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Abstract

Background: Although evidence shows that reduced sodium intake lowers blood pressure, some studies suggest that
sodium reduction may adversely affect insulin resistance and glucose tolerance.

Objectives: The objectives were to assess the effects of sodium reduction on glucose tolerance, evaluate strengths and
weaknesses of the relevant scientific literature, and provide direction for future research.

Methods: \We searched The Cochrane Library, MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and Web of Science through August 2014. Both
randomized and nonrandomized intervention trials were included in our meta-analyses. The effects of sodium reduction on glucose
tolerance were evaluated in 37 articles, but because of a lack of comparable data, 8 trials were excluded from the meta-analyses.
Results: Participants were 10-79 y old, either primarily healthy or with hypertension. In meta-analyses of 20 randomized,
crossover trials (n = 504 participants) and 9 nonrandomized crossover trials (n = 337), circulating glucose concentrations of
fasting participants were not affected by reduction in sodium intake. In contrast, in meta-analyses of 19 of the 20 randomized,
crossover trials (n = 494), fasting insulin concentrations were 9.53 pmol/L higher (95% ClI: 5.04, 14.02 pmol/L higher) with
sodium reduction. In 9 nonrandomized trials (n = 337), fasting insulin did not differ with reduced sodium intake. Results
differed little when the analyses were restricted to studies with a low risk of bias and duration of =7 d.

Conclusions: This meta-analysis revealed no evidence that, in trials with a short intervention and large reductions in
sodium, circulating glucose concentrations differed between groups. Recommendations for future studies include
extending intervention durations, ensuring comparability of groups at baseline through randomization, and assessing
sodium intakes relevant to population sodium reduction. In addition, analyses on other metabolic variables were limited
because of the number of trials reporting these outcomes and lack of consistency across measures, suggesting a need for

comparable measures of glucose tolerance across studies. J Nutr2015;145:505-13.
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Introduction

Although evidence shows that reduced sodium intake lowers blood
pressure, some studies suggest that sodium reduction may adversely
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affect insulin resistance (IR)” and glucose tolerance (1-9). IR is a
condition in which the body produces insulin sufficiently, but the
insulin-mediated disposal of glucose is impaired. This leads to
impaired glucose tolerance or impaired fasting glucose, condi-
tions that are risk factors for type 2 diabetes (10-13). Sodium
restriction, as is true with medications that lower blood pressure,
can increase the activity of plasmin renin, which is associated
with IR (14). The Institute of Medicine’s (IOM’s) Dietary
Reference Intakes for water, potassium, sodium, chloride, and
sulfate, however, which reviewed studies on sodium reduction

® Abbreviations used: IOM, Institute of Medicine; IR, insulin resistance; RCT,
randomized controlled trial.
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and IR, concluded that the evidence linking sodium intake and
IR was sparse and inconsistent (14). Particularly, the IOM noted
a need for longer-term studies at relevant sodium intakes. Later,
a 2008 systematic review by a Portuguese group examined the
effects of sodium restriction on the metabolic syndrome (15) and
found that sodium restriction was associated with increased IR
in 2 articles but decreased IR in 3 others (9 articles were
reviewed in all), underscoring the need to conduct further
studies. Since 2008, several new studies were published, but they
have not been systematically reviewed or included in available
meta-analyses.

Given the lack of consistent evidence on sodium restriction
and IR, we need to evaluate studies that incorporate sodium
intakes that are relevant to population initiatives or recommen-
dations aimed at reducing such intake. In the United States, the
Healthy People 2020 objectives aim for a reduction in daily mean
sodium intake among the population aged =2 y from 3641 mg
in 2010 to 2300 mg in 2020, about a 40% reduction over 10 y
(16). This agrees with a recommendation in the 2010 Dietary
Guidelines for Americans that individuals should consume
<2300 mg of sodium/d (17). Adults aged =51 vy, African
Americans, and individuals with hypertension, diabetes, or
chronic kidney disease should reduce their intake even more, to
1500 mg/d (17). The latter recommendation applies to ~50% of
Americans and more adults (people aged =20 y) (17). It is not
known how many studies published after the release of the
IOM’s Dietary Reference Intakes examined the impact on
glucose intolerance of sodium restriction of =40% or, alterna-
tively, evaluated sodium restriction consistent with the recom-
mendations in the 2010 Dietary Guidelines of 1500 mg/d for
what would amount to 57% of adults.

In the present study we performed a systematic review and
meta-analysis of previously published randomized and non-
randomized prospective intervention trials to examine the effect
of sodium reduction on glucose tolerance. Additional objectives
were to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of these trials and
to provide direction for future research.

Methods

To prepare a study protocol that included eligibility criteria and an
informed approach to the analysis we followed the methods of the
Cochrane Collaboration (18). We report our results in accordance with
the guidelines of the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses (19).

Data sources and searches. We searched 5 databases that covered the
period of January 1950 to August 2014: The Cochrane Library,
MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and Web of Science. To obtain additional
studies we reviewed the reference lists of the articles found in our initial
search. That search included the terms sodium reduction, insulin resistance,
and glucose intolerance and related entry terms (Supplemental Table 1).
The search included a filter to limit the results to human trials. No language
or date restrictions before August 2014 were applied.

