
1

© Copyright by PTEiDD 2023
redakcja@pediatricendocrinology.pl
www.pediatricendocrinology.pl
www.pteidd.pl

Received: 12.03.2023
Accepted: 12.03.2023
Conflict of interests: none declared.

Editorial paper | Artykuł redakcyjny
Pediatr Endocrinol Diabetes Metab 2023; 29 (1): 1-3
DOI: https://doi.org/10.5114/pedm.2023.126360

Alfonso Galderisi, MD PhD 
Yale University, Department of Pediatrics, 
New Haven, CT – USA
e-mail: Alfonso.galderisi@yale.edu

Beta cell function in the early stages of type 1 diabetes: still a long way ahead of us 
Funkcja komórek beta we wczesnym stadium cukrzycy typu 1: ciągle jeszcze długa droga przed nami

Alfonso Galderisi

Yale University, Department of Pediatrics, New Haven, CT – USA

Key words:
diabetes mellitus type 1, beta cell, OGTT CGM, prediabetes.
cukrzyca typu 1, komórki beta, OGTT, CGM, stan przedcukrzycowy.

The clinical onset of type 1 diabetes (namely stage 3 
type 1 diabetes [T1D]) is preceded by a  relatively prolonged 
pre-symptomatic phase featured by islet autoimmunity [1] with 
(Stage 2 T1D) or without (Stage 1 T1D) dysglycaemia. While 
islet autoimmunity is the hallmark of the underlying autoim-
mune process, very little evidence is available for the metabolic 
changes that accompany the loss of functional beta cell mass. 
Indeed, a steep decline of C-peptide – a surrogate marker of 
beta cell function – is measurable only ~6 months before the 
onset of Stage 3 T1D [2]. Disease modifier drugs have, there-
fore, a very limited window of intervention because we lack of 
effective methods to track beta cell function over time and to 
identify early changes of insulin secretion that precedes dysgly-
caemia [3, 4] and clinically symptomatic diabetes.

Herein, we will revise current approaches to longitudinally 
track beta cell function over time before the onset of Stage 3 
T1D, which might be suitable for monitoring the risk for diabe-
tes progression as well as the effectiveness of disease modifier 
treatments.

Quantifying beta cell function

Although fasting or dynamic measures (e.g. the area under 
the curve) of C-peptide have been largely used in clinical trials 
to quantify residual beta cell function in people at risk for type 1 
diabetes, they remain largely biased by the absence of adjust-
ments for the actual insulin action [5]. In other terms, beta cell 
function can only be defined by the contemporary assessment 
of insulin secretion and of insulin sensitivity, especially when 
this assessment is performed in a rapidly changing population, 
such as those at risk for T1D. The paediatric population faces 
physiological changes of insulin sensitivity, and of insulin se-
cretion, which in the absence of a quantitative and unbiased 
measure of these two dimensions, limits our ability to detect 
the actual beta cell function. To this end, a  composite mea-

sure such as the disposition index – the constant product of 
insulin secretion and sensitivity – could be seen as an almost 
ideal metric, although it is still marginal in clinical trials targeting 
those at risk for T1D progression. The disposition index has 
been largely used to quantify beta cell function in youths at 
risk for type 2 diabetes or with recent-onset disease. The index 
reflects the hyperbolic relationship between insulin secretion 
and sensitivity: the physiological decrease of insulin sensitivity 
(e.g. during pubertal transition) is accompanied by a  relative 
increase of insulin secretion to maintain euglycaemia. This in-
terplay results in a constant disposition index (healthy beta cell 
function). A reduction of the disposition index mirrors an unbal-
anced reduction of insulin secretion or sensitivity [6–8]. Simple 
ratios for insulin sensitivity and insulin secretion during basal 
(e.g. the homeostasis model assessment) or dynamic tests 
(e.g. the Matsuda index and insulin0–30/glucose0–30 ratio) have 
been investigated mainly in type 2 diabetes research [5]. These 
methods fail to describe the complexity of gastrointestinal tran-
sit and the insulin hepatic extraction, and therefore provides 
limited information in population studies. To this end, metabolic 
models accounting for specific population characteristics and 
validated against complex metabolic studies could provide 
more reliable and reproducible information [8–10].

