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ABSTRACT
Background: Concerns have been raised about the concurrent tem-
poral trend between simple sugar intakes, especially of fructose or
high-fructose corn syrup (HFCS), and rates of nonalcoholic fatty
liver disease (NAFLD) in the United States.
Objective: We examined the effect of different amounts and forms
of dietary fructose on the incidence or prevalence of NAFLD and
indexes of liver health in humans.
Design: We conducted a systematic review of English-language,
human studies of any design in children and adults with low to
no alcohol intake and that reported at least one predetermined mea-
sure of liver health. The strength of the evidence was evaluated by
considering risk of bias, consistency, directness, and precision.
Results: Six observational studies and 21 intervention studies met the
inclusion criteria. The overall strength of evidence for observational
studies was rated insufficient because of high risk of biases and
inconsistent study findings. Of 21 intervention studies, 19 studies
were in adults without NAFLD (predominantly healthy, young men)
and 1 study each in adults or children with NAFLD. We found a low
level of evidence that a hypercaloric fructose diet (supplemented by pure
fructose) increases liver fat and aspartate aminotransferase (AST) con-
centrations in healthy men compared with the consumption of a weight-
maintenance diet. In addition, there was a low level of evidence that
hypercaloric fructose and glucose diets have similar effects on liver fat
and liver enzymes in healthy adults. There was insufficient evidence to
draw a conclusion for effects of HFCS or sucrose on NAFLD.
Conclusions: On the basis of indirect comparisons across study
findings, the apparent association between indexes of liver health
(ie, liver fat, hepatic de novo lipogenesis, alanine aminotransferase,
AST, and g-glutamyl transpeptase) and fructose or sucrose intake
appear to be confounded by excessive energy intake. Overall, the
available evidence is not sufficiently robust to draw conclusions
regarding effects of fructose, HFCS, or sucrose consumption on
NAFLD. Am J Clin Nutr 2014;100:833–49.

INTRODUCTION

Nonalcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD)5 is characterized by
hepatic steatosis, which is the abnormal triglyceride accumula-
tion in liver cells. It has been suggested that NAFLD should be
recognized as the hepatic component of metabolic syndrome (1).
NAFLD was formerly called nonalcoholic steatohepatitis
(NASH), which was defined as steatosis with inflammation and
hepatocyte necrosis. More recently, clinical practice guidelines
have defined NAFLD as hepatic steatosis that is not caused by
significant alcohol consumption, other competing causes such as

the use of a steatogenic medication or genetic disorders, and co-
existing causes of chronic liver disease such as Wilson’s disease
(2). NAFLD now refers to a spectrum of pathologic disorders that
range from simple steatosis and steatohepatitis to advanced fibrosis
and cirrhosis (2, 3). The cause, pathophysiology, and pathogenesis
of NAFLD and NASH remain poorly understood (4, 5).

Lipid accumulation in hepatocytes may lead to oxidative stress
in the endoplasmic reticulum and mitochondria, which can
promote inflammation in the liver (6, 7). An assessment of he-
patic steatosis requires either radiologicmeasures (eg, ultrasound,
computed tomography, magnetic resonance imaging, proton
magnetic resonance spectroscopy, or transient elastography) or
a liver biopsy to provide histologic evidence of triglyceride
accumulation. Excessive triglyceride accumulation is defined as
.5% of hepatocytes that contained detectable triglyceride (4, 8).
Some studies have used a combination of noninvasive measures,
including BMI, waist circumference, plasma triglyceride con-
centrations, and liver enzymes as indicators for the potential
diagnosis of NAFLD (9, 10). There is currently no consensus for
a noninvasive reference standard for the diagnosis of NAFLD. A
systematic review of published studies related to NAFLD
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prevalence and incidence concluded that definitions for the di-
agnosis of NAFLD are heterogeneous and cautioned that the
estimated prevalence varies on the basis of diagnostic technique
(11). Despite these caveats, there appears to be an increasing
trend in the prevalence of NAFLD in adults and adolescents
living in the United States over the past 20 y (12, 13).

It has been suggested that there is a causative relation between
the increased prevalence of NAFLD and related disorders (ie,
obesity, diabetes, cardiovascular disease, hypertension, cancer
and metabolic syndrome) and intakes of sweeteners, particularly
fructose (14). The “fructose hypothesis” in part has been driven by
data from animal studies and in part by historical trends (15, 16).
Specifically, animal studies have shown that high-fructose, com-
pared with glucose, diets result in an increased hepatic triglyceride
content (17–21). Of note, although they are useful for elucidating
the potential mechanisms for the development and progression of
NAFLD, animal models cannot confirm the cause and pathophys-
iology in humans. Historical dietary consumption trends have
suggested an 18% increase in daily energy intake between the
1977–1978 Nationwide Food Consumption Survey and the 1999–
2004 NHANES (22). Mean total fructose intake as a percentage
of carbohydrate followed a similar trend pattern. More recent
NHANES data have suggested a decreasing trend in the average per
capita and population mean energy intake of added sugar (14, 23).

The aim of this studywas to perform a systematic literature review
to assess data related to fructose intake as a monoglyceride or di-
glyceride and indexes of liver health in humans. Also examined was
the potential modifying factors for any associations if identified.

METHODS

In this systematic review, we defined dietary fructose to in-
clude the monosaccharide forms high-fructose corn syrup
(HFCS) and honey and the disaccharide form sucrose. We for-
mulated initial key questions on the basis of a generic analytic
framework for assessments of nutrient and outcome relations(24).
We presented the initial key questions and study eligibility cri-
teria to a technical expert panel (TEP) who served in an advisory
capacity to help refine questions, review literature search terms
and strategies, identify potential confounding factors, and ap-
praise variables for the review of evidence. During the review
process, we consulted the TEP regarding technical details (eg,
refinements of quality appraisal items and study eligibility cri-
teria). Neither the sponsor nor TEP members participated in our
research meetings or reviewed or synthesized the evidence.

We followed the methods for conducting a systematic review
outlined in the Institute of Medicine’s Standards for Systematic
Reviews (25) with the exception of small modifications as indicated.
We reported our study results according to the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses statement (26).

