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Abstract

Aims: To: 1) compare characteristics of those who report knowing their hemoglobin A1C (A1C)
value versus those who do not; 2) determine the correlation and concordance between self-
reported and lab-measured A1C; and 3) examine factors associated with a lab-measured A1C of
<7%.

Methods: This was a cross-sectional secondary data analyses of the National Health and
Nutrition Examination Survey from 2013-2020. Participants > 20 years old who reported
receiving a diabetes diagnosis were included.

Results: After proper sample weighting, twenty-two percent of participants reported not knowing
their A1C value. Not knowing one’s A1C value was associated with identifying as a racial or
ethnic group other than White, having a lower income, and having less formal education (P
values < 0.5). Self-reported A1C was moderately correlated with lab-measured A1C (r =0.62, P
< 0.001). Higher self-reported A1C and identifying as Black or Mexican American were
associated with lower odds of good glycemic control.

Conclusions: Many patients with diabetes did not know their A1C, and among those that did,
the value was often inaccurate. Even when patients knew their A1C, the correlation between self-
reported and lab-measured A1C was only moderate. Clinicians should evaluate and, if needed,
enhance patient knowledge of A1C.
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1. Introduction

Diabetes is a chronic health condition affecting over 34 million adults (including
undiagnosed diabetes) in the United States (U.S.) and greatly increases risk of mortality [1]. In
2017, the estimated total cost of diabetes, including lost productivity, exceeded $327 billion [2].
The prevalence of diabetes has been increasing since 1988, while good glycemic control among
patients with diabetes has been declining since 2010 [3,4]. Poor diabetes management is
associated with nephropathy, neuropathy, retinopathy, and ketoacidosis [5-8]. Type 2 diabetes,
the most common form of diabetes, is additionally associated with an increased risk of adverse
cardiovascular outcomes [9]. Better glycemic control has been repeatedly shown to reduce risk
of diabetes-related complications [10-12]. Hemoglobin A1C (A1C) has been recognized as an
important measure of glycemic control [11,12]. An A1C of < 7% is the goal for most adults with
diabetes [13]. Patient knowledge and understanding of A1C are considered essential
requirements for diabetes self-management [13-15].

In the U.S., individuals identifying as racial and ethnic minorities and those without
health insurance are less likely to have their A1C levels tested [16]. Among those who have had
their AL1C tested, two recent small studies suggest that the majority of patients are aware of A1C
as an important factor in diabetes management [17,18]. However, this awareness of A1C did not
include how A1C correlates with average blood glucose levels [17,18]. Only one of the studies
examined the concordance between perceived (i.e., self-reported) A1C and lab-measured A1C
[17]. The study found that 79.8% of participants reported knowing their last A1C test result [17].
For those individuals who knew their last A1C test result, the perceived A1C was congruent with
lab-measured A1C for 74.6% [17]. Unfortunately, the operational definition of congruence was

not provided. However, an earlier study by Heisler and colleagues reported that 44% of patients


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.10.23289782

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.10.23289782; this version posted May 10, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

knew their A1C value and only 25% could report the value correctly [19]. The study’s
operational definition of correctly knowing one’s A1C value was being within 0.5% of the lower
or upper boundary of the participant’s chosen A1C response category (< 7; 7-8; 8-9; 9-10; > 10;
and don’t know). These three studies recruited participants from clinical practice settings. Thus,
the findings may not be generalizable to all individuals with diabetes. Whereas, awareness and
understanding of AL1C varies, there is evidence that patients with a better understanding of their
A1C have better diabetes self-management [19].

From an international perceptive, only Trivedi and colleagues have examined
individuals’ knowledge of A1C testing and the concordance between self-reported and lab-
measured A1C [15]. In that study, 48% of participants reported knowing their A1C, and 78.3%
of those had self-reported values within 0.5% of their lab-measured A1C. Self-reported and lab-
measured A1C were in high agreement, measured by the intraclass correlation coefficient.
Participants whose self-reported and lab-measured A1C differed by more than 0.5% tended to
have worse glycemic control.