Model-based metrics of beta cell function

The oral minimal model (OMM) for glucose and C-pep-
tide has recently been used to dissect the components of beta 
cell function (insulin secretion and insulin sensitivity) in children 
with stage 1 T1D. The OMM includes a glucose-insulin model 
to quantify insulin sensitivity and a  glucose-C-peptide model 
to identify insulin secretion and its dynamic and static compo-
nents. The dynamic component relies on early glucose and  
C-peptide sampling while the static component does not re-
sent of the early sampling. The OMM has been successfully 
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adopted to demonstrate early impairment of both insulin secre-
tion and sensitivity during the early stage 1 T1D in children as 
compared to their healthy peers without islet autoimmunity [11]. 
The major drawback of this approach is the need for frequent 
sampling during the OGTT and the measure of both insulin and 
C-peptide. Other metabolic models have been proposed to 
identify early changes of beta cell function and to longitudinally 
track disease progression [12]. The advantage of metabolic 
models is their ability to estimate beta cell function as a result 
of its two components – insulin secretion and sensitivity – as 
well as to identify subtle changes that are not quantifiable with 
other surrogate metrics such as the area under the curve of  
C-peptide and glucose.  

OGTT-derived indices

The 2-h OGTT has been adopted to stage pre-symptomatic 
type 1 diabetes [1, 13]. However, OGTT-derived metrics have 
been explored to predict the risk for disease progression in 
retrospective analyses of longitudinal cohorts [14]. A delayed 
time to glucose peak (>30 min) and a time to C-peptide peak 
> 60 min have been associated with a higher risk of progres-
sion to stage 3 T1D regardless of the C-peptide concentration 
at peak [14]. This observation challenges the common concept 
that measuring C-peptide (or the AUC for C-peptide) can track 
beta cell function and diabetes risk over time. Although AUC 
C-peptide has been adopted as a primary outcome for several 
intervention studies aimed at preserving beta cell function in 
newly diagnosed youths [15–17], there is little evidence for its 
reliability as a  linear marker of beta cell function decline over 
time [18]. Other indices that derive from the contextual measure 
of glucose and C-peptide have been shown to predict the risk 
for diabetes progression, including the Index60 [19, 20] and the 
Diabetes Prevention Trial Type 1 Risk Score (DPTRS) [21–23]. 
However, the risk indices cannot be directly translated into met-
abolic outcomes for clinical prevention trials. Indeed, as pre-
vention trials in individuals with stage 1 T1D are underway, and 
with more trials planned, metabolic changes may go largely un-
detected with the classical OGTT as well as with OGTT-derived 
risk indices. The absence of metabolic outcomes largely limits 
the design of intervention trials [24]. For example, an interven-
tion trial targeting a high-genetic risk group – e.g. carriers of  
HLA-DR3/DR4– with a 10 year T1D incidence of 10% – designed 
to detect a 40% effect in diabetes progression, would require 
a sample size of more than 2000 participants [25]; conversely, 
interventions targeting stage 2 T1D with an almost 70% rate 
of diabetes progression have been proven to require a much 
lower numerosity (e.g. ~144 participants to detect a 50% effect 
in stage 2 T1D [3]). This poses the major challenge of powering 
prevention studies in the early stages (stage 1 T1D or single an-

tibody carriers), which would require a much higher numerosity 
for the outcome of diabetes progression.

CGM-derived metrics

Continuous glucose monitoring has been investigated as 
a screening tool for identifying those at risk for T1D progres- 
sion, which could allow home-monitoring, thus limiting the inva- 
siveness and the costs of a full OGTT. A percentage of time 
with sensor glucose ≥ 140 mg/dl ≥ 5% or ≥ 8% resulted in 80% 
specificity and 48% sensitivity and 90% specificity with 38% 
sensitivity, respectively, to predict progression to Stage 3 T1D. 
A higher glucose threshold (≥ 160 mg/dl) resulted in a lower 
sensitivity (28% and 14%, respectively) [26]. These findings 
suggest that CGM might be a complimentary tool for screening 
those at risk for progression.

Intravenous glucose tolerance test (IVGTT)

One of the earliest metabolic changes underlying the risk 
for T1D progression is the loss of first-phase insulin response 
(FPIR), which can be quantified through the use of the intrave-
nous glucose tolerance test (IVGTT). The rapid response to an 
intravenous glucose bolus – FPIR – has been adopted to stratify 
diabetes risk in the early prevention trials [27]; however, this test 
is moderately invasive, requires a dedicated facility, and does 
not provide (as any other intravenous dynamic test) information 
on the gut-mediated incretin effect, whose role remains largely 
unexplored in those at risk for T1D progression. More recently, 
OGTT-derived metrics have been shown to be strongly associat-
ed with FPIR. The ratio of C-peptide change to glucose change 
during the first 30 minute of an OGTT has been proven to be 
a predictor of T1D progression, being highly correlated with FPIR 
in the Diabetes Prevention Trial-Type 1 Diabetes (DPT-1) [28].

