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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Epidemiology of cardiovascular diseases  

Cardiovascular diseases (CVDs) are the leading causes of mortality worldwide. 

According to statistics from 2021, in the European Society of Cardiology’s member 

countries 113 million people live with CVD (1). The risk of CVD is also increased by 

environmental, lifestyle, and clinical factors. (1-6).  

Environmental risk factors include air pollution (6-9), noise pollution (10, 11)  and 

neighborhood characteristics (12-14). Lifestyle risk factors include smoking (15-19), 

alcohol consumption (1, 20), lack of exercise (1, 21, 22), and excessive calorie and trans 

fat intake (1, 23-29). Clinical risk factors include hypertension (≥140/90 mmHg) (30-32), 

dyslipidemia (33-35), obesity (BMI≥30kg/m2) (1, 36-38), diabetes and psychological 

factors (1, 38).  

The importance of risk factors is determined by the extent to which they can be 

modified at the individual and population levels, as reducing the risk factors’ incidence 

is the most effective means of reducing the burden of CVD in Europe and worldwide (1-

4).  

1.2. Cardiovascular risk assesment – arterial stiffness 

Arterial stiffness refers the rigidity of the arterial wall. As a result of aging and various 

risk factors (hypertension, diabetes, chronic kidney disease, and smoking), the wall of the 

aorta and other large arteries loses elasticity over time, and this process leads to increased 

arterial stiffness. Several factors contribute to arterial stiffening, including calcification, 

and inflammation in the arterial wall (39) consisting primarily of arterial wall remodeling 

due to the degradation of the finely crosslinked network of elastin fibers that are replaced 

by cross-linked collagen (40, 41).  

Pulse waves propagate faster in stiffer arteries, and because of this increased velocity and 

wave reflection, the backward waves are returned to the left ventricle during systole, 

leading to hemodynamic changes such as increased central systolic blood pressure and 

pulse pressure. Consequently, harmful complications emerge on the myocardium due to 

the increased left ventricular afterload and decreased coronary blood flow. Pulsatility also 
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generates microvascular damage of small arteries and microcirculation in the high-flow 

organs (brain, kidney). All these changes lead to increased cardiovascular (CV) risk. 

Given that CVDs are still the leading cause of death throughout the world and that a 

plethora of effective preventive medicines is available, it is essential to predict the risk of 

cardiovascular diseases accurately in different populations in order to to increase the 

positive health effects of CV prevention (42, 43). Among diseases which lead to CVD, 

hypertension is the most important risk factor (44). In addition to hypertension, CV risk 

is also high in chronic kidney disease (CKD), especially in end-stage renal disease 

(ESRD), as the CV mortality of patients on maintenance hemodialysis (HD) is more than 

ten times higher than that of the normal population (45). Therefore, attempts to better 

identify high-risk patients and more effective preventions are of utmost importance.  

What may improve the prediction of CV risk in addition to the usual parameters are 

measurements describing both the stiffness of the arteries and central hemodynamic 

status. In the past two decades, these parameters have been widely studied. In the case of 

hypertension, measuring different arterial stiffness parameters can be beneficial in 

identifying high-risk patient subpopulations (41, 46); in particular, pulse wave velocity  

(PWV) predicts the progression of blood pressure and could provide a valuable tool in 

hypertension risk prediction in young adults (47, 48). In all the stages of CKD (chronic 

kidney disease),  the stiffness of the arteries is a significant risk factor for CV events and 

death (49). 

The measurement of carotid-femoral PWV (with applanation tonometry) in 7.283 

participants in the Framingham study was evaluated in a recently published prospective 

study that found that the measurement of arterial stiffness is of long-term prognostic 

significance. In multivariable-adjusted models, each standard deviation (SD) increment 

in carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity was associated with an increased risk of 

hypertension (hazard ratio [HR]: 1.32 [95% confidence interval [CI]: 1.21-1.44]), 

diabetes (HR: 1.32 [95% CI, 1.11-1.58]), CKD (HR: 1.19 [95% CI, 1.05-1.34]), dementia 

(HR: 1.27 [95% CI, 1.06-1.53]), CVD (HR: 1.20 [95% CI, 1.06-1.36]) and its components 

(coronary heart disease, HR: 1.37 [95% CI, 1.13-1.65]; transient ischemic attack/stroke, 

HR: 1.24 [95% CI, 1.00-1.53]) and finally, mortality from all causes (HR: 1.29 [95% CI, 

1.17-1.43]). The association with heart failure was marginally non-significant (HR: 1.21 

[95% CI, 0.98-1.51], P=0.08) (50). 
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1.2.1. Characteristic parameters of arterial stiffness and their position within guidelines 

Arterial stiffness is measured using several methods (41, 51, 52). With the majority of 

the available devices in parallel with the measurement of PWV, other parameters which 

correlate with PWV and each other can also be evaluated, but can also reflect on different 

characteristics of the vasculature. Examples of these parameters are cSBP (central systolic 

blood pressure) in connection with pressure; cPP (central pulse pressure) with pulsatility; 

and augmentation index (Aix) with wave reflection.  

cfPWV (carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity) was included in the 2007 European 

Hypertension Guideline as a parameter of target organ damage (53). Based on the 

growing evidence concerning the role of PWV in predicting target organ damage, pulse 

wave velocity was given a IIa recommendation in the European guidelines on 

hypertension in 2007 and 2013 (54, 55). In contrast, the level of recommendation was 

downgraded to IIb in the 2016 European hypertension guideline (56). The 2018 and 2021 

European guidelines on the prevention of CV risk recommended against its use in the 

assessment of cardiovascular risk within the general population (57, 58). Given this 

vacillation, it appears that the scientific community is presently less convinced of how 

useful arterial stiffness measurements for CV risk stratification are in contrast with the 

beginning of the century. 

Among the parameters describing central hemodynamics, cPP (a measure describing 

pulsatility) and cSBP (a measure of pressure load) appear to be the most promising, since 

their predictive values are better than those of brachial systolic blood pressure and pulse 

pressure under some conditions (59-61). 

The Aix is a parameter of wave reflection that also measures total peripheral resistance. 

There is conflicting evidence that Aix serves as an independent predictor of CV outcomes 

(62), but the results are inconsistent (63, 64). 

1.2.2. Methods for measuring pulse wave velocity 

Over the last decade, technological developments have resulted in new, simpler 

alternatives to measuring or estimating PWV; these can potentially replace the operator-

dependent measurement of cfPWV.  

There are several types of tools available for measuring PWV: devices with 

piezoelectric mechanotransducers based on simultaneous recording of arterial pulse 
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waves in the carotid and femoral arteries (Complior device) (65-67); devices operating 

on the principle of applanation tonometry (high band piezoelectric probes) which 

sequentially record carotid and femoral arterial pulse waves, synchronizing both signals 

to the same ECG-R wave (SphygmoCor, PulsePen devices) (68, 69); cuff-based 

oscillometric devices (Arteriograph, Mobil-O-Graph, Vicorder, BPLab Vasotens) (67, 

70-72); and photodiode sensor (pOpmètre) (73) devices assessing brachial-ankle PWV 

and cardiac-ankle PWV (Omron Healthcare) (67). Besides office measurements, 24-hour 

monitoring of PWV and central hemodynamic parameters has also become available 

within the last decade (74).  

However, the data measured by a number of validated instruments designed to measure 

arterial stiffness do not always correlate with one another or provide similar values. In a 

study of 102 patients, Complior, PulsePen, and ShygmoCor showed strong agreement 

between the results of invasive aortic PWV measurements and the carotid-femoral PVW 

measurement (r>0.83). The pOpmétre showed only a weak association between invasive 

aortic recording and non-invasive carotid-femoral PWV measurements (r<0.33). Pulse 

wave velocity as estimated by the Mobile-O-Graph was less consistent with invasive 

PWV measurement than with cfPWV. Aortic PWV values provided by the BPLab 

Vasotens and Mobil-O-Graph were entirely dependent on age-squared and peripheral 

systolic blood pressure (cumulative r2=0.98 and 0.99, respectively). This way, among the 

evaluated methods evaluated, only those that assess cfPWV (PulsePen, Complior, and 

SphygmoCor) seem to be reliable methods for the measurement of aortic stiffness (75). 

1.2.3. Perspectives 

Almost all validation studies are cross-sectional and compare office measurements. 

Comparative studies are warranted with office and 24-hour devices, and also for 

evaluating the effects of intervention parameter change differences e.g., lifestyle changes 

or antihypertensive medications.   

Most of the available research on the stiffness of arteries examines the predictive 

significance of stiffness parameters individually.   However, since cSBP, cPP, PWV and 

Aix can be measured with most available devices within one measurement, and because 

they each relate to different aspects of the vascular system, it is sensible to integrate these 

results into one score to predict cardiovascular outcome.   
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2. OBJECTIVES 

The stiffening of arteries is a substantial contributor to vascular aging. The measurement 

of the stiffness of arteries and central hemodynamic parameters are candidates which may 

enhance cardiovascular risk prediction as performed using traditional methods. PWV, 

regarded as the most accepted biomarker of the stiffening of arteries, can be measured 

using different methods, and over the last decade the 24-hour monitoring of PWV has 

also become an available option.  

CSBP, cPP and Aix are important additional markers of central hemodynamic properties 

and pulse wave reflection. 

The aims of our study were to:  

(1) compare office and ambulatory PWVs with two devices in a cross-sectional design: 

office cfPWV measured by the tonometric PulsePen device (PP PWV), and first-hour and 

24-hour ambulatory oscillometric PWVs evaluated by the Mobil-O-Graph (Study 1);  

(2) compare the changes of PWVs in a subgroup of patients after the initiation of lifestyle 

modifications (in white-coat hypertensive patients) or antihypertensive medication (in 

hypertensive patients) (Study 1);   

(3)  create an integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk score and risk 

categories – incorporating the predictive potential of identical parameters – to predict 

cardiovascular events in patients with CKD on conservative therapy (Study 2);  

To achieve the above, we aimed to: 

• investigate the predictive effectiveness of cSBP, cPP, PWV, and Aix separately 

for cardiovascular events; 

• convert the parameters into scores based on their tertiles;  

• establish and test for its cardiovascular prediction ability an integrated parameter 

formed from the sum of these scores and based and them across different risk 

categories;  

• examine if the integrated score-based risk category concept makes cardiovascular 

prediction more precise than its components taken separately. 

 

(4) examine the predictive effectiveness of ICPS risk categories on cardiovascular 

mortality in patients on hemodialysis therapy who have end-stage kidney disease, 

following the methodology of Study 2 (3) (Study 3).  
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3. RESULTS 

3.1. Cross-sectional comparison of ambulatory and office pulse wave velocity with the 

help of two methods, and changes in their values after lifestyle or medical 

interventions in hypertension (Study 1)  

A total of 105 Caucasian patients were involved in the cross-sectional segment of the 

study. ABPM indication was as follows: suspicion of masked hypertension in 7 cases 

(6.7%), the control of antihypertensive therapy in patients with chronic hypertension in 

16 cases (15.2%), confirmation of resistant hypertension in 12 cases (11.4%), diagnosis 

of new hypertension in 35 cases (33.3%), as well as suspicion of white-coat hypertension 

in 35 cases (33.3%). Patients with arterial fibrillation were excluded.  Control 

measurements were performed on 22 patients having sustained hypertension and on 22 

patients having white-coat hypertension after 3 and 12 months, respectively. Table 1 

shows the laboratory and demographic data of all patients at the time of enrollment, and 

separately idicates the patients who exhibited new sustained hypertension (HT) or white-

coat hypertension (WhHT) and had follow-up data. The cohort consisted mostly of 

middle-aged subjects. The prevalence of overt CVD and diabetes mellitus was low across 

the entire population. None of the HT or WhHT patients had overt CVD or diabetes. 
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Table 1. Clinical characteristics of the subjects. (76)  

 All subjects  
HT 

patients 1. 

HT 

patients 2. 

WhHT 

patients 1.  

WhHT 

patients 2. 

N (male/female) 105 (62/43) 22 (15/7) 22 (15/7) 22 (10/12) 22 (10/12) 

Age, years 48.3 ± 13.2 47.9 ± 13.5 48.2± 13.5 45 ± 13.2 46 ± 13.2 

Diabetes [n (%)] 8 (7.6) 0 0 0 0 

CV disease  

[n (%)] 
3 (3.8) 0  0 0 0 

Current smoker 

[n (%)] 
19 (18.1) 5 (22.7) 5 (22.7) 4 (18.2) 4 (18.2) 

BMI [kg/m2] 27.4 ± 3.9 27.3 ± 4.5 26.6 ± 4.3 26.4 ± 4.2 26.6 ± 4.5 

Blood glucose 

[mmol/l] 
5.3 ± 0.5 5.9 ± 1.7 5.7 ± 1.3 5.3 ± 0.6 5.3 ± 0.5 

GFR-EPI 

[ml/min/1.73m2] 
100.1 ± 14 98.2 ± 14.9 98.2± 14.9 118 ± 18.4 98 ± 16.5 

Uric acid 

[µmol/l] 
344.3± 96.3 

316.8± 

93.1 
315 ± 93 313 ± 74 312 ± 79.4 

Total 

cholesterol 

[mmol/l] 

5.7 ± 1.1 6.1 ± 1.1 5.8 ± 1.2 5.6 ± 1.7 5.4 ± 1.1 

LDL [mmol/l] 3.6 ± 0.9 3.9 ± 1.0 3.7 ± 1.1 3.6 ± 1.5 3.5 ± 0.9 

HDL [mmol/l] 1.1 ± 0.4 1.5 ± 0.4 1.4 ± 0.4 1.5 ± 0.4 1.4 ± 0.3 

Triglyceride 

[mmol/l] 
1.6 ± 0.6 1.7 ± 1.3 1.6 ± 0.9 1.5 ± 1 1.2 ± 0.6 

At hypertensive (HT) and white-coat hypertensive (WhHT) patients the 1st columns 

are baseline data; the 2nd columns are follow-up data.  

Descriptive data are expressed as mean ± standard deviation or median with 

interquartile ranges as appropriate. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test the 

normality of continuous parameters.   
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3.1.1. Cross-sectional comparison of PulsePen and Mobil-O-Graph pulse wave velocity 

Table 2 shows the ambulatory and office hemodynamic as well as PWV data in the 

entire population, and separately the HT or WhHT patients having follow-up data. During 

the screening visit, patients’ blood pressure was measured by a validated oscillometric 

device (Omron M3). The Mobil-O-Graph (I.E.M. GmbH, Germany) was used as a 24-

hour ambulatory blood pressure monitoring (ABPM) device. The gold-standard 

tonometric method (PulsePen, DiaTecne, Milan, Italy, PP PWV) was used to evaluate 

cfPWV. Our previous data were recalculated to align with current recommendations 

suggesting the use of 80% of the direct carotid-femoral distance as the most accurate 

proxy of the numerator for PWV measurement (77). To calculate PP PWV, we therefore 

used 80% of the carotid–femoral distance, in accordance with consensus (77). The 

PulsePen software was used to calculate PP PWV as the ratio of the distance and the pulse 

pressure wave transit time along the aorta. The amplitude of the pulse wave was calibrated 

to the brachial mean and diastolic pressure, which were measured immediately before 

each sequence of pulse wave captures at the two sites. All recordings which had a systolic 

or diastolic variability of successive waveforms above 10%, or recordings where the 

amplitude of the pulse wave signal was below 80mV, were disregarded. The interobserver 

and intraobserver variability of PP PWV measurements which we obtained using the 

PulsePen device in our laboratory in patients with hypertension were 6.3 and 4.6%, 

respectively (78).  

Ambulatory data on blood pressure, first hour (MOB 1st hour PWV) and 24-hour 

ambulatory pulse wave velocity (MOB 24h PWV) were evaluated with the Mobil-O-

Graph NG unit. 

This device is oscillometric, the brachial blood pressure detection unit of which was 

validated in concordance with standard protocols (79, 80). For the registration of pulse 

wave curves, and after the registration of brachial blood pressure, the cuff is kept inflated 

at the level of diastolic blood pressure (DBP) for approximately 8 seconds. The Mobil-

O-Graph uses the ARCSolver algorithm with a generalized transfer function to evaluate 

the aortic pulse waveform, and utilizing a proprietary mathematical algorithm it calculates 

PWV (81, 82). The device monitored the brachial SBP and DBP, heart rate, and PWV 

every 15 minutes during the day (07:00 to 22:00 h) and every 30 minutes during the night 

(22:00 h to 07:00 h) for 24 hours. The measurements were used for the analysis only if 
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more than 80% of the recordings were valid. MOB first hour PWV and MOB 24h PWV 

were studied separately. MOB first hour PWV was given by calculating the average of 

three individual measurements in the first 60 minutes of recording time in accordance 

with previous literature data (83). 

In the entire cohort, PP PWV was higher than MOB first hour PWV (difference: 1.2 (-0.5-

2.6) m/s, p<0.001) and also higher than MOB 24h PWV (difference: 1.3 (0.3-2.2) m/s, 

p<0.001).  

There was no correlation between baseline PP PWV and MOB first hour PWV (r=0.095, 

p=0.339), but significant correlation was found between PP PWV and MOB 24h PWV 

(r=0.723, p<0.001, Figure 1.).  

Figure 2 shows the Bland-Altman plots of PP PWV and MOB first hour PWV (Figure 

2A) and PP PWV and MOB 24h PWV (Figure 2B). The results of the Bland-Altman 

analysis of PP PWV with MOB first hour PWV and MOB 24h PWV were that the 95% 

limits of accordance between the two methods extended from -4.36 to 6.96 and from -

2.01 to 4.83, respectively. 
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Table 2. Office and ambulatory blood pressure and pulse wave velocity data. (76) 

 All subjects  HT patients 

1. 

HT patients 

2. 

WhHT 

patients 1.  

WhHT 

patients 2. 

Office 

systolic BP 

(mmHg) 

140.8 ± 16.8 150.2 ± 15.3 128.7 ± 13.9 134.5 ± 12.3 128.3 ± 16.6 

Office 

diastolic BP 

(mmHg) 

85.3 ± 9.6 93.3 ± 9.9 76.9 ± 18.8 84 ± 6 81.8 ± 5.7 

Office heart 

rate (1/min) 
75 (68-86) 

84.5 (70.5-

88) 
73 (70-83) 

76.2 (69.5-

84.6) 

75.6 (66.7-

84.8) 

1st hour 

systolic BP 

(mmHg) 

136.8 ± 12.4 137.5 ± 12.5 138.6 ± 14.5 135.5 ± 13.1 127.4 ± 14.2 

1st hour 

diastolic BP 

(mmHg) 

89.5 ± 10.5 92.1 ± 9.8 88 ± 11.5 88.5 ± 10.6 86.8 ± 9.1 

1st hour heart 

rate (1/min) 

78 (72.6-

86.8) 

76 (63.2-

82.7) 

78.3 (73.2-

82) 

86.3 (76.6-

98.2) 

81.8 (72.7-

91.5) 

24-hour 

systolic BP 

(mmHg) 

128.2 ± 10.2 136.9 ± 7.6 126 ± 9.7 123.5 ± 6.3 122.3 ± 5.9 

24-hour 

diastolic BP 

(mmHg) 

81 ± 9.1 88.6 ± 8.3 79.9 ± 9.6 78.1 ± 5.2 77.7 ± 4.8 

24-hour heart 

rate (1/min) 
73 (68-81) 

77 (71.5-

84.5) 

73.5 (67-

81.5) 

76.5 (70-

83.5) 

73 (68.7-

80.7) 

PulsePen 

PWV (m/s) 
8.7 (7.3-9.9) 8.9(7.9-10.4) 8.1 (7.1-9.1) 8 (6.8-9.1) 7.6 (6.7-8.7) 

Mobil-O-

Graph 1st 

hour PWV 

(m/s) 

7.3 (6.5-8.8) 7.3 (6.6-8.1) 7.3 (5.9-8.6) 
7.7 (6.9-8.9) 

 

7.6 (6.1-8.6) 

 

Mobil-O-

Graph 24-

hour PWV 

(m/s) 

7.4 (6.4-8.8) 7.3 (6.4-8.6) 6.8 (6.2-7.8) 6.9 (5.6-7.6) 7 (5.7-7.7) 

The total number of participants was 105. For newly diagnosed hypertensive patients (HT; 

n=22) and white-coat hypertensive patients (WhHT; n=22) the 1st columns are baseline data; 

the 2nd columns are follow-up data. Descriptive data are expressed as mean ± standard 

deviation or median with interquartile ranges as appropriate. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 

was used to test the normality of continuous parameters. Hemodynamic parameters and pulse 

wave velocity evaluated with different methods were compared between baseline and follow-

up using paired Student's t-test or dependent samples Wilcoxon Signed Rank test for data 

failing tests of normality as needed. Italic and bold characters demonstrate significant 

differences (p<0.05) after the follow-up in newly diagnosed hypertensive and white-coat 

hypertensive patients. BP: blood pressure 
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Figure 1. Correlations between PulsePen pulse wave velocity and Mobil-O-Graph 1st 

hour (A) and 24 h pulse wave velocity (B) in the total population (n=105).  

Pearson's correlation coefficient was assessed (76).  

 

Figure 2. Bland–Altman plots of PulsePen pulse wave velocity and Mobil-O-Graph 

first hour pulse wave velocity (A) and PulsePen pulse wave velocity and Mobil-O-

Graph 24 h pulse wave velocity (B). N=105 (76). 

  

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



16 

 

3.1.2. Comparison of changes in pulse wave velocity during follow-up in patients with 

hypertension and white-coat hypertension  

Table 1 also contains the demographic and laboratory data of HT and WhHT patients 

at the end of follow-up. Laboratory data did not show any changes during the follow-up 

in either HT or WhHT subjects. At the conclusion of follow-up, 9 HT patients were on 

monotherapy (40.9%) and 13 HT patients were on dual combination therapy (59.1%). 

Monotherapies were an angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor (ACE-inhibitor) or a 

calcium-channel blocker (CCB) in 3-3 cases, a beta-blocker in 2 cases, and a centrally-

effective drug in 1 case. Ten patients were on an ACE-inhibitor plus CCB, two were on 

an ACE-inhibitor plus a diuretic, and one patient was on an ARB plus CCB therapy.   