Study selection. We included both randomized and nonrandomized
intervention trials that compared =2 levels of sodium intake in relation
to at least 1 measure of IR as an outcome. Studies either reduced or
increased sodium intake via supplements, diet, or both. We excluded
those studies that assessed combined interventions (e.g., medications and
sodium restriction) whereby the effects of changes in sodium intake
could not be disaggregated. The measures of IR included values for
glucose (fasting, disposal rate, plasma, AUC, uptake, effectiveness) and
insulin (fasting, plasma, immune-reactive, and acute insulin response)
and measures such as insulin sensitivity, insulin c-peptide, HOMA-IR,
and glucose-to-insulin ratio. Eligible studies included males or nonpreg-
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nant females of any age, regardless of hypertension or diabetes status. We
excluded studies of subjects with chronic diseases other than hyperten-
sion or diabetes, and we did not use the abstracts of conferences. When
multiple publications were available for an included study, we used
1 publication as a primary publication, with others used as companion-
publications.

Data extraction and quality assessment. Two independent reviewers
(SMP and 1 of 5 other coauthors) screened titles and abstracts of all
references. Articles not published in English were translated with an
online language translation service or by native speakers. Reviewers
were not blinded to investigators, institutions, or journal of publication.
After the screening of titles and abstracts, 2 independent reviewers, using
a full-article screening form, assessed inclusion criteria. Disagreements in
assessments were resolved by a third reviewer or by the consensus of
group discussions. Two independent reviewers abstracted data from the
included studies by using the same abstraction form. In trials not
reporting the SD of outcomes, we estimated the SD according to
standard formulas from the SE, 95% CI, or P value (18).

Two independent reviewers assessed study quality by using a form
adapted from the Cochrane risk of bias tool and the National Heart,
Lung, and Blood Institute (Supplemental Table 2). Disagreements in
assessments were resolved by a third reviewer or by the consensus of
group discussions. Within our study quality criteria, we assessed risk of
bias. Our criteria for ruling out bias were as follows: evidence of random
sequence generation, concealment of allocation, blinding (of study
participants, study personnel, and outcome assessors), equivalence of the
study groups in the numbers and reasons for dropouts and withdrawals,
<20% attrition, prespecified outcomes, baseline comparability between
exposure groups (e.g., intervention and control), and having an intent-
to-treat analysis. We characterized a study as having a low risk of bias if
it met at least the following 4 criteria: outcomes were prespecified, <20%
attrition, an intent-to-treat analysis was present, and the study arms did
not differ in demographic or other baseline characteristics. Additional
factors to determine study quality were by assessing whether participants
adhered to the intervention, there was similarity of intakes and
avoidance of other interventions, an outcome was specified at the start
of the study, and both outcome reliability and validity were acceptable
(Supplemental Table 2).

Some researchers have concluded that sodium homeostasis and a full
response in blood pressure, aldosterone, and other analytes require
several days (20-24). He et al. (25) suggest that at least 28 d are required
to establish homeostasis. Whether the full 28 d are required or 14 d are
adequate is still unknown. We evaluated duration of the studies, and, in
separate sensitivity analyses that considered previous research on sodium
homeostasis, we compared the subset of studies with interventions
lasting =7 d against studies with an intervention of <7 d.

To determine the relevance of studies for specific levels of sodium
reduction, we used information from the Healthy People 2020 objectives
for sodium intake and recommendations on sodium from the Dietary
Guidelines (16, 17). We considered studies with an average difference in
sodium reduction between comparison groups of =40% or with an
average sodium intake in the lowest intervention arm of =1500 mg/d to
be relevant to recommendations for population sodium reduction.

Data synthesis and analysis. We summarized the demographic
characteristics and attrition rate for each study and also summarized
the comparability of the outcome measures and data reported across
studies. We recorded whether the investigators used =1 of the following
tests: oral glucose tolerance test, fasting blood sample, euglycemic
clamp, continuous infusion of glucose with model assessment, or
frequently sampled intravenous glucose tolerance test. In studies that
reported using these tests we collected data on fasting glucose, fasting
insulin, and AUC. For analysis, the data had to use the same test and
reference time and present complete numeric outcome data, such as
reporting the mean and some measure of variation of the mean.

Data were analyzed with Cochrane Review Manager, version 5.1.7
(The Nordic Cochrane Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration). For the
meta-analysis, a minimum of 2 studies was required of a specific type
with complete numeric data on comparable outcome measures. In the



crossover studies, in which each participant acted as his or her own
control, we conducted an approximated paired analysis by imputing
missing SDs on the basis of the methods presented by the Cochrane
Collaboration (18). By assuming a baseline to follow-up correlation of
0.75, we estimated the SD of the difference between baseline and follow-
up measures if the SD was not given. In addition, we performed
sensitivity analyses to examine the impact of different correlation values
(0.25, 0.5, and 1.0) on the distribution of the mean difference. We used
random effects models to generate pooled estimates, with each study
weighted by the inverse of the study variance. We analyzed the data in
Review Manager by using the generic inverse variance method (18) and
defined statistical significance as P < 0.05. We used the I? statistic to
assess heterogeneity, with values of =25% considered low; 26-74%
considered moderate, and =75% considered high (18).