Data sources and searches

We conducted literature searches of studies in OvidMEDLINE
(1946 to March 2014 week 2), the Cochrane Central Register of
Controlled Trials (through January 2014), CABAbstracts (1973–
2014 week 11), and Global Health (1910–2014 week 11) data-
bases (gateway.ovid.com). All studies published in the English
language with human subjects were screened to identify articles
relevant to our key questions. Our search strategy used the
National Library of Medicine’s Medical Subject Headings
(MeSH) keyword nomenclature developed for MEDLINE. See

Supplemental Table 1 under “Supplemental data” in the online
issue for a description of the full search strategy. The search
strategy combined MeSH or search terms for fructose, sucrose,
sweetening agents, and selected sugar-rich foods with MeSH or
search terms for fatty liver, hepatic triglycerides, diagnostic
techniques for NAFLD, and liver enzymes. We confirmed that
our search strategy identified key articles provided by the TEP.
We also screened reference lists of selected reviews and primary
articles for additional publications. We did not search for un-
published studies or articles in the gray literature.

Study selection and eligibility criteria

All abstracts identified through the literature search were screened
independently by $2 investigators on the basis of predetermined
eligibility criteria with a low threshold to exclude irrelevant ab-
stracts such as animal or in vitro studies and studies that did not
investigate diet and disease associations. Full-text articles were re-
trieved for abstracts that were accepted by at least one investigator.
Articles were evaluated independently by teams of 2 investigators
for eligibility. Disagreement on eligibility was resolved in consul-
tation with a third team member. In addition, we screened full-text
articles of included studies in published systematic reviews and
meta-analyses that investigated effects of fructose on body weight
(27), uric acid (28), glycemic effects (29), blood pressure (30),
and blood lipids (31) for our outcomes of interest.

We included studies of any design in adults and children ($4 y
of age) with low (as defined by original articles) to no alcohol
intake. Our interventions or exposures of interest were free
(pure) fructose, total fructose, sucrose, HFCS, and sugar-
sweetened beverages (if the absolute amount of fructose or
sucrose was quantified and reported in the original article).
The term “(total) fructose intake”, which is commonly used in
epidemiologic studies, refers to fructose consumption from
all sources or forms. Outcomes of interests were an NAFLD
or NASH diagnosis as defined by original studies and pre-
determined indexes of liver health including intrahepatocellular
lipids (IHCLs) (liver fat), hepatic de novo lipogenesis (DNL),
liver enzymes [alanine aminotransferase (ALT), aspartate ami-
notransferase (AST), alkaline phosphatase, and g-glutamyl
transpeptase (GGT)], additional indicators of liver function (eg,
bilirubin), and liver fibrosis markers (eg, collagen IV or pro-
collagen III). We excluded studies of patients with fructose in-
tolerance, infection-related liver disease, metabolic diseases that
affect the liver, Wilson’s disease, cirrhosis, and hepatocellular
carcinoma. We also excluded studies that provided fructose in-
travenously, investigated oligofructose (not our interventions or
exposures of interest), or did not report the fructose, sucrose, or
HFCS dose. Because of a scarcity of data, we did not exclude
studies on the basis of a small sample size or short study du-
ration although these factors were taken into consideration when
we evaluated the strength of the body of the evidence.

Data extraction and quality assessment

Data were extracted by using standardized forms, and all
extracted data are available at the Systematic Review Data
Repository (http://srdr.ahrq.gov/projects/64). We extracted in-
formation on study characteristics, baseline population charac-
teristics, background diet, dietary assessment methods for
fructose or sucrose intake, interventions (for interventional
studies only), confounders and effect modifiers that were adjusted
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for in statistical analysis, biological outcomes, and information
used to assess the risk of bias (ROB).

We assessed the ROB (or methodologic quality) for each
individual study by using standardized assessment instruments
that were modified to include nutrition-specific quality items
(32). See Supplemental Table 2 under “Supplemental data” in
the online issue for a description of details of the ROB assess-
ment for each study. Briefly, we rated each study as being of
high, medium, or low ROB by using a modified Cochrane ROB
tool (33) for controlled intervention studies, which was used
previously in a systematic review for Dietary Reference Intake
values (34), and a modified Newcastle-Ottawa scale (35) for
observational studies. We consulted the TEP on methodologic
quality items and added 2 quality items on dietary assessment
methods to the Newcastle-Ottawa scale (35). The grading was
outcome-specific such that a given study that reported its pri-
mary outcome well but conducted an incomplete analysis of
a secondary outcome was graded as having different qualities for
the 2 outcomes. The quality assessment was performed by an
investigator and confirmed by another investigator. Disagree-
ment was resolved in consultation with a third team member.

Data synthesis

We qualitatively synthesized all included studies in summary
tables by considering their study design, population character-
istics, sources and forms of dietary fructose, energy balance of the
dietary fructose or sucrose intervention and its comparison,
background diet, and types of outcome measure or definitions.
Studies were first grouped by the fructose exposure forms,
monosaccharide fructose (including pure fructose sweeteners,
honey, and HFCS) or sucrose (1:1 fructose-glucose disaccharide),
and results were evaluated separately on the basis of the overall
energy balance (hypercaloric, hypocaloric, or isocaloric) of diets
and on the energy balance of the sugar intervention and its
comparison (a positive, neutral, or negative comparison). The
term isocaloric diet is used to describe a weight-maintenance diet
and hypercaloric and hypocaloric diets were used to describe
diets that resulted in a weight gain or weight lost, respectively. A
neutral comparison was defined as equivalent energy content
between the sugar intervention and its comparison intervention,
and a positive or negative comparison was defined as a higher or
lower energy content in the sugar intervention than its com-
parison intervention, respectively. We evaluated the strength of
the body of evidence for each exposure-comparison pair within
each outcome of interest with respect to the following 4 domains:
ROB, consistency, directness, and precision (36). The strength of
the body of evidence rating (ie, insufficient, low, moderate, or
high level of evidence) was based on the consensus of all team
investigators.When only one studywas available for each exposure-
comparison pair within each outcome of interest, we rated the
strength of the body of evidence as insufficient.

We graphically presented quantitative data by using weighted
scatterplots to summarize sample sizes, the exposure-comparison
pair, study designs, and specific indexes of liver health in-
vestigated in the studies that we reviewed. This approach aimed
to provide investigators with information about the type and
amount of research available, characteristics of that research, and
topics on which sufficient evidence had accumulated for syn-
thesis (37). In addition, when more than 2 controlled intervention
studies in the same exposure-comparison pair reported sufficient

quantitative data on the same outcome, we pooled study results by
using the DerSimonian-Laird random-effects model meta-analysis
(38). The effect size and its variance for crossover trials were
calculated according to methods recommended in the Cochrane
Handbook (39). Briefly, effect sizes were calculated as the dif-
ference between sugar-intervention and comparison groups at the
end of each intervention. The SD of the mean differences (SDdiff)
was calculated by using SDs for each intervention (SDE = sugar
intervention; SDC = comparison) and an imputed correlation co-
efficient (Corr) for prepost measurements by using this formula

SDdiff ¼ OðSD2
E þ SD2

C � 23Corr3 SDE 3SDCÞ ð1Þ

An imputed correlation (Corr) value of 0.50 was used to
provide a conservative estimate on the basis of the assumption
that this value would minimize the error of effect-size estimates.
When studies reported data in figures that were not provided nu-
merically, we extracted data points from figures with DataThief III
software (www.datathief.org). We tested for heterogeneity with the
Cochran Q statistic (considered significant when the P value was
less than 0.10) and quantified the extent of heterogeneity with the
I2 index. We defined low, moderate, and high heterogeneity as I2

values of 25%, 50%, and 75%, respectively. These cutoffs were
arbitrary and used for descriptive purposes only (40).