Table 2 shows the office and ambulatory hemodynamic and PWV data in patients who 

were newly diagnosed with HT, also 3 months after starting a treatment of 

antihypertensive medication and in WhHT patients at the 12-month control. In the case 

of WhHT patients the average blood pressure was under 140/90 mmHg. In contrast with 

the screening visit blood pressure data, in more relaxed conditions the values measured 

were lower in 9 cases within these subjects, and the white-coat effect was not reproduced. 

Despite this, we left them in the WhHT group and these subjects also received instructions 

for modifications in lifestyle. Initially, in HT patients PP PWV was significantly higher 

than MOB first hour and MOB 24h PWV (p<0.001), while in WhHT subjects PP PWV 

was higher than MOB 24h PWV, but the divergence was not significant when compared 

with MOB first hour PWV. In regards to therapy effectiveness, both office and 24-hour 

systolic and diastolic blood pressures decreased significantly in HT patients. In the case 

of WhHT patients, office SBP also became lower in the 12-month control after lifestyle 

changes. PP PWV decreased significantly both in HT (with 0.9 (0.4-1.5) m/s, p<0.05) 

and WhHT patients (with 0.3 (-0.1-1) m/s, p<0.05). MOB first hour PWV did not change 

significantly either in HT or in WhHT. MOB 24h PWV decreased only in HT patients 

(with 0.2 (0-0.6) m/s). In comparison with MOB 24 h PWV, PP PWV decreased by a 

significantly higher amount in both HT and WhHT patients (p=0.01 and p=0.028, 

respectively). Compared with MOB first hour PWV, PP PWV decreased by a 

significantly higher amount only in HT patients (p=0.032). 
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3.1.3. Determinants of the three examined pulse wave velocities 

Univariate and multivariate linear regression analyses were conducted to examine the 

determinants of PP PWV, MOB first hour, and MOB 24 h PWV in baseline and also in 

the prospective part of the research after the follow-up. In the case of univariate analyses, 

PP PWV was significantly linked with office brachial SBP and age. MOB first hour PWV 

was also significantly associated with heart rate and brachial SBP, while MOB 24h PWV 

was significantly and very strongly linked with age and diabetes, smoking, 24-hour 

brachial DBP, and 24-hour heart rate (Table 3).  

 

Table 3. Associations with univariate regression analyses of pulse wave velocities 

measured with PulsePen and with Mobil-O-Graph in 1st hour and 24-hour settings 

(n=105). (76) 

 PulsePen PWV 

Variable  Adjusted 

R2 

B Std. 

error 

p 95% conf. 

interval 

Age 0.419 0.113 0.013 >0.001 0.087 - 0.139 

Office brachial SBP 0.296 0.082 0.012 >0.001 0.057 - 0.107 

Mobil-O-Graph 1st hour PWV 

Variable  Adjusted 

R2 

B Std. 

error 

p 95% conf. 

interval 

1st hour systolic BP 0.046 0.031 0.013 0.017 0.006 - 0.057 

1st hour heart rate 0.058 -0.037 0.013 0.008 -0.063 - -0.010 

Mobil-O-Graph 24h PWV 

Variable  Adjusted 

R2 

B Std. 

error 

p 95% conf. 

interval 

Age 0.930 0.115 0.003 >0.001 0.108 - 0.120 

Diabetes 0.059 1.662 0.603 0.007 0.464 - 2.859 

Smoking 0.032 -0.888 0.429 0.041 -1.741 - -0.035 

Brachial 24h DBP  0.028 -0.036 0.018 0.047 -0.073 - -0.0004 

24h heart rate 0.108 -0.063 0.017 <0.001 -0.097 - -0.0290 

SBP: systolic blood pressure; DBP: diastolic blood pressure; MOB: Mobil-O-Graph, 

PWV: pulse wave velocity. 

 

Table 4 shows thebaseline results of the multivariate regression analyses. PP PWV 

variability was determined in 57.5% with the confounders included. MOB 1st hour PWV 

variability was determined to a considerably lower degree. By contrast, MOB 24h PWV 

variability was exclusively determined by the included confounders (96.8%). 
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When we analyzed the associations between changes in BP and PWVs, we found only 

a tendency to significance in changes in office SBP and 24-hour SBP (adjusted R2= 0.03, 

p=0.130). There was a significant association between the drop in office SBP and the PP 

PWV decrease (adjusted R2= 0.140, p= 0.010), and we found a robust association between 

24-hour SBP change and MOB 24h PWV change (adjusted R2= 0.952, p<0.001).  A 

significant association was observed between PP PWV and MOB 24h PWV change 

(adjusted R2= 0.196, p= 0.002)   
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Table 4. Results of multivariate regression analyses for determinants of pulse wave 

velocities measured with PulsePen and with Mobil-O-Graph in 1st hour and 24-hour 

settings (n=105). (76)  

PulsePen PWV, model adjusted R2: 0.575 

Variable  B Std. error p 95% conf. interval 

Age 0.095 0.015 >0.001 0.064 - 0.125 

Sex -0.581 0.362 0.112 -1.301 - 0.138 

Diabetes -0.202 0.726 0.782 -1.645 - 1.241 

Smoking 0.596 0.456 0.195 -0.311 - 1.504 

BMI -0.675 0.046 0.147 -0.159 - 0.024 

LDL -0.059 0.163 0.718 -0.385 - 0.266 

Office brachial SBP 0.067 0.012 >0.001 0.041 - 0.092 

Office brachial DBP -0.023 0.021 0.262 -0.065 - 0.018 

Office heart rate 0.023 0.016 0.148 -0.008 - 0.055 

Mobil-O-Graph 1st hour PWV, model adjusted R2: 0.133 

Variable  B Std. error p 95% conf. interval 

Age 0.017 0.013 0.203 -0.009 - 0.044 

Sex 0.457 0.353 0.200 -0.264 - 1.161 

Diabetes 0.619 0.714 0.388 -0.801 - 2.039 

Smoking -0.168 0.441 0.703 -1.046 - 0.708 

BMI -0.23 0.46 0.616 -0.116 - 0.649 

LDL 0.079 0.157 0.615 -0.233 - 0.392 

1st hour systolic BP 0.053 0.018 0.005 0.016 - 0.089 

1st hour diastolic BP -0.029 0.021 0.184 -0.072 - 0.014 

1st hour heart rate -0.039 0.014 0.009 -0.069 - -0.010 

Mobil-O-Graph 24h PWV, model adjusted R2: 0.968 

Variable  B Std. error p 95% conf. interval 

Age 0.112 0.002 >0.001 0.107 - 0.117 

Sex -0.201 0.069 0.005 -0.338 - -0.064 

Diabetes 0.083 0.135 0.542 -0.186 - 0.352 

Smoking -0.0004 0.093 0.996 -0.187 - 0.186 

BMI -0.009 0.009 0.295 -0.027 - 0.008 

LDL -0.032 0.030 0.292 -0.092 - 0.028 

Brachial 24h SBP  .045 0.004 >0.001 0.036 - 0.054 

Brachial 24h DBP  -0.023 0.005 >0.001 -0.034 - -0.012 

24-hour heart rate 0.0004 0.004 0.915 -0.008 - 0.009 

Sex: the influence female is considered; BMI: body mass index; LDL: low-density 

lipoprotein; SBP: systolic blood pressure; DBP: diastolic blood pressure; MOB: Mobil-

O-Graph, PWV: pulse wave velocity. 
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3.2. Integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk score for cardiovascular 

risk stratification in chronic kidney disease (Study 2) 

A retrospective cohort study was performed. Patients with CKD in stages 1-5 who 

were not on dialysis therapy and who signed an informed consent to participate were 

included. We excluded patients who had atrial fibrillation or frequent ventricular 

extrasystoles that counteracted with pulse wave analysis. Five of the 108 patients who 

were found eligible for inclusion refused to participate. In addition, three patients had to 

be excluded for absent baseline or follow-up data; this left 100 individuals in the 

analytical sample. Following baseline clinical, laboratory, arterial stiffness and central 

hemodynamic measurements, the patients were observed in follow-up for a median of 

67.6 months (interquartile range: 38.4-82.6).  

Blood pressure was measured with a validated BpTru device (VSM Medtech, 

Vancouver, Canada). The stiffness of the arteries was measured using the tonometric 

method, employing the PulsePen device (DiaTecne, Milan, Italy, PP PWV). 

Table 5 shows baseline characteristics, along with concomitant diseases, as well as 

traditional and non-traditional cardiovascular risk factors, both metabolic and vascular 

parameters. 
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Table 5. Baseline demographic, clinical and laboratory characteristics (n=100). (84) 

Male n 48 

Age (years) 66.00 (58.25-75.00) 

BMI (kg/m2) 27.63 (25.24-30.49) 

Current smoker 12 

Diabetes mellitus 44 

Baseline cardiovascular disease 64 

    Coronary artery disease 13 

    Chronic heart failure 19 

    Cerebrovascular disease 24 

    Peripheral artery disease 53 

Framingham CVD score (point) 22.89 (13.09) 

eGFR (ml/ min/ 1.73m2), 35.74 (23.15-49.43) 

Hgb (g/l) 126.89 (14.32) 

Chol (mmol/l) 4.81 (4.28-5.33) 

Tg (mmol/l) 1.80 (1.15-2.60) 

LDL (mmol/l) 2.57 (0.84) 

SBP (mmHg) 135.50 (120.31-145.44) 

DBP (mmHg) 73.12 (9.70) 

Heart rate (1/ min) 62.25 (57.50-72.63) 

PP (mmHg) 60.38 (50.56-70.38) 

PWV (m/s) 11.26 (8.90-14.90) 

Aix (%) 21.53 (15.35-26.83) 

cSBP (mmHg) 124.33 (14.50) 

cPP (mmHg) 48.58 (42.75-60.38) 

Categorical parameters are shown as n; numbers can be also regarded as percentages. 

Continuous data are shown as mean (SD) or median (interquartile range). 

Aix: augmentation index; BMI: body mass index; Chol: cholesterol; cPP: central pulse 

pressure; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; DBP: brachial diastolic blood pressure; 

eGFR: estimated glomerular filtration rate; Framingham CVD: Framingham 10 Year 

Risk of General Cardiovascular Disease Score; Hgb: hemoglobin; LDL: low-density 

lipoprotein; n: case number; PP: brachial pulse pressure; PWV: carotid-femoral pulse 

wave velocity; SBP: brachial systolic blood pressure; Tg: triglyceride.  
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There were multiple causes of kidney disease (case numbers in parentheses): 

glomerulonephritis (n = 14), diabetic nephropathy (n = 29), hypertensive nephrosclerosis 

(n = 17), chronic tubulointerstitial nephritis (n = 18), vascular cause (n = 6), polycystic 

kidney disease (n = 6), tumor (n = 1) and unknown (n = 9). 

Except for one patient, all were given medication for hypertension (number of cases 

in parentheses): angiotensin receptor blockers (ARB-blockers) or ACE-inhibitors (n = 

89), CCB-s (n = 52), diuretics (n = 74), β-receptor blockers (n = 54), α-receptor blockers 

(n = 18), long-acting nitrate (n = 15), and centrally acting drugs for hypertension (n = 13), 

either individually or in combination. Aspirin was given to 36 patients in low doses, while 

17 individuals were given clopidogrel. Sixty-one of the patients were treated with statin. 

Overall, n = 37 patients needed erythropoietin-stimulating agents, n = 35 were given 

calcitriol, and n = 9 required a therapy of calcium carbonate phosphate binder.  

The primary result of the research was the incidence of the combined endpoint of CV 

events and CV mortality as follows: at the last incidence of a recorded cardiovascular 

event (heart failure that required hospitalization, acute coronary syndrome, stroke or 

transient ischemic attack, or peripheral artery disease requiring intervention) or death as 

a result of the above-mentioned cardiovascular causes.  

During the follow-up period, n = 49 CV events were documented: n = 16 patients died 

from cardiovascular causes (heart failure n = 8, acute coronary syndrome n = 4, stroke n 

= 3, or peripheral artery disease n = 1); there were another 33 non-fatal cardiovascular 

events (heart failure n = 12, acute coronary syndrome n = 8, stroke n = 6, and peripheral 

artery disease n = 7). 

To evaluate the predictive values of the investigated parameters for the primary 

outcome, multiple-failure-time Cox proportional hazard regression analyses were 

performed with conditional risk set modeling, which method takes into consideration the 

possibility of one patient having had more than one event within the follow-up period. 

No a priori power calculations were performed for the present analysis, although the 

sample size for the original study came from the differences we observed and the 

distribution of one of the measures of arterial stiffness (cPP) ((60)). A post hoc power 

calculation displayed power values between 0.60 and 0.97 for individual parameters for 

arterial stiffness (as continuous variables) for predicting cardiovascular events. 
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We analyzed arterial stiffness central hemodynamic parameters as continuous as well 

as categorical variables. To improve their comparability, continuous variables were 

converted into z-scores. 

Table 6 shows the link between PWV, cSBP, cPP, and Aix (per one SD change and 

per tertiles) and cardiovascular outcomes in those models that have been adjusted for age 

and sex in Model 1 or for the common cardiovascular risk factors in Model 2 (age and 

sex, LDL-cholesterol, brachial systolic blood pressure, diabetes, current smoking, BMI, 

known cardiovascular disease, and eGFR). Because there was only one patient without 

hypertension in the cohort, this variable was excluded from the adjustment. 

 The four parameters studied were significantly linked to cardiovascular outcomes in 

Model 1. In Model 2, which was further modified, the association between PWV and cPP 

diminished to non-significance, whereas cSBP and Aix demonstrated significant 

associations.  
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Table 6. Cox models showing cardiovascular mortality and morbidity as outcome and 

individual arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters as predictors. (84) 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable  Tertile N Range 
Hazard 

ratio 
95% CI P-value 

Hazard 

ratio 
95% CI P-value 

PWV (per 1 SD)     1.467 1.182 1.821 <0.001 1.227 0.865 1.740 0.253 

cSBP (per 1 SD)      1.452 1.054 2.001 0.023 2.935 1.342 6.418 0.007 

cPP (per 1 SD)     1.636 1.183 2.262 0.003 1.539 0.980 2.416 0.061 

Aix (per 1 SD)     1.381 1.067 1.788 0.014 1.399 1.041 1.879 0.026 

PWV (m/s) 

1st 33 
6.5-9.8 

m/s 
1 (ref.)  1 (ref.) 

2nd 34 
9.9-13.0 

m/s 
1.867 0.636 5.480 0.256 0.777 0.231 2.618 0.684 

3rd 33 
13.2-27.2 

m/s 
4.072 1.400 11.841 0.010 1.284 0.386 4.273 0.684 

cSBP (mmHg) 

1st 33 
81.5-117.0 

mmHg 
1 (ref.) 1 (ref.) 

2nd 33 

119.0-

129.8 

mmHg 

0.827 0.325 2.106 0.691 1.052 0.331 3.338 0.932 

3rd 34 
130.0-
167.8 

mmHg 

2.308 1.051 5.071 0.037 2.675 0.560 12.772 0.217 

cPP (mmHg) 

1st 34 
23.3-45.0 

mmHg 
1 (ref.) 1 (ref.) 

2nd 33 
45.3-56.3 

mmHg 
1.608 0.605 4.270 0.341 1.482 0.492 4.469 0.484 

3rd 33 
56.5-92.3 

mmHg 
3.712 1.492 9.235 0.005 3.697 0.988 13.830 0.052  

Aix (%) 

1st 33 7.0-17.8% 1 (ref.) 1 (ref.) 

2nd 34 
18.0-
24.8% 

1.897 0.853 4.219 0.117 1.758 0.701 4.406 0.229 

3rd 33 
25.7-

54.5% 
1.658 0.665 4.132 0.278 2.049 0.708 5.928 0.186 

Cox proportional hazard regression analyses were used with conditional risk set 

modeling. Values in bold show significance when p < 0.05. Model 1 is modified for sex 

and age. Model 2 is modified for sex, age, LDL-cholesterol, brachial systolic blood 

pressure, diabetes mellitus, current smoking, body mass index, cardiovascular disease, 

and estimated glomerular filtration rate. Aix: augmentation index; CI: confidence 

interval; cPP: central pulse pressure; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; PWV: 

carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity; SD: standard deviation 

 

Patients were later sorted into tertiles on the basis of their PWV, cSBP, cPP and Aix 

values. We examined survival with the help of the Kaplan-Meier analysis and Cox-

regressions similar to those mentioned above, with the stiffness of arteries and central 

hemodynamic parameters as predictors, and cardiovascular events or death from 

cardiovascular diseases as outcomes. We used simple and polynomial contrasts to 

examine the best scoring for these tertiles. During the analyses of tertiles, PWV and cPP 

demonstrated a linear relationship with the risk of CV outcomes, and the consecutive 

tertiles were given 0, 1 and 2 points accordingly. We found a nonlinear association for 

cSBP, which demonstrated an increased exclusively in the third tertile in Model 1, 
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adjusted for age and sex. This was assigned 1 point, whereas the first two tertiles, where 

no increase was shown, were assigned 0 points each. No significant association was found 

for Aix; consequently, we excluded this parameter from the ICPS score calculation. The 

associations were substantially lower when further adjustments were made in Model 2 

for the most frequent CV risk factors; no risk factors remained significant. Associations 

that were not adjusted are demonstrated as Kaplan–Meyer curves for every one of the 

tertiles in all four parameters, as shown in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. Kaplan–Meier survival curves for every investigated parameter with 

cardiovascular mortality and cardiovascular events as outcomes. Panel A: pulse wave 

velocity; Panel B: central systolic blood pressure; Panel C: central pulse pressure; 

Panel D: augmentation index. (84) 

 

The ICPS (integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness) score was calculated in 

the case of each patient by adding the points on the basis of tertiles (range: 0-5 points). 
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Kaplan-Meier and Cox regression analyses,which were adjusted for age and sex, were 

used to investigate survival with the ICPS score as predictor and CV event / CV mortality 

as outcome. Due to our relatively small sample size, the statistical power was limited, 

thus the patients were put into one of three ICPS risk categories: very high (5 points), 

high (3-4 points), or average (0-2 points). Kaplan-Meier curves and Cox regressions were 

used to investigate the predictiveness of these risk categories in Model 1 and Model 2. 

Table 7. shows hazard ratios for CV outcomes with the help of ICPS risk scores as well 

as ICPS risk categories. Cox models (Table 7) and Kaplan–Meier analyses (Figure 4A) 

were used to set up the risk categories by collapsing ICPS scores with similar hazard 

ratios and sufficient statistical power. Nearly half of the patients were put into the very 

high- and high-risk categories. Figure 4B shows Kaplan–Meier survival curves for each 

of the three ICPS risk categories. 

Figure 4. Kaplan–Meier survival curves for risk scores regarding the integrated central 

blood pressure–aortic stiffness (ICPS) and ICPS risk categories for CV mortality and 

CV events (cardiovascular events) adjusted for age and sex as outcomes. Panel A: ICPS 

risk score groups; Panel B: ICPS risk categories. (84) 

 

Table 7. demonstrates a strong relationship between the ICPS risk categories and CV 

outcomes even after they were adjusted for traditional cardiovascular risk factors. It is 

also noteworthy that in the case of Model 2, diabetes and ICPS risk categories were the 

only predictors that were statistically significant, and had a higher risk in the very high 

and high ICPS risk categories in comparison with diabetes. 
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Table 7. The relationship between integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness 

(ICPS) risk score and ICPS risk categories with CV morbidity and mortality on the basis 

of Cox proportional hazard regression models. (84) 

  N 

Hazard 

ratio 95% CI P-value 

ICPS risk score 

Model 1 

  0 18 1 (ref.)  

  1 17 1.831 0.339 9.876 0.482 

  2 16 1.528 0.233 10.018 0.659 

  3 24 5.719 1.298 25.208 0.021 

  4 13 4.236 0.849 21.131 0.078 

  5 12 11.105 2.366 52.120 0.002 

ICPS risk categories  

Model 1 

  Average 51 1 (ref.)  

  High 37 3.517 1.650 7.494 0.001 

  Very high 12 7.559 3.201 17.850 <0.001  

Model 2  

  Average  51 1 (ref.)  

  High  37 4.583 1.867 11.253 0.001 

  Very high  12 8.563 3.086 23.758 <0.001 

  Diabetes 44 3.073 1.680 5.621 <0.001 

Values written in bold show significance when p <0.05. Model 1 has been adjusted for 

age and sex. Model 2 has been adjusted for age, sex, LDL-cholesterol, brachial systolic 

blood pressure, current smoking, body mass index, diabetes mellitus, cardiovascular 

disease and eGFR. ICPS: integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness.  

 

Lastly, we analyzed the ICPS risk categories and one SD change of each of the 

components (PWV, cSBP or cPP) in the same Cox-regression model for cardiovascular 

outcomes. Harrell's concordance statistics were used to examine model discrimination. 

Table 8. shows the results of the comparing the discriminative ability of the ICPS risk 

categories with one SD change of PWV, cSBP, and cPP. The parameters were all adjusted 

for age and sex. In the discrimination to PWV and cSBP, ICPS risk categories were 

superior, and a tendency could be observed in case of cPP, but there was no significant 

difference. 
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We found similar results when we repeated all the calculations as a sensitivity analysis 

at the closure of the follow-up period after the first event, instead of multiple failure time 

analysis. 