We stratified the analyses by whether the interventions were
randomized. In addition, we conducted sensitivity analyses to compare
studies having a high risk of bias with those in which the risk of bias was
low. Among studies with a low risk, subgroup analyses were based on
duration of the intervention (=7 vs. <7 d) and stratification of the low-
sodium intervention arm by sodium intake (=1500 vs. <1500 mg/d) or
percentage of sodium reduction (>40% vs. =40%). Stratifications for
sodium intake were based on urinary sodium excretion, but when this
information was not available (26-28), intended doses were used.

Results

Thirty-seven articles, representing 38 trials, fulfilled our inclu-
sion criteria. These trials included 27 crossover randomized
controlled trials [RCTs; 1 article (4) had 2 crossover groups], 10
nonrandomized trials (9 of them using crossover), and 1 RCT
with a parallel group design (Supplemental Figure 1, Supple-
mental Table 3) (1-8, 26-54).

Characteristics of the trials
The 38 trials included 1402 participants, with ages ranging from
10 to 79 y. Thirty-seven of the 38 trials were conducted in a
single country or region as follows: Europe (7 = 16), the United
States (n = 11), Japan (# = 3), South America (n = 3), Canada (1 =
2), New Zealand (7 = 1), and Zimbabwe (n = 1); the remaining
study included participants in both Europe and the United States
(42). In most trials the participants were characterized as healthy
or hypertensive (Supplemental Table 3). The nonrandomized
trials were more likely to include participants who were
hypertensive (8 of the 10 nonrandomized trials vs. 14 of 27
RCTs). The reported attrition rates ranged from 0% to 38%.

The most commonly used outcome measure was fasting
glucose concentration (7 = 34 trials), followed by fasting insulin
concentration (z = 31) (Table 1). Seven trials included data on
glucose AUC and 6 on insulin AUC. Because of variation in the
time points of measurement (0-120 vs. 0-180 min), however,
and lack of information on the methods of calculating AUC, we
were unable to combine data on AUC for either variable.
Accordingly, we did not include these measures in our meta-
analyses (Table 2). Seven trials measured insulin sensitivity, but
they were not comparable on either the measure used (e.g.,
insulin sensitivity index, M-value, or the time point of measure-
ment); thus, we did not include them in our meta-analysis. For §
of the measures, including glucose uptake, glucose disposal,
glucose-to-insulin ratio, glucose effectiveness, and homeostasis
model assessment, <2 trials presented data; thus, the results for
these measures were not combined (and could not be used in the
meta-analyses). Further, the lack of comparability in the type
and time point of measure used ruled out their inclusion.

The interventions in 71% (n = 27) of the trials included both
diet and supplements to achieve the desired sodium intake (Table
1). The average duration was 12.3 d (range: 3-56 d) for the

lower-sodium diet and 14.2 d (range: 3-91 d) for the high-
sodium diet. In 4 RCTs and the 1 trial with a randomized
parallel group design (but in no nonrandomized trials) the low-
sodium intervention lasted =28 d. Overall, the duration of the
intervention was =7 d (20 RCTs, 10 nonrandomized, crossover
trials, the 1 parallel-group trial) in 31 trials and <7 d in 7 trials.
Intended sodium restriction varied widely across studies. Most
trials (7 = 34) measured and reported 24-h urine sodium
excretion by using Association of Official Analytical Chemists
International methods at the end of the intervention period to
assess adherence to intake. When 24-h urine sodium excretion
was available, we used it to assess sodium intake in both the
intervention and control arms. The mean 24-h values ranged
from 173 to 3080 mg/d for the lower-sodium intervention arms
and from 2171 to 8370 mg/d for the higher-sodium intervention
arms. Among 34 trials with a low-sodium intervention, the
actual mean 24-h sodium excretion was <1500 mg/d in 23 trials,
1500 to <2300 mg/d in 7 trials, and =2300 mg/d in 4 trials.

Risk of bias and quality of the studies

Risk of bias and study quality varied across trials. Nineteen of
the RCTs, the 1 study with the parallel group design, and 2 of
the nonrandomized, crossover trials had a low risk of bias on the
basis of our 4 criteria (Supplemental Table 4). For the RCTs,
the 2 reasons for not meeting these criteria were =20% attrition
and absence of an intent-to-treat analysis or a lack of clarity
about whether this was done. For the nonrandomized trials, the
most common reason was lack of baseline comparability of the
intervention groups.

The blinding of participants, providers, and assessors was
difficult to determine. All of the nonrandomized trials lacked
sufficient information to determine the presence of blinding.
Only 5 of the RCTs reported having enough statistical power to
detect a difference in the outcomes.

Twenty-two trials (20 randomized, 2 nonrandomized) met all
4 of our specified criteria for study quality; 16 of these 22 trials
had a low risk of bias (results not shown in supplemental tables).
The most common reason for not meeting all 4 criteria for
quality was an absence of the information needed to make sure
the outcome was not present at the start of the study (this was
true for 8 RCTs and 4 nonrandomized trials).

Only 2 studies performed reductions of =40%, 1 of which
had a high risk of bias; thus we did not perform sensitivity
analyses on the basis of this classification.

Quantitative analysis

Effects of reduced sodium intake. Of the 34 trials with data
on fasting glucose concentrations, 4 did not present numeric
data and thus were not included in the analyses (8, 27, 39, 50).
Twenty crossover RCTs and 9 nonrandomized, crossover trials
contributed data on fasting glucose to the meta-analyses (Table
2). We examined results from the 1 RCT with a parallel group
design separately (40).