Analyses were conducted with Stata SE 12 software (Stata
Corp). All P values were 2 tailed, and a P value less than 0.05
was considered to indicate a statistically significant difference.

RESULTS

Search results

Our literature search yielded 2137 citations of which 104 citations
were considered potentially eligible and retrieved in full text (Figure
1). After full-text screening, 27 publications met our study eligibility
criteria. Two additional articles were identified from reference lists
of published systematic reviews. In total, 27 unique studies in 29
publications were included in this systematic review (41–69).

Observational studies

Three case-control studies (41–43) and one prospective cohort
study (66) in adults and 2 cross-sectional studies in children and
adolescents (44, 45) were included. Characteristics of these 6
observational studies are summarized in Table 1. We did not
conduct the meta-analysis to pool results from the 3 case-control
studies because each study only reported unadjusted or under-
adjusted estimates. Thus, the pooling of unadjusted estimates
would have aggregated the confounding bias in studies and may
have led to an inappropriate interpretation of meta-analysis re-
sults. Findings from the observational studies are qualitatively
synthesized in Table 2.

Three case-control studies (all rated at high ROB) compared
dietary fructose intakes in a total of 81 adult NAFLD case patients
and 40 hospital control patients without NAFLD (41–43). NAFLD
was defined by a liver biopsy in 2 studies (41, 42) and by ultra-
sound and blood variables in the third study (43). One study
compared the daily consumption of HFCS- or sugar-containing
beverages (kcal/d) in NAFLD cases with that in age-sex-BMI–
matched controls (41). The other 2 studies performed unadjusted
analyses by comparing total fructose or sucrose intakes (g/d) be-
tween NAFLD cases and control patients (42, 43). All 3

DIETARY FRUCTOSE AND NAFLD 835



case-control studies showed higher mean daily fructose
(from all sources, including sugar-sweetened beverages) or sucrose
intakes in NAFLD patients compared with hospital control patients.
However, the validity of these findings was questionable because of
potential biases (eg, recall and selection biases) and unadjusted con-
founding. One prospective cohort study (low ROB) examined asso-
ciations between carbohydrate quality (the glycemic index and intakes
of sugar, starch, and fiber) and liver enzymes in 866 older adults. The
study showed that sugar intake (percentage of total carbohydrate
intake) was not associated with ALT or GGT in multivariable,
concurrent-change analyses from baseline to 5 y of follow-up (66).

One cross-sectional study (rated at medium ROB) examined
associations between dietary sucrose intake and the hepatic fat
fraction (HFF) measured by using liver magnetic resonance
imaging in 153 overweight or obese children and adolescents
with Hispanic ancestry who were living in the United States (44).
The study showed that the HFF was not significantly associated
with total sugar intake after controlling for demographic and an-
thropometric characteristics and energy intake but reported signifi-
cant interactions between the HFF, PNPLA genotype and total sugar
intake (44). Another cross-sectional study (rated at high ROB) ex-
amined lifestyle patterns (including diet) and metabolic variables in
38 overweight or obese children and adolescents with NAFLD di-
agnosed at a liver clinic and reported that “higher intakes of fructose
were associated significantly with higher GGT concentrations

(P=0.03)” in “best fit” multivariable models (45). Other liver en-
zymes such as ALT and ASTwere also assessed, but there were no
results reported in relation to dietary fructose intakes, which in-
dicated a high potential for a selected outcome reporting bias.

Together, we identified 6 observational studies that examined
associations between dietary fructose or sucrose intake and risks
of developing or the progression of NAFLD. Four studies rated at
high ROB consistently reported that higher dietary fructose and
sucrose intakes were associated with higher risks of developing or
progression of NAFLD. However, sugar intakewas not associated
with indexes of liver health (HFF, ALT, and GGT) in one cross-
sectional study (medium ROB) in children and one prospective
cohort study (low ROB) in adults. Thus, the overall strength of
evidence was rated insufficient because of high risk of biases and
inconsistent study findings (Table 2).

Intervention studies

Twenty-one studies (in 23 publications (46–65, 67–69) that
reported data on effects of fructose and/or sucrose consumption
on indexes of prespecified indexes of liver health were included.
Of these, 12 and 6 studies investigated effects of pure fructose
and sucrose, respectively, and one study each investigated ef-
fects of HFCS or honey on at least one of the following liver
health outcome: liver fat (48–50, 54, 56, 58, 59, 61, 64, 67),
hepatic DNL (51, 55), liver enzymes (46, 48, 52–54, 57, 58, 60,

FIGURE 1. Summary of evidence search and selection. *Full-text articles of included studies in published systematic reviews and meta-analyses in-
vestigating effects of free fructose on body weight (27), uric acid (28), glycemic effects (29), blood pressure (30), and blood lipids (31) for our outcomes of
interest. yMain rejection reasons were as follows: no exposures of interest (38 articles), no outcomes of interest (13 articles), fructose amount in the
interventions cannot be quantified (8 articles), review article or letter to the editor (8 articles), liver cirrhosis patients (6 articles), animal study (1 article),
alcoholic fatty liver disease (1 article), and not relevant (2 articles). **Two studies investigated both pure fructose and sucrose. All databases are available
from gateway.ovid.com. CCRC, Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials; HFCS, high-fructose corn syrup.
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62, 63, 67, 68), and bilirubin outcomes (47, 63). Two studies
investigated effects of both fructose (pure fructose or HFCS) and
sucrose (46, 59). These 19 studies were in adults without
NAFLD (mostly healthy, young men). In addition, 2 studies
investigated effects of a fructose-reduction diet on IHCLs or
liver enzymes in patients with NAFLD (69) or children with
NAFLD (65). An evidence map of these 21 intervention studies
by intervention-comparator pairs and outcomes of interest is
shown in Figure 2. Of these publications, 13 trials were ran-
domized controlled studies, 2 trials were nonrandomized con-
trolled studies, and 6 trials were before-and-after studies without
a concurrent control. Study characteristics are shown in Table 3.