 

Table 8. Comparison of the discriminative ability of the ICPS risk categories with the 

one standard deviation change of PWV, cSBP and cPP (Harell’s C-statistics). (84) 

Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

error 
95% CI 

P-

value 

ICPS risk categories 0.723 0.036 0.652 0.795 <0.001 

PWV 0.659 0.037 0.586 0.732 <0.001 

cSBP 0.660 0.038 0.584 0.735 <0.001 

cPP 0.691 0.035 0.621 0.761 <0.001 

ICPS risk categories vs 

PWV 
0.065 0.029 0.007 0.122 0.028 

ICPS risk categories vs 

cSBP 
0.064 0.024 0.017 0.110 0.008 

ICPS risk categories vs 

cPP 
0.032 0.023 -0.014 0.079 0.170 

Values written in bold show significance when p < 0.05. CI: confidence interval; ICPS: 

integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness; PWV: carotid-femoral pulse wave 

velocity, cSBP: central systolic blood pressue, cPP: central pulse pressure.  
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3.3. Integrated Central Blood Pressure-aortic Stiffness (ICPS) Risk Categories and 

Cardiovascular Mortality in End-stage Renal Disease (Study 3) 

Study 3 was a retrospective cohort study. In total, 126 ambulatory, chronic (>3 months 

on HD) ESRD patients treated at the two dialysis units were asked to take part in the 

study. Of these, seven patients were excluded due to atrial fibrillation and 28 patients 

refuse to participate, leaving 91 patients for the analytical sample. Patients’ follow-up 

lasted for a median of 29.5 months (interquartile range: 1-51). We had as outcome 

measure death from a CV event, defined as recorded myocardial infarction, heart failure, 

stroke, malignant arrythmia leading to death, or sudden cardiac death. The measurements 

were taken before a midweek HD session; predialysis blood sampling and arterial 

stiffness measurements were performed on different days within a single week. We 

measured PWV, Aix, cSBP and cPP with the help of applanation tonometry (PulsePen 

device; DiaTecne s.r.l. Milan, Italy). Because current recommendations suggest using 

80% of the direct carotid-femoral distance as the most precise proxy of the numerator for 

PWV measurement, we recalculated our previous data accordingly (77). The blood 

pressure was measured using a validated BpTru device (VSM Medtech, Vancouver, 

Canada). 

Table 9 shows baseline characteristics, including common cardiovascular risk factors, 

associated diseases, dialysis duration, primary renal disease leading to ESRD, and 

laboratory and hemodynamic parameters.  

Eighty-two patients were given antihypertensive medications (case numbers in 

parentheses): calcium channel blockers (n = 58), b-receptor blockers (n = 56), renin-

angiotensin system inhibitors (n = 51), a-receptor blockers (n = 28), and centrally acting 

antihypertensive drugs (n = 20), either alone or in combination. In all, n = 58 patients 

received vitamin D and n = 72 required calcium carbonate phosphate binder therapy.  

During follow-up, 31 cardiovascular deaths were documented: eight patients died from 

heart failure, seven from myocardial infarction, seven from sudden cardiac death, six from 

stroke, and three from arrythmia.  

Predominantly, the flow of statistical analysis followed our previous report (84). We 

investigated survival using Kaplan-Meier and Cox regression analyses, where ICPS score 

was the predictor and cardiovascular mortality was the outcome. The stiffness of arteries 

and central hemodynamic parameters were examined as continuous as well as categorical 
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variables. Continuous variables were converted into z-scores to enhance their 

comparability, this way, the associations are indicated for one SD difference in PWV, 

Aix, cSBP and cPP for the CV outcome (Cox-regression).  

 

Table 9. Baseline demographic, clinical, laboratory and hemodynamic characteristics of 

participants. (85) 

Subjects n  91 Laboratory results 

Sex (male, %)  56 (61.5) Hemoglobin (g/l) 116.0 (103.0-123.0) 

Age (years)  63.3 (14.8) Creatinine (umol/l) 650.0 (516.0-834.0) 

Dialysis duration (months) 29.5 (13.7-33.6)  

Blood urea nitrogen 

(mmol/l) 19.6 (16-24.5) 

Residual diuresis (ml/day)  650 (100-1300) Cholesterol (mmol/l ) 4.5 (1.2) 

BMI (kg/m2)  25.2 (4.5) 

HDL-cholesterol 

(mmol/l) 1.2 (1.0-1.6) 

Smoking n (%)  17 (18.7) 

LDL-cholesterol 

(mmol/l ) 2.5 (1.9-3.2) 

Diabetes n (%)  38 (41.6) Triglyceride (mmol/l ) 1.7 (1.0-2.7) 

Cardiovascular disease n (%)  55 (60.4) Sodium (mmol/l) 137.0 (135.0-139.0) 

Primary renal disease, n (%)  Potassium (mmol/l) 5.2 (0.9) 

Diabetic   31 (34.1) Calcium (mmol/l) 2.3 (2.2-2.4) 

Hypertensive   17 (18.7) Phosphate (mmol/l) 1.6 (1.1-1.9) 

Tubulo-interstitial   14 (15.3) Albumin (g/l) 40.0 (37.6-42.0) 

Glomerulonephritis   13 (14.3) Parathormone (pmol/l) 7.08 (3.88-18.5) 

Polycystic   6 (6.6) 25-OH vitamin D (µg/l) 24.7 (18.7-36.5) 

Other or unknown  10 (11.0) CRP (mg/l) 6.7 (4.1-15.1) 

Hemodynamic data  

Systolic blood pressure (mmHg) 141.6 (24.7) 

Diastolic blood pressure (mmHg) 77.9 (13.0) 

Heart rate (1/min) 72.4 (12.6) 

Pulse pressure (mmHg) 62.5 (47.0-79.5) 

PWV (m/s) 11.1 (9.3-14.1) 

central SBP (mmHg) 141.9 (23.3) 

central PP (mmHg) 63.5 (47.0-79.0) 

Aix (%) 19.0 (11.0-28.5) 

Categorical parameters are shown as n, numbers can be also regarded as percentages. 

Continuous data are shown as mean (SD) or median (interquartile range). 

Aix: augmentation index; BMI: body mass index; central PP: central pulse pressure; 

central SBP: central systolic blood pressure; PWV: carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity. 
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Table 10 shows the relationship between PWV, cSBP, cPP and Aix (per one SD 

difference, for each tertile) and CV mortality. Model 1 was unadjusted, while Model 2 

was adjusted for age, sex, LDL-cholesterol, brachial SBP, current smoking, BMI and 

history of cardiovascular disease. Only PWV, as a single independent variable, was 

significantly associated with death from CV events. In the tertile analyses, the 2nd tertile 

of PWV in Model 1, and the 2nd and 3rd tertiles of cSBP in Model 2 were in association 

with the outcome. Associations that were not adjusted are displayed as Kaplan–Meyer 

curves for every tertile of all four parameters in Figure 5. This shows non-linear 

associations: an elevation in the 2nd and 3rd teritle of PWV and cPP and only in the 3rd 

tertile of cSBP. Because Aix tertiles were not associated with outcome and the curves of 

the tertiles crossed each other, we excluded this parameter from calculation of the ICPS 

score.   
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Table 10. Cox models with cardiovascular mortality as outcome and individual arterial 

stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters as predictors. (85) 

Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 

Hazard 

ratio 
95% CI P-value 

Hazard 

ratio 
95% CI P-value 

PWV (per 1 SD) 1.965 1.322 2.920 0.001 1.614 1.069 2.438 0.023 

cSBP (per 1 SD)  1.223 0.832 1.798 0.305 1.162 0.787 1.716 0.450 

cPP (per 1 SD) 1.345 0.942 1.920 0.102 1.066 0.730 1.556 0.740 

Aix (per 1 SD) 0.967 0.677 1.381 0.854 1.431 0.929 2.203 0.104 

        Model 1 Model 2 

Variable Tertile N Range 
Hazard 

ratio 
95% CI P-value 

Hazard 

ratio 
95% CI P-value 

PWV 

1st 30 4.7-9.7 1 (ref.)  1 (ref.)  

2nd 31 9.7-12.8 0.339 0.122 0.943 0.038 0.527 0.186 1.49 0.227 

3rd 30 13.3-24.8 0.951 0.439 2.057 0.898 0.913 0.421 1.98 0.818 

cSBP 

1st 30 88.3-131.8 1 (ref.)  1 (ref.)  

2nd 31 132.5-152 0.540 0.226 1.287 0.164 0.066 0.009 0.502 0.009 

3rd 30 154-200.3 0.524 0.227 1.213 0.131 0.141 0.04 0.494 0.002 

cPP 

1st 30 24-52.3 1 (ref.)  1 (ref.)  

2nd 31 52.5-73.3 0.567 0.226 1.421 0.226 0.936 0.365 2.399 0.89 

3rd 30 73.5-114.5 0.859 0.384 1.923 0.712 0.982 0.44 2.193 0.964 

Aix 

1st 31 -0.5-14.5 1 (ref.)  1 (ref.)  

2nd 30 15.5-23.0 1.020 0.449 2.315 0.963 0.449 0.179 1.122 0.087 

3rd 30 23.5-53.5 0.742 0.298 1.848 0.522 0.445 0.175 1.13 0.089 

Model 1 is unadjusted; Model 2 is adjusted for age, sex, current smoking, diabetes, body 

mass index, cardiovascular disease, brachial systolic blood pressure and LDL-

cholesterol. PWV: pulse wave velocity; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; cPP: 

central pulse pressure; Aix: augmentation index; SD: standard deviation 

 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



33 

 

 

Figure 5. Kaplan–Meier survival curves with cardiovascular mortality as outcome for 

each integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness risk score component. Panel A: 

pulse wave velocity; Panel B: central systolic blood pressure; Panel C: central pulse 

pressure; Panel D: augmentation index. (85) 

 

For the calculation of the ICPS score, one point was assigned if a patient’s cSBP 

wasin the 3rd tertile, and if PWV or cPP were in the 2nd or 3rd tertiles. We calculated 

the ICPS score by adding up these points (range: 0-3 points). 

Due to our relatively small sample size and hence the limited statistical power, we 

further reduced the number of risk categories and placed patients into three ICPS risk 

categories: average (0-1 points), high (2 points) or very high (3 points). 

The predictive role of ICPS risk categories was examined with the help of Kaplan-

Meier curves and Cox regressions with adjustments for age, sex, LDL-cholesterol, 
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brachial systolic blood pressure, diabetes, current smoking, BMI, and cardiovascular 

disease. 

Table 11 shows hazard ratios for CV mortality through ICPS scores and risk 

categories. The risk groups were created on the basis of the results of the Cox-models 

(Table 11) and the Kaplan–Meier (Figure 6A) curves by collapsing ICPS scores with 

similar hazard ratios to improve statistical power. Nearly two-thirds of the participants 

were placed in the high and very high-risk groups. Figure 6B shows Kaplan–Meier 

survival curves for each of the three ICPS risk categories. 

Table 11 demonstrates that CV mortality risk of those in the very high ICPS risk 

category was substantially higher and also slightly increased compared with the average 

through high to very high risk after adjustment for multiple CV risk factors. Besides the 

very high ICPS risk category in Model 2, older age (HR: 1.05, 95% CI: 1.01–1.09) and 

lower systemic SBP (HR: 0.97, 95% CI: 0.94– 1.00) continued to be independent 

predictors of death from CV events.  

Finally, so that we could compare the predictive value of all ICPS risk categories and 

every one of its components (PWV, cSBP and cPP), all parameters were consecutively 

integrated into a Cox-regression model with death from CV events as the outcome. 

Harrell's concordance (Harrell's C) statistics were calculated to examine and contrast the 

discrimination of the various stiffness measures. 
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Table 11. The relation of ICPS risk score and ICPS risk categories with cardiovascular 

mortality on the basis of Cox proportional hazard regression models. (85) 
 N Hazard ratio 95% CI P-value 

ICPS risk score  
Model 1 

0 point 18 1 (ref.)  

1 point 17 1.463 0.327 6.543 0.781 

2 points 33 2.323 0.654 8.246 0.869 

3 points 23 3.552 1.001 12.598 0.297 

Model 2  

0 point 18 1 (ref.)  

1 point 17 0.668 0.131 3.399 0.627 

2 points 33 2.112 0.410 10.886 0.371 

3 points 23 10.126 1.056 97.110 0.045 

ICPS risk 

categories  

Model 1 

Average 35 1 (ref.)   

High 33 1.902 0.748 4.837 0.177 

Very high 23 2.910 1.145 7.396 0.025 

Model 2  

Average 51 1 (ref.)  

High 33 2.622 0.816 8.432 0.106 

Very high 23 10.034 1.666 60.425 0.012 

Model 1 was unadjusted, while Model 2 was adjusted for age, sex, LDL-cholesterol, 

brachial systolic blood pressure, diabetes, current smoking, body mass index, and CV 

disease. ICPS: integrated central blood pressure - aortic stiffness 
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Figure 6. Kaplan–Meier survival curves for the integrated central blood pressure-aortic 

stiffness (ICPS) risk scores and ICPS risk categories for cardiovascular mortality as 

outcome. Panel A: ICPS risk score groups; Panel B: ICPS risk categories (85) 
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Table 12 shows C-statistics (and differences between C-statistics) for ICPS risk 

categories and PWV, cSBP, and cPP. All C-values indicate limited discrimination, though 

discrimination by ICPS risk categories was higher than that of cSBP. We could also see 

a tendency in the case of cPP, whereas ICPS risk categories and PWV had comparable 

C-statistics. 

 

Table 12. Harrell’s C statistics for ICPS risk categories and arterial stiffness measures 

and the differences in the C-statistics between ICPS risk categories and arterial stiffness 

measures. (85) 

Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

error 
95% CI 

P-

value 

ICPS risk categories 0.622 0.049 0.525 0.719 <0.001 

PWV 0.662 0.052 0.558 0.766 <0.001 

cSBP 0.561 0.052 0.456 0.665 <0.001 

cPP 0.588 0.05 0.489 0.687 <0.001 

ICPS risk categories vs 

PWV 
-0.04 0.051 -0.142 0.062 0.438 

ICPS risk categories vs 

cSBP 
0.061 0.028 0.006 0.117 0.031 

ICPS risk categories vs 

cPP 
0.034 0.028 -0.022 0.089 0.226 

Values in bold demonstrate significance when p <0.05. CI: confidence intervals; ICPS 

risk categories: integrated central pressure-stiffness risk categories; PWV: carotid-

femoral pulse wave velocity; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; cPP: central pulse 

pressure. 
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4. DISCUSSION 

Evaluation of the stiffness of arteries and central hemodynamic status are possible 

tools in CV risk assessment. These parameters have been broadly researched in the past 

two decades, but their examination is not routinely recommended. Several factors play a 

role in this, including the heterogenity of the parameters, different measurement devices 

and different values of parameters measured with these devices. Additionally, the current 

"gold standard" carotid-femoral PWV is time-consuming and operator-dependent. 

However, arterial stiffness is an important risk factor for CV events and CV mortality in 

all stages of CKD (49), and in hypertension the evaluation of various arterial stiffness 

parameters can play a part in the identification of a subpopulation of high-risk patients 

(41). 

Two devices were compared in our first study in hypertensive patients (Study 1): as 

the gold-standard tonometric method the PulsePen device, and for the 24-hour 

oscillometric method the Mobil-O-Graph was used. The significant differences observed 

in the determinants of different PWVs suggest that the examined methods are not 

interchangeable, and in the case of 24-hour PWV values a lower normality threshold limit 

should be considered. 

With Studies 2 and 3, we developed and tested a concept in which the individual 

parameters of arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic properties can be integrated. 

From several parameters characterizing arterial stiffness and central hemodynamics, 

those with the highest predictive values were selected (cfPWV, cPP, cSBP and Aix) and 

measured by the gold standard tonometric method. Next, an integrated scoring system 

(ICPS score) was created on prospective studies of two populations. ICPS risk categories 

based on the ICPS scoring predicted CV outcome precisely and may thus become an 

important tool for CV risk assessment. 

4.1. Comparison of office and ambulatory pulse wave velocity with PulsePen and Mobil-

O-Graph devices (Study 1) 

In the cross-sectional part of our study, we found significantly lower office and 

ambulatory Mobil-O-Graph PWVs when compared with those from the PulsePen device. 

PP PWV had a significant correlation only with MOB 24h PWV. In the next part of the 

study, the response of the PWV for antihypertensive therapy was found to be more 
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prominent with the PulsePen device, and for changes in lifestyle in patients with white-

coat hypertension only PP PWV was lower. We found substantial differences between 

the amount of contribution of determinants of different PWVs.   

Earlier validation studies in hypertensive and healthy subjects indicated acceptable 

agreement between Mobil-O-Graph parameters and the "gold standard" invasive and 

noninvasive methodologies (71, 82, 86, 87). Nevertheless, until now there have been only 

three studies available in the literature, where office tonometric PWV was matched 

against MOB 24h PWV. In accordance with the results of our research, in the study of 

Luzardo L et al. MOB 24h PWV decreased compared with SphygmoCor office PWV (7.4 

± 1.6 versus 7.9 ± 2.1 m/s, respectively) (70). In the study of Berukstis A et al., 

SphygmoCor office PWV also proved to be elevated compared with MOB 24h PWV 

(10.56 ± 2.59 versus 8.72 ± 1.29 m/s, respectively), with the marked difference of 1.84 ± 

2.15 m/s (88). In the study of Schwartz JE et al., SphygmoCor PWV proved to be lower 

than MOB 24h PWV, but the distinction was not considered as significant (7.7 ± 1.7 

versus 7.6 ± 1.3 m/s, respectively) (89). In our research the divergence between the 

oscillometric and tonometric devices was within the range of the values found in the 

previous studies (1.2 (-0.5-2.6) m/s). In agreement with our findings, in a recent study of 

Hametner B et al. a correlation coefficient of r=0.70 was found between invasive and 

MOB office PWV (90), which is nearly the same as our correlation coefficient (r=0.723), 

which we found between the PulsePen office and MOB 24h PWV. On the basis of these 

results we can deduce that although there is a strong correlation, MOB 24h PWV values 

are below office tonometric PWV values; as a consequence, the threshold limit of 

normality should probably also be adjusted to a lower value (this value now being 10 m/s 

for office carotid-femoral PWV). The lower 24h PWV values observed, in comparison 

with office values, are similar to a phenomenon in office and 24-hour ambulatory BP 

measurement, in which the threshold limit of normality diverge by 10/10 mmHg (140/90 

mmHg and 130/80 mmHg, respectively).  

The definition of MOB 1st hour PWV came from a study conducted earlier by 

Matschkal J et al., where 1st hour and 24h MOB PWVs were contrasted in hemodialysis 

patients; their association with death from all causes was also examined (83). Only MOB 

24h PWV was associated independently with the outcome in that study. Utilizing the 

same methodology, there has been no significant correlation found between MOB 1st hour 
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PWV and tonometric PP PWV; the values proved to be lower and no change was observed 

for lifestyle modifications or antihypertensive therapy. It is worth noting that in the case 

of MOB the 1st hour PWV heart rate acted as an independent predictor, while age did not. 

The explanation for this result may be that soon after the installation of the Mobil-O-

Graph, in the first hour, patients were traveling to their home or workplace, and this could 

have been the cause of the unusual variability in PWV. From these results we can 

conclude that MOB 1st hour PWV defined this way has no correlation with office cfPWV 

and also has unexpected determinants; however, the clinical usefulness of this parameter 

within different patient groups is yet to be investigated by future research.  

In our research for the efficacy of antihypertensive therapy, we found that PWV 

changes yielded higher values when measured with the PulsePen than with the Mobil-O-

Graph. Apart from that, modifications in the lifestyle of patients with white-coat 

hypertension caused improved PP PWV values, while there was no change in MOB 

PWVs. This observation might prove to be of clinical importance. In PWV changes can 

be a marker for the right treatment:  in acute stroke patients a decrease in PWV values 

seemed to be associated with the clinical improvement they showed. (91). In addition, 

clinical decisions can be influenced by this because in patients on hemodialysis, PWV 

changes over a 6-month period were associated with death. The authors inferred that in 

patients showing higher PWV values the treatment of daily dialysis and more extensive 

cardiovascular intervention by cardiologists should be taken into consideration (92).    

It is our assumption that the differences in PWV changes that the two devices measured 

may be linked with their differing methodologies. The PulsePen, which is considered as 

one of the the proper devices in the American Heart Association’s recommendations for 

standardizing and improving vascular research on the stiffness of arteries (93), directly 

measures carotid-femoral PWV.  The PulsePen was also used by Salvi P et al. in a 

comparative study which was performed on patients having Marfan syndrome, and in 

accordance with our results, PulsePen PWV was higher than Mobil-O-Graph PWV (94). 

However, that study used the two devices for parallel measurements, not for a comparison 

of 24-h Mobil-O-Graph and office PulsePen values. Contrary to the PulsePen, the Mobil-

O-Graph utilizes a special pulse wave analysis algorithm to measure PWV. In their 

research, Schwartz JE et al. clearly demonstrated that age uniquely contributed to 

approximately 75% of the total variation of MOB PWV, while systolic blood pressure 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



41 

 

uniquely was responsible for 20%. In all, age and SBP proved to be associated with 99.1% 

of the total variance of MOB PWV, but only 40.2% of the tonometric cfPWV variance 

(89). In agreement with their research, we have also observed in the cross-sectional part 

of our study that age to a large degree as well as SBP are determinants of MOB 24h PWV, 

while PP PWV is less affected by age and is more related to blood pressure. By contrast, 

MOB 1st hour PWV is hardly determined by traditional factors. In addition, changes in 

tonometric PWV depend less on blood pressure and are in all probability linked to a real 

destiffening of the arteries, while changes in the estimated 24-hour PWV are strongly 

dependent on changes in blood pressure.   In the cross-sectional section of our study, we 

clearly demonstrated that MOB 24h PWV is mostly determined by age; in short-term 

follow-up studies only slight changes in it can be predicted, and our results also confirmed 

this. This is likely one explanation for our finding that in patients with white-coat 

hypertension, only PulsePen PWV showed decreased values after lifestyle interventions; 

for antihypertensive therapy the level of PWV improvement was less marked with the 

Mobil-O-Graph. Lastly, we observed the phenomenon that in both white-coat 

hypertensive and hypertensive patients, the effect of interventions decreased office blood 

pressure by a higher amount in comparison with 24-hour blood pressure (21.5/16.4 

mmHg versus 10.9/8.7 mmHg in HT and 6.2/2.2 versus 1.2/0.4 mmHg in WhHT patients, 

respectively) which could also be a contributing factor in the more marked decrease in 

tonometric PWV. On the basis of these findings, we can conclude that both the threshold 

limits of normality, and the PWV changes as a result of individual interventions should 

be considered differently with the two devices mentioned. In prospective studies, more 

patients should be involved to be able to clarify the role of the independent determinants 

in inflicting changes in the different PWVs. 