Among the 504 participants in the RCTs, sodium intake did
not have a significant effect on fasting glucose concentrations, and
the pooled mean difference between low- and high-sodium diets
was 0.01 mmol/L (95% CI, —0.04, 0.05 mmol/L; P = 0.78)(Figure
1, Table 2). Heterogeneity was low (I = 18%). Among the 337
participants in the nonrandomized trials, the pooled mean
difference between the low- and high-sodium diets was 0.05
(95% CI: —0.03, 0.14; P = 0.20) (Table 2, Figure 2). For the 46
participants in the 1 trial with a parallel group design (which lasted
56 d), the mean 24-h sodium excretion at the end of the
intervention (data not shown in tables or figures) was 2898 mg for
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TABLE 1 Outcome and intervention characteristics of trials that examined sodium intake and glucose tolerance in adults and children’

Intervention Actual
First author of Outcomes Intended low Intended high ~ Low 24-h  High 24-h
study (reference) Measure Data reported Type?® Duration, d Na dose, mg/d Na dose, mg/d UNa, mg/d UNa, mg/d
Crossaver RCTs
Ames (1) OGTT FG, FI, AUCG, AUCI Diet + Supp 28 NR 3145 3080 5981
Boero (29) Fasting blood sample FG Diet + Supp 14 1150 5750 1403 6210
Del Rio (30) Fasting blood sample FG, FI Diet + Supp® 14 786 4718 1095 4575
Dengel (31) FSIVGTT FG, FI, ISI Diet® 7 460 4600 642 4485
Donovan (32) Clamp FG, FI Diet 5 230 4600 184 3680
Egan (33) Fasting blood sample FG, Fl Diet + Supp® 7 460 4785 483 4922
Facchini (34) OGTT SSPG, SSPI Diet + Supp 5 575 4600 292 4002
Feldman (2) Fasting blood sample FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 460 5060 280 4356
Feldman (3) Fasting blood sample FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 1725 5405 1104 4761
Fliser (4) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, FI Diet + Supp 3 460 4600 575 4462
Fliser 3-d (4) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 460 4600 529 4669
Foo (35) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, FI Diet + Supp® 6 920 5060 1787 5223
Fotherby (36) Fasting blood sample FG Diet + Supp 35 1840-2300 3680-4140 2185 4002
Garg (5) Fasting blood sample HOMA-IR Diet 7 <460 >3450 173 5469
Gomi (6) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, FI Diet 7 690 2300 566 217
Gray (37) CIGMA FG, FI, IS Diet + Supp 7 1840 4600 1196 4255
Inoue (39) 0GTT FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 230 8050 828 7567
lwaoka (38) 0GTT FG, FI, AUCG, AUCI Diet 7 782 7866 745 6859
Meland (41) OGTT FG, FI Diet + Supp® 56 NR Diet (NR) + 1150 2875 4393
Mufunda (26) 0GTT FG, FI Diet® 4 575 6900
Perry (7) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, Fl, ISI Diet + Supp? 5 >1840 ~4140 1610 4025
Raji (42) Fasting blood sample HOMA-IR Diet 7 230 4600 NR NR
Ruppert (43) Fasting blood sample FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 460 6440 391 6665
Scharr (44) 0GTT FG, FI, AUCG, AUCI Diet + Supp® 28 2302 3595 2406 4030
Sharma (27) OGTT FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 HS, 14 LS 460 5980
Suzuki (48) 0GTT AUCG, AUCI, SSPG, SSPI  Diet 7 1150 5865 1164 3848
Townsend (8) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, FI Diet + Supp® 6 460 4600 529 4462
Randomized parallel
group trial
Meland (40) OGTT FG Diet + Supp 56 NR Diet (NR) + 1150 1909 2898
Nonrandomized trials
Melander (54) Clamp, fasting blood sample  FG, FI Diet + Supp 7 230 5520 228 5221
Egan (48) 0GTT FG, FI Diet + Supp 14 460 4785 322 4301
Egan (49) OGTT FG, FI AUCG, AuCI Diet + Supp 7 500 4746 398 5191
Dziwura (47) Fasting blood sample FG, FI, HOMA-IR Diet 7 230-460 5060-5520 451 5032
Rocchini (53) Fasting blood sample FG, FI Diet + Supp 14 460-690 5750 763 5055
Fuenmayor (50) Fasting blood sample SSPG, SSPI Diet + Supp 7 920-1380 6440-6900 1541 7452
Lima (51) Fasting blood sample FG, FI, HOMA-IR Diet + Supp 7 LS, 91 HS NR NR 1611 6778
Nakandakare (52)  Fasting blood sample FG, FI, HOMA-IR* Diet 7 HS, 21 LS 1380 3680 1748 3910
Dengel (46) OGTT, clamp FG, FI, AUCG, AUCI Diet® 14 3000 10,000 2567 8370
Lind (28) IVGTT FI, IS Diet + Supp 7 1179 7863

" Three studies (26-28) did not collect or report on 24-h urine samples. AUCG, AUC glucose; AUCI, AUC insulin; CIGMA, continuous infusion of glucose with model assessment;
Clamp, euglycemic clamp; FG, fasting glucose; Fl, fasting insulin; FSIVGTT, frequently sampled intravenous glucose tolerance test; HS, high sodium; IS, insulin sensitivity (%); ISI,
insulin sensitivity index; IVGTT, intravenous glucose tolerance test; LS, low sodium; NR, not reported; OGTT, 75-g oral glucose tolerance test; RCT, randomized control trial; SSPG,
steady state plasma glucose; SSPI, steady state plasma insulin; Supp, supplement; UNa, urinary sodium excretion.