Effects of monosaccharide fructose on liver fat and other
indexes of liver health in adults

Six short-term (#4 wk) intervention studies (2 at medium, 4
at high ROB) investigated effects of a hypercaloric fructose diet
(the majority delivered as fructose-sweetened drinks) on IHCLs
by using proton magnetic resonance spectroscopy (a liver fat
measure) (48–50, 54, 56, 58, 64). Of these publication, 3 studies
also examined liver enzymes as secondary outcomes (48, 56,
58). In addition, 4 other short-term intervention studies (1 at low,
2 at medium, and 1 at high ROB) investigated effects of a hy-
percaloric fructose diet (delivered as fructose-sweetened drinks)
on liver enzyme (AST, ALT, and/or GGT) (46, 53, 57) or hepatic
DNL (55) outcomes.

Furthermore, 2 other short-term intervention studies (both at
medium ROB) examined the effects of an isocaloric fructose diet
on bilirubin (47) or liver enzyme (52) outcomes. Neither study
specified a primary outcome.

Hypercaloric fructose compared with weight-maintenance
diets (positive energy comparison)

Four studies from a research group in Switzerland compared
effects of a hypercaloric fructose diet with a weight-maintenance diet
on IHCLs in a total of 81 healthy,male adults (48, 54, 56, 58, 64). The

earliest study assessed the effect of a 4-wk high-fructose diet (1.5 g
fructose $ kg body weight21 $ d21 added to a weight-maintenance
diet) on IHCLs in 7 healthy, male adults (56). This before-and-after

trial (at high ROB) showed no significant changes in IHCLs
(w6 mmol/kg; reported in figure only) and body weight after the
4-wk high-fructose hypercaloric diet. Note that the small sample
size might have limited the statistical power to detect changes. The

other 4 studies (2 studies at medium and 2 studies at high ROB)
from this research group assessed effects of 1-wk (6 or 7 d) high-
fructose intake (3.0 or 3.5 g fructose $ kg body weight21 $ d21

added to the same weight-maintenance diet previously mentioned
by providing w35% of energy above the energy requirement) on
IHCLs in a total of 74 healthy, male adults (48, 54, 58, 64). Our
random-effects meta-analysis showed that hypercaloric fructose

diets significantly increased IHCLs by an average of 54% (pooled
mean percentage change: 54%; 95% CI: 29%, 79%; I2 = 0%)
compared with the consumption of a weight-maintenance diet)
(Figure 3). Note that baseline IHCLs concentrations were low,

that is much less than 5.5% (the common definition of NAFLD).
For liver enzyme outcomes, 3 randomized controlled trials

(RCTs) (2 at medium and 1 at high ROB) could be meta-analyzed
(48, 53, 54), and one nonrandomized controlled trial (at high ROB)

reported insufficient quantitative data to be included in our analysis
(58). Our random-effects meta-analysis of the 3 RCTs (48, 53, 54)

TABLE 2

Summary of evidence from 6 observational studies that examined the associations of dietary fructose and/or sucrose consumption with risks of developing or

progression of NAFLD1

Outcome of interest;

population Studies (total sample size)

Risk of bias (ref),

consistency, directness,

precision Key findings

NAFLD (various diagnostic

criteria); adults

Three case-control studies

(81 cases; 40 hospital controls)

Three high risk (41–43),

consistent, direct,

imprecise

Unadjusted analyses showed significantly higher mean

(6SE) daily fructose intake in NAFLD cases (n = 32)

than controls (n = 16) (42, 43); NAFLD cases:

52 6 5.2 to 58 6 4.4 g/d (=208–232 kcal/d from

dietary fructose); controls: 40 6 3.8 to 41 6
3.2 g/d (=160–164 kcal/d from dietary fructose)

NAFLD cases (n = 49) reported significantly higher mean

(SE) daily consumption of HFCS or sugar-containing

beverages than controls (matched by age, sex, and

BMI) (n = 24) (41); NAFLD cases: 365 6 NR kcal/d;

controls: 170 6 NR kcal/d

Hepatic fat fraction

(MRI); Hispanic

children from

community

One cross-sectional

study (n = 153)

One medium risk (44), NA Hepatic fat fraction (%) was not significantly associated with

total dietary sucrose intake (percentage of kcal/d or g/d

with energy as a covariate)

Liver enzymes; children

with fatty liver and

older adults

One cross-sectional study

in children (n = 38); one

prospective cohort study

in older adults (n = 886)

One high risk (45) and one low

risk (66), inconsistent,

indirect, precise

“In the ‘best fit’ multivariate models (r2 = 0.96, P=0.001),

.(omitted).higher intakes of fructose were

associated significantly with higher GGT levels

(P=0.03)” in children with fatty liver (45)

Sugar intake (percentage of total carbohydrate intake)

was not associated with ALT or GGT in multivariable

concurrent change analyses from baseline to 5-y

follow-up in older adults (66)

1ALT, alanine aminotransferase; GGT, g-glutamyl transpeptase; HFCS, high-fructose corn syrup; NA, not applicable; NAFLD, nonalcoholic fatty liver

disease; NR, not reported; ref, reference.
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showed that high-fructose diets (3.5 g $ kg fat-free mass21 $ d21;
30% or 35% of energy above the energy requirement) marginally
increased ALT concentrations (pooled mean difference: 4.85 U/L;
95% CI: 20.03, 9.72 U/L; P = 0.05) compared with consumption
of a weight-maintaining diet in a total of 43 healthy men and
8 women, with significant heterogeneity across studies (I2 = 70%,
P = 0.009) (Figure 4A). Of these studies, only one RCT included
a subgroup of adult women (53). With the exclusion of women, our
meta-analysis reached significance with reduced heterogeneity
(pooled mean difference: 6.70 U/L; 95% CI: 2.44, 10.96 U/L; P =
0.002, I2 = 35%). A nonrandomized controlled trial investigated the
same high amount of fructose diet (3.5 g fructose $ kg body
weight21 $ d21 added to the weight-maintenance diet) in healthy,
young adult men by comparing it with a high-fat diet (low fruc-
tose) and a high-fructose plus high–saturated fat diet (58). The
study concluded that “only the FruFat diet [high fructose plus high
saturated fat diet] increased ALT (by +70%)”. Furthermore, a
before-and-after trial (medium ROB) showed that all liver enzyme
concentrations increased after a high-fructose diet (200 g/d) for
2 wk in 74 healthy, older adult men (57): AST increased by 9 IU/L
(P , 0.001), ALT increased by 3 IU/L (P , 0.01), and GGT in-
creased by 13 IU/L (P , 0.001).