In conclusion, the significant deviation observed in the cross-sectional as well as the 

prospective sections of our study, and also in the determinants of individual PWVs 

suggests that the investigated methods are not interchangeable, and for 24-hour PWV 

values a decreased threshold limit of normality should be taken into consideration. 
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4.2. Integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness risk score for cardiovascular risk 

stratification in patients with chronic kidney disease on conservative therapy or 

hemodialysis (Study 2 and 3) 

Our studies showed that the idea of an integrated score based on arterial stiffness and 

central hemodynamic parameters (ICPS) is substantially related to incident CV events in 

patients with chronic kidney disease, whether they receive conservative therapy or 

hemodialysis. Our results suggest that people classified in the high and very high ICPS 

risk categories are at an exceptionally high risk for CV outcome. Additionally, in the case 

of CKD patients who receive conservative therapy, the discriminative ability of ICPS risk 

scoring is superior to PWV and cSBP and is inclined to be better than cPP, whereas in 

CKD HD patients it is superior to cSBP, which implies that it is worthwhile to combine 

the predictive power of these parameters. 

In our CKD cohort on conservative therapy (Study 2) high ICPS risk category patients 

had a significantly higher CV risk in contrast with the average risk group; however, this 

was not significant in Study 3. In our opinion, this is because of the limited power of 

Study 3 as the number of events occurring during the follow-up was smaller in 

comparison with Study 2 (n=31 versus n=49). In Study 2, the follow-up was censored at 

the last incidence of a recorded CV event (acute coronary syndrome, heart failure with 

the need of hospitalization, stroke or transient ischemic attack, or peripheral artery disease 

requiring an intervention) or death as a consequence of any of the above CV causes. 

However, in Study 3 the outcome measure was death resulting from a CV event, such as 

documented myocardial infarction, heart failure, stroke, malignant arrythmia causing 

death, or sudden cardiac death. Non-lethal CV events were not considered. 

A consensus statement suggests that CV outcome prediction may be enhanced by the 

combined assessment of multiple biomarkers  (95). In light of this recommendation, the 

present study examined the combined effect of arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic 

parameters utilizing a single score that combines the predictive information of individual 

biomarkers. 

Previous studies show inconsistent results in connection with the role of non-invasive 

markers of functional or morphological arterial wall abnormalities with regard to CV risk, 

superior to traditional risk factors. In the Rotterdam study’s elderly patients, the 

evaluation of carotid intima-media thickness (c-IMT), peripheral artery disease, or PWV 
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slightly enhanced CV risk stratification over Framingham risk factors (96, 97). In 

comparison, in middle-aged patients from the ARIC study the measured increased c-IMT 

values and detected plaques in the carotid artery could be associated with a significant 

~23% net reclassification index (98). 

There are also some accessible data regarding the combined assessment of specific 

non-invasive hemodynamic biomarkers and their associations with CV outcomes. The 

results of the study by Wang et al. suggest that central SBP was better at predicting CV 

outcomes than brachial SBP or central or brachial pulse pressure (99). Holewijn et al. 

used net reclassification improvement analysis and concluded that CV risk stratification 

improved in women when they added non-invasive vascular risk markers like Aix, PWV, 

or cSBP to traditional risk factors. However, the link was found to be weaker in men, and 

it was only present in men at intermediate risk (100). These results indicate that the 

combined assessment of different vascular biomarkers may have some potential, but the 

results can be influenced by age and gender. In the whole of our study, adjustments were 

made for age and sex, but ICPS risk categories continued to be powerful predictors of CV 

events. 

Niiranen T et al. in the Framingham Heart Study involving 2119 participants combined 

cfPWV with cPP after dividing their subjects into "high" and "low" groups based on the 

median values of the two parameters. It was found in the cross-sectional setting that using 

the low PWV-low cPP group as a reference, patients in the high PWV/high cPP group 

had a stronger association with left ventricular hypertrophy. Additionally, high PWV/high 

cPP participants had 52% higher risk of suffering a CV event than participants in the low 

PWV/low cPP group (101). These results confirm our findings that the combination of 

different vascular parameters can help to identify high CV risk patients. Unfortunately, 

this study did not compare the discriminative ability of this simple categorization to the 

discriminative ability of its components.     

In our Study 2’s cohort of CKD patients on conservative therapy, a higher 

discrimination was observed in the ICPS risk categories over PWV when it came to 

predicting CV events, whereas it was similar to Study 3 in the ESRD cohort. Presumably, 

this is probably because PWV predicts CV outcomes much more reliably in ESRD 

patients on HD compared to CKD patients having conservative therapy (102). Our 

previous report on this CKD cohort confirms this latter hypothesis (60). This phenomenon 
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is presumably the consequence of the increased vascular calcification in patients on 

dialysis, which is firmly associated with mineral-bone disorder (103) and causes 

increased arterial stiffness and PWV.   

The ICPS score concept has many potential advantages. First, PWV, cPP, and cSBP 

can easily be estimated with most of the accessible devices (e.g., tonometric, oscillometric 

or mechanotransducer-based) that measure the stiffness of arteries and apply pulse wave 

analysis. As opposed to traditional risk scores, which require blood sampling, the ICPS 

score can be determined non-invasively. In line with ICPS risk categories, the recently 

introduced SCORE2 also defines three risk categories: low-moderate, high and very high 

(58). Furthermore, with the help of ICPS risk categories the huge problem of diverging 

methodologies could be solved. Engineers create newer and newer devices which 

estimate the above-mentioned parameters in simplier manners, but their results are not 

interchangeable. The tertile-based ICPS scoring system in a certain population could be 

a universal parameter. Naturally, the tertiles of every parameter must be defined for each 

device, but presumably equations are not required to convert results between devices. 

Even though the three parameters we investigated correspond to each other, our results 

show that it is worth merging them into a single score as this can result in a highly 

predicting parameter. 

In summary, our combined score and the ICPS risk categories we created proved to be 

strongly associated with CV outcomes in CKD patients who received conservative and 

HD therapy, highlighting the potential advantages of the integrated measure of arterial 

stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters for the prediction of CV risks.  

 

4.3. Limitations and future perspectives 

There are limitations to our Study 1. Because our patients were not randomly selected, 

its ability to generalize our findings could be limited; however, as our cohort enlists 

healthy individuals as well as patients with higher CV risk, it can also have indications of 

the general population. In addition, the fact that only a small number of patients were 

involved in the prospective sections of our study restricted the analysis of the confounding 

factors concerning the changes occurring in different PWVs, and new patients with 

hypertension and white-coat hypertension were analyzed together. Besides, in our paper 
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we only compared PWV as measured with the two devices; however, other parameters 

like cSBP, cPP or Aix can also be measured with both of the studied devices. Following 

the comparison of PWVs in the present paper, we also plan to examine and publish the 

findings in conncection with these other parameters in the future.  

Our Study 1 discovered that the determinants of tonometric office and formula-based 

oscillometric 1st hour and 24-hour PWVs are different, and that these parameters change 

in a different manner for lifestyle changes or antihypertensive medications. The 

oscillometric 1st hour PWV probably has limited clinical relevance.    

 

We must acknowledge that there are some limitations regarding our Studies 2 and 3.  

Patients suffering from atrial fibrillation had to be excluded during tonometric arterial 

stiffness measurements due to some methodological considerations; thus, some patients 

cannot be included in our new risk stratification method. Because there are few 

participants and outcome events, our studies are underpowered and we could therefore 

not define precisely the exact scoring thresholds or the relative contribution of each 

parameter. Thus, instead of defining the final score, the aim of Studies 2 and 3 was to 

reveal the possible benefits of this new concept of an amalgamated risk score calculated 

from arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters. Large databases should serve 

as the basis for a valid risk score, with a substantially larger number of events, which 

would make it possible to examine each parameter in the score (104).  

 

Nevertheless, because our ICPS risk categories in their current rudimentary form seem 

to be substantially stronger predictors than diabetes in our Study 2, we believe that the 

dissertation of our findings in this form can initiate major discussion and further research. 

There is great scientific potential in this concept because other cohorts in different races 

with PWV, cSBP and cPP measurements are available, consequently our results in 

conncection with ICPS risk categories could easily be extended for different patient 

populations. Examples of such cohorts include, e.g., the Framingham Heart Study cohort 

(63) and the Nijmegen Biomedical Study (100). 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

 

The main findings of our studies are as follows: 

1. The tonometric PulsePen and the oscillometric Mobil-O-Graph device are not 

interchangeable, and for 24-hour PWV values a decreased threshold limit of 

normality should be taken into consideration.  

 

2. The response of PWV response to antihypertensive therapy was more remarkable 

with the PulsePen device; only PP PWV decreased following lifestyle changes in 

patients with white-coat hypertension. Substantial differences were found between 

the extent of the influence of determinants of individual PWVs.   

 

3. Our integrated score and the ICPS risk categories we created showed strong and 

robust association with cardiovascular outcomes in patients with chronic kidney 

disease who received conservative therapy (Study 2). This highlights the possible 

benefits of the merged measured values of arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic 

parameters for the prediction of cardiovascular risk. Both high and very high ICPS 

risk categories continued to be independent predictors in a model that had been 

adjusted for several CV risk factors. ICPS risk categories showed better 

discrimination than PWV and cSBP, and a tendency of significance has been 

observed in the case of cPP. 

 

4. Along with our previous results of CKD patients receiving conservative therapy, 

our study of ESRD patients (Study 3) is the second independent cohort in which our 

new concept showed encouraging results. Here, we observed a strong gradual 

association between ICPS risk categories and CV outcomes even after we adjusted 

them for multiple potential confounders. These ICPS risk categories had a slight 

discrimination which was significantly better than that of cSBP. The ICPS risk 

categories may enhance the identification of ESRD patients with a high 

cardiovascular mortality risk.  
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6. SUMMARY 

 

Measuring arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters can improve the 

prediction of CV risk compared to traditional methods. The aim of our first study was to 

compare office and ambulatory pulse wave velocities (PWVs). Our aims in the second 

and third studies were to create an integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness 

(ICPS) risk score and risk categories – incorporating the predictive potential of identical 

parameters – to predict CV outcome. 

In Study 1, office PWV was measured with the tonometric PulsePen device, and 1st hour 

and 24-hour ambulatory PWVs were evaluated with the oscillometric Mobil-O-Graph 

device (n=105). The ICPS score development was based on two retrospective cohort 

studies, where 100 CKD patients on conservative therapy and 91 ESRD patients on 

hemodialysis therapy were included. Values of PWV, cSBP (central systolic blood 

pressure), and cPP (central pulse pressure) were measured. Tertiles of PWV, cPP and 

cSBP were assigned a score on the basis of the ability of each parameter to separately 

predict CV outcome. We studied as predictors the sum of these scores and three ICPS 

risk categories. Ultimately, we compared the discriminative ability of the ICPS risk 

categories with PWV, cSBP and cPP. Then we evaluated the role of ICPS risk categories 

in the prediction of CV outcomes using Cox proportional hazard regression analysis, and 

compared its discrimination (Harrell’s C) to that of each of its components.  

The tonometric PulsePen and the oscillometric Mobil-O-Graph device are not 

interchangeable, and for 24-hour PWV values a lower threshold limit of normality should 

be considered. Patients belonging to high and very high ICPS risk categories that had 

been adjusted for age and sex experienced increased cardiovascular risk. Both high and 

very high ICPS risk categories continued to be independent predictors in a model that had 

been adjusted for several CV risk factors.  In CKD patients, ICPS risk categories showed 

better discrimination than PWV and cSBP, and a tendency of significance has been 

observed in the case of cPP, while in ESRD patients ICPS risk categories had significantly 

better discrimination than cSBP. 

The office and ambulatory PWV measuring devices are not interchangeable. The ICPS 

risk categories may improve the discerning of CKD and ESRD patients with high and 

very high CV risk.  

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



48 

 

7. REFERENCES 

 

1. Timmis A, Vardas P, Townsend N, Torbica A, Katus H, De Smedt D, Gale CP, 

Maggioni AP, Petersen SE, Huculeci R, Kazakiewicz D, de Benito Rubio V, 

Ignatiuk B, Raisi-Estabragh Z, Pawlak A, Karagiannidis E, Treskes R, Gaita D, 

Beltrame JF, McConnachie A, Bardinet I, Graham I, Flather M, Elliott P, 

Mossialos EA, Weidinger F, Achenbach S. (2022) European Society of 

Cardiology: cardiovascular disease statistics 2021. Eur Heart J, 43: 716-799. 

2. Yusuf S, Hawken S, Ounpuu S, Dans T, Avezum A, Lanas F, McQueen M, Budaj 

A, Pais P, Varigos J, Lisheng L. (2004) Effect of potentially modifiable risk 

factors associated with myocardial infarction in 52 countries (the INTERHEART 

study): case-control study. Lancet, 364: 937-952. 

3. Pencina MJ, Navar AM, Wojdyla D, Sanchez RJ, Khan I, Elassal J, D'Agostino 

RB, Sr., Peterson ED, Sniderman AD. (2019) Quantifying Importance of Major 

Risk Factors for Coronary Heart Disease. Circulation, 139: 1603-1611. 

4. Unal B, Critchley JA, Capewell S. (2004) Explaining the decline in coronary heart 

disease mortality in England and Wales between 1981 and 2000. Circulation, 109: 

1101-1107. 

5. Bhatnagar A. (2017) Environmental Determinants of Cardiovascular Disease. 

Circ Res, 121: 162-180. 

6. Münzel T, Sørensen M, Gori T, Schmidt FP, Rao X, Brook J, Chen LC, Brook 

RD, Rajagopalan S. (2017) Environmental stressors and cardio-metabolic disease: 

part I-epidemiologic evidence supporting a role for noise and air pollution and 

effects of mitigation strategies. Eur Heart J, 38: 550-556. 

7. Shaddick G, Thomas ML, Amini H, Broday D, Cohen A, Frostad J, Green A, 

Gumy S, Liu Y, Martin RV, Pruss-Ustun A, Simpson D, van Donkelaar A, Brauer 

M. (2018) Data Integration for the Assessment of Population Exposure to 

Ambient Air Pollution for Global Burden of Disease Assessment. Environ Sci 

Technol, 52: 9069-9078. 

8. Lelieveld J, Klingmüller K, Pozzer A, Pöschl U, Fnais M, Daiber A, Münzel T. 

(2019) Cardiovascular disease burden from ambient air pollution in Europe 

reassessed using novel hazard ratio functions. Eur Heart J, 40: 1590-1596. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



49 

 

9. Rafaj P, Kiesewetter G, Gül T, Schöpp W, Cofala J, Klimont Z, Purohit P, Heyes 

C, Amann M, Borken-Kleefeld J, Cozzi L. (2018) Outlook for clean air in the 

context of sustainable development goals. Global Environmental Change, 53: 1-

11. 

10. Münzel T, Schmidt FP, Steven S, Herzog J, Daiber A, Sørensen M. (2018) 

Environmental Noise and the Cardiovascular System. J Am Coll Cardiol, 71: 688-

697. 

11. Kupcikova Z, Fecht D, Ramakrishnan R, Clark C, Cai YS. (2021) Road traffic 

noise and cardiovascular disease risk factors in UK Biobank. Eur Heart J, 42: 

2072-2084. 

12. Sundquist K, Winkleby M, Ahlén H, Johansson SE. (2004) Neighborhood 

socioeconomic environment and incidence of coronary heart disease: a follow-up 

study of 25,319 women and men in Sweden. Am J Epidemiol, 159: 655-662. 

13. Diez Roux AV, Merkin SS, Arnett D, Chambless L, Massing M, Nieto FJ, Sorlie 

P, Szklo M, Tyroler HA, Watson RL. (2001) Neighborhood of residence and 

incidence of coronary heart disease. N Engl J Med, 345: 99-106. 

14. Winkleby M, Sundquist K, Cubbin C. (2007) Inequities in CHD incidence and 

case fatality by neighborhood deprivation. Am J Prev Med, 32: 97-106. 

15. Hackshaw A, Morris JK, Boniface S, Tang JL, Milenković D. (2018) Low 

cigarette consumption and risk of coronary heart disease and stroke: meta-analysis 

of 141 cohort studies in 55 study reports. Bmj, 360: j5855. 

16. Iversen B, Jacobsen BK, Løchen ML. (2013) Active and passive smoking and the 

risk of myocardial infarction in 24,968 men and women during 11 year of follow-

up: the Tromsø Study. Eur J Epidemiol, 28: 659-667. 

17. Duncan MS, Freiberg MS, Greevy RA, Jr., Kundu S, Vasan RS, Tindle HA. 

(2019) Association of Smoking Cessation With Subsequent Risk of 

Cardiovascular Disease. Jama, 322: 642-650. 

18. Soneji S, Barrington-Trimis JL, Wills TA, Leventhal AM, Unger JB, Gibson LA, 

Yang J, Primack BA, Andrews JA, Miech RA, Spindle TR, Dick DM, Eissenberg 

T, Hornik RC, Dang R, Sargent JD. (2017) Association Between Initial Use of e-

Cigarettes and Subsequent Cigarette Smoking Among Adolescents and Young 

Adults: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. JAMA Pediatr, 171: 788-797. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



50 

 

19. Krist AH, Davidson KW, Mangione CM, Barry MJ, Cabana M, Caughey AB, 

Donahue K, Doubeni CA, Epling JW, Jr., Kubik M, Ogedegbe G, Pbert L, 

Silverstein M, Simon MA, Tseng CW, Wong JB. (2021) Interventions for 

Tobacco Smoking Cessation in Adults, Including Pregnant Persons: US 

Preventive Services Task Force Recommendation Statement. Jama, 325: 265-279. 

20. Bell S, Daskalopoulou M, Rapsomaniki E, George J, Britton A, Bobak M, Casas 

JP, Dale CE, Denaxas S, Shah AD, Hemingway H. (2017) Association between 

clinically recorded alcohol consumption and initial presentation of 12 

cardiovascular diseases: population based cohort study using linked health 

records. Bmj, 356: j909. 

21. Hamer M, O'Donovan G, Murphy M. (2017) Physical Inactivity and the Economic 

and Health Burdens Due to Cardiovascular Disease: Exercise as Medicine. Adv 

Exp Med Biol, 999: 3-18. 

22. Lee IM, Shiroma EJ, Lobelo F, Puska P, Blair SN, Katzmarzyk PT. (2012) Effect 

of physical inactivity on major non-communicable diseases worldwide: an 

analysis of burden of disease and life expectancy. Lancet, 380: 219-229. 

23. Akesson A, Weismayer C, Newby PK, Wolk A. (2007) Combined effect of low-

risk dietary and lifestyle behaviors in primary prevention of myocardial infarction 

in women. Arch Intern Med, 167: 2122-2127. 

24. Piepoli MF, Hoes AW, Agewall S, Albus C, Brotons C, Catapano AL, Cooney 

MT, Corrà U, Cosyns B, Deaton C, Graham I, Hall MS, Hobbs FDR, Løchen ML, 

Löllgen H, Marques-Vidal P, Perk J, Prescott E, Redon J, Richter DJ, Sattar N, 

Smulders Y, Tiberi M, van der Worp HB, van Dis I, Verschuren WMM, Binno S. 

(2016) 2016 European Guidelines on cardiovascular disease prevention in clinical 

practice: The Sixth Joint Task Force of the European Society of Cardiology and 

Other Societies on Cardiovascular Disease Prevention in Clinical Practice 

(constituted by representatives of 10 societies and by invited experts)Developed 

with the special contribution of the European Association for Cardiovascular 

Prevention & Rehabilitation (EACPR). Eur Heart J, 37: 2315-2381. 

25. Meier T, Gräfe K, Senn F, Sur P, Stangl GI, Dawczynski C, März W, Kleber ME, 

Lorkowski S. (2019) Cardiovascular mortality attributable to dietary risk factors 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



51 

 

in 51 countries in the WHO European Region from 1990 to 2016: a systematic 

analysis of the Global Burden of Disease Study. Eur J Epidemiol, 34: 37-55. 

26. de Souza RJ, Mente A, Maroleanu A, Cozma AI, Ha V, Kishibe T, Uleryk E, 

Budylowski P, Schünemann H, Beyene J, Anand SS. (2015) Intake of saturated 

and trans unsaturated fatty acids and risk of all cause mortality, cardiovascular 

disease, and type 2 diabetes: systematic review and meta-analysis of observational 

studies. Bmj, 351: h3978. 

27. Al-Shaar L, Satija A, Wang DD, Rimm EB, Smith-Warner SA, Stampfer MJ, Hu 

FB, Willett WC. (2020) Red meat intake and risk of coronary heart disease among 

US men: prospective cohort study. Bmj, 371: m4141. 

28. Jakobsen MU, O'Reilly EJ, Heitmann BL, Pereira MA, Bälter K, Fraser GE, 

Goldbourt U, Hallmans G, Knekt P, Liu S, Pietinen P, Spiegelman D, Stevens J, 

Virtamo J, Willett WC, Ascherio A. (2009) Major types of dietary fat and risk of 

coronary heart disease: a pooled analysis of 11 cohort studies. Am J Clin Nutr, 

89: 1425-1432. 

29. Estruch R, Ros E, Salas-Salvadó J, Covas MI, Corella D, Arós F, Gómez-Gracia 

E, Ruiz-Gutiérrez V, Fiol M, Lapetra J, Lamuela-Raventos RM, Serra-Majem L, 

Pintó X, Basora J, Muñoz MA, Sorlí JV, Martínez JA, Fitó M, Gea A, Hernán 

MA, Martínez-González MA. (2018) Primary Prevention of Cardiovascular 

Disease with a Mediterranean Diet Supplemented with Extra-Virgin Olive Oil or 

Nuts. N Engl J Med, 378: e34. 

30. (2014) Cardiovascular disease, chronic kidney disease, and diabetes mortality 

burden of cardiometabolic risk factors from 1980 to 2010: a comparative risk 

assessment. Lancet Diabetes Endocrinol, 2: 634-647. 

31. Xie X, Atkins E, Lv J, Bennett A, Neal B, Ninomiya T, Woodward M, MacMahon 

S, Turnbull F, Hillis GS, Chalmers J, Mant J, Salam A, Rahimi K, Perkovic V, 

Rodgers A. (2016) Effects of intensive blood pressure lowering on cardiovascular 

and renal outcomes: updated systematic review and meta-analysis. Lancet, 387: 

435-443. 

32. Lewington S, Clarke R, Qizilbash N, Peto R, Collins R. (2002) Age-specific 

relevance of usual blood pressure to vascular mortality: a meta-analysis of 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



52 

 

individual data for one million adults in 61 prospective studies. Lancet, 360: 1903-

1913. 