Conclusion

The need to identify those at risk for T1D progression and 
tracking changes of the metabolic phenotype during clinical 
trials is growing; however, the available tools to quantify beta 
cell function remain limited and relatively invasive. Metabolic 
modelling of OGTT-derived data offers a still largely unexplored 
path; however, this approach requires multiple IV samples and 
is limited to those able to undergo an oral glucose tolerance 
test, thus limiting its feasibility in the youngest patients or in low-
resource settings. Home-based methods relying on non-inva-
sive or minimally invasive approaches [29] are mandatory to 
enable large population-based screening and to ensure a safe 
and accurate estimate of the metabolic response to disease 
modifier drugs [13]. 



Beta cell and diabetes type 1 
Komórki beta a cukrzyca typu1

Pediatr Endocrinol Diabetes Metab 2023

3© Copyright by PTEiDD 2023

References

1.	Insel R, Dunne J, Atkinson M, et al. Staging presymptomatic type 1 
diabetes: a  scientific statement of JDRF, the Endocrine Society, 
and the American Diabetes Association. Diabetes Care 2015; 38: 
1964–1974. doi: 10.2337/dc15-1419.

2.	Bogun M, Bundy B, Goland R, Greenbaum C. C-Peptide Levels in 
Subjects Followed Longitudinally Before and After Type 1 Diabe-
tes Diagnosis in TrialNet. Diabetes Care 2020; 43: 1836-1842. doi: 
10.2337/dc19-2288.

3.	Herold K, Bundy B, Long S, et al. An Anti-CD3 Antibody, Teplizum-
ab, in Relatives at Risk for Type 1 Diabetes. N Engl J Med 2019; 
381: 603–613. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1902226. 

4.	Sherry N, Hagopian W, Ludvigsson J, et al. Teplizumab for treat-
ment of type 1 diabetes (Protégé study): 1-year results from a ran-
domised, placebo-controlled trial. Lancet 2011; 378: 487–497. doi: 
10.1016/S0140-6736(11)60931-8. 

5.	Shankar S, Vella A, Raymond R, et  al. Standardized Mixed-Meal 
Tolerance and Arginine Stimulation Tests Provide Reproducible 
and Complementary Measures of β-Cell Function: Results From the 
Foundation for the National Institutes of Health Biomarkers Consor-
tium Investigative Series. Diabetes Care 2016; 39: 1602–1613. doi: 
10.2337/dc15-0931.

6.	Utzschneider KM, Prigeon RL, Faulenbach MV, et al. Oral disposi-
tion index predicts the development of future diabetes above and 
beyond fasting and 2-h glucose levels. Diabetes Care 2009; 32: 
335–341. doi: 10.2337/dc08-1478

7.	Bergman RN, Ider YZ, Bowden CR, Cobelli C. Quantitative estima-
tion of insulin sensitivity. Am J Physiol 1979; 236: E667–E677. 

8.	Bergman RN, Phillips LS, Cobelli C. Physiologic evaluation of fac-
tors controlling glucose tolerance in man: measurement of insulin 
sensitivity and beta-cell glucose sensitivity from the response to 
intravenous glucose. J Clin Invest 1981;68: 1456–1467. 

9.	Cobelli C, Dalla Man C, Toffolo G, Basu R, Vella A, Rizza R. The oral 
minimal model method. Diabetes 2014; 63:1203–1213. doi:10.2337/
db13-1198

10.	Dalla Man C, Caumo A, Basu R, et al. Minimal model estimation of 
glucose absorption and insulin sensitivity from oral test: validation 
with a  tracer method. Am J Physiol Endocrinol Metab 2004;287: 
E637–E643. doi:10.1152/ajpendo.00319.2003

11.	Galderisi A, Moran A, Evans-Molina C, et al. Early impairment of 
insulin sensitivity, β-cell responsiveness, and insulin clearance in 
youth with Stage 1 type 1 diabetes. J Clin Endocrinol Metab 2021; 
106: 2660–2669. doi: 10.1210/clinem/dgab344. 

12.	Ferrannini E, Mari A, Monaco G, et al. The effect of age on longi-
tudinal measures of beta cell function and insulin sensitivity during 
the progression of early stage type 1 diabetes. Diabetologia 2023; 
66: 508–519. doi: 10.1007/s00125-022-05836-w. 