2 Diet + Supp interventions were performed with a prescribed diet and sodium supplement capsules.

3 Studies with a washout period (between intervention arms) of =1 wk, ®2 wk, or 4 wk.

4 Used a computer model to calculate HOMA-IR.

the group receiving salt capsules vs. 1909 mg for the group
receiving placebo capsules; the investigators concluded that salt
restriction did not influence glucose concentrations (P = 0.50) (40).

Of the 31 trials presenting information on fasting insulin
concentrations, 3 were excluded because they lacked numeric data
(8, 27, 50). In all, 19 RCTs and 9 nonrandomized, crossover trials
were included in the meta-analyses. Among the 494 participants in
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the RCTs, fasting insulin concentrations differed significantly
between the low- and high-sodium groups (mean difference: 9.53
pmol/L; 95% CI: 5.04, 14.02 pmol/L) (Figure 3, Table 2). Among the
337 participants in the nonrandomized trials, fasting insulin
concentrations did not differ significantly (P = 0.37) between
intervention groups (Table 2, Figure 4). In both of these analyses,
heterogeneity was high.



TABLE 2 Pooled effects of sodium restriction on fasting glucose or fasting insulin concentrations in adults and children’

Fasting glucose

Fasting insulin

Pooled difference,

Pooled difference,

mmol/L, pmol/L,
Trials, . Participants, n mean (95% Cl) 12,% Trials, n  Participants, n mean (95% Cl) 12, %

Randomized controlled trials 20 504 0.01 (—0.04, 0.05) 18 19 494 9.53 (5.04, 14.0) 89
Risk of bias

Low 14 356 0.01 (—0.03, 0.06) 0 14 359 10.8 (7.32, 14.2) 52

High 6 148 0.01 (—=0.09, 0.11) 46 5 135 44 (=251,113) 82
Low risk of bias plus duration of intervention

<7d 4 57 —0.05 (—0.16, 0.05) 18 5 76 8.75 (3.04, 14.5) 49

=7d 10 299 0.04 (—0.02, 0.10) 0 9 283 12 (7.45, 16.6) 56
Low risk of bias plus intake of

sodium-restricted group

=1500 mg/d 3 48 —0.04 (—0.16, 0.08) 0 2 31 1.1 (—5.46, 7.65) 0

<1500 mg/d " 308 0.02 (—0.03, 0.08) 9 12 328 11.8 (8.35, 15.2) 46
Nonrandomized trials 9 337 0.05(—0.03, 0.14) 72 9 337 3.87 (—4.62, 12.4) 92
Risk of bias

Low 2 143 0.01 (—0.18, 0.20) 93 2 143 —7.26 (—26.3, 11.8) 98

High 7 194 0.07 (0.00, 0.15) 16 7 194 7.67 (—0.44, 15.8) 79
Low risk of bias plus duration of 2 143 0.01 (—0.18, 0.20) 93 2 143 —7.26 (—26.3, 11.8) 98

intervention =7 d
Low risk of bias plus intake of 2 143 0.01 (—0.18, 0.20) 93 2 143 —7.26 (—26.3,11.8) 98

sodium-restricted group <1500 mg/d

" 12, percentage of total variation across studies that is due to heterogeneity.

Among the studies excluded from the meta-analyses because
of a lack of numeric data on glucose or insulin concentrations
among fasting participants, results based on other indicators

First author of Mean Difference

were inconsistent. In 3 of these studies (7 = 18-236 participants)
(5, 8, 42), the investigators concluded that sodium restriction
resulted in an increase in IR. In 3 other studies (7 = 16-23

Mean Difference

study or subgroup (ref) Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

- Ames Diabetic (1) 0.1% 0.83 (-0.34, 2.00) | — >

- Ames Non-Diabetic (1) 3.2% -0.06 (-0.29, 0.18) —+

- Boero (29) 0.2% 0.22(-0.87, 1.32) »

- Del Rio (30) 5.1% 0.04(-0.13, 0.21)

- Foo (35) 11.0% -0.10(-0.20, -0.00)

- Grey (37) 12.6% 0.00 (-0.09, 0.09)

- Schorr NaCl (44) 1.3% 0.50(0.13, 0.87) ——

- Schorr NaHCO3 (44) 1.7% 0.00 (-0.33,0.33)

L- Dengel SR (31) 2.6% 0.06 (-0.20, 0.32)

L- Dengel SS (31) 10.1% 0.10(-0.01, 0.21)

L- Donovan (32) 6.1% -0.06(-0.21, 0.10)

L- Egan (33) 7.6% -0.04(-0.17,0.09)

L- Feldman (3) 1.2% 0.20(-0.19, 0.59)

L- Feldman HTN (2) 1.2% 0.00 (-0.39, 0.39)

L- Feldman Non-HTN (2) 1.2% 0.30 (-0.09, 0.69)