33. Kotseva K, De Backer G, De Bacquer D, Rydén L, Hoes A, Grobbee D, Maggioni 

A, Marques-Vidal P, Jennings C, Abreu A, Aguiar C, Badariene J, Bruthans J, 

Cifkova R, Davletov K, Dilic M, Dolzhenko M, Gaita D, Gotcheva N, Hasan-Ali 

H, Jankowski P, Lionis C, Mancas S, Milićić D, Mirrakhimov E, Oganov R, 

Pogosova N, Reiner Ž, Vulić D, Wood D. (2021) Primary prevention efforts are 

poorly developed in people at high cardiovascular risk: A report from the 

European Society of Cardiology EURObservational Research Programme 

EUROASPIRE V survey in 16 European countries. Eur J Prev Cardiol, 28: 370-

379. 

34. Ference BA, Yoo W, Alesh I, Mahajan N, Mirowska KK, Mewada A, Kahn J, 

Afonso L, Williams KA, Sr., Flack JM. (2012) Effect of long-term exposure to 

lower low-density lipoprotein cholesterol beginning early in life on the risk of 

coronary heart disease: a Mendelian randomization analysis. J Am Coll Cardiol, 

60: 2631-2639. 

35. Domanski MJ, Tian X, Wu CO, Reis JP, Dey AK, Gu Y, Zhao L, Bae S, Liu K, 

Hasan AA, Zimrin D, Farkouh ME, Hong CC, Lloyd-Jones DM, Fuster V. (2020) 

Time Course of LDL Cholesterol Exposure and Cardiovascular Disease Event 

Risk. J Am Coll Cardiol, 76: 1507-1516. 

36. Lopez AD, Adair T. (2019) Is the long-term decline in cardiovascular-disease 

mortality in high-income countries over? Evidence from national vital statistics. 

Int J Epidemiol, 48: 1815-1823. 

37. Global BMIMC, Di Angelantonio E, Bhupathiraju Sh N, Wormser D, Gao P, 

Kaptoge S, Berrington de Gonzalez A, Cairns BJ, Huxley R, Jackson Ch L, Joshy 

G, Lewington S, Manson JE, Murphy N, Patel AV, Samet JM, Woodward M, 

Zheng W, Zhou M, Bansal N, Barricarte A, Carter B, Cerhan JR, Smith GD, Fang 

X, Franco OH, Green J, Halsey J, Hildebrand JS, Jung KJ, Korda RJ, McLerran 

DF, Moore SC, O'Keeffe LM, Paige E, Ramond A, Reeves GK, Rolland B, 

Sacerdote C, Sattar N, Sofianopoulou E, Stevens J, Thun M, Ueshima H, Yang L, 

Yun YD, Willeit P, Banks E, Beral V, Chen Z, Gapstur SM, Gunter MJ, Hartge 

P, Jee SH, Lam TH, Peto R, Potter JD, Willett WC, Thompson SG, Danesh J, Hu 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



53 

 

FB. (2016) Body-mass index and all-cause mortality: individual-participant-data 

meta-analysis of 239 prospective studies in four continents. Lancet, 388: 776-786. 

38. Moussa O, Ardissino M, Heaton T, Tang A, Khan O, Ziprin P, Darzi A, Collins 

P, Purkayastha S. (2020) Effect of bariatric surgery on long-term cardiovascular 

outcomes: a nationwide nested cohort study. Eur Heart J, 41: 2660-2667. 

39. Avolio A. (2013) Arterial Stiffness. Pulse (Basel, Switzerland), 1: 14-28. 

40. Powell JT, Vine N, Crossman M. (1992) On the accumulation of D-aspartate in 

elastin and other proteins of the ageing aorta. Atherosclerosis, 97: 201-208. 

41. Nemcsik J, Cseprekál O, Tislér A. (2017) Measurement of Arterial Stiffness: A 

Novel Tool of Risk Stratification in Hypertension. Adv Exp Med Biol, 956: 475-

488. 

42. Lagerweij GR, de Wit GA, Moons KG, van der Schouw YT, Verschuren WM, 

Dorresteijn JA, Koffijberg H. (2018) A new selection method to increase the 

health benefits of CVD prevention strategies. Eur J Prev Cardiol, 25: 642-650. 

43. Poredoš P, Cífková R, Marie Maier JA, Nemcsik J, Šabovič M, Jug B, Ježovnik 

MK, Schernthaner GH, Antignani PL, Catalano M, Fras Z, Höbaus C, Nicolaides 

AN, Paraskevas KI, Reiner Ž, Wohlfahrt P, Poredoš P, Blinc A. (2022) Preclinical 

atherosclerosis and cardiovascular events: Do we have a consensus about the role 

of preclinical atherosclerosis in the prediction of cardiovascular events? 

Atherosclerosis, 348: 25-35. 

44. Danaei G, Ding EL, Mozaffarian D, Taylor B, Rehm J, Murray CJ, Ezzati M. 

(2009) The preventable causes of death in the United States: comparative risk 

assessment of dietary, lifestyle, and metabolic risk factors. PLoS Med, 6: 

e1000058. 

45. Wheeler DC. (1996) Cardiovascular disease in patients with chronic renal failure. 

Lancet, 348: 1673-1674. 

46. Laurent S, Chatellier G, Azizi M, Calvet D, Choukroun G, Danchin N, Delsart P, 

Girerd X, Gosse P, Khettab H, London G, Mourad JJ, Pannier B, Pereira H, 

Stephan D, Valensi P, Cunha P, Narkiewicz K, Bruno RM, Boutouyrie P. (2021) 

SPARTE Study: Normalization of Arterial Stiffness and Cardiovascular Events in 

Patients With Hypertension at Medium to Very High Risk. Hypertension, 78: 983-

995. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



54 

 

47. Koivistoinen T, Lyytikäinen LP, Aatola H, Luukkaala T, Juonala M, Viikari J, 

Lehtimäki T, Raitakari OT, Kähönen M, Hutri-Kähönen N. (2018) Pulse Wave 

Velocity Predicts the Progression of Blood Pressure and Development of 

Hypertension in Young Adults. Hypertension, 71: 451-456. 

48. Safar ME, Asmar R, Benetos A, Blacher J, Boutouyrie P, Lacolley P, Laurent S, 

London G, Pannier B, Protogerou A, Regnault V. (2018) Interaction Between 

Hypertension and Arterial Stiffness. Hypertension, 72: 796-805. 

49. Taal MW. (2014) Arterial stiffness in chronic kidney disease: an update. Curr 

Opin Nephrol Hypertens, 23: 169-173. 

50. Vasan RS, Pan S, Xanthakis V, Beiser A, Larson MG, Seshadri S, Mitchell GF. 

(2022) Arterial Stiffness and Long-Term Risk of Health Outcomes: The 

Framingham Heart Study. Hypertension, 79: 1045-1056. 

51. Sagi B, Kesoi I, Kesoi B, Vas T, Csiky B, Kovacs T, Nagy J. (2018) Arterial 

stiffness may predict renal and cardiovascular prognosis in autosomal-dominant 

polycystic kidney disease. Physiol Int, 105: 145-156. 

52. Segers P, Rietzschel ER, Chirinos JA. (2020) How to Measure Arterial Stiffness 

in Humans. Arterioscler Thromb Vasc Biol, 40: 1034-1043. 

53. Mancia G, De Backer G, Dominiczak A, Cifkova R, Fagard R, Germano G, Grassi 

G, Heagerty AM, Kjeldsen SE, Laurent S, Narkiewicz K, Ruilope L, Rynkiewicz 

A, Schmieder RE, Boudier HA, Zanchetti A, Vahanian A, Camm J, De Caterina 

R, Dean V, Dickstein K, Filippatos G, Funck-Brentano C, Hellemans I, Kristensen 

SD, McGregor K, Sechtem U, Silber S, Tendera M, Widimsky P, Zamorano JL, 

Erdine S, Kiowski W, Agabiti-Rosei E, Ambrosioni E, Lindholm LH, Viigimaa 

M, Adamopoulos S, Agabiti-Rosei E, Ambrosioni E, Bertomeu V, Clement D, 

Erdine S, Farsang C, Gaita D, Lip G, Mallion JM, Manolis AJ, Nilsson PM, 

O'Brien E, Ponikowski P, Redon J, Ruschitzka F, Tamargo J, van Zwieten P, 

Waeber B, Williams B. (2007) 2007 Guidelines for the Management of Arterial 

Hypertension: The Task Force for the Management of Arterial Hypertension of 

the European Society of Hypertension (ESH) and of the European Society of 

Cardiology (ESC). J Hypertens, 25: 1105-1187. 

54. Mancia G, De Backer G, Dominiczak A, Cifkova R, Fagard R, Germano G, Grassi 

G, Heagerty AM, Kjeldsen SE, Laurent S, Narkiewicz K, Ruilope L, Rynkiewicz 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



55 

 

A, Schmieder RE, Struijker Boudier HA, Zanchetti A, Vahanian A, Camm J, De 

Caterina R, Dean V, Dickstein K, Filippatos G, Funck-Brentano C, Hellemans I, 

Kristensen SD, McGregor K, Sechtem U, Silber S, Tendera M, Widimsky P, 

Zamorano JL, Kjeldsen SE, Erdine S, Narkiewicz K, Kiowski W, Agabiti-Rosei 

E, Ambrosioni E, Cifkova R, Dominiczak A, Fagard R, Heagerty AM, Laurent S, 

Lindholm LH, Mancia G, Manolis A, Nilsson PM, Redon J, Schmieder RE, 

Struijker-Boudier HA, Viigimaa M, Filippatos G, Adamopoulos S, Agabiti-Rosei 

E, Ambrosioni E, Bertomeu V, Clement D, Erdine S, Farsang C, Gaita D, Kiowski 

W, Lip G, Mallion JM, Manolis AJ, Nilsson PM, O'Brien E, Ponikowski P, Redon 

J, Ruschitzka F, Tamargo J, van Zwieten P, Viigimaa M, Waeber B, Williams B, 

Zamorano JL, The task force for the management of arterial hypertension of the 

European Society of H, The task force for the management of arterial hypertension 

of the European Society of C. (2007) 2007 Guidelines for the management of 

arterial hypertension: The Task Force for the Management of Arterial 

Hypertension of the European Society of Hypertension (ESH) and of the 

European Society of Cardiology (ESC). Eur Heart J, 28: 1462-1536. 

55. Mancia G, Fagard R, Narkiewicz K, Redon J, Zanchetti A, Bohm M, Christiaens 

T, Cifkova R, De Backer G, Dominiczak A, Galderisi M, Grobbee DE, Jaarsma 

T, Kirchhof P, Kjeldsen SE, Laurent S, Manolis AJ, Nilsson PM, Ruilope LM, 

Schmieder RE, Sirnes PA, Sleight P, Viigimaa M, Waeber B, Zannad F, Redon J, 

Dominiczak A, Narkiewicz K, Nilsson PM, Burnier M, Viigimaa M, Ambrosioni 

E, Caufield M, Coca A, Olsen MH, Schmieder RE, Tsioufis C, van de Borne P, 

Zamorano JL, Achenbach S, Baumgartner H, Bax JJ, Bueno H, Dean V, Deaton 

C, Erol C, Fagard R, Ferrari R, Hasdai D, Hoes AW, Kirchhof P, Knuuti J, Kolh 

P, Lancellotti P, Linhart A, Nihoyannopoulos P, Piepoli MF, Ponikowski P, Sirnes 

PA, Tamargo JL, Tendera M, Torbicki A, Wijns W, Windecker S, Clement DL, 

Coca A, Gillebert TC, Tendera M, Rosei EA, Ambrosioni E, Anker SD, 

Bauersachs J, Hitij JB, Caulfield M, De Buyzere M, De Geest S, Derumeaux GA, 

Erdine S, Farsang C, Funck-Brentano C, Gerc V, Germano G, Gielen S, Haller H, 

Hoes AW, Jordan J, Kahan T, Komajda M, Lovic D, Mahrholdt H, Olsen MH, 

Ostergren J, Parati G, Perk J, Polonia J, Popescu BA, Reiner Z, Ryden L, Sirenko 

Y, Stanton A, Struijker-Boudier H, Tsioufis C, van de Borne P, Vlachopoulos C, 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



56 

 

Volpe M, Wood DA. (2013) 2013 ESH/ESC guidelines for the management of 

arterial hypertension: the Task Force for the Management of Arterial 

Hypertension of the European Society of Hypertension (ESH) and of the 

European Society of Cardiology (ESC). Eur Heart J, 34: 2159-2219. 

56. Williams B, Mancia G, Spiering W, Agabiti Rosei E, Azizi M, Burnier M, 

Clement DL, Coca A, de Simone G, Dominiczak A, Kahan T, Mahfoud F, Redon 

J, Ruilope L, Zanchetti A, Kerins M, Kjeldsen SE, Kreutz R, Laurent S, Lip GYH, 

McManus R, Narkiewicz K, Ruschitzka F, Schmieder RE, Shlyakhto E, Tsioufis 

C, Aboyans V, Desormais I. (2018) 2018 ESC/ESH Guidelines for the 

management of arterial hypertension. Eur Heart J, 39: 3021-3104. 

57. Piepoli MF, Hoes AW, Agewall S, Albus C, Brotons C, Catapano AL, Cooney 

MT, Corra U, Cosyns B, Deaton C, Graham I, Hall MS, Hobbs FD, Lochen ML, 

Lollgen H, Marques-Vidal P, Perk J, Prescott E, Redon J, Richter DJ, Sattar N, 

Smulders Y, Tiberi M, van der Worp HB, van Dis I, Verschuren WM. (2016) 

2016 European Guidelines on cardiovascular disease prevention in clinical 

practice: The Sixth Joint Task Force of the European Society of Cardiology and 

Other Societies on Cardiovascular Disease Prevention in Clinical Practice 

(constituted by representatives of 10 societies and by invited experts)Developed 

with the special contribution of the European Association for Cardiovascular 

Prevention & Rehabilitation (EACPR). Eur Heart J, 37: 2315-2381. 

58. Visseren FLJ, Mach F, Smulders YM, Carballo D, Koskinas KC, Bäck M, 

Benetos A, Biffi A, Boavida J-M, Capodanno D, Cosyns B, Crawford C, Davos 

CH, Desormais I, Di Angelantonio E, Franco OH, Halvorsen S, Hobbs FDR, 

Hollander M, Jankowska EA, Michal M, Sacco S, Sattar N, Tokgozoglu L, 

Tonstad S, Tsioufis KP, van Dis I, van Gelder IC, Wanner C, Williams B, Group 

ESD. (2021) 2021 ESC Guidelines on cardiovascular disease prevention in 

clinical practice: Developed by the Task Force for cardiovascular disease 

prevention in clinical practice with representatives of the European Society of 

Cardiology and 12 medical societies With the special contribution of the European 

Association of Preventive Cardiology (EAPC). European Heart Journal, 42: 3227-

3337. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



57 

 

59. McEniery CM, Cockcroft JR, Roman MJ, Franklin SS, Wilkinson IB. (2014) 

Central blood pressure: current evidence and clinical importance. Eur Heart J, 35: 

1719-1725. 

60. Cseprekal O, Egresits J, Tabak A, Nemcsik J, Jarai Z, Babos L, Fodor E, Farkas 

K, Godina G, Karpathi KI, Kerkovits L, Marton A, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, Nemeth 

Z, Sallai L, Kiss I, Tisler A. (2016) The significance of micro- and macrovascular 

biomarkers on cardiovascular outcome in chronic kidney disease: a prospective 

cohort study. J Hum Hypertens, 30: 449-455. 

61. Weber T, Protogerou AD, Agharazii M, Argyris A, Aoun Bahous S, Banegas JR, 

Binder RK, Blacher J, Araujo Brandao A, Cruz JJ, Danninger K, Giannatasio C, 

Graciani A, Hametner B, Jankowski P, Li Y, Maloberti A, Mayer CC, McDonnell 

BJ, McEniery CM, Antonio Mota Gomes M, Machado Gomes A, Lorenza 

Muiesan M, Nemcsik J, Paini A, Rodilla E, Schutte AE, Sfikakis PP, Terentes-

Printzios D, Vallée A, Vlachopoulos C, Ware L, Wilkinson I, Zweiker R, Sharman 

JE, Wassertheurer S. (2022) Twenty-Four-Hour Central (Aortic) Systolic Blood 

Pressure: Reference Values and Dipping Patterns in Untreated Individuals. 

Hypertension, 79: 251-260. 

62. London GM, Blacher J, Pannier B, Guerin AP, Marchais SJ, Safar ME. (2001) 

Arterial wave reflections and survival in end-stage renal failure. Hypertension, 

38: 434-438. 

63. Mitchell GF, Hwang SJ, Vasan RS, Larson MG, Pencina MJ, Hamburg NM, Vita 

JA, Levy D, Benjamin EJ. (2010) Arterial stiffness and cardiovascular events: the 

Framingham Heart Study. Circulation, 121: 505-511. 

64. Nemcsik J, Egresits J, El Hadj Othmane T, Fekete BC, Fodor E, Szabo T, Jarai Z, 

Jekkel C, Kiss I, Tisler A. (2009) Validation of arteriograph - a new oscillometric 

device to measure arterial stiffness in patients on maintenance hemodialysis. 

Kidney Blood Press Res, 32: 223-229. 

65. Rajzer MW, Wojciechowska W, Klocek M, Palka I, Brzozowska-Kiszka M, 

Kawecka-Jaszcz K. (2008) Comparison of aortic pulse wave velocity measured 

by three techniques: Complior, SphygmoCor and Arteriograph. J Hypertens, 26: 

2001-2007. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



58 

 

66. Stea F, Bozec E, Millasseau S, Khettab H, Boutouyrie P, Laurent S. (2014) 

Comparison of the Complior Analyse device with Sphygmocor and Complior SP 

for pulse wave velocity and central pressure assessment. J Hypertens, 32: 873-

880. 

67. Milan A, Zocaro G, Leone D, Tosello F, Buraioli I, Schiavone D, Veglio F. (2019) 

Current assessment of pulse wave velocity: comprehensive review of validation 

studies. J Hypertens, 37: 1547-1557. 

68. Salvi P, Magnani E, Valbusa F, Agnoletti D, Alecu C, Joly L, Benetos A. (2008) 

Comparative study of methodologies for pulse wave velocity estimation. J Hum 

Hypertens, 22: 669-677. 

69. Salvi P, Lio G, Labat C, Ricci E, Pannier B, Benetos A. (2004) Validation of a 

new non-invasive portable tonometer for determining arterial pressure wave and 

pulse wave velocity: the PulsePen device. J Hypertens, 22: 2285-2293. 

70. Luzardo L, Lujambio I, Sottolano M, da Rosa A, Thijs L, Noboa O, Staessen JA, 

Boggia J. (2012) 24-h ambulatory recording of aortic pulse wave velocity and 

central systolic augmentation: a feasibility study. Hypertens Res, 35: 980-987. 

71. Hametner B, Wassertheurer S, Kropf J, Mayer C, Eber B, Weber T. (2013) 

Oscillometric estimation of aortic pulse wave velocity: comparison with intra-

aortic catheter measurements. Blood Press Monit, 18: 173-176. 

72. Horváth IG, Németh A, Lenkey Z, Alessandri N, Tufano F, Kis P, Gaszner B, 

Cziráki A. (2010) Invasive validation of a new oscillometric device 

(Arteriograph) for measuring augmentation index, central blood pressure and 

aortic pulse wave velocity. J Hypertens, 28: 2068-2075. 

73. Alivon M, Vo-Duc Phuong T, Vignon V, Bozec E, Khettab H, Hanon O, Briet M, 

Halimi JM, Hallab M, Plichart M, Mohammedi K, Marre M, Boutouyrie P, 

Laurent S. (2015) A novel device for measuring arterial stiffness using finger-toe 

pulse wave velocity: Validation study of the pOpmètre®. Arch Cardiovasc Dis, 

108: 227-234. 

74. László A, Reusz G, Nemcsik J. (2016) Ambulatory arterial stiffness in chronic 

kidney disease: a methodological review. Hypertens Res, 39: 192-198. 

75. Salvi P, Scalise F, Rovina M, Moretti F, Salvi L, Grillo A, Gao L, Baldi C, Faini 

A, Furlanis G, Sorropago A, Millasseau SC, Sorropago G, Carretta R, Avolio AP, 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



59 

 

Parati G. (2019) Noninvasive Estimation of Aortic Stiffness Through Different 

Approaches. Hypertension, 74: 117-129. 

76. Batta D, Korosi B, Gyongyosi H, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, Laszlo A, Tisler A, 

Cseprekal O, Nemcsik J. (2021) Cross-sectional comparison of office and 

ambulatory pulse wave velocity by two methods, and their changes after lifestyle 

or medical interventions in hypertension. J Hypertens, 

doi:10.1097/HJH.0000000000003036. 

77. Van Bortel LM, Laurent S, Boutouyrie P, Chowienczyk P, Cruickshank JK, De 

Backer T, Filipovsky J, Huybrechts S, Mattace-Raso FU, Protogerou AD, 

Schillaci G, Segers P, Vermeersch S, Weber T. (2012) Expert consensus 

document on the measurement of aortic stiffness in daily practice using carotid-

femoral pulse wave velocity. J Hypertens, 30: 445-448. 

78. Kőrӧsi B, Gyӧngyӧsi H, Batta D, László A, Kovács I, Tislér A, Cseprekál O, 

Nemcsik-Bencze Z, Gonda X, Rihmer Z, Nemcsik J. (2021) Evaluation of 

affective temperaments and arterial stiffness in different hypertension phenotypes. 

Hypertens Res, 44: 47-54. 

79. Franssen PM, Imholz BP. (2010) Evaluation of the Mobil-O-Graph new 

generation ABPM device using the ESH criteria. Blood Press Monit, 15: 229-231. 

80. Wei W, Tolle M, Zidek W, van der Giet M. (2010) Validation of the mobil-O-

Graph: 24 h-blood pressure measurement device. Blood Press Monit, 15: 225-

228. 

81. Papaioannou TG, Argyris A, Protogerou AD, Vrachatis D, Nasothimiou EG, 

Sfikakis PP, Stergiou GS, Stefanadis CI. (2013) Non-invasive 24 hour ambulatory 

monitoring of aortic wave reflection and arterial stiffness by a novel oscillometric 

device: the first feasibility and reproducibility study. Int J Cardiol, 169: 57-61. 

