under the ROC curve of 68% for undiagnosed DM [23]. In both 

230 studies, there were no differences between LAFINDRISC and original FINDRISC. In our work, 

231 the area under the ROC curve was also lower than the original, with a difference of 2.3%. in favor 

232 of LAFINDRISC (71.5% vs. 69.2%). When a clinical prediction rule is validated in a population 

233 different from the original one or when a different outcome is evaluated, the discriminatory 

234 capacity tends to decrease.

235 We chose the Youden index to define the best score. Due to its screening purpose, it should have 

236 a higher sensitivity than specificity. [24]. In our study, a score of 14 obtained the highest Youden 

237 Index with specificity greater than sensitivity. However, we chose score 11, which presented the 

238 second-best Youden Index and the requirement of having a higher sensitivity than specificity. In 

239 Colombia, a score ≥ 8 showed the highest Youden Index with a sensitivity of 78% and specificity 

240 of 50% for dysglycemia [13]. In Peru, a cut-off point of 10 of the LAFINDRISC presented a 

241 sensitivity of 70.4% and specificity of 59.1% for undiagnosed diabetes mellitus. [23] However, 

242 the original FINDRISC validation study chose the best cut-off point if it presented a negative 

243 predictive value of 99%.This criterion ensures that 1% or less of those discarded would be false 

244 negatives. If we apply this last criterion, the cut-off point would be five, and it would imply 
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245 performing a second confirmatory examination on 85.1% of the population. This policy will 

246 require a higher investment and be challenging to carry out in developing economies. [22]

247 Both questionnaires presented the same performance for dysglycemia when separately analysed 

248 in men or women in our study. Nevertheless, regardless of the questionnaire used, performance 

249 in women was 12% higher than that of men. In Latin America, the area under the ROC curve of 

250 LAFINDRISC for dysglycemia in Bogotá was 76.9% in men and 77.9% in women. In 

251 Barquisimeto, the area under the ROC curve was 91.2% in men and 92.0% in women. 

252 Performance was slightly higher in women than in men in both cities.[25]. In a nationwide 

253 Venezuelan study, there were no differences between FINDRISC and LAFINDRISC for 

254 dysglycemia when analyzing men and women separately.[14]. 

255 Plausibility and explanation of results

256 Isolated fasting hyperglycemia implies insulin deficiency and hepatic insulin resistance but with 

257 normal muscle insulin sensitivity. This is executed by counterregulatory hormones in a context 

258 with increased lipolysis of adipose tissue and fatty esterification of liver cells that exaggerate 

259 fasting gluconeogenesis. In contrast, postprandial hyperglycemia implies a failure of secretion 

260 plus a decrease in hepatic sensitivity and moderate or high muscular resistance, preventing the 

261 internalization of glucose through GLUT4 receptors in muscle and liver. Fasting hyperglycemia 

262 could be considered an earlier failure and would predominate above all in subjects with abdominal 

263 obesity, acanthosis nigricans, skin tags or metabolic syndrome. [26]

264  The better performance in women may be due to the high percentage of excess weight. In our 

265 study, 75% had a body mass index > 25%. Likewise, the high frequency of excess weight and 

266 abdominal obesity in our healthcare workers exceeds the national average in the general 

267 population. [27] This risk is due to workgroups that perform shift work. Highlighting the nursing 

268 staff’s risk of obesity and other metabolic problems represents a large percentage of healthcare 

269 workers. [28]

270 Despite this high excess weight and abdominal obesity, our study only found 17.8% of 

271 undiagnosed dysglycemia. A difference of 11.6% concerning the national prevalence[17]. Annual 
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272 occupational controls could explain this lower prevalence to detect metabolic disorders that 

273 decreased their frequency in our sample.

274 Limitations and strengths

275 Our study has limitations. In the first place,  the chosen score cannot be used in the general 

276 population since the findings would only apply to healthcare personnel of the María Auxiliadora 

277 hospital. A complimentary evaluation in a more representative population was not performed. But 

278 a simulation was performed by changing the prevalence of dysglycemia to observe the variation 

279 in performance. We do not use glycosylated hemoglobin as a confirmatory method for 

280 dysglycemia, as we do not have methods validated by the National Gycohemoglobin 

281 Standardization Program. However, the ADA guideline recommends OGTT as a sufficient 

282 criterion for dysglycemia. Although the best discriminatory capacity of LAFINDRISC is 

283 clinically small, an instrument adapted to local characteristics is always desirable. Despite these 

284 concerns, our study has important strengths, such as using a modified questionnaire with cut-off 

285 points for the Latin American obesity phenotype. In addition, subjects were randomly selected 

286 based on the sample frame of workers’ payroll with  minimal subject loss. OGTT was performed 

287 on all participants, regardless of the questionnaire result, avoiding selection bias. 

288 Implications, recommendations and future research

289 Quantifying the risk of diabetes or dysglycemia is a cost-effective activity recommended by the 

290 Clinical Practice Guidelines. Applying the clinical prediction rules outside the original context 

291 requires a validation process to check if the discriminative capacity is maintained. External 

292 validations in Colombia and Peru found no differences in performance between FINDRISC and 

293 LAFINDRISC. Both studies were carried out in private insurance people and the general 

294 population, respectively [23] [31]. Despite these results,  transculturation of Clinical Prediction 

295 Rules according to the local characteristics should be the standard before applications. [10]  

296 Governments or funders will require complementary cost-effectiveness analysis and decision tree 

297 analysis for potential outcomes to apply the early diagnosis in public health.[29]  It will impact 
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298 the costs of screening, confirmatory diagnosis, follow-up, and treatment. As well as evaluation of 

299 potential benefits in reducing years of life gained and greater survival.[30,31] 

300 Each country, institution, or funder chooses the cut-off point and establishes the strategy that best 

301 suits their reality. The original FINDRISC validation study determined that the best score for 

302 diabetes mellitus screening was 11. However, the Finnish Diabetes Prevention Program 

303 recommends performing OGTT from a score of 15 and initiating lifestyle changes from 7.[32] 

304 The clinical guideline of the Colombian Ministry of Health [8] recommends performing fasting 

305 blood glucose as a confirmatory test for a score > 15 and initiating lifestyle changes if score ≥ 12. 

306 These actions are derived from decision analysis and may vary according to economic and 

307 administrative conditions. 

308 Conclusion 

309 The discriminative capacity of both questionnaires is good for the diagnosis of dysglycemia in 

310 the health care personnel of the María Auxiliadora hospital. With LAFRINDRISC presenting a 

311 small statistical difference, but clinically similar since there was no difference by age or sex. 

312 Further studies in the general population are required to validate these results.

313
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