For the hepatic DNL outcome, one before-and-after trial (high
ROB) showed that a hypercaloric high-fructose diet (3 g/kg body
weight adding to a weight-maintenance diet) significantly increased
hepatic DNL by 7.8% (95% CI: 5.8%, 9.8%) in 7 healthy men (55).

Together, there was a low level of evidence that a hypercaloric
fructose diet compared with a weight-maintenance diet could
increase liver fat and AST concentrations in healthy men.
However, there was a lack of independent repetition of study
findings outside of a single research group in Switzerland and
a high potential for a selected outcome reporting bias that could
have led to a false-positive meta-analysis finding. There was

insufficient evidence to draw a conclusion for effects on hepatic
DNL on the basis of results from a single RCT.

Hypercaloric diets high in fructose or glucose (neutral energy
comparison)

Three short-term RCTs (one crossover and 2 parallel RCTs)
examined effects of fructose compared with glucose overfeeding
on IHCLs (48–50, 67). The crossover RCT (medium ROB) was
conducted by the Swiss research group and compared hyper-
caloric high-fructose with high-glucose diets (3.5 g fructose or
glucose $ kg body weight21 $ d21 added to a weight-maintenance
diet) in 11 healthy, moderately physically active, young adult
men (48). One parallel RCT (high ROB), the Tuebingen
Fructose or Glucose study, was conducted in 20 healthy, German,
middle-aged adult men and women (49, 50), and another parallel
RCT (low ROB) was conducted in 32 centrally overweight men
living in the United Kingdom (67). In all 3 studies, fructose or
glucose (dissolved in water) was consumed 3 or 4 times/d with
main meals. Mean IHCL concentrations were significantly in-
creased by both fructose and glucose diets (48–50, 67), but there
was no significant difference between the 2 monosaccharides
(pooled mean percentage change: 25.7%; 95% CI: 250%, 36%;
I2 = 0%) (Figure 5).

For liver enzyme outcomes, 2 crossover RCTs (1 at low and 1
at high ROB) and 2 paralleled RCTs (both at medium ROB) that
compared hypercaloric high-fructose with high-glucose diets
could be meta-analyzed (46, 48, 67, 68). Our random-effects
meta-analysis showed no significant difference in effects on ALT
and AST [pooled mean differences (95% CIs): 2.06 U/L (22.31,
6.42 U/L) and 1.15 U/L (21.49, 3.78 U/L); I2 = 0%] between
hypercaloric high-fructose and -glucose diets (doses ranged
from 40 g/d to 3.5 g fructose or glucose $ kg body weight21 $ d21

added to a weight-maintenance diet) (Figure 4, B and C).

FIGURE 2. Evidence map of intervention studies that examined effects of fructose or sucrose on indexes of liver health. Open circles represent studies in
adults without NAFLD, solid circles represent studies in adults with NAFLD, and a triangle represents a study in children with NAFLD. The size of each symbol (open
circle, solid circle, or triangle) is proportional to the sample size (sample size in each study ranged from 7 to 64). See Table 3 for more-detailed characteristics of
included studies represented here. DNL, de novo lipogenesis; HFCS, high-fructose corn syrup; IHCL, intrahepatocellular lipid; NAFLD, nonalcoholic fatty liver
disease; WM, weight maintenance; (Negative), negative energy comparison; (Neutral), neutral energy comparison; (Positive), positive energy comparison.
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For the hepatic DNL outcome, one 10-wk RCT (high ROB)
showed that postprandial DNL, but not fasting hepatic DNL, was
significantly increased by 48% (95% CI: 28.7%, 104%) when
hypercaloric high-fructose and high-glucose diets (+25% of
daily energy) were compared in 18 healthy older adults (51).

Together, there was a low level of evidence that hypercaloric
fructose and glucose diets have similar effects on liver fat and
liver enzymes in healthy adults. There was insufficient evidence
to draw a conclusion for effects on hepatic DNL on the basis of
results from a single RCT. Note that the hypercaloric nature of the
diets may have obscured any differences between the 2 mono-
saccharides were any to exist.

Effects of isocaloric fructose intake in adults

Three short-term intervention studies (1 at low and 2 at me-
dium ROB) investigated effects of isocaloric fructose intake (47,
52, 67). Studies could not be synthesized together because they
investigated different comparisons. One 2-wk parallel RCT (low
ROB) examined effects of an isocaloric diet with 25% of the daily
energy requirement from fructose or glucose on IHCLs and liver
enzyme outcomes (ALT, AST, and GGT) in 32 centrally over-
weight men who were living in the United Kingdom (67). The
2 isocaloric monosaccharide diets did not alter IHCLs
(+0.11% 6 2.1%) but reduced liver enzyme concentrations
slightly. However, the 2 isocaloric fructose and glucose diets did
not differ in any hepatic outcome measure. One 4-wk controlled
trial compared effects of an energy-balanced diet with 15% of
total calories (45–83 g/d) from fructose or glucose (both sugars

were given in packets and mixed with unsweetened fruit juice,
milk, or water) in 9 adults with impaired glucose intolerance and 9
healthy adults (47). The study showed that total bilirubin concen-
trations increased significantly in adults with impaired glucose in-
tolerance after glucose consumption (+0.45 mg/dL) but not fructose
consumption (20.9 mg/dL). Total bilirubin concentrations did not
change in healthy adults with normal glucose-tolerance. Another
2-wk before-and-after study (medium ROB) showed that a controlled
regular diet supplemented with the daily consumption of 1.2 g
honey/kg body weight dissolved in 250 mL water (containing
38 g% fructose, 30 g% glucose, and some vitamins and min-
erals) decreased concentrations of AST by 22% and ALT by
18% in 10 healthy volunteers from the medical staff (52).

Together, there was insufficient evidence to draw a conclusion
on effects of isocaloric fructose intake (from pure fructose or
honey) on indexes of liver health on the basis of results from
a single study per exposure-comparison pair.