82. Weber T, Wassertheurer S, Rammer M, Maurer E, Hametner B, Mayer CC, Kropf 

J, Eber B. (2011) Validation of a brachial cuff-based method for estimating central 

systolic blood pressure. Hypertension, 58: 825-832. 

83. Matschkal J, Mayer CC, Sarafidis PA, Lorenz G, Braunisch MC, Guenthner R, 

Angermann S, Steubl D, Kemmner S, Bachmann Q, Hauser C, Nerl L, Baumann 

M, Mann JF, Moog P, Kuechle C, Renders L, Heemann U, Wassertheurer S, 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



60 

 

Schmaderer C. (2019) Comparison of 24-hour and Office Pulse Wave Velocity 

for Prediction of Mortality in Hemodialysis Patients. Am J Nephrol, 49: 317-327. 

84. Nemcsik J, Tabak A, Batta D, Cseprekal O, Egresits J, Tisler A. (2018) Integrated 

central blood pressure-aortic stiffness risk score for cardiovascular risk 

stratification in chronic kidney disease. Physiol Int, 105: 335-346. 

85. Batta D, Tabák Á, Korosi BZ, Cseprekál O, Egresits J, Tisler A, Nemcsik J. (2019) 

Integrated Central Blood Pressure-aortic Stiffness Risk Categories and 

Cardiovascular Mortality in End-stage Renal Disease. Artery Research, 25. 

86. Protogerou AD, Argyris A, Nasothimiou E, Vrachatis D, Papaioannou TG, 

Tzamouranis D, Blacher J, Safar ME, Sfikakis P, Stergiou GS. (2012) Feasibility 

and reproducibility of noninvasive 24-h ambulatory aortic blood pressure 

monitoring with a brachial cuff-based oscillometric device. Am J Hypertens, 25: 

876-882. 

87. Wassertheurer S, Kropf J, Weber T, van der Giet M, Baulmann J, Ammer M, 

Hametner B, Mayer CC, Eber B, Magometschnigg D. (2010) A new oscillometric 

method for pulse wave analysis: comparison with a common tonometric method. 

J Hum Hypertens, 24: 498-504. 

88. Berukstis A, Jarasunas J, Daskeviciute A, Ryliskyte L, Baranauskas A, 

Steponeniene R, Laucevicius A. (2019) How to interpret 24-h arterial stiffness 

markers: comparison of 24-h ambulatory Mobil-O-Graph with SphygmoCor 

office values. Blood Press Monit, 24: 93-98. 

89. Schwartz JE, Feig PU, Izzo JL, Jr. (2019) Pulse Wave Velocities Derived From 

Cuff Ambulatory Pulse Wave Analysis. Hypertension, 74: 111-116. 

90. Hametner B, Wassertheurer S, Mayer CC, Danninger K, Binder RK, Weber T. 

(2021) Aortic Pulse Wave Velocity Predicts Cardiovascular Events and Mortality 

in Patients Undergoing Coronary Angiography: A Comparison of Invasive 

Measurements and Noninvasive Estimates. Hypertension, 77: 571-581. 

91. Demir A, Öztürk Ş, Ekmekçi AH, Demir K, Avcı A, Eren F, Sivri M. (2020) 

Decrease in Pulse Wave Velocity is Associated with Clinical Improvement in 

Patients with Ischemic Stroke. J Stroke Cerebrovasc Dis, 29: 105206. 

92. Onuigbo M, Onuigbo N, Bellasi A, Russo D, Di Iorio BR. (2013) Penultimate 

pulse wave velocity, better than baseline pulse wave velocity, predicted mortality 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



61 

 

in Italian ESRD cohort study - a case for daily hemodialysis for ESRD patients 

with accelerated pulse wave velocity changes. G Ital Nefrol, 30. 

93. Townsend RR, Wilkinson IB, Schiffrin EL, Avolio AP, Chirinos JA, Cockcroft 

JR, Heffernan KS, Lakatta EG, McEniery CM, Mitchell GF, Najjar SS, Nichols 

WW, Urbina EM, Weber T. (2015) Recommendations for Improving and 

Standardizing Vascular Research on Arterial Stiffness: A Scientific Statement 

From the American Heart Association. Hypertension, 66: 698-722. 

94. Salvi P, Furlanis G, Grillo A, Pini A, Salvi L, Marelli S, Rovina M, Moretti F, 

Gaetano R, Pintassilgo I, Faini A, Fabris B, Carretta R, Parati G. (2019) Unreliable 

Estimation of Aortic Pulse Wave Velocity Provided by the Mobil-O-Graph 

Algorithm-Based System in Marfan Syndrome. J Am Heart Assoc, 8: e04028. 

95. Vlachopoulos C, Xaplanteris P, Aboyans V, Brodmann M, Cifkova R, Cosentino 

F, De Carlo M, Gallino A, Landmesser U, Laurent S, Lekakis J, Mikhailidis DP, 

Naka KK, Protogerou AD, Rizzoni D, Schmidt-Trucksass A, Van Bortel L, Weber 

T, Yamashina A, Zimlichman R, Boutouyrie P, Cockcroft J, O'Rourke M, Park 

JB, Schillaci G, Sillesen H, Townsend RR. (2015) The role of vascular biomarkers 

for primary and secondary prevention. A position paper from the European 

Society of Cardiology Working Group on peripheral circulation: Endorsed by the 

Association for Research into Arterial Structure and Physiology (ARTERY) 

Society. Atherosclerosis, 241: 507-532. 

96. Kavousi M, Elias-Smale S, Rutten JH, Leening MJ, Vliegenthart R, Verwoert GC, 

Krestin GP, Oudkerk M, de Maat MP, Leebeek FW, Mattace-Raso FU, 

Lindemans J, Hofman A, Steyerberg EW, van der Lugt A, van den Meiracker AH, 

Witteman JC. (2012) Evaluation of newer risk markers for coronary heart disease 

risk classification: a cohort study. Ann Intern Med, 156: 438-444. 

97. Verwoert GC, Elias-Smale SE, Rizopoulos D, Koller MT, Steyerberg EW, 

Hofman A, Kavousi M, Sijbrands EJ, Hoeks AP, Reneman RS, Mattace-Raso FU, 

Witteman JC. (2012) Does aortic stiffness improve the prediction of coronary 

heart disease in elderly? The Rotterdam Study. J Hum Hypertens, 26: 28-34. 

98. Nambi V, Chambless L, Folsom AR, He M, Hu Y, Mosley T, Volcik K, 

Boerwinkle E, Ballantyne CM. (2010) Carotid intima-media thickness and 

presence or absence of plaque improves prediction of coronary heart disease risk: 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



62 

 

the ARIC (Atherosclerosis Risk In Communities) study. J Am Coll Cardiol, 55: 

1600-1607. 

99. Wang KL, Cheng HM, Chuang SY, Spurgeon HA, Ting CT, Lakatta EG, Yin FC, 

Chou P, Chen CH. (2009) Central or peripheral systolic or pulse pressure: which 

best relates to target organs and future mortality? J Hypertens, 27: 461-467. 

100. Holewijn S, den Heijer M, Kiemeney LA, Stalenhoef AF, de Graaf J. (2014) 

Combining risk markers improves cardiovascular risk prediction in women. Clin 

Sci (Lond), 126: 139-146. 

101. Niiranen TJ, Kalesan B, Mitchell GF, Vasan RS. (2019) Relative Contributions 

of Pulse Pressure and Arterial Stiffness to Cardiovascular Disease. Hypertension, 

73: 712-717. 

102. Blacher J, Guerin AP, Pannier B, Marchais SJ, Safar ME, London GM. (1999) 

Impact of aortic stiffness on survival in end-stage renal disease. Circulation, 99: 

2434-2439. 

103. Nemcsik J, Kiss I, Tisler A. (2012) Arterial stiffness, vascular calcification and 

bone metabolism in chronic kidney disease. World J Nephrol, 1: 25-34. 

104. Fagard RH. (2017) Predicting risk of fatal cardiovascular disease and sudden 

death in hypertension. J Hypertens, 35: 2165-2167. 

 

  

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



63 

 

8. BIBLIOGRAPHY OF PUBLICATIONS 

Publications related to the thesis: 

Batta D, Körösi B, Gyöngyösi H, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, László A, Tislér A, Cseprekál O, 

Nemcsik J. (2022) Cross-sectional comparison of office and ambulatory pulse wave 

velocity by two methods, and their changes after lifestyle or medical interventions in 

hypertension. J Hypertens, 40: 470-477.  

impact factor: 4.776 

 

Batta D, Tabák Á, Kőrösi B, Cseprekál O, Egresits J, Tislér A, Nemcsik J. (2019) 

Integrated Central Blood Pressure-aortic Stiffness Risk Categories and Cardiovascular 

Mortality in End-stage Renal Disease. Artery Research, 25: 49–55. 

impact factor: 0.519 

 

Nemcsik J, Tabák Á, Batta D, Cseprekál O, Egresits J, Tislér A. (2018) Integrated central 

blood pressure-aortic stiffness risk score for cardiovascular risk stratification in chronic 

kidney disease. Physiol Int, 105: 335-346. 

impact factor: 1.113 

 

  

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



64 

 

Publications not related to the thesis: 

Gyöngyösi H, Kőrösi B, Batta D, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, László A, Tislér A, Cseprekál O, 

Torzsa P, Eörsi D, Nemcsik J. (2021) Comparison of Different Cardiovascular Risk Score 

and Pulse Wave Velocity-Based Methods for Vascular Age Calculation. Heart Lung Circ, 

30: 1744-1751. 

impact factor: 2.838 

 

Kőrӧsi B, Gyӧngyӧsi H, Batta D, László A, Kovács I, Tislér A, Cseprekál O, Nemcsik-

Bencze Z, Gonda X, Rihmer Z, Nemcsik J. (2021) Evaluation of affective temperaments 

and arterial stiffness in different hypertension phenotypes. Hypertens Res, 44: 47-54. 

impact factor: 5.528 

 

Körösi B, Vecsey-Nagy M, Kolossváry M, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, Szilveszter B, László A, 

Batta D, Gonda X, Merkely B, Rihmer Z, Maurovich-Horvat P, Eörsi D, Torzsa P, 

Nemcsik J. (2019) The association between Cyclothymic Affective Temperament and 

Age of Onset of Hypertension. Int J Hypertens, 2019: 9248247. 

impact factor: 1.132 

 

Kőrösi B, Laszló A, Tabák A, Batta D, Lénart L, Fekete A, Eörsi D, Cseprekál O, Tislér 

A, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, Gonda X, Rihmer Z, Nemcsik J. (2017) The impact of currently 

recommended antihypertensive therapy on depression and other psychometric 

parameters: preliminary communication. Neuropsychopharmacol Hung, 19: 11-22. 

 

Gyöngyösi H, Kőrösi BZ, Batta D, László A, Nemcsik-Bencze Z, Gonda X, Rihmer Z, 

Cseprekál O, Tislér A, Nemcsik J. (2022) Az affektív temperamentumok és az artériás 

érfalmerevség index kapcsolata krónikus hypertoniás betegekben. Orv Hetil, 163: 312-

318. 

impact factor: 0.707 

 

Nemcsik-Bencze Zs, Kőrösi B, Gyöngyösi H, Batta D, László A, Torzsa P, Kovács I, 

Rihmer Z, Gonda X, Nemcsik J. (2022) Depression and Anxiety in Different 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



65 

 

Hypertension Phenotypes: A Cross-Sectional Study. Annals of General Psychiatry 21(1): 

23. 

impact factor: 3.301  

 

Batta D, Kőrösi B, Nemcsik J. (2020) Supine Hypertension and Extreme Reverse Dipping 

Phenomenon Decades after Kidney Transplantation: A Case Report. Artery Research 26 

(3): 183–186. 

impact factor: 0.597 

 

Nemcsik J, Batta D, Kőrösi B, Rihmer Z. (2020) A Cyclothym Affektív Temperamentum 

És a Hypertonia Kapcsolata. Hypertonia és Nephrologia 24 (4): 169–172.  

 

Kőrösi B, Batta D, Gonda X, Rihmer Z, Nemcsik-Bencze Zs, László A, Vecsey-Nagy M, 

Nemcsik J. (2019) Association between Irritable Affective Temperament and Nighttime 

Peripheral and Central Systolic Blood Pressure in Hypertension. Artery Research 25 (1–

2): 41–47.  

impact factor: 0.519 

 

 

∑impact factor: 21. 030 

  

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



66 

 

9. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

I have received essential and selfless support and assistance from a number of 

individuals throughout my scientific work and the process of writing my dissertation. 

First I would like to thank my supervisor Dr. János Nemcsik for the careful guidance 

and continuous incentive. As a supervisor and mentor, our joint work dates back many 

years. As supervisor at scientific student work he started to introduce me to the world of 

scientific work in 2015, in which the topic close to the patients and the possibility that 

our results can be used in everyday general praxis work in the future were especially 

motivating. His competence, scientific enthusiasm, perseverance and ideas were 

motivating, with his encouragement and support I was able to present the results of our 

working group at several domestic and international conferences, which helped to expand 

my social network as well.  

I am grateful to the members of our working group: thanks for Dr. András Tislér, who 

provided us with the PulsePen device; Dr. Orsolya Cseprekál for teaching me how to 

evaluate the measurement results; thanks for Dr. Ádám Tabák, who completed our 

statistical knowledge with his deep experience in this field; thanks for Dr. József Egresits 

for his work on PulsePen measurements; thanks for Dr. Beáta Kőrösi, who, along with 

Dr. János Nemcsik, taught me how to use the PulsePen and analyzed a lot of curves; 

thanks for Dr. Andrea László, whose previous work we continued and helped to learn 

curve analysis and critically reviewed the dissertation; thanks for Zsófia Nemcsik-Bencze 

who  helped us by digitalizing the filled questionnaires; thanks for Lászlóné Hárshegyi 

for the help as office’s assistants; thanks for Dr. Lóránt Kerkovits, Dr. Adrienn Marton 

and Dr. Zsófia K Németh for patient recruitment and thanks for Helga Gyöngyösi who 

helps our work as medical student. 

I would like to thank the help of Prof. Szabolcs Várbíró DSc, who, as first reviewer, 

enriched my dissertation with many valuable thoughts. 

I am grateful for the support of the Department of Family Medicine, Semmelweis 

University. We owe a debt of gratitude to Hungarian Kidney Foundation, Hungarian 

Society of Hypertension and Hungarian Society of Nephrology, who supported our 

studies. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



67 

 

Special thanks to Workgroup for Science Management, Doctoral School for their 

support in writing my dissertation and completing it as soon as possible. I am especially 

grateful to my consultant, Dr. Marianna Török, who helped a lot in writing the 

dissertation, often during nightly consultations. Marianna's work ethic and competence 

were exemplary and very motivating for me. 

Finally, I am very grateful for the support and help of my family. 

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



Physiology International, Volume 105 (4), pp. 335–346 (2018)

DOI: 10.1556/2060.105.2018.4.29

Integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness risk
score for cardiovascular risk stratification in chronic

kidney disease

J Nemcsik1,2*, Á Tabák3,4*, D Batta1*, O Cseprekál5, J Egresits6, A Tislér3

1Department of Family Medicine, Semmelweis University, Budapest, Hungary
2Department of Family Medicine, Health Service of Zugló (ZESZ), Budapest, Hungary
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Background and aims: The aim of this study was to develop an integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness
(ICPS) risk score to predict cardiovascular events. Methods: It was a retrospective cohort study. A total of 100
chronic kidney disease (CKD) patients on conservative therapy were included. Pulse wave velocity (PWV), central
systolic blood pressure (cSBP), and central pulse pressure (cPP) were measured. A score was assigned to tertiles of
PWV (0–2), cPP (0–2), and cSBP (0 to the first and second and 1 to the third tertile) based on each parameter’s ability
to individually predict cardiovascular outcome. The sum of these scores and three ICPS risk categories as predictors
were studied. Finally, we compared discrimination of the ICPS risk categories with PWV, cSBP, and cPP. Results:
Adjusted for age and sex, patients in high and very high ICPS risk categories had increased cardiovascular risk
(HR: 3.52, 95% CI: 1.65–7.49; HR: 7.56, 95% CI: 3.20–17.85, respectively). High and very high ICPS risk
categories remained independent predictors in a model adjusted for multiple CV risk factors (HR: 4.58, 95%
CI: 1.65–7.49; HR: 8.56, 95% CI: 3.09–23.76, respectively). ICPS risk categories (Harrell’s C: 0.723, 95% CI:
0.652–0.795) showed better discrimination than PWV (Harrell’s C: 0.659, 95% CI: 0.586–0.732, p= 0.028) and
cSBP (Harrell’s C: 0.660, 95% CI: 0.584–0.735, p= 0.008) and there has been a tendency of significance in case of
cPP (Harrell’s C: 0.691, 95% CI: 0.621–0.761, p= 0.170). Conclusion: The ICPS score may clinically importantly
improve the identification of CKD patients with elevated cardiovascular risk.

Keywords: chronic kidney disease, central blood pressure, central pulse pressure, pulse wave velocity,
cardiovascular outcome

Introduction

Given that cardiovascular (CV) diseases are still the leading causes of mortality worldwide
and that an armamentarium of effective preventive medications is available, it is of utmost
importance to accurately predict CV risk in different populations to increase the health
benefits of CV prevention (5). Measurements of arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic
status are contenders that may improve CV risk prediction over and above classical tools.
These parameters have been extensively investigated in the past two decades. In all stages of
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chronic kidney disease (CKD), arterial stiffness is an important risk factor for CV events and
mortality (13).

The most important marker of arterial stiffness is the carotid-femoral pulse wave
velocity (PWV). It was found to be predictive in different patient populations and was
included in European hypertension guidelines since 2007. However, the most recent
European guideline on CV risk prevention advised against its use for CV risk assessment
in the general population (12).

Among parameters describing central hemodynamics, central systolic blood pressure
(cSBP, a measure of pressure load) and central pulse pressure (cPP, describing pulsatility)
seem to be the most promising, as they have better predictive values compared to brachial
systolic and pulse pressure in some conditions (1, 7), although no additional advantage was
found compared to brachial pressure in the Framingham Heart Study (8).

Another measure, the augmentation index (Aix), is a wave reflection parameter that also
describes total peripheral resistance. It has also been reported to be an independent predictor
of CV outcomes (6), but results are conflicting (8, 11).

Although most available literature on arterial stiffness investigates the predictive power
of stiffness parameters individually, given that PWV, cSBP, cPP, and Aix can be obtained
with most available devices at a single measurement, and that they reflect different aspects of
the vasculature, it seems reasonable to combine their results into a single score to predict
vascular events.

Our aims were to investigate the following in CKD patients on conservative therapy:
(1) the predictive power of PWV, cSBP, cPP, and Aix individually for CV events; (2) to
translate these parameters into simple scores based on their tertiles; (3) to establish and test for
CV prediction an integrated parameter as the sum of these scores and based and these scores,
different risk categories; and (4) to test whether the integrated score-based risk category
concept improves CV prediction compared with its components separately.

Methods

It was a retrospective cohort study. Scientific results from this cohort were published previously
(1, 10). Patients were recruited from two tertiary care nephrology outpatient clinics. Conve-
nience sampling was used with the consecutive inclusion of CKD patients. None of the patients
were hospitalized during baseline investigations. CKD patients at stages 1–5, not on dialysis
therapy, who gave written informed consent for participation, were included. Patients with
atrial fibrillation or with frequent ventricular extrasystoles counteracting with pulse wave
analysis were excluded. After baseline clinical, laboratory, arterial stiffness, and central
hemodynamic measurements, patients were followed for a median of 67.6 months (interquartile
range: 38.4–82.6). Follow-up data were collected between April 2007 and July 2014 by yearly
telephone interviews either with the patients, their general practitioners, or treating physicians.
All endpoint information was verified by original chart review. Follow-up was censored at the
last occurrence of a documented CV event (acute coronary syndrome, heart failure requiring
hospitalization, stroke or transient ischemic attack, or peripheral artery disease with the need for
an intervention) or death due to the above CV causes.

The protocol was approved by the local ethical committees of the participating hospitals
and was carried out in accordance with the tenets of the Declaration of Helsinki. All patients
gave written informed consent before participation.
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Arterial stiffness, central hemodynamic, and blood pressure measurements
All measurements were performed between 10 a.m. and 12 p.m. Patients were allowed to take
a non-standardized light breakfast and took their regular medications at least 3 h before the
study measurements. They were asked to refrain from smoking on the day of the study and
not to consume any caffeine-containing drinks at least 4 h before initiating the measurements.
Arterial stiffness measurements and blood sampling were carried out on separate days within
a week.

Arterial stiffness measurements were carried out in a temperature-controlled room
(24± 1 °C). Upon arrival after a 5-min rest, two consecutive brachial blood pressure
measurements were taken 1 min apart on each arm in the sitting position with a validated
BpTru device (VSMMedtech, Vancouver, Canada). The mean value was calculated for each
arm, and the higher of these was further taken as brachial systolic and diastolic blood pressure
and heart rate. Subjects were then set in the supine position for a 10-min acclimatization
period.

Arterial stiffness was measured with the “gold-standard” tonometric method, above
the carotid and femoral sites, using the PulsePen device. We referred our previous
publication for the PWV and cPP measurements (1). Aix was measured by automatic
identification of the “1st shoulder” (inflexion point) on the averaged carotid pulse signal by
the PulsePen software. The pressure amplitude following this point divided by the pulse
pressure provided the Aix. CSBP was directly calculated from the carotid pulse waveform
using the calibration considering brachial systolic and diastolic blood pressures.

Epidemiologic and Laboratory data
Baseline data on current smoking, any type of diabetes mellitus, hypertension, coronary
artery disease (previous acute myocardial infarction or coronary intervention), chronic heart
failure (previous diagnosis), peripheral arterial disease (documented by angiography or
intervention), and cerebrovascular disease (previous stroke or transient ischemic attack) were
collected by health record review.

Blood samples for the determination of blood cell count and hemoglobin, serum
cholesterol, triglyceride, and low-density lipoprotein (LDL)-cholesterol were collected at
baseline. Routine blood chemistry measurements were carried out directly after blood
sampling on a Hitachi auto-analyzer. Baseline estimated glomerular filtration rate was
calculated using the four-variable Chronic Kidney Disease Epidemiology Collaboration
equation.