L- Fliser (4) 3.8% 0.00(-0.21, 0.21)

L- Fliser 3-day (4) 6.5% -0.10 (-0.25, 0.05)

L- Fotherby (36) 2.7% -0.10(-0.36, 0.16)

L- Gomi Mod (6) 6.4% -0.01 (-0.16, 0.14)

L- Iwaoka (38) 1.4% 0.25 (-0.11, 0.61) ———

L- Mafunda SR (26) 0.0% 2.00(-0.77,4.77) >

L- Mafunda SS (26) 0.0% -2.00(-4.77,0.77) -4

L- Meland (41) 2.5% -0.10(-0.36, 0.16) —

L- Perry (7) 6.3% 0.00(-0.15, 0.15)

L- Ruppert RR (43) 0.9% 0.7 (-0.30, 0.64) %

L- Ruppert SR (43) 2.1% 0.06 (-0.23, 0.34)

L- Ruppert SS (43) 21% 0.17 (-0.12, 0.46) -T—

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.01(-0.04, 0.05) ?
L L L ]
] L] L] L] 1

Heterogeneity: 1= 0.00; 1= 31.77, df = 26 (P=0.20); P=18% -2 -1 0 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.28 (P=0.78)
FIGURE 1

Favors low sodium Favors high sodium

Forest plot showing all randomized crossover trials for fasting glucose (mmol/L) mean difference (low sodium to high sodium) in

adults and children (n = 504). HTN, hypertension; IV, inverse variance; L, studies with a low risk of bias; Mod, moderate sodium intake; ref,

reference; RR, reverse reactors; SR, salt-resistant; SS, salt-sensitive.
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First author of Mean Difference

Mean Difference

study or subgroup (ref)  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

- Dengel (31) 5.4% 0.20 (-0.08, 0.48) L e —

- Egan (48) 8.0% 0.18 (-0.00, 0.37) —

- Egan Lean (49) 7.0% 0.11 (-0.11, 0.33) e e

- Egan Obese (49) 9.3% 0.11 (-0.04, 0.26) ———

- Lima (51) 51% -0.20 (-0.49, 0.09) —_—

- Lind (28) 5.1% 0.20 (-0.09, 0.49) S — —

- Nakandakare (52) 10.2% 0.00 (-0.13, 0.13) ——

- Rocchini non-obese (53)  5.4% -0.10 (-0.38, 0.18) 2

- Rocchini obese (53) 9.9% 0.10 (-0.04, 0.24) —_— —

L- Dziwura G/A (47) 9.8% -0.13 (-0.27, 0.01) — —

L- Dziwura G/G (47) 12.7% -0.05 (-0.11, 0.01) -t

L- Melander (54) 12.2% 0.20 (0.12, 0.28) -

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.05 (-0.03, 0.14) " 2 f . 1
I 1 1 1

Heterogeneity: <2 = 0.01; %% = 39.59, df = 11 (P < 0.0001); 2 =72% -1 -0.5 0 05 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.27 (P = 0.20)

Favors low sodium Favors high sodium

FIGURE 2 Forest plot showing all nonrandomized trials for fasting glucose (mmol/L) mean difference (low sodium to high sodium) in adults and

children (n = 337). G/A, glycine/arginine carriers; G/G, glycine/glycine carriers;

participants) (27, 45, 50), the investigators concluded that
responses to sodium restriction differed on the basis of whether
the participant was salt sensitive or resistant. In 2 of the studies,
(n = 14-19 participants) (34, 39), the investigators concluded
that sodium restriction did not influence glucose tolerance or IR.
Furthermore, in 3 of the excluded studies (5, 42, 50), the risk of
bias was categorized as high; in 2 of these 3 studies, the

First author of Mean Difference

IV, inverse variance; L, studies with a low risk of bias; ref, reference.

investigators concluded that sodium restriction increased IR (S5,
42), but the loss to follow-up was >30%.

Sensitivity analyses. Among RCTs categorized as having a low
risk of bias, mean urinary sodium excretion for the low-sodium
interventions ranged from 184 to 2875 mg/d (weighted mean:
738 mg/d), vs. 2171-6859 mg/d (weighted mean: 5569 mg/d) for

Mean Difference

study or subgroup (ref) Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

- Ames Diabetic (1) 0.5% 6.00 (-57.33, 69.33) -+ >
- Ames Non-Diabetic (1) 0.4% -6.00 (-77.53, 65.53) - >
- Del Rio (30) 4.5% 22.30 (11.25, 33.35) ——

- Foo (35) 6.1% -4.00 (-4.59, -3.41) -

- Grey (37) 5.8% 2.40 (-2.05, 6.85) -

- Schorr NaCl (44) 4.6% 5.40 (-5.15, 15.95) —_——

- Schorr NaHCO3 (44) 4.7% 3.00 (-7.00, 13.00) —l—

L- Dengel SR (31) 1.9% 27.00 (0.24, 53.76) B
L- Dengel SS (31) 2.9% 7.20 (-11.62, 26.02) B —

L- Donovan (32) 4.2% 1.80 (-10.31, 13.91) —_—t —

L- Egan (33) 4.6% 18.00 (7.55, 28.45) ——

L- Facchini (31) 0.9% 12.00 (-33.08, 57.08) >
L- Feldman (3) 2.9% 33.00 (14.18, 51.82) ——
L- Fliser (4) 4.4% 13.80 (2.63, 24.97) e —