Effects of HFCS compared with sucrose on liver fat in adults

A 10-wk RCT (medium ROB) compared effects of a HFCS-
sweetened beverage and sucrose-sweetened low-fat (1%) milk on
liver fat deposition measured by using computed tomography
(59). Eighty healthy adult men and women were challenged with
the 3 amounts of HFCS-55 (ie, 55% fructose and 45% glucose) or
sucrose-sweetened low-fat milk at 8%, 18%, or 30% of the energy
requirement for weight maintenance. These amounts are equivalent
to the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentiles, respectively, for fructose
consumption in the general population. All participants were

FIGURE 3. Random-effects meta-analysis of the comparison of effects of a hypercaloric fructose diet with a weight-maintenance diet (positive energy
comparison) on liver fat measured by IHCLs 1H MRS. Each black box represents the individual study’s effect estimate, and the horizontal line represents the
95% CI of the effect estimate. The diamond shape represents the meta-analysis pooled effect estimate and its CI. A vertical dashed line displays the location of
the meta-analysis pooled effect estimate. DM, diabetes mellitus; IHCL, intrahepatocellular lipid; IHCLs 1H MRS, intrahepatocellular lipids by proton
magnetic resonance spectroscopy; NR, not reported; RCT, randomized controlled trial; ROB, risk of bias; ww, wet weight; %Change, net percentage change
in intrahepatocellular lipids from baseline between groups; %vol, percent volume.
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instructed to substitute test beverages for food or other beverages
usually consumed. No additional instruction was given. Non-
compliance (defined as the cumulative consumption of test bever-
ages ,80% or 5 consecutive days without the consumption of
a single serving of the test beverage) led to automatic withdrawal
from the study. Analyses were done in 64 participants who com-
pleted the study (dropout: 20%). During the10-wk intervention
period, energy intake increased across the entire cohort and was
driven by an increase in intake of total sugar (mean: 97 compared
with 216 g/d; P, 0.001), which resulted in a mean weight gain of
0.8 kg independent of the diet group. Despite the weight gain, there
were no significant changes in liver fat (mean: 13.32% compared
with 13.21%) regardless of the type or amount of beverage.

No other studies investigated effects of HFCS. Thus, there was
insufficient evidence to draw a conclusion for effects of HFCS on
liver fat on the basis of results from a single RCT.

Effects of sucrose on liver fat and other indexes of liver health
in adults

For the liver fat outcome, one 6-mo parallel RCT (high ROB)
evaluated effects of 4 commercially available beverages [sucrose-

sweetened regular cola (Coca Cola), aspartame-sweetened diet
cola (Coca Cola), semi-skimmed milk (Arla Foods), and still
mineral water (AQUA D’OR)] on ectopic fat accumulation in the
liver in 60 healthy, normoglycemic individuals who were living
in Denmark (61). IHCL was determined by using proton magnetic
resonance spectroscopy. Study participants were provided with
1 L test drink/d and allowed to drink water, tea, coffee, and their
usual amounts of alcohol. The 1 L sucrose-sweetened regular cola
(106 g sucrose/d = 53 g bound fructose/d), semi-skimmed milk,
aspartame-sweetened diet cola, and mineral water provided 430,
451, 4, and 0 kcal/d, respectively. The dropout or termination (all
women) was 22%. Analyses were performed in 47 individuals
who completed the study and were adjusted for sex. At the end of
the intervention period, IHCL was significantly increased in the
sucrose-sweetened regular cola group (n = 10; +132%) but not
in the 3 other beverage groups. IHCL was similar in the semi-
skimmed milk, diet cola, and water groups (61). There were no
significant differences in total energy intake or body weight in the
4 groups during the study, which suggested energy compensation
in response to increased intake of the 2 energy-containing bev-
erages regular cola and semi-skimmed milk.

FIGURE 4. Random-effects meta-analysis of RCTs reporting liver enzyme outcomes. A: Hypercaloric fructose compared with WM diet: ALT outcome. B:
Hypercaloric fructose compared with glucose: ALT outcome. C: Hypercaloric fructose compared with glucose: AST outcome. Each black box represents the
individual study’s effect estimate, and the horizontal line represents the 95% CI of the effect estimate. Within each panel, the diamond shape represents the
meta-analysis pooled effect estimate and its CI. *Because the same 24 men were randomly assigned to receive 2 different doses of fructose or glucose, only
results from one dose can be included in the meta-analysis. Results from 80 g fructose/d compared with glucose diets were included in the current meta-
analysis. The use of results from 40 g fructose/d compared with glucose diets produced similar pooled-effect estimates. ALT, alanine aminotransferase; AST,
aspartate aminotransferase; MD, mean difference between groups; ROB, risk of bias; T2DM, type 2 diabetes; WM, weight maintenance.
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Three crossover RCTs (46, 60, 63) and one before-and-after
study (62) examined effects of hypercaloric diets high in sucrose
on liver enzymes or other indexes of liver health outcomes.
These 4 studies could not be synthesized together because of
different comparisons. One crossover RCT (low ROB) reported
no significant differences in AST and ALT between hypercaloric
high-sucrose (40 or 80 g/d) and high-glucose diets in 24 healthy
men (46). Another crossover RCT (at medium ROB) also showed
no significant differences in AST and ALT after energy-balance
diets with high sucrose (850 kcal/d) or high glucose in 8 healthy,
female university students (60). On the contrary, a crossover RCT
(high ROB) showed that all liver function test indexes (alkaline
phosphatase, ALT, AST, GGT, and bilirubin) were significantly
raised after a hypercaloric high-sucrose (double energy requirement
with 32% of energy from sucrose) diet compared with a standard
energy-balanced diet in 12 healthy men (63). The before-and-after
trial (high ROB) also showed that a hypercaloric sucrose-containing
food-supplemented diet (25–30% kcal) significantly increased ALT
and AST concentrations (62).

Together, there was insufficient evidence to draw a conclusion
for effects of sucrose on liver fat and other indexes of liver health
in adults on the basis of results from a single study for each
exposure-comparison pair within each outcome of interest as well
as high risks for biases.

Effects of hypocaloric fructose diets in NAFLD patients

One parallel RCT (high ROB) in 10 obese children with NAFLD
(65) and one before-and-after trial (high ROB) in 10 overweight
adults with NAFLD (69) examined the effects of a fructose-

reduction diet on IHCLs or liver enzymes. The RCT in obese
children evaluated diet education of a low-fructose (eliminating
sugar-containing beverages, fruit juice, and food items with HFCS)
and compared it with diet education of a low-fat diet (American
Heart Association recommendations), and results showed no sig-
nificant changes in ALT and AST concentrations in either group
after 6 mo (65). However, children’s BMI z scores did not change
significantly during the study. The before-and-after trial in over-
weight adults assessed the effect of a dietary intervention to reduce
fructose intake by 50% on IHCLs and liver enzyme concentrations
(69). Patients had reduced their fructose intakes by an average of
61% along with significant reductions in average daily intake of
total calories (236%), total fat (231%), and saturated fat (224%)
after the 6-mo intervention. After 6 mo, the mean IHCL content
was significantly reduced (236%), and AST and ALT concen-
trations were within the normal range, whereas GGT concentra-
tions were lower in 7 of 10 patients. Patients’ body weight and
BMI were significantly lowered after 6 mo as result of the hy-
pocaloric dietary intervention.