Statistical analyses
All data analyses were performed using SPSS 23 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) for
Windows (descriptives and Cox regression analyses) or Stata version 13.1 (Harrell’s
C-statistics). Continuous data are given as mean and standard deviation (SD), or in case
of evidence against a normal distribution, as a median and interquartile range.

The primary outcome of the study was the occurrence of the combined endpoint of CV
events and CV mortality, as defined above.

To assess the predictive values of the studied parameters for the primary outcome,
multiple failure times Cox proportional hazard regression analyses were used with condi-
tional risk set modeling. This method accommodates for the fact that one patient may have
had more than one event during follow-up.
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No a priori power calculations were carried out for the current analysis; however, the
sample size for the original study was based on the observed differences and the distribution
of one of the arterial stiffness measures (cPP) (1). A post hoc power calculation showed
power values ranging from 0.60 to 0.97 for individual arterial stiffness parameters (as
continuous variables) for the prediction of CV events.

Arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters were analyzed both as contin-
uous and categorical variables. For the former, these variables were transformed into
z-scores to improve their comparability and thus the associations are given for one SD
differences in PWV, cSBP, cPP, and Aix for the CV outcome. Model 1 was adjusted for
age and sex, Model 2 was further adjusted for brachial systolic blood pressure,
LDL-cholesterol, current smoking, diabetes, body mass index, known CV disease, and
GFR-EPI. As in the cohort, all but one patient had hypertension, we omitted this variable
from the adjustment.

Next, patients were divided into tertiles based on their PWV, cSBP, cPP, and Aix values,
respectively. Survival was investigated using Kaplan–Meier analysis and Cox regressions
similar to the ones described above, with arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic
parameters as predictors and CV events or CV mortality as outcome. Polynomial and simple
contrasts were performed to investigate the best scoring for these tertiles. According to these
results, Aix was not related to CV outcome and was excluded from further analysis. There
was a linear association between PWV and cPP and CV outcomes and accordingly 0, 1, and
2 points were given to the consecutive tertiles. As the risk of CV events or CV mortality only
increased in the third tertile of cSBP, 0 points were given to the first two tertiles and 1 point to
the third.

The integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness (ICPS) score was calculated for
each patient by summing the points based on tertiles (range: 0–5 points). Survival was
investigated with Kaplan–Meier and Cox regression analyses (adjusted for age and sex) with
ICPS score as the predictor and CV event or CV mortality as outcome. Given the limited
statistical power of our relatively small sample size, patients were classified into three ICPS
risk categories: average (0–2 points), high (3–4 points), or very high (5 points). The
predictive role of these risk categories were investigated in Kaplan–Meier curves and Cox
regressions with adjustment (1) for age and sex and (2) with further adjustment for brachial
systolic blood pressure, LDL-cholesterol, current smoking, diabetes, body mass index, CV
disease, and GFR-EPI.

Finally, the ICPS risk categories and one SD change of each of its components (PWV,
cSBP, and cPP) were analyzed in the same Cox regression model for CV outcomes.
To investigate model discrimination, Harrell’s concordance statistics were utilized.

As sensitivity analysis, all of the measurements were performed using Cox regression
analyses, considering the occurrence of the first CV event instead of multiple failure time
analysis as well.

Results

Of the 108 patients eligible for inclusion, five individuals declined participation. Further-
more, three patients were excluded because of missing baseline or follow-up data, leaving
100 subjects in the analytical sample.

Table I displays baseline characteristics, including concomitant diseases, traditional and
non-traditional CV risk factors, and metabolic and vascular parameters.
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The causes of kidney disease were heterogeneous (number of cases in parentheses):
glomerulonephritis (n= 14), diabetic nephropathy (n= 29), hypertensive nephrosclerosis
(n= 17), chronic tubulointerstitial nephritis (n= 18), vascular cause (n= 6), polycystic
kidney disease (n= 6), tumor (n= 1), and unknown (n= 9).

All but one patient received antihypertensive medication (case numbers in parentheses):
angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitors or angiotensin receptor blockers (n= 89), calcium
channel blockers (n= 52), diuretics (n= 74), β-receptor blockers (n= 54), α-receptor

Table I. Baseline demographic, clinical, and laboratory characteristics (n= 100)

Male (n) 48

Age (years) 66.00 (58.25–75.00)

BMI (kg/m2) 27.63 (25.24–30.49)

Current smoker 12

Diabetes mellitus 44

Baseline cardiovascular disease 64

Coronary artery disease 13

Chronic heart failure 19

Cerebrovascular disease 24

Peripheral artery disease 53

eGFR (ml/min per 1.73 m2) 35.74 (23.15–49.43)

Hgb (g/L) 126.89 (14.32)

Chol (mmol/L) 4.81 (4.28–5.33)

Tg (mmol/L) 1.80 (1.15–2.60)

LDL (mmol/L) 2.57 (0.84)

SBP (mmHg) 135.50 (120.31–145.44)

DBP (mmHg) 73.12 (9.70)

HR (L/min) 62.25 (57.50–72.63)

PP (mmHg) 60.38 (50.56–70.38)

PWV (m/s) 11.26 (8.90–14.90)

Aix (%) 21.53 (15.35–26.83)

cSBP (mmHg) 124.33 (14.50)

cPP (mmHg) 48.58 (42.75–60.38)

Categorical parameters are presented as n, numbers can be also considered as percentage. Continuous data
are presented as mean (SD) or median (interquartile range). Aix: augmentation index; BMI: body mass index;
Chol: cholesterol; cPP: central pulse pressure; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; DBP: brachial diastolic blood
pressure; eGFR: estimated glomerular filtration rate; Hgb: hemoglobin; HR: heart rate; LDL: low-density lipoprotein;
n: case number; PP: brachial pulse pressure; PWV: carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity; SBP: brachial systolic blood
pressure; Tg: triglyceride

ICPS risk score and categories for CV risk stratification 339

Physiology International (Acta Physiologica Hungarica) 105, 2018

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



T
ab
le

II
.
C
ox

m
od
el
s
w
ith

ca
rd
io
va
sc
ul
ar

m
or
bi
di
ty

an
d
m
or
ta
lit
y
as

ou
tc
om

es
an
d
in
di
vi
du
al

ar
te
ri
al

st
if
fn
es
s
an
d
ce
nt
ra
l
he
m
od
yn
am

ic
pa
ra
m
et
er
s
as

pr
ed
ic
to
rs

V
ar
ia
bl
e

T
er
ti
le

N
R
an

ge

M
od

el
1

M
od

el
2

H
az
ar
d

ra
ti
o

95
%

C
I

p
va
lu
e

H
az
ar
d

ra
ti
o

95
%

C
I

p
va
lu
e

P
W
V

(p
er

1
S
D
)

1.
46
7

1.
18
2

1.
82
1

<
0.
00
1

1.
22
7

0.
86
5

1.
74
0

0.
25
3

cS
B
P
(p
er

1
S
D
)

1.
45
2

1.
05
4

2.
00
1

0.
02
3

2.
93
5

1.
34
2

6.
41
8

0.
00
7

cP
P
(p
er

1
S
D
)

1.
63
6

1.
18
3

2.
26
2

0.
00
3

1.
53
9

0.
98
0

2.
41
6

0.
06
1

A
ix

(p
er

1
S
D
)

1.
38
1

1.
06
7

1.
78
8

0.
01
4

1.
39
9

1.
04
1

1.
87
9

0.
02
6

P
W
V

(m
/s
)

1s
t

33
6.
5–
9.
8

1
(r
ef
.)

1
(r
ef
.)

2n
d

34
9.
9–
13
.0

1.
86
7

0.
63
6

5.
48
0

0.
25
6

0.
77
7

0.
23
1

2.
61
8

0.
68
4

3r
d

33
13
.2
–
27
.2

4.
07
2

1.
40
0

11
.8
41

0.
01
0

1.
28
4

0.
38
6

4.
27
3

0.
68
4

cS
B
P
(m

m
H
g)

1s
t

33
81
.5
–
11
7.
0

1
(r
ef
.)

1
(r
ef
.)

2n
d

33
11
9.
0–
12
9.
8

0.
82
7

0.
32
5

2.
10
6

0.
69
1

1.
05
2

0.
33
1

3.
33
8

0.
93
2

3r
d

34
13
0.
0–
16
7.
8

2.
30
8

1.
05
1

5.
07
1

0.
03
7

2.
67
5

0.
56
0

12
.7
72

0.
21
7

cP
P
(m

m
H
g)

1s
t

34
23
.3
–
45
.0

1
(r
ef
.)

1
(r
ef
.)

2n
d

33
45
.3
–
56
.3

1.
60
8

0.
60
5

4.
27
0

0.
34
1

1.
48
2

0.
49
2

4.
46
9

0.
48
4

3r
d

33
56
.5
–
92
.3

3.
71
2

1.
49
2

9.
23
5

0.
00
5

3.
69
7

0.
98
8

13
.8
30

0.
05
2

A
ix

(%
)

1s
t

33
7.
0–
17
.8

1
(r
ef
.)

1
(r
ef
.)

2n
d

34
18
.0
–
24
.8

1.
89
7

0.
85
3

4.
21
9

0.
11
7

1.
75
8

0.
70
1

4.
40
6

0.
22
9

3r
d

33
25
.7
–
54
.5

1.
65
8

0.
66
5

4.
13
2

0.
27
8

2.
04
9

0.
70
8

5.
92
8

0.
18
6

B
ol
d
va
lu
es

de
m
on
st
ra
te
si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e
w
he
n
p
<
0.
05
.M

od
el
1
is
ad
ju
st
ed

fo
ra
ge

an
d
se
x.
M
od
el
2
is
ad
ju
st
ed

fo
ra
ge
,s
ex
,b
ra
ch
ia
ls
ys
to
lic

bl
oo
d
pr
es
su
re
,L

D
L
-c
ho
le
st
er
ol
,c
ur
re
nt

sm
ok
in
g,

di
ab
et
es

m
el
lit
us
,b

od
y
m
as
s
in
de
x,

ca
rd
io
va
sc
ul
ar

di
se
as
e,
hy
pe
rt
en
si
on
,a
nd

G
F
R
-E
P
I.
A
ix
:
au
gm

en
ta
tio

n
in
de
x;

C
I:
co
nfi

de
nc
e
in
te
rv
al
;
cP
P
:
ce
nt
ra
l
pu
ls
e
pr
es
su
re
;

cS
B
P
:
ce
nt
ra
l
sy
st
ol
ic

bl
oo
d
pr
es
su
re
;
P
W
V
:
ca
ro
tid

-f
em

or
al

pu
ls
e
w
av
e
ve
lo
ci
ty
;
S
D
:
st
an
da
rd

de
vi
at
io
n

340 Nemcsik et al.

Physiology International (Acta Physiologica Hungarica) 105, 2018

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



blockers (n= 18), long-acting nitrate (n= 15), and centrally acting antihypertensive drugs
(n= 13), either alone or in combination. Low dose aspirin was taken by n= 36 patients,
whereas n= 17 individuals took clopidogrel. Sixty-one patients were on statin therapy.

On the whole, n= 37 patients required erythropoietin-stimulating agents, n= 35
received calcitriol, and n= 9 needed calcium carbonate phosphate binder therapy.

During follow-up, n= 49 CV events were recorded: n= 16 patients died from CV
causes (acute coronary syndrome n= 4, stroke n= 3, heart failure n= 8, and peripheral artery
disease n= 1), and there were n= 33 additional CV events (acute coronary syndrome n= 8,
stroke n= 6, heart failure n= 12, and peripheral artery disease n= 7).

Table II demonstrates the association of PWV, cSBP, cPP, and Aix (per one SD change
and per tertiles) with CV outcomes in models adjusted for age and sex or for traditional CV
risk factors. All the four studied parameters were significantly related to CV outcomes in

Fig. 1. Kaplan–Meier survival curves for each parameter studied with cardiovascular events (CV mortality and
CV events) as outcomes. Panel A: pulse wave velocity; Panel B: central systolic blood pressure; Panel C: central

pulse pressure; Panel D: augmentation index
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Model 1. In the further adjusted Model 2, the association of PWV and cPP was attenuated to
non-significance, while cSBP and Aix showed significant associations. In the analyses of
tertiles, PWV and cPP showed a linear association with the risk of CV outcomes, while for
cSBP the association was non-linear: showing an increase only in the third tertile in Model 1
adjusted for age and sex. For Aix, no significant association was found, so this parameter was
omitted from the ICPS score calculation. Further adjustment for traditional CV risk factors in
Model 2 substantially attenuated the associations and none of them remained significant.
Unadjusted associations are shown as Kaplan–Meyer curves for each tertile of all four
parameters in Fig. 1.

Table III demonstrates hazard ratios for CV outcomes by ICPS risk scores and ICPS risk
categories. The risk categories were derived from Cox models (Table III) and Kaplan–Meier
(Fig. 2A) analyses by collapsing ICPS scores with similar hazard ratios and sufficient statistical

Table III. The relation of integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk score and ICPS risk categories
with cardiovascular morbidity and mortality based on Cox proportional hazard regression models

N Hazard ratio 95% CI p value

ICPS risk score

Model 1

0 18 1 (ref.)

1 17 1.831 0.339 9.876 0.482

2 16 1.528 0.233 10.018 0.659

3 24 5.719 1.298 25.208 0.021

4 13 4.236 0.849 21.131 0.078

5 12 11.105 2.366 52.120 0.002

ICPS risk categories

Model 1

Average 51 1 (ref.)

High 37 3.517 1.650 7.494 0.001

Very high 12 7.559 3.201 17.850 <0.001

Model 2

Average 51 1 (ref.)

High 37 4.583 1.867 11.253 0.001

Very high 12 8.563 3.086 23.758 <0.001

Diabetes 44 3.073 1.680 5.621 <0.001

Bold values demonstrate significance when p< 0.05. Model 1 is adjusted for age and sex. Model 2 is adjusted for age,
sex, brachial systolic blood pressure, LDL-cholesterol, current smoking, diabetes mellitus, body mass index,
cardiovascular disease, and GFR-EPI. ICPS: integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness; CI: confidence
interval
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power. Almost half of the patients were classified into the high- and very high-risk categories.
Kaplan–Meier survival curves for the three ICPS risk categories are shown in Fig. 2B.

Table III shows that the ICPS risk categories are strongly related to the CV outcomes
even after adjustment for traditional CV risk factors. It is also notable that in Model 2, ICPS
risk categories and diabetes were the only statistically significant predictors, with a higher risk
in the high and very high ICPS risk categories compared to diabetes.

Table IV demonstrates the results of the comparison of the discriminative ability of
the ICPS risk categories with the one SD change of PWV, cSBP, and cPP. All the parameters

Fig. 2. Kaplan–Meier survival curves for the integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk scores and
ICPS risk categories for cardiovascular events (CV mortality and CV events, adjusted for age and sex) as outcomes.

Panel A: ICPS risk score groups; Panel B: ICPS risk categories

Table IV. Comparison of the discriminative ability of the integrated central blood pressure–aortic stiffness risk
categories with the one standard deviation change of pulse wave velocity, central systolic blood pressure, and central

pulse pressure (Harrell’s C-statistics)

Variable Coefficient Standard error 95% CI p value

ICPS risk categories 0.723 0.036 0.652 0.795 <0.001

PWV 0.659 0.037 0.586 0.732 <0.001

cSBP 0.660 0.038 0.584 0.735 <0.001

cPP 0.691 0.035 0.621 0.761 <0.001

ICPS risk categories vs. PWV 0.065 0.029 0.007 0.122 0.028

ICPS risk categories vs. cSBP 0.064 0.024 0.017 0.110 0.008

ICPS risk categories vs. cPP 0.032 0.023 −0.014 0.079 0.170

Bold values demonstrate significance when p< 0.05. CI: confidence interval; ICPS risk categories: integrated central
blood pressure–aortic stiffness risk categories; PWV: carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity; cSBP: central systolic
blood pressure; cPP: central pulse pressure
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were adjusted for age and sex. ICPS risk categories were superior in the discrimination to PWV
and cSBP and a tendency was also present in case of cPP, but the difference was not significant.

When, as sensitivity analysis, all the calculations were repeated with the closure of
follow-up at the first event instead of multiple failure time analysis, similar results were found
(data are available from authors by request).

Discussion

This study demonstrated that the concept of an integrated score based on arterial stiffness and
central hemodynamic parameters (ICPS) is strongly related to incident CV events in CKD
patients. According to our results, people in high and very high ICPS risk categories are at a
remarkably high risk for CV events and have a risk that is stronger than that related to
diabetes, the strongest single predictor among traditional risk factors in our cohort. In
addition, it is better than PWV and cSBP and tends to be better than cPP, which suggests that
it is worth adding together the predictive power of these parameters.

A recent consensus statement suggests that the combined assessment of more than one
biomarker may improve CV outcome prediction (15). In line with this recommendation, this
study investigated the combined effect of arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic
parameters using a simple score that integrates the predictive information of individual
biomarkers.

Available studies have conflicting results regarding the role of non-invasive markers of
morphological or functional abnormalities of the arterial wall in relation to CV risk. In elderly
patients of the Rotterdam study, the evaluation of carotid intima-media thickness (c-IMT),
peripheral artery disease, or PWV marginally improved CV risk stratification over Framing-
ham risk factors (4, 14). In contrast, in middle-aged subjects from the atherosclerosis risk in
communities study, the detection of increased c-IMT and carotid artery plaques was
associated with a significant ∼23% net reclassification index (9).

There are also some data available about the joint evaluation of different non-invasive
hemodynamic biomarkers and their relation to CV outcomes. In the study of Wang et al. (16),
cSBP was superior in CV outcome prediction compared to brachial systolic blood pressure or
brachial or cPP. In the study of Holewijn et al. (3), using net reclassification improvement
analysis, CV risk stratification improved by adding non-invasive vascular risk markers, such
as PWV, Aix, or cSBP to traditional risk factors in women; however, the association was
weaker in men and was limited to men at intermediate risk. These results suggest that the joint
evaluation of different vascular biomarkers may have perspectives, but age and sex could
influence the results. Although we adjusted for age and sex throughout this study, ICPS risk
categories still remained robust predictors of CV events.

There are multiple potential advantages of the ICPS score concept. First, PWV, cSBP,
and cPP can easily be estimated with most of the available devices (e.g., tonometric,
mechanotransducer-based, or oscillometric) that measure arterial stiffness and use pulse
wave analysis. The ICPS score is determined in a non-invasive manner without blood
sampling, which is required for traditional risk scores. Furthermore, it could help to bridge
the huge problem of diverging methodologies. Thanks to creative engineers, newer and
newer devices are marketed that estimate these parameters in simpler ways, but the actual
results of these devices are not interchangeable. Our ICPS score based on tertiles in a given
population could be a universal parameter. Of course, the tertiles of each parameter should
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be defined for each device, but probably no equations are required to translate results
between devices. Although our studied three parameters correlate with each other, but our
results demonstrate, it is worth integrating them into one score as it can produce a very
strong predictor parameter.

As the ICPS score is based on a limited sample of CKD patients, we do not recommend
its calculation using the cutoff values from our sample, not even on CKD patients on
conservative therapy. A valid risk score should be based on large databases with a much
higher number of events that enable the investigation of each parameter involved in the score
(2). However, as our ICPS risk categories in the present rudimentary form are much stronger
predictors than diabetes in our cohort, our results in this form can generate important
discussion and further studies. A great scientific potential of this concept is related to the fact
that there are other cohorts in divergent races with available PWV, cSBP, and cPP
measurements, so our finding on ICPS risk categories could easily be broaden for different
patient populations. Such cohorts are, e.g., the Framingham Heart Study cohort (8) or the
Nijmegen Biomedical Study (3).

There are some limitations of this study that has to be acknowledged. During tonometric
arterial stiffness measurements, patients with atrial fibrillation are excluded because of
methodological considerations, so a proportion of patients cannot be involved into our new
risk stratification method. Due to the low number of participants and outcome events, this
study is underpowered and thus the exact thresholds for scoring or the relative contribution of
individual parameters could not have been exactly defined. Therefore, the aim of this study is
not to define the final score but to report the possible advantages of this new concept of a
combined risk score based on arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters.

In conclusions, our integrated score and the constructed ICPS risk categories provided
strong and robust association with CV outcomes in CKD patients on conservative therapy,
which highlights the possible advantages of the combined measure of arterial stiffness and
central hemodynamic parameters for CV risk prediction.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Cardiovascular (CV) diseases are the leading causes of morbid-
ity and mortality in industrialized countries worldwide, despite 
the availability of highly effective preventive treatments. This 
phenomenon is even more pronounced in chronic kidney dis-
ease (CKD), especially in end-stage renal disease (ESRD), as CV 
mortality of patients on maintenance hemodialysis (HD) is more 

than 10-fold higher compared with the normal population [1]. 
Therefore, attempts in ESRD to better identify high risk patients 
and their more effective prevention have an outmost importance.

In the past two decades numerous investigations demonstrated 
that aortic stiffening as measured by carotid-femoral Pulse Wave 
Velocity (PWV) predicts mortality independently of traditional risk 
factors. The most striking effect was observed in ESRD patients on 
maintenance HD, in whom a 3.4 m/s increase in PWV was associ-
ated with a threefold rise in the risk for mortality [2]. Based on the 
accumulating evidence regarding the role of PWV in the prediction 
of target organ damage, PWV was assigned as IIa recommendation 
in the European hypertension guidelines in 2007 and 2013 [3,4]. 
In contrast, the 2016 the European guideline on CV risk preven-
tion advised against its use for CV risk assessment in the general  
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A B S T R AC T
Background: Our aim was to study the predictive power of integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk 
categories on cardiovascular (CV) mortality in end-stage renal disease (ESRD) patients. 
Methods: This is a secondary analysis of a prospective study of 91 ESRD patients on hemodialysis therapy. At baseline, pulse 
wave velocity (PWV), central systolic blood pressure (cSBP) and central pulse pressure (cPP) were measured and patients were 
followed up for CV mortality for a median 29.5 months. Based on the shape of the association of each individual ICPS parameter 
with the CV outcome, patients were assigned ICPS scores: one point was given, if either the cSBP value was in the 3rd, or if the 
PWV or cPP was in the 2nd or 3rd tertiles (ICPS range: 0–3). We then evaluated the role of ICPS risk categories (average: 0–1, 
high: 2, very high: 3 points) in the prediction of CV outcomes using Cox proportional hazard regression analysis and compared 
its discrimination (Harrell’s C) to that of each of its components.
Results: We found a strong dose–response association between ICPS risk categories and CV outcome (high risk HR = 2.62, 95% 
CI: 0.82–8.43, p for trend = 0.106; very high risk HR = 10.03, 95% CI: 1.67–60.42, p = 0.02) even after adjustment for multiple 
potential confounders. ICPS risk categories had a modest discrimination (C: 0.622, 95% CI: 0.525–0.719) that was significantly 
better than that of cSBP (dC: 0.061, 95% CI: 0.006–0.117).
Conclusion: The ICPS risk categories may improve the identification of ESRD patients with high CV mortality risk.