L- Fliser 3-day (4) 5.1% 14.40 (6.29, 22.51) e

L- Gomi Mod (6) 5.1% 19.74 (11.76, 27.72) ——

L- Inuoue (36) 4.1% 11.40 (-1.54, 24.34) g —

L- lwaoka (38) 5.8% 6.60 (2.34, 10.86) -

L- Mafunda SR (26) 4.7% 11.40 (1.28, 21.52) e

L- Mafunda SS (26) 5.2% 13.80 (6.00, 21.60) ——

L- Meland (41) 1.9% -0.60 (-27.85, 26.65)

L- Perry (7) 5.4% 1.20 (-5.55, 7.95) ——

L- Ruppert RR (43) 3.8% 3.00 (-11.01, 17.01) ——

L- Ruppert SR (43) 5.4% 3.60 (-2.73, 9.93) - —

L- Ruppert SS (43) 5.3% 13.80 (6.79, 20.81) ——

Total (95% Cl) 100.0% 9.53 (5.04, 14.02) >

Heterogeneity: t* = 85.92; x* = 212.63,df = 24 (P < 0.00001): I* = 89%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.16 (P < 0.0001)

50

Nlh

-50 -25

o

5

Favors low sodium Favors high sodium

FIGURE 3 Forest plot showing all randomized crossover trials for fasting insulin (pmol/L) mean difference (low sodium to high sodium) in
adults and children (n = 494). 1V, inverse variance; L, studies with a low risk of bias; Mod, moderate sodium intake; ref, reference; RR, reverse

reactors; SR, salt-resistant; SS, salt-sensitive.
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Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

First author of
study or subgroup (ref) Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

- Dengel (31) 7.4% 2,60 (-13.74, 18.94)  —

- Egan (48) 5.0% 29.40 (2.17, 56.63) - b

- Egan Lean (49) 9.7% 6.60 (0.38, 12.82) ——

- Egan Obese (49) 5.4% 40.80 (15.50, 66.10) D

- Lima (51) 8.2% 7.00 (-6.21, 20.21) o i —

- Lind (28) 9.3% 16.80 (8.39, 25.21) —_—

- Nakandakare (52) 9.5% 9.00 (1.77, 16.23) —_—

- Rocchini non-obese (53) 9.3% -12.00 (-20.32, -3.68) ——

- Rocchini abese (53) 7.3% 6.00 (-22.63, 10.63) —_——

L- Dziwura G/A (47) 8.8%  -21.06 (-31.79, -10.33) —_——

L- Dziwura G/G (47) 10.1%  -12.96 (-16.50, -9.42) .

L- Melander (54) 10.0% 11.10 (6.96, 15.24) ——

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 3.87 (-4.62, 12.36) P

Heterogeneity: < = 183.31; ¥ = 143.60, df = 11 (P < 0.00001); I = 92% | t 1 t {
-50 25 0 25 50

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.89 (P =0.37)

Favors low sodium Favors high sodium

FIGURE 4 Forest plot showing all nonrandomized trials for fasting insulin (pmol/L) mean difference (low sodium to high sodium) in adults and children
(n = 337). G/A, glycine/arginine carriers; G/G, glycine/glycine carriers; IV, inverse variance; L, studies with a low risk of bias; ref, reference.

the high-sodium interventions. The results of the sensitivity
analysis on fasting glucose concentrations remained nonsignifi-
cant when analysis was limited to these trials (mean difference:
0.01 mmol/L; 95% CI: —0.03, 0.06 mmol/L) (Table 2).

Among trials with a low risk of bias, we separately stratified
the analysis for fasting glucose by duration of intervention
and amount of sodium restriction. Among 299 participants in
10 RCTs with interventions lasting =7 d and a low risk of
bias, sodium restriction did not significantly affect the glucose
concentrations (mean difference: 0.04 mmol/L; 95% CI: —0.02,
0.10 mmol/L). Similarly, sodium restriction did not significantly
affect these concentrations among 48 participants in 3 trials with
a low risk of bias who were in a lower-sodium intervention arm
with intake of =1500 mg/d (Table 2).

Among the 143 participants in 2 nonrandomized trials with a
low risk of bias, sodium restriction did not affect fasting glucose
(mean difference: 0.01 mmol/L; 95% CI: —0.18, 0.20 mmol/L;
P = 0.90). There was evidence of high heterogeneity in these
studies (I* = 93%), however. One of these trials (# = 115) found
that sodium restriction did not have an effect on glucose
concentrations (46), whereas the investigators in the other
nonrandomized trial (z = 28) concluded that fasting glucose
concentrations were significantly higher with salt restriction (P <
0.001) (54).

Sodium restriction remained associated with fasting insulin
concentrations among participants in the RCTs with a low risk
of bias (Table 2). Similarly, sodium restriction remained asso-
ciated with fasting insulin among participants in such trials
lasting =7 d but not in trials with sodium intake of =1500 mg/d.
However, only 2 trials with a total of 31 participants were in this
group. Finally, when analyses of nonrandomized trials were
limited to the 2 studies with a low risk of bias, insulin
concentrations did not differ with sodium restriction. Hetero-
geneity was moderate or high for these analyses.