While research on the agreement between self-reported A1C values in comparison to lab-
measured A1C in the U.S. has been conducted [17-19], studies using a nationally representative
sample are lacking. Additionally, studies have neither examined the concordance between self-
reported and lab-measured A1C among racial and ethnic groups nor by important
sociodemographic factors like sex and educational attainment. Therefore, the purpose of this
secondary analysis of data from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
(NHANES) was to: 1) identify characteristics associated with knowing one’s A1C value versus

not knowing; 2) determine the correlation and concordance between self-reported and lab-
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measured A1C; and 3) examine the factors associated with good glycemic control defined as a

lab-measured A1C of < 7%.

2. Methods

2.1 Sample

NHANES is a survey of residents of the U.S. that conducts health interviews and a
medical examination which collects laboratory measures such as A1C [20,21]. We used
NHANES data from 2013-2014, 2015-2016, and 2017-2020. NHANES data is publicly available
and was approved by the Center for Health Statistics Research Ethics Review Board [22].
NHANES collected written informed consent from all adult participants and the data were
anonymized. NHANES randomly selects participants in a manner such that each cycle is
representative of the U.S. population as a whole [22]. NHANES methods also account for non-
response bias and missing data [22]. Therefore, our results are generalizable to the U.S.
population [22].

For the study, we included participants 20 years or older who reported receiving a
diabetes diagnosis with laboratory measured A1C. Exclusion criteria was refusal to provide self-

reported A1C.

2.2 Study variables
2.2.1. Diabetes diagnosis
NHANES participants were asked if they had a diagnosis of diabetes.

2.2.2. Self-reported A1C
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NHANES interviewers asked participants who self-reported receiving a diabetes
diagnosis if they had received an AL1C test in a healthcare setting within the last year.
Participants responded with the numerical value, “Don’t know”, “Refused”, or reported no A1C
test.

2.2.3. Lab-measured A1C

During the physical examination, fasting blood samples were obtained for A1C levels.
Measures were obtained with appropriate protocols for quality and consistency, using an assay
which could differentiate between glycated and non-glycated forms of A1C [23]. The percent of
glycated hemoglobin was measured [24-26]. Given that a 0.5 change in A1C is considered
statistically and clinically significant [27], the authors defined A1C concordance as the
magnitude of difference between self-reported and lab-measured A1C as < 0.5. Differences > 0.5
was defined as A1C discordance. This is consistent with the approaches used by Trivedi and
colleagues [15].

2.2.4. Sociodemographic information

Participants self-reported age. For all analyses and regression models, age was
categorized as 20-39, 40-59, and 60 years and older [28]. Participant sex was self-reported as
male or female. Race and ethnicity were self-identified and included Mexican American, non-
Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic Asian, other Hispanic, and other race, in
accordance with the definitions provided by NHANES operational plan [20].

2.2.5. Poverty-income ratio (PIR)

NHANES calculated PIR, which estimates income by adjusting for cost of living and

family size. Consistent with other NHANES studies, the authors stratified the PIR as < 130%, >

130% and < 350%, and > 350% of the federal poverty level [29,30].
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2.2.6. Educational attainment
Participants self-reported their highest level of educational attainment.

2.2.7. Clinician’s recommended target A1C

Individuals who self-reported diabetes were asked what their healthcare provider
recommends as their target A1C [31]. Participants reported the value, having no target, or did not
know.
2.3. Statistical Analyses

Data analyses were conducted using R (version 4.1.2) and packages survey (version
4.1.1), jtools (version 2.1.4), and irr (version 0.84.1) [32-36]. Proper survey weighting was used
in all analyses to account for complex survey design. Weighting accounts for differing
probability of selection due to oversampling certain populations and survey nonresponse [37].

Descriptive statistics are reported as unweighted count and weighted percentage for
categorical variables, and mean and standard deviation (SD) for continuous variables. As a
sensitivity analysis, the sample was stratified based on whether or not participants reported
knowing their A1C. This method of analysis allows elucidation of differences between those two
groups. Differences in characteristics between groups were determined using the student t-test
for continuous variables and the Chi-Square test for categorical variables. All significance tests
were two-sided and the significance level was 0.05. These analyses were adjusted for multiple
comparisons using the Hochberg method [38].

For visualization of self-reported A1C values versus lab-measured A1C, a survey
weighted scatterplot was created. Local polynomial regression was used to visualize the linear

trend. The model was plotted on the scatterplot against the 45-degree line representing perfect
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equality between self-reported and lab-measured A1C. Additionally, a Bland and Altman plot
was created to determine agreement between the two measures [39].

To determine correlations between self-reported A1C and lab-measured A1C, intraclass
correlation coefficient (ICC) and Pearson’s correlation coefficient [40-41] were used.
Correlations were covariate adjusted with a priori covariates of age, sex, race and ethnicity, PIR,
educational attainment, and insurance. These covariates were selected from an examination of
the literature and availability of data in NHANES [42-43]. P-values or confidence intervals (CIs)
were calculated for all correlation coefficients using bootstrapping techniques with 100,000
iterations. Subgroup analyses by age, sex, race and ethnicity, PIR, educational attainment, and
insurance were conducted. Additionally, Spearman (p) and the Lin (p.) correlation coefficients
were created [44].

A1C concordance and discordance were calculated using survey-weighted 95% Cls,
which provides a nationally generalizable estimate of concordance and discordance among
participants with self-reported diabetes.

A logistic regression model was constructed with glycemic control, defined as lab-
measured A1C < 7% as the dependent variable and self-reported A1C as the independent
variable, adjusted for the a priori covariates reported above. Odds ratios were reported using the

estimate and 95% ClI.

3. Results
Our sample was composed of 2,723 participants with self-reported diabetes (see figure 1).
The sample consisted of mostly non-Hispanic White participants (n = 867, weighted percentage

= 60.5%) and slightly over half were male (n = 1,443, 53.6%). The mean age was 60.4 years (SD
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= 13.3). With regard to income, 853 participants (24.4%) had income < 130% of the federal
poverty level while 599 participants (36.4%) had incomes > 350% of the federal poverty level.
For educational attainment, most participants were either high school graduates or obtained a
GED (n =648, 27.0%) or had some college or AA degree (n = 818; 33.1%). The mean self-
reported A1C was 7.2% (SD = 1.6). The mean of lab-measured A1C was 7.4% (SD = 1.7). With
respect to clinician provided target A1C, 290 (9.4%) participants did not know, 659 (34.6%) had
< 7% as their target A1C, and 732 (35.3%) had a target A1C of < 6%.

Twenty-two percent of participants did not know their A1C value from their last A1C
test. Not knowing one’s A1C value was associated with identifying as a racial or ethnic group
other than non-Hispanic White, having a lower PIR, and having a less formal education (P < 0.05
for all measures). There were no statistically significant differences with respect to age, sex, and
health insurance status among participants who knew their A1C value and those who did not.
Those who did not know their A1C were more likely to not know or have an unspecified
clinician-provided target A1C goal (P < 0.001). See table 1 for details.

Figure 2 presents a survey weighted bubble plot of self-reported A1C versus lab-
measured A1C. The figure demonstrates that at around 8% A1C, the conditional mean of self-
reported A1C was approximately the same as the conditional mean of lab-measured A1C.
Above 9% A1C, the conditional mean of self-reported A1C was greater than the conditional
mean of lab-measured A1C. Below 7% A1C, the conditional mean of self-reported A1C was
lower than the conditional mean of lab-measured A1C. However, there was significant variation
in these data, which can be visualized in the Bland and Altman plot (supplement figure 1). These

data indicate a moderate correlation between self-reported and lab-measured A1C (r = 0.62, P <


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.10.23289782

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.10.23289782; this version posted May 10, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

0.001). The ICC indicated a moderate agreement between the two variables (0.58, 95% CI: 0.55-
0.62, P < 0.001).

In terms of Pearson correlations between self-reported and lab-measured A1C, college
graduates had a notably lower correlation compared to participants with other educational
attainment, at only 0.53. For participants without health insurance, the correlation was weak at
only 0.45. Non-Hispanic Black and Non-Hispanic Asian participants had slightly lower
correlations compared to other racial and ethnic groups, at 0.51 and 0.50 respectively.
Participants with ages between 20 and 39, compared to older participants, had a slightly lower
correlation at 0.55 (see table 2). Lin and Spearman correlation coefficients with 95% Cls were
similar to Pearson correlations (see supplement table 1).

A survey-weighted confidence interval estimated that 52.0% (95% CI: 48.6%-55.0%) of
participants who reported knowing their A1C were within 0.5% of their actual lab-measured
value. Approximately 75.4% (95% ClI: 72.4%-78.0%) of the participants had a difference of < 1
between their self-reported and lab-measured A1C, while 9.5% (95% ClI: 7.8%-12.0%) had self-
reported A1C that was different by > 2 compared to their lab-measured A1C. About 6% (95%
Cl: 4.6%-8.0%) of participants had self-reported A1C that differed by > 3 from their lab-
measured A1C.

In a logistic regression model to predict good glycemic control, defined as lab-measured
A1C < 7%, a 1-point increase in self-reported A1C corresponded to 0.87 (95% CI: 0.85-0.89)
times lower odds of achieving glycemic control. It is important to note that the underlying
correlation between self-reported and lab-measured A1C may contribute to these results.
Compared to non-Hispanic White participants, non-Hispanic Black participants had 0.93 (95%

Cl: 0.87-0.99) and Mexican American participants had 0.89 (0.81-0.99) lower odds of good
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glycemic control. Non-Hispanic Asian and Other Hispanic participants had similar glycemic
control to non-Hispanic White participants. Age, sex, and PIR were not statistically significant

predictors of glycemic control in the model (see table 3).

4. Discussion

Of the participants with self-reported diabetes and who indicated obtaining an A1C test at
a healthcare setting within the last year, almost a quarter did not know the results from that test.
This is consistent with findings from Memon and colleagues, which reported that 20% of
participants did not know their last A1C test result [17]. However, Heisler and colleagues [19]
and Trivedi and colleagues [15] found the number of participants who did not know their recent
A1C result to be higher, ranging from 44% to 50%. The age of the participants in our study and
the Memon [17] study were younger (mean of 60 and 56, respectively) compared to those in the
study by Trivedi [15] (mean of 66). Unfortunately, the mean age of the participants in Heisler
study was not provided [19]. The differences in the age of the participant may have contributed
to the contrasting results. Additionally, our study found statistically significant differences by
racial and ethnic backgrounds, PIR, and educational attainment among the individuals who did
not know their A1C value compared to those who reported knowing it. Furthermore, participants
with diabetes who did not know their A1C value were more likely to not know or have an
unspecified clinician-provided target A1C goal.

Self-reported A1C had a moderate correlation with lab-measured A1C. About half of
patients with diabetes had A1C concordance — where their self-reported A1C differed from lab-
measured A1C by < 0.5%. The degree of concordance in our study was lower than that reported

by Trivedi [15] (52.0% vs. 78.3%) which used the same operational definition of concordance.
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Participants in the Trivedi study were from eight European countries and little sociodemographic
information, including race and ethnicity, was provided [15]. Thus, it is not possible to examine
if individual sociodemographic characteristics may be contributing to the difference in findings.
In a logistic regression model, self-reported A1C was a statistically significant predictor of
glycemic control with a 1-point increase in self-reported A1C corresponding to 0.87 (95% CI:
0.85-0.89) times lower odds of achieving glycemic control.

Our study found that self-reported and lab-measured A1C were moderately correlated.
However, individuals with higher A1C levels (> 9%) tended to overestimate the lab-measured
value and individuals with lower A1C levels (< 7%) tended to underestimate the lab-measured
value. These findings differ from what has been previously reported. Trivedi and colleagues in
an international cohort found self-reported and lab-measured A1C to be highly correlated [15].
Fowles and colleagues found that self-reported A1C tended to be overestimated compared to lab-
measured A1C [45]. Whereas, Memon and colleagues, found that self-reported A1C tended to
be closer to the ideal 7% AL1C value compared to lab-measures [17]. Given the overall lack of
consistent findings regarding the concordance of self-reported and lab-measured A1C, studies
that have relied only on self-reported A1C should be interpreted with caution. Furthermore,
future studies should prioritize lab-measured A1C, especially if examining interventions aimed at
improving glycemic control and diabetes management.