H I G H L I G H T S

· Integrated evaluation of central blood pressure and stiffness (ICPS) may improve risk prediction.
· ICPS risk categories were developed and tested in end-stage renal disease (ESRD).
· Very high ICPS risk category is a strong predictor of cardiovascular mortality in ESRD.

© 2019 Association for Research into Arterial Structure and Physiology. Publishing services by Atlantis Press International B.V. 
This is an open access article distributed under the CC BY-NC 4.0 license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/).

*Corresponding author. Email: janos.nemcsik@gmail.com
#These authors contributed equally to this work and are considered shared last authors.
Peer review under responsibility of the Association for Research into Arterial Structure 
and Physiology 
Data availability statement: The data that support the findings of this study are available 
from the corresponding author, upon reasonable request.

In Press, Corrected Proof

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776

https://doi.org/10.2991/artres.k.191114.004
https://www.atlantis-press.com/journals/artres
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
mailto:janos.nemcsik%40gmail.com?subject=


2 D. Batta et al. / Artery Research. In Press

population [5] and in the most recent European hypertension 
guideline the level of recommendation was downgraded to IIb [6]. 
Given these ups and downs, it seems that the scientific audience is 
currently less convinced about the usefulness of the measurement 
of arterial stiffness for CV risk stratification compared to the begin-
ning of the century.

Arterial stiffness can be measured by several methods [7,8]. With 
most of the available devices parallel with the measurement of 
PWV, other parameters can also be evaluated, which correlate with 
PWV and each other, but also reflect on different features of the 
vasculature. Such parameters are the central systolic blood pressure 
(cSBP) reflecting on pressure; central pulse pressure (cPP) reflect-
ing on pulsatility; and augmentation index (AIx) reflecting on 
wave reflection. Recently, we developed an integrated central blood  
pressure-aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk score and based on it defined 
three ICPS risk categories in CKD patients on conservative therapy. 
ICPS risk categories were very strong predictors of CV outcome in 
CKD patients showing superiority over PWV [9].

In the present study our aim was to test the association between 
ICPS risk score and ICPS risk categories and CV mortality in a 
cohort of ESRD patients on HD therapy. We hypothesized that 
ICPS risk categories would be similarly good predictors of CV out-
come in ESRD patients on HD therapy as it was found in CKD 
patients on conservative therapy.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1. Participants and Setting

The details of the methods of this retrospective cohort study were 
published previously [10–13]. In brief, patients were recruited 
among ambulatory, chronic (>3 months on HD) ESRD patients of 
two HD units of a dialysis network. None of the patients were hos-
pitalized at the time of baseline investigations. Patients with atrial 
fibrillation were excluded, but otherwise all those patients, who 
gave written informed consent for participation, were included. 
Patients were considered to have established CV disease if they had 
a documented history of myocardial infarction, revascularization 
procedure, stroke or peripheral artery disease. After baseline clin-
ical, laboratory, arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic mea-
surements, patients were followed for a median of 29.5 months 
(interquartile range: 1–51). Follow-up data were collected between 
March 2005 and June 2009. All endpoint information was veri-
fied by original chart review. Outcome measure was death from a 
CV event, which was defined as documented myocardial infarc-
tion, stroke, heart failure, malignant arrythmia leading to death 
or sudden cardiac death. The protocol was approved by the Ethics 
Committee of the dialysis network and was carried out in accor-
dance with the tenets of the Declaration of Helsinki.

2.2.  Arterial Stiffness, Central Hemodynamic 
and Blood Pressure Measurements

All measurements were performed before a midweek HD session, 
with the patient in the supine position in a temperature-controlled 
room (24 ± 1°C). Arterial stiffness measurements and predialysis 
blood sampling were done on separate days within a week.

PWV, AIx, cSBP and cPP were measured by applanation tonometry 
(PulsePen device; DiaTecne s.r.l. Milan, Italy [14]) using sequential 
recordings of the arterial pressure wave at the carotid and femoral 
arteries, and by measurement of the distance between the carotid 
and the femoral sampling sites. Since current recommendation 
suggests the use of 80% of the direct carotid-femoral distance as the 
most accurate proxy of the numerator for PWV measurement, our 
previous data were recalculated accordingly [15].

All the measured parameters were calculated using the PulsePen 
software [14]. PWV was defined as the ratio of the distance and 
the transit time of the pulse pressure wave along the aorta between 
the sampling sites. Pulse wave amplitude was calibrated to brachial 
mean and diastolic pressure measured immediately prior to each 
sequence of pulse wave capture at the two sites. Recordings with 
a systolic or diastolic variability of consecutive waveforms above 
10% or with the amplitude of the pulse wave signal being <80 mV 
were discarded. All measurements were done three times and their 
average was used in the calculations. cSBP was calculated directly 
from the carotid pulse waveform using the calibration considering 
brachial systolic and diastolic blood pressures. cPP was calculated 
as the difference between the highest central systolic and diastolic 
blood pressure values recorded at the carotid sampling site. AIx was 
measured by automatic identification of the ‘1st shoulder’ (inflex-
ion point) on the averaged carotid pulse signal by the PulsePen 
software. The pressure amplitude following this point divided by 
the pulse pressure provided the AIx.

Blood pressure and heart rate were recorded in supine position 
after each arterial stiffness measurement with a validated BpTru 
device (VSM Medtech, Vancouver, Canada). The two sequential 
measurements were manually averaged.

2.3. ICPS Score and Risk Categories

To calculate the ICPS score one point was given, if a patient’s cSBP 
was in the 3rd tertile and if PWV or if cPP were in the 2nd or 3rd 
tertiles. The ICPS score was derived by summing these points 
(range: 0–3 points).

Given the limited statistical power of our relatively small sample 
size, the number of risk categories was further reduced and patients 
were classified into three ICPS risk categories: average (0–1 points), 
high (2 points) or very high (3 points).

2.4. Epidemiologic and Laboratory Data

Baseline data on current smoking, type and presence of diabetes 
mellitus, hypertension, coronary artery disease (previous acute 
myocardial infarction or coronary intervention), chronic heart fail-
ure (clinical diagnosis), peripheral arterial disease (documented by 
angiography or intervention) and cerebrovascular disease (previ-
ous stroke or transient ischemic attack) were collected by health 
record review. Patients were considered to have established CV 
disease if they had a documented history of myocardial infarction, 
revascularization procedure, stroke or peripheral arterial disease.

Blood samples for the determination of blood cell counts and 
hemoglobin, serum cholesterol, triglyceride, LDL-cholesterol, ions, 
albumin, parathormone and 25-OH vitamin D were collected at 
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baseline. Routine blood chemistry measurements were done on a 
Hitachi auto-analyzer, (Japan Care Co. Ltd., Osaka, Japan).

2.5. Statistical Analysis

All data analyses were performed using SPSS 22 for Windows (IBM 
Ltd., USA) or Stata version 13.1 (StataCorp LLC, USA). Continuous 
data are given as mean and standard deviation, or in case of evi-
dence against a normal distribution, as a median and interquar-
tile range. In general, the flow of statistical analysis followed our  
previous report [9].

Arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters were ana-
lyzed both as continuous and categorical variables. For the former, 
these variables were transformed into z-scores to improve their 
comparability and thus the associations are given for one SD dif-
ferences in PWV, AIx, cSBP and cPP for the CV outcome (Cox 
regression). Model 1 was unadjusted, while Model 2 was adjusted 
for age, sex, brachial SBP, LDL-cholesterol, current smoking, diabe-
tes, body mass index and history of CV disease.

Survival was investigated with Kaplan–Meier and Cox regression 
analyses with ICPS score as the predictor and CV mortality as out-
come. The predictive role of ICPS risk categories were investigated 
in Kaplan–Meier curves and Cox regressions with adjustment for 
age, sex, brachial SBP, LDL-cholesterol, current smoking, diabetes, 
body mass index and cardiovascular disease.

Finally, to compare the predictive value of the ICPS risk categories 
and each of its components (PWV, cSBP and cPP), all parameters 
were sequentially entered into a Cox-regression model with CV 
mortality as outcome. To investigate and compare discrimination of 
the different stiffness measures, Harrell’s concordance (Harrell’s C)- 
statistics were calculated.

3. RESULTS

Altogether 126 chronic HD patients at the two dialysis units were 
invited to participate. Of these, 28 patients declined participation 
and seven were excluded because of atrial fibrillation leaving 91 
patients for the analytical sample.

Table 1 displays baseline characteristics including dialysis duration, 
concomitant diseases, traditional CV risk factors, primary renal 
disease leading to ESRD, laboratory and hemodynamic parameters.

Eighty-two patients received antihypertensive medication (case 
numbers in parentheses): renin-angiotensin system inhibitors 
(n = 51), calcium channel blockers (n = 58), b-receptor blockers  
(n = 56), a-receptor blockers (n = 28), and centrally acting antihy-
pertensive drugs (n = 20), either alone or in combination.

In all, n = 58 patients received vitamin D and n = 72 needed cal-
cium carbonate phosphate binder therapy.

During follow-up, 31 cardiovascular deaths were recorded: seven 
patients died from myocardial infarction, seven from sudden car-
diac death, three from arrythmia, eight from heart failure and six 
from stroke.

Table 2 demonstrates the association of PWV, cSBP, cPP and AIx 
(per one SD difference and for each tertile) with CV mortality in 

 unadjusted (Model 1) and in multiply adjusted models (Model 2). As  
a single independent variable, only PWV was significantly related 
to CV mortality. In the analyses by tertiles, the 2nd tertile of PWV 
in Model 1 and the 2nd and the 3rd tertiles of cSBP in Model 2 
were related to the outcome. Unadjusted associations are shown 
as Kaplan–Meyer curves for each tertile of all four parameters 
in Figure 1. It demonstrates non-linear associations: showing an 
increase in the 2nd and 3rd teritle of PWV and cPP and only in the 
3rd tertile of cSBP. As AIx tertiles were not related to outcome and 
the tertile curves crossed each other, this parameter was omitted 
from the ICPS score calculation.

Table 3 demonstrates hazard ratios for CV mortality by ICPS scores 
and risk categories. The risk categories were based on the results of 
the Cox-models (Table 3) and the Kaplan–Meier (Figure 2A) curves 
by collapsing ICPS scores with similar hazard ratios to improve 

Table 1 | Baseline demographic, clinical, laboratory and hemodynamic 
characteristics of participants 

Subjects, n 91
Sex (male, %) 56 (61.5)
Age (years) 63.3 (14.8)
Dialysis duration (months) 29.5 (13.7–33.6)
Residual dialysis (ml/day) 650 (100–1300)
BMI (kg/m2) 25.2 (4.5)
Smoking, n (%) 17 (18.7)
Diabetes, n (%) 38 (41.6)
CV disease, n (%) 55 (60.4)

Primary renal disease, n (%)
Diabetic 31 (34.1)
Hypertensive 17 (18.7)
Tubulo-interstitial 14 (15.3)
Glomerulonephritis 13 (14.3)
Polycystic 6 (6.6)
Other or unknown 10 (11.0)

Laboratory results
Haemoglobin (g/l) 116.0 (103.0–123.0)
Creatinine (µmol/l) 650.0 (516.0–834.0)
Blood urea nitrogen (mmol/l) 19.6 (16–24.5)
Cholesterol (mmol/l) 4.5 (1.2)
HDL-cholesterol (mmol/l) 1.2 (1.0–1.6)
LDL-cholesterol (mmol/l) 2.5 (1.9–3.2)
Triglyceride (mmol/l) 1.7 (1.0–2.7)
Sodium (mmol/l) 137.0 (135.0–139.0)
Potassium (mmol/l) 5.2 (0.9)
Calcium (mmol/l) 2.3 (2.2–2.4)
Phosphate (mmol/l) 1.6 (1.1–1.9)
Albumin (g/l) 40.0 (37.6–42.0)
Parathormone (pmol/l) 7.08 (3.88–18.5)
25-OH vitamin D (µg/l) 24.7 (18.7–36.5)
CRP (mg/l) 6.7 (4.1–15.1)

Hemodynamic data
Systolic blood pressure (mmHg) 141.6 (24.7)
Diastolic blood pressure (mmHg) 77.9 (13.0)
Heart rate (1/min) 72.4 (12.6)
Pulse pressure (mmHg) 62.5 (47.0–79.5)
PWV (m/s) 11.1 (9.3–14.1)
Central SBP (mmHg) 141.9 (23.3)
Central PP (mmHg) 63.5 (47.0–79.0)
AIx (%) 19.0 (11.0–28.5)

Categorical parameters are presented as n, numbers can be also considered as percentage. 
Continuous data are presented as mean (SD) or median (interquartile range). AIx: aug-
mentation index; BMI: body mass index; central PP: central pulse pressure; central  
SBP: central systolic blood pressure; PWV: carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity.
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Table 2 | Cox models with cardiovascular mortality as outcome and individual arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters as predictors 

Variable
Model 1 Model 2

Hazard ratio 95% CI p-value Hazard ratio 95% CI p-value

PWV (per 1 SD) 1.965 1.322 2.920 0.001 1.614 1.069 2.438 0.023
cSBP (per 1 SD) 1.223 0.832 1.798 0.305 1.162 0.787 1.716 0.450
cPP (per 1 SD) 1.345 0.942 1.920 0.102 1.066 0.730 1.556 0.740
AIx (per 1 SD) 0.967 0.677 1.381 0.854 1.431 0.929 2.203 0.104

Variable Tertile N Range Hazard ratio 95% CI p-value Hazard ratio 95% CI p-value

PWV 1st 30 4.7–9.7 1 (ref.) 1 (ref.)
2nd 31 9.7–12.8 0.339 0.122 0.943 0.038 0.527 0.186 1.49 0.227
3rd 30 13.3–24.8 0.951 0.439 2.057 0.898 0.913 0.421 1.98 0.818

cSBP 1st 30 88.3–131.8 1 (ref.) 1 (ref.)
2nd 31 132.5–152 0.540 0.226 1.287 0.164 0.066 0.009 0.502 0.009
3rd 30 154–200.3 0.524 0.227 1.213 0.131 0.141 0.04 0.494 0.002

cPP 1st 30 24–52.3 1 (ref.) 1 (ref.)
2nd 31 52.5–73.3 0.567 0.226 1.421 0.226 0.936 0.365 2.399 0.89
3rd 30 73.5–114.5 0.859 0.384 1.923 0.712 0.982 0.44 2.193 0.964

AIx 1st 31 −0.5–14.5 1 (ref.) 1 (ref.)
2nd 30 15.5–23.0 1.020 0.449 2.315 0.963 0.449 0.179 1.122 0.087
3rd 30 23.5–53.5 0.742 0.298 1.848 0.522 0.445 0.175 1.13 0.089

Model 1 is unadjusted, Model 2 is adjusted for age, sex, current smoking, diabetes, body mass index, cardiovascular disease, brachial systolic blood pressure and LDL-cholesterol. PWV: 
pulse wave velocity; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; cPP: central pulse pressure; AIx: augmentation index; SD: standard deviation.

Figure 1 | Kaplan–Meier survival curves with cardiovascular mortality as outcome for each integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness risk score 
component. Panel A: pulse wave velocity; Panel B: central systolic blood pressure; Panel C: central pulse pressure; Panel D: augmentation index.
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Cross-sectional comparison of office and ambulatory
pulse wave velocity by twomethods, and their changes
after lifestyle or medical interventions in hypertension

Dóra Battaa, Beáta Körösia, Helga Gyöngyösia, Zsófia Nemcsik-Benczeb, Andrea Lászlóc,
András Tislérd, Orsolya Cseprekále, and János Nemcsika,f

Objective: Pulse wave velocity (PWV), the most accepted
biomarker of arterial stiffening can be measured by
different methods and in the past decade, its 24 h
monitoring has also become available. The aim of our
study was to compare office and ambulatory PWVs and in
a proportion of patients to compare the changes of PWVs
after the initiation of lifestyle modifications or
antihypertensive medication.

Methods: Office carotid–femoral PWV was measured
with the tonometric PulsePen device (PP PWV), first hour
and 24 h ambulatory oscillometric PWVs were evaluated
with Mobil-O-Graph (MOB first hour PWV and MOB 24 h
PWV, respectively). In new hypertensive patients, the
measurements were repeated 3 months after the initiation
of antihypertensive medication. In white-coat hypertensive
patients after lifestyle modifications the measurements
were repeated at 12 months.

Results: One hundred and five participants were involved
with 22 new hypertensive and 22 white-coat hypertensive
(WhHT) patients. PP PWV [8.7 (7.3–9.9) m/s] differed from
MOB first hour PWV [7.3 (6.5–8.8) m/s] and MOB 24 h
PWV [7.4 (6.4–8.8) m/s] as well (P<0.05). PP PWV
significantly decreased both in hypertensive [by 0.9 (0.4–
1.5) m/s, P< 0.05] and WhHT patients [by 0.3 (�0.1 to 1)
m/s, P<0.05]. MOB first hour PWV did not change neither
in hypertensive patients, nor in WhHT patients. MOB 24 h
PWV decreased only in hypertensive patients [by 0.2 (0–
0.6) m/s], which was less pronounced compared with PP
PWV (P<0.05).

Conclusion: The significant differences observed both in
the cross-sectional and in the prospective parts of our
study suggests that the two methods are not
interchangeable.

Keywords: hypertension, monitoring, oscillometry, pulse
wave velocity, tonometry

Abbreviations: CVD, cardiovascular disease; GFR-EPI,
glomerular filtration ratio calculated using the four-variable
Chronic Kidney Disease Epidemiology Collaboration
equation; HDL, high-density lipoprotein; HT, newly
diagnosed hypertensive patients; LDL, low-density
lipoprotein; MOB 1st hour PWV, first hour oscillometric
pulse wave velocity measured with the Mobil-OGraph

device; MOB 24 h PWV, average oscillometric pulse wave
velocity measured with the Mobil-OGraph device
throughout 24 h; PP PWV, office carotid–femoral pulse
wave velocity measured with the PulsePen device; PWV,
pulse wave velocity; WhHT, white-coat hypertensive
patients

INTRODUCTION

A
rterial stiffening is a major component of vascular
ageing. In hypertension, the measurement of dif-
ferent arterial stiffness parameters can contribute to

the identification of high-risk subpopulation of patients [1].
Carotid–femoral pulse wave velocity (cfPWV) has already
been incorporated into the 2007 European Hypertension
Guideline as a measure of target organ damage [2]. In the
next guideline, its measurement was recommended with
class IIa evidence [3], however, in the most recent European
Hypertension Guideline, it was downgraded to IIb and
authors stated that the routine use of cfPWV is not practical
and is not recommended for everyday practice [4].

In the past decade, technological developments intro-
duced new, more easy-to-use alternatives to measure or
provide approximations of PWV, which potentially can
replace the operator-dependent measurement of cfPWV.
Amongst others, oscillometric devices were developed and
some of them enable the monitoring of 24 h PWV parallel
with validated 24 h blood pressure measurement [5]. But the
question ensued: are the different methods interchange-
able? In a validation study of Berukstis et al. [6], only
moderate agreement has been found between the office
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Semmelweis University, 7–9, Stáhly Street, 1085 Budapest, Hungary. Tel: +36
209827367; fax: +36 13558530; e-mail: janos.nemcsik@gmail.com

Received 15 June 2021 Revised 23 September 2021 Accepted 16 October 2021

J Hypertens 38:000–000 Copyright � 2021 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights
reserved.

DOI:10.1097/HJH.0000000000003036

Journal of Hypertension www.jhypertension.com 1

Original Article

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776

mailto:janos.nemcsik@gmail.com


CE: Tripti; JH-D-21-00639; Total nos of Pages: 8;

JH-D-21-00639

measurement with the ‘gold standard’ tonometric Sphyg-
moCor cfPWV and the 24 h PWV of the oscillometric Mobil-
O-Graph.

As Mobil-O-Graph provides an estimate of aortic PWV
through mathematical modeling [7], another question
arises, does estimated PWV changes parallel with the mea-
sured PWV after blood pressure modification?

The aimof our studywas to compare theoscillometric first
hour and 24h PWV with office tonometric PWV in a cross-
sectional design and to compare the changes of the PWVs in
white-coat hypertensive patients after lifestyle modification
and in hypertensive patients after medical intervention.

MATERIALS ANDMETHODS
It was a cross-sectional and prospective study, including
Caucasian individuals, who required ambulatory bloodpres-
sure monitoring (ABPM) in different indications: diagnosis of
newly recognized hypertension (hypertensive), diagnosis of
white-coat (WhHT), masked or resistant hypertension, eval-
uation of the efficacy of medical intervention 3months after
therapy initiation in hypertensive or evaluation of WhHT
12months after the recommended lifestyle changes.

Patients were recruited in one general practitioner’s
praxis in Budapest, Hungary, and measurements were
performed between February 2015 and March 2019. Con-
venience sampling was used with consecutive inclusion of
those patients, whom ABPM was clinically indicated.
Patients with atrial fibrillation were excluded.

WhHT was defined as elevated office blood pressure in
the screening visit (>140/90mmHg), but normal blood
pressure values during 24 h ABPM (24 h average <130/
80mmHg, daytime average <135/85 mmHg, night-time
average <120/70mmHg). Hypertension was defined as
elevated office blood pressure in the screening visit
(>140/90 mmHg), and elevated blood pressure values dur-
ing 24 h ABPM (24 h average >130/80 mmHg, or daytime
average >135/85 mmHg, or night-time average >120/
70mmHg). Resistant hypertension was defined as blood
pressure that remains above 140/90 mmHg in the office in
spite of the concurrent use of three antihypertensive agents
of different classes including a diuretic, or