Discussion

In our meta-analysis of studies on sodium restriction and glucose
tolerance, we found that sodium reduction did not lead to higher
average fasting glucose concentrations either overall or in
sensitivity analyses on the basis of risk of bias, duration of the

intervention, or sodium intake level in the reduction arm.
Sodium reduction was associated with higher average insulin
concentrations, but this finding was not consistent across
sensitivity analyses, and the significant heterogeneity in results
across studies suggests caution in their interpretation. In an
analysis that combined the 2 studies (z = 31 participants) with a
low risk of bias and sodium restriction to =1500 mg/d, average
insulin concentrations did not differ between intervention arms.

One of the notable strengths of this review is the compre-
hensive and systematic search of the literature from the
beginning of each database forward. In addition, in contrast to
a previous review by Portuguese researchers of 9 articles
published between 2004 and 2008 on sodium restriction and
the metabolic syndrome (15), we included only studies with
healthy or hypertensive participants and were able to perform a
meta-analysis of data on glucose and insulin concentrations
among fasting participants. The crossover design of most of the
included studies allowed, in almost all cases, for each participant
to serve as his or her own control, thus eliminating between-
subject variability (55) and increasing statistical power. In
addition, because methods of measuring fasting glucose and
insulin were comparable across most studies, we were able to
conduct an analysis without converting measures of effect to an
alternative measure.

Its numerous strengths notwithstanding, however, we should
note that our study has several limitations. First, the analyses on
the effects of sodium reduction on other metabolic variables,
including glycated hemoglobin and other longer-term measures
of glucose tolerance, were limited because of the small number
of trials that reported these outcomes and the lack of consistency
across measures. Second, the data were also limited on whether
there was control for hypertension. In addition, because of the
limited data we were unable to perform separate analyses that
were based on health background (e.g., healthy vs. hypertensive
patients). Overall, the quality of the included studies varied.
Most of the RCTs did not provide detailed information about
the randomization process, concealment of allocation, or
blinding. Lack of data about these attributes may have led to
exaggerated estimates of the effect.

Other possible limitations of the present review are publica-
tion bias and heterogeneity among studies in methods and
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results. Examination of the funnel plots for the meta-analyses on
fasting glucose (Supplemental Figure 2) reveals some clear
evidence of asymmetry in the RCTs, suggesting publication bias,
whereas the nonrandomized trials were more evenly dispersed.
Given the small number of trials, our overall fasting glucose
estimate for RCTs had low heterogeneity (I* value of 18%),
whereas in the estimate for fasting insulin the I* value was 89%
(18). For fasting glucose, in sensitivity analyses, the studies we
classified as having a low risk of bias had no observed
heterogeneity.

Our review merits further research to confirm its findings.
Because current guidelines recommend that individuals consume
<2300 mg/d of sodium but just 1500 mg/d if they are members of
specific populations, trials restricting sodium intake to an
amount between 1500 and 2300 mg/d are necessary to deter-
mine the potential adverse effects of such reductions on glucose
tolerance (17). In addition, interventions need to be longer to
assess the gradual changes that are recommended for population
sodium reduction (56). Previous researchers included trials with
duration of salt reduction of =4 weeks (25), but others have
indicated that as little as 2 wk would be adequate on the basis of
current research on sodium homeostasis (20-24). Yet only 13
trials, with varying risks of bias, included interventions of =2
weeks. Of the 4 randomized crossover trials with interventions
=28 d, only 2 had a low risk of bias (36, 41). Analyses of these 2
studies indicated that there are no effects of sodium reduction on
fasting glucose concentrations.

To limit potential biases, trials should report their random-
ization procedures, ensure adequate randomization to permit
comparability between intervention groups, and have <20% loss
to follow-up. An average difference of 0.55 mmol/L is larger
than the SD of fasting plasma glucose observed in many groups,
indicating this may represent a true change in glucose concen-
trations (57, 58). Crossover studies should conduct trials
with larger samples to ensure adequate statistical power to
detect differences. For example, a single RCT should have 53
participants to detect a difference between interventions of
0.55 mmol/L for fasting glucose with an « of 0.05 and statistical
power of 0.80; of the studies included in this review only 5 had
samples with >53 participants. As one of the first studies in this
topic, this meta-analysis should serve as a useful tool for those
scholars interested in summarizing the relevant study results and
identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the scientific
literature to provide directions for future research. Furthermore,
studies should report comprehensive results for glycemic control
and insulin sensitivity and use valid and reliable measurement
tools. Finally, studies could include measures of glycated
hemoglobin to assess the longer-term influence of sodium on
glucose concentrations.

Investigators should consider these suggestions when de-
signing future studies. Our study suggests that large, short-term
reductions in sodium intake might not affect fasting glucose
concentrations, a measure of IR. Assuming that no differences in
fasting glucose concentrations would be observed even with an
average of >4000 mg/d of sodium restriction, it is unlikely that a
40% reduction (~1200 mg/d) would have an effect. Still, an
average reduction of just 400 mg/d in US sodium intake could
prevent 28,000 deaths annually from any cause and save 7
billion health care dollars annually, most of these benefits
resulting from reductions in cardiovascular events (59). In
general, the findings of this systematic review and meta-analysis
suggest that the current recommendations to reduce sodium
intake in the US population are unlikely to cause harm related to
hyperglycemia or to IR.
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