Together, there was insufficient evidence to draw a conclusion
for effects of a hypocaloric fructose diet on the progression of
NAFLD in patients with NAFLD because of high risks for biases,
although both studies did not find that a hypocaloric fructose diet
had a significant effect on ALT and AST concentrations.

DISCUSSION

We found scarce, poor-quality, and heterogeneous data (dif-
ferent exposure comparisons) on effects of different amounts and

FIGURE 5. Random-effects meta-analysis comparing effects of a hypercaloric fructose diet with a hypercaloric glucose diet (neutral energy comparison)
on liver fat measured by IHCLs 1H MRS. Each black box represents the individual study’s effect estimate, and the horizontal line represents the 95% CI of the
effect estimate. The diamond shape represents the meta-analysis pooled effect estimate and its CI. A vertical dashed line displays the location of the meta-
analysis pooled effect estimate. IHCL, intrahepatocellular lipid; IHCLs 1H MRS, intrahepatocellular lipids by proton magnetic resonance spectroscopy; RCT,
randomized controlled trial; ROB, risk of bias; %Change, net percentage change in intrahepatocellular lipids from baseline between groups; %signal, percent
signal; %vol, percent volume.
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forms of dietary fructose on risks of developing or the progression
of NAFLD and on indexes of liver health in humans (Figure 2).
For observational studies, the overall strength of evidence for
associations of dietary fructose or sucrose consumption with
risks of developing or the progression of NAFLD was rated
insufficient because of high risk of biases and inconsistent study
findings. Note that the causality between dietary fructose and
NAFLD could not be assessed from retrospective case-control
and cross-sectional studies. Of the 21 intervention studies
identified, 12 studies (57%) investigated effects of a hypercaloric
fructose diet (supplemented by pure fructose) in almost exclu-
sively healthy, young, male adults. Of these studies, 8 studies
(67%) were conducted by the same group of investigators. Few
intervention studies have directly distinguished between effects
of increases in energy intake or body weight from high intakes
of monosaccharides and disaccharides, particularly of fructose,
per se on liver fat or NAFLD. Within the context of current
intakes of fructose in the United Stets, there are no studies, to our
knowledge, that have compared liquid and solid forms of fructose
on liver fat or NAFLD. Only one study directly compared the
isocaloric replacement of fructose and glucose (25% kcal) on
liver fat and liver enzyme outcomes and showed the 2 mono-
saccharaides did not differ in any hepatic outcome measure (67).
Of studies for which some data were available, common limi-
tations included small sample sizes, short intervention periods,
a lack of energy intake or body weight control, the use of pure
fructose rather than sucrose or HFCS, and fructose loads that
exceed current intakes. With these caveats in mind, we concluded
that there was a low level of evidence that a hypercaloric fructose
diet increases liver fat and AST concentrations in healthy men
compared with a weight-maintenance diet in healthy men. However,
it should be stressed that liver fat concentrations observed in healthy
men at baseline and after fructose overfeeding were still far below
concentrations observed in patients with NAFLD (70). Further-
more, the comparison of the substitution of glucose to fructose in
hypercaloric diets may not be directly representative of that en-
countered in free-living individuals who consume fructose and
glucose not only as monosaccharides but also has disaccharides
and dextrins. In addition, there was a low level of evidence that
hypercaloric fructose and glucose diets have similar effects on liver
fat and liver enzymes in healthy adults. Note that the elevation of
liver fat or liver enzyme concentrations does not automatically
imply the presence of liver disease; the concentrations of liver
enzymes do not correlate well with the extent of liver damage nor
prognosis (71, 72). Our conclusions are consistent with a recently
published systematic review and meta-analysis that examined the
effect of fructose on markers of NAFLD in controlled trials al-
though the authors pooled studies that reported IHCL outcomes by
using a different metric (standardized mean difference) (73). The
consistent findings further support the strengths of our approaches
to conducting both qualitative and quantitative syntheses of data in
light of the significant clinical and statistical heterogeneity observed
in available data as well as the poor quality of the data.

With the potential to progressing to advance liver disorders,
NAFLD has been recognized as a major public health concern (74,
75). Diet is considered to play a central role in the development of
NAFLD through its effects on hormones, transcription factors, and
lipid metabolism (5). However, it difficult to isolate causes to a single
dietary cause because of the high prevalence of NAFLD in obese
individuals and patients with diabetes (76–79). Furthermore, there is

currently no consensus for a noninvasive reference standard for the
diagnosis of NAFLD. Limitations in invasively assessing liver fat
have resulted in little data on which to base diet recommendations,
and data available are, for the most part, inconclusive (80). Cur-
rently, there are no specific guidelines for the prevention or treat-
ment of NAFLD or NASH with diet beyond weight loss, which is
an independent risk factor for NAFLD (81–83).

This systematic review identified several important research gaps.
First, a liver biopsy is the gold standard for diagnosing NAFLD but is
unlikely to be used in large population-based studies.Without the use
of the same definition of a reference standard, conducting more
studies on NAFLD is unlikely to add meaningfully to the body of
evidence. Therefore, the establishment of a noninvasive reference
standard for NAFLD diagnosis is urgently needed to advance our
knowledge in this research area. Second, well-controlled studies are
needed to examine factors that may modify effects of fructose or
sucrose consumption on NAFLD. For example, a genetic variation
may modify effects of fructose or sugar intake on liver fat (44, 84)
and determine whether certain subpopulations may be more vul-
nerable to the development of NAFLD. Last, future studies need to
have sufficient statistical power to test hypotheses with prospective
observational study designs in the general population or use experi-
mental conditions hat approximated current intakes and chemical
forms (pure fructose does not exist in a typical diet), so that results
can inform dietary intake recommendations for disease prevention.