13.	Besser R, Bell K, Couper J, et al. ISPAD Clinical Practice Consen-
sus Guidelines 2022: Stages of type 1 diabetes in children and 
adolescents. Pediatr Diabetes 2022; 23: 1175–1187. doi: 10.1111/
pedi.13410

14.	Voss M, Cuthbertson D, Cleves M, et  al. Time to Peak Glucose 
and Peak C-Peptide During the Progression to Type 1 Diabetes in 
the Diabetes Prevention Trial and TrialNet Cohorts. Diabetes Care 
2021; 44: 2329–2336. doi: 10.2337/dc21-0226.

15.	Forlenza GP, McVean J, Beck RW, et al. Effect of Verapamil on Pan-
creatic Beta Cell Function in Newly Diagnosed Pediatric Type 1 Dia-
betes: A Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA 2023; 329: 990–999. doi: 
10.1001/jama.2023.2064

16.	McVean J, GP F, RW B, et al. Effect of Tight Glycemic Control on 
Pancreatic Beta Cell Function in Newly Diagnosed Pediatric Type 1 
Diabetes: A Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA 2023; 329: 980–989. 
doi: 10.1001/jama.2023.2063.

17.	Boughton C, Allen J, Ware J, et al. Closed-Loop Therapy and Pres-
ervation of C-Peptide Secretion in Type 1 Diabetes. N Engl J Med 
2022; 387: 882–893. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa2203496.

18.	Besser R, Ludvigsson J, Hindmarsh P, Cole P. Exploring C-peptide 
loss in type 1 diabetes using growth curve analysis. PLoS One 
2018; 13: e0199635. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0199635. 

19.	Brandon MN, Maria JR, Heba I, et al. Index60 Identifies Individuals 
at Appreciable Risk for Stage 3 Among an Autoantibody-Positive 
Population With Normal 2-Hour Glucose Levels: Implications for 
Current Staging Criteria of Type 1 Diabetes. Diabetes Care 2022; 
45: 311–318. doi: 10.2337/dc21-0944.

20.	Redondo M, Nathan B, Jacobsen L, et al. Index60 as an additional 
diagnostic criterion for type 1 diabetes. Diabetologia 2021; 64: 
836–844. doi: 10.1007/s00125-020-05365-4. 

21.	Sosenko JM, Skyler JS, Mahon J, et al. Use of the Diabetes Preven-
tion Trial-Type 1 Risk Score (DPTRS) for Improving the Accuracy of 
the Risk Classification of Type 1 Diabetes. Diabetes Care 2014; 37: 
979–984. doi: 10.2337/dc13-2359.

22.	Sosenko JM, Skyler JS, Palmer JP, et al. The prediction of type 1 
diabetes by multiple autoantibody levels and their incorporation into 
an autoantibody risk score in relatives of type 1 diabetic patients. 
Diabetes Care 2013; 36: 2615–2620. doi: 10.2337/dc13-0425

23.	Sosenko J, Skyler J, Mahon J, et al. Use of the Diabetes Preven-
tion Trial-Type 1 Risk Score (DPTRS) for improving the accuracy of 
the risk classification of type 1 diabetes. Diabetes Care 2014; 37: 
979–984. doi: 10.2337/dc13-2359.

24.	Krischer J, Cuthbertson D, Yu L, et al. The use of intermediate end-
points in the design of type 1 diabetes prevention trials. Diabetolo-
gia. 2013; 56: 1919–1924. doi: 10.1007/s00125-013-2960-7.

25.	Group TS. Study design of the Trial to Reduce IDDM in the Ge-
netically at Risk (TRIGR). Pediatr Diabetes 2007; 8: 117–137. doi: 
10.1111/j.1399-5448.2007.00239.x. 

26.	Wilson D, Pietropaolo S, M A-C, et al. CGM Metrics Identify Dysgly-
cemic States in Participants From the TrialNet Pathway to Preven-
tion Study. Diabetes Care 2023; 46: 526–534. doi: 10.2337/dc22-
1297.

27.	Diabetes Prevention Trial – Type 1 Diabetes Study Group. Effects of 
insulin in relatives of patients with type 1 diabetes mellitus. N Engl 
J Med 2002; 346: 1685–1691. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa012350.

28.	Baidal D, Warnock M, Xu P, et al. Oral Glucose Tolerance Test Mea-
sures of First-phase Insulin Response and Their Predictive Ability 
for Type 1 Diabetes. J Clin Endocrinol Metab 2022; 107: e3273–
e3280. doi: 10.1210/clinem/dgac285

29.	Besser R. Transdermal Capillary blood collection for C-peptide is 
a practical, acceptable and reliable alternative to venous sampling 
children nd adults with type 1 diabetes.: Advanced Technologies 
and Treatments for Diabetes; 2022.