The substantial portion of patients with diabetes who did not know their A1C reinforces
the need for improved patient-provider communication about A1C. Patient understanding of
A1C is crucial to improving diabetes self-management techniques. Recent studies have indicated
that patients with better knowledge of their A1C have better overall care, diabetes management,

medication knowledge, adherence, and have increased treatment satisfaction [46-48]. Aung and
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colleagues have elucidated that self-knowledge of A1C is additionally associated with patients
taking a more active role in their healthcare [49]. Prior research has not focused on changes in
patient knowledge of their own A1C value, and rather has focused on improvements in A1C
measured in a healthcare setting.

Strengths of this study include the generalizability of NHANES to the U.S. population,
NHANES oversampling methods, and the standardization of NHANES protocols. Potential
limitations include a relatively small sample of participants with diabetes in the study, though
theoretically proportional to the U.S. population. NHANES did not allow us to differentiate
between patients diagnosed with Type 1 and Type 2 diabetes. As NHANES only asked for A1C
tests in a healthcare setting among patients with diagnosed diabetes, we can neither make
conclusions about patients with diabetes who have self-tested for their A1C nor for those who
have undiagnosed diabetes. Additionally, as A1C is a measure of glycemic control, the moderate
concordance between self-reported and lab-measured A1C could be due to changes in glycemic
control since the last A1C test rather than inaccurate self-reporting. Furthermore, as the data
were self-reported, social desirability bias may apply, causing underreporting of high A1C
values. As NHANES is cross-sectional, we cannot make any assertions about causality and can

only measure associations.

5. Conclusion

Despite receiving an A1C test, many patients report not knowing the results. Sociodemographic
characteristics associated with not knowing one’s A1C values were identifying as a racial or
ethnic group other than White, having a lower PIR, and having a less formal education. These

findings suggest that certain groups may be receiving inadequate diabetes care and education,
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which could be negatively affecting their diabetes self-management. Among those who knew
their previous A1C value, nearly half over- or under-estimated their A1C by > 0.5%. Assessing
how ALC results are communicated and improving patients’ knowledge and understanding about
A1C should be priorities for providers to maximize diabetes self-management and to mitigate the

long-term negative consequences of poor glycemic control.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. Flowsheet showing total participants for this study.
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Figure 2. Bubble plot of self-reported A1C against lab-measured A1C. Size of bubbles indicates
weight in survey. The solid line indicates a perfect correspondence between lab-measured and
self-reported A1C, and the dashed line indicates the observed trend in our data.
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Table 1. Characteristics of participants with self-reported diabetes by knowledge of A1C

Characteristic All participants Knows A1C Does not know p-
(n=2,723) (n=2,019) A1C (n=704)*  value®
n(%) or Mean n(%) or Mean n(%) or Mean
(SD) (SD) (SD)
Age, years 0.54
>20and <40 158 (7.9) 126 (8.1) 32 (7.4)
>40 and < 60 861 (36.0) 671 (36.9) 190 (32.5)
> 60 1,704 (56.1) 1,222 (55.0) 482 (60.1)
Sex 0.50
Female 1,280 (46.4) 954 (45.3) 326 (50.2)
Male 1,443 (53.6) 1,065 (54.7) 378 (49.8)
Race and ethnicity 0.001
Mexican American 477 (10.3) 325 (9.5) 152 (13.2)
Other Hispanic 302 (6.0) 209 (5.5) 93 (8.0)
NH-White 867 (60.5) 692 (62.9) 175 (52.2)
NH-Black 697 (13.1) 495 (11.9) 202 (17.2)
NH-Asian 274 (5.7) 209 (5.6) 65 (6.3)
Other-Including Multi-Racial 106 (4.3) 89 (4.6) 17 (3.1)
PIR 0.02
< 130% FPL 853 (24.4) 584 (21.9) 269 (32.9)
> 130% FPL and < 350% 961 (39.3) 722 (39.5) 239 (38.5)
FPL
> 350% FPL 599 (36.4) 494 (38.6) 105 (28.6)
Education level <0.001
College Graduate 461 (20.9) 369 (22.9) 92 (14.1)
Some College 818 (33.1) 653 (35.0) 165 (26.7)
High School or GED 648 (27.0) 486 (26.0) 162 (30.5)
Less than High School 791 (18.9) 509 (16.1) 282 (28.8)
Lab measured A1C, % 7.4 (1.7) 7.4(1.7) 7.2 (1.7) 0.09
Self-reported A1C, % 7.2 (1.6) 7.2 (1.6) N/A N/A
What does clinician® say target <0.001
A1C should be
Less than 10 29 (1.5) 21 (1.6) 8(1.4)
Less than 9 15 (0.8) 9(0.7) 6 (0.9)
Less than 8 93 (3.8) 68 (4.1) 25 (3.0)
Less than 7 659 (34.6) 582 (43.3) 77 (10.3)
Less than 6 732 (35.3) 612 (41.4) 120 (18.5)
Goal not specified 325 (14.5) 115 (7.0) 210 (35.4)
Don’t know 290 (9.4) 33(1.8) 257 (30.5)
Refused 2 (0.0) 1(0.0) 1(0.1)
Has insurance 0.54
Yes 2,431 (92.2) 1,802 (92.0) 629 (92.8)


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.10.23289782

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.10.23289782; this version posted May 10, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

No 291 (7.8) 216 (8.0) 75 (7.2)

Abbreviation: FPL, Federal Poverty Level; GED, General Education Development; NH, non-
Hispanic; PIR, Poverty-Income Ratio.

Data expressed as unweighted count (weighted percentage) except when otherwise specified.
Mean AL1C (SD), and p-values are weighted to account for NHANES complex survey design. P-
value was not calculated for self-reported A1C as that variable did not exist for both groups.

Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding error. Sum of values within any individual
variable may not sum to total sample size because of missing values in the NHANES.

®When accounting for the weighted sample, 22% of participants did not know their A1C value.
bp-value compares participants who “knows A1C” to those who “does not know A1C”
‘Physician or other healthcare provider
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Table 2. Correlations between self-reported and lab-measured A1C values among select
subgroups NHANES 2013-2020

Characteristic Survey Weighted
Pearson Correlation Coefficient

All participants (adjusted for 0.62

all below covariates)
Age, years

>20 and <40 0.55

>40and <60 0.60

> 60 0.64
Sex

Female 0.62

Male 0.62
Race and ethnicity

Mexican American 0.66

Other Hispanic 0.65

NH-White 0.63

NH-Black 0.51

NH-Asian 0.50

Other — Including Multi-Racial 0.78
PIR

<130% FPL 0.62

>130% FPL and < 350% FPL 0.62

> 350% FPL 0.61
Education level

College Graduate 0.53

Some College 0.64

High School or GED 0.63

Less than High School 0.73
Has insurance

Yes 0.64

No 0.45

Abbreviation: FPL, Federal Poverty Level; GED, General Education Development; NH, non-
Hispanic; PIR, Poverty-Income Ratio.

All p-values for Pearson correlation coefficients <0.001.
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Table 3. Odds of good (< 7%) lab-measured glycemic control against self-reported A1C and
covariates

Characteristic Odds Ratio (95% CI) p-value

Self-reported A1C, % 0.87 (0.85-0.89) <0.001
Age (compared to > 20 and < 40)

> 40 and < 60 0.92 (0.78-1.08) 0.31
> 60 1.00 (0.86-1.17) 0.98
Sex (compared to Male)

Female 1.04 (0.97-1.11) 0.31
Race and ethnicity (compared to NH-White)

Mexican American 0.89 (0.81-0.99) 0.03

Other Hispanic 0.97 (0.85-1.10) 0.63

NH-Black 0.93 (0.87-0.99) 0.03

NH-Asian 1.00 (0.90-1.11) 0.96

Other — Including Multi-Racial 1.03 (0.91-1.18) 0.62
PIR (compared to < 130% FPL)

>130% FPL and < 350% FPL 0.94 (0.85-1.04) 0.24

> 350% FPL 0.96 (0.86-1.06) 0.39
Education level (compared to below High School)

College Graduate 1.03 (0.92-1.17) 0.56

Some College 1.03 (0.91-1.17) 0.62

High School or GED 0.92 (0.82-1.03) 0.13
Has Insurance (compared to Yes)

No 1.03 (0.88-1.21) 0.68

Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval; FPL, Federal Poverty Level; GED, General Education
Development; NH, non-Hispanic; PIR, Poverty-Income Ratio.
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