Our systematic review had several strengths. Unlike other
published systematic reviews on fructose and a variety of health
outcomes (27–31), we evaluated all study designs and all
sources and forms of fructose intake in relation to liver health
with a goal to reach conclusions that are more applicable to
general population. We also tailored risk-of-bias tools to include
nutrition-specific quality items, which are important for evalu-
ating the quality of nutrition research (85). Our study also had
several limitations, which were primarily inherited from poor-
quality and heterogeneous studies included in this systematic
review. In addition, most of the data were only available in
healthy men, which limited the generalizability of our findings.
The dearth of data in women could not answer the question of
whether sex is an effect modifier for associations between di-
etary fructose consumption and liver health. Finally, we showed
that a selected outcome reporting bias (86) was likely in many
studies, which could have led to an overestimation of effects.

In conclusion, on the basis of indirect comparisons across
study findings, the apparent association between indexes of liver
health (ie, liver fat, hepatic DNL, ALT, AST, and GGT) and
fructose or sucrose intake appear to be confounded by excessive
energy intake. Current evidence does not allow us to discern the
intertwined associations between excess body weight, mono-
saccharide fructose or sucrose intake, and NAFLD. Therefore, we
concluded that, overall, the available evidence is not sufficiently
robust to draw conclusions regarding effects of fructose, HFCS,
or sucrose consumption on NAFLD.
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Savovi�c J, Schulz KF, Weeks L, Sterne JAC. The Cochrane Collabora-
tion’s tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials. BMJ 2011;343.

34. Chung M, Balk EM, Brendel M, Ip S, Lau J, Lee J, Lichtenstein A,
Patel K, Raman G, Tatsioni A, et al. Vitamin D and calcium: a sys-
tematic review of health outcomes. Evid Rep Technol Assess (Full
Rep) 2009;183:1–420.

35. Well G, Shea B, O’Connel D, Peterson J, Welch V, Bosos M, Tugwell P.
The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for assessing the quality of non-
randomised studies in meta-analysis. 2011. Available from: http://www.
ohri.ca/programs/clinical_epidemiology/oxford.asp (cited 3 July 2014).

36. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Methods guide for ef-
fectiveness and comparative effectiveness reviews. AHRQ publication
no. 10(14)-EHC063-EF. Rockville, MD: Agency for Healthcare Re-
search and Quality, 2014.

37. Dahabreh IJ, Hadar N, Chung M. Emerging magnetic resonance im-
aging technologies for musculoskeletal imaging under loading stress:
scope of the literature. Ann Intern Med 2011;155:616–24.

38. DerSimonian R, Laird N. Meta-analysis in clinical trials. Control Clin
Trials 1986;7:177–88.

39. Higgins JPT, Green S, eds. Cochrane handbook for systematic reviews of
interventions. Version 5.0.2 [updated September 2009]. The Cochrane
Collaboration, 2009. Available from: www.cochrane-handbook.org.

40. Higgins JP, Thompson SG, Deeks JJ, Altman DG. Measuring in-
consistency in meta-analyses. BMJ 2003;327:557–60.

41. Ouyang X, Cirillo P, Sautin Y, McCall S, Bruchette JL, Diehl AM,
Johnson RJ, Abdelmalek MF. Fructose consumption as a risk factor for
non-alcoholic fatty liver disease. J Hepatol 2008;48:993–9.

42. Thuy S, Ladurner R, Volynets V, Wagner S, Strahl S, Konigsrainer A, Maier
KP, Bischoff SC, Bergheim I. Nonalcoholic fatty liver disease in humans is
associated with increased plasma endotoxin and plasminogen activator in-
hibitor 1 concentrations and with fructose intake. J Nutr 2008;138:1452–5.

43. Volynets V, Kuper MA, Strahl S, Maier IB, Spruss A, Wagnerberger S,
Konigsrainer A, Bischoff SC, Bergheim I. Nutrition, intestinal per-
meability, and blood ethanol levels are altered in patients with non-
alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD). Dig Dis Sci 2012;57:1932–41.

44. Davis JN, Le KA, Walker RW, Vikman S, Spruijt-Metz D, Weigensberg
MJ, Allayee H, Goran MI. Increased hepatic fat in overweight Hispanic
youth influenced by interaction between genetic variation in PNPLA3
and high dietary carbohydrate and sugar consumption. Am J Clin Nutr
2010;92:1522–7.

45. Mager DR, Patterson C, So S, Rogenstein CD, Wykes LJ, Roberts EA.
Dietary and physical activity patterns in children with fatty liver. Eur J
Clin Nutr 2010;64:628–35.

46. Aeberli I, Gerber PA, Hochuli M, Kohler S, Haile SR, Gouni-Berthold I,
Berthold HK, Spinas GA, Berneis K. Low to moderate sugar-sweetened

848 CHUNG ET AL



beverage consumption impairs glucose and lipid metabolism and pro-
motes inflammation in healthy young men: a randomized controlled
trial. Am J Clin Nutr 2011;94:479–85.

47. Koh ET, Ard NF, Mendoza F. Effects of fructose feeding on blood
parameters and blood pressure in impaired glucose-tolerant subjects.
J Am Diet Assoc 1988;88:932–8.

48. Ngo Sock ET, Le KA, Ith M, Kreis R, Boesch C, Tappy L. Effects of
a short-term overfeeding with fructose or glucose in healthy young
males. Br J Nutr 2010;103:939–43.

49. Silbernagel G, Lutjohann D, Machann J, Meichsner S, Kantartzis K,
Schick F, Haring HU, Stefan N, Fritsche A. Cholesterol synthesis
is associated with hepatic lipid content and dependent on fructose/
glucose intake in healthy humans. Exp Diabetes Res 2012;2012:361863.

50. Silbernagel G, Machann J, Unmuth S, Schick F, Stefan N, Haring HU,
Fritsche A. Effects of 4-week very-high-fructose/glucose diets on in-
sulin sensitivity, visceral fat and intrahepatic lipids: an exploratory
trial. Br J Nutr 2011;106:79–86.

51. Stanhope KL, Schwarz JM, Keim NL, Griffen SC, Bremer AA,
Graham JL, Hatcher B, Cox CL, Dyachenko A, Zhang W, et al.
Consuming fructose-sweetened, not glucose-sweetened, beverages in-
creases visceral adiposity and lipids and decreases insulin sensitivity in
overweight/obese humans. J Clin Invest 2009;119:1322–34.

52. Al-Waili NS. Effects of daily consumption of honey solution on he-
matological indices and blood levels of minerals and enzymes in
normal individuals. J Med Food 2003;6:135–4049.

53. Couchepin C, Le KA, Bortolotti M, da Encarnacao JA, Oboni JB, Tran
C, Schneiter P, Tappy L. Markedly blunted metabolic effects of fruc-
tose in healthy young female subjects compared with male subjects.
Diabetes Care 2008;31:1254–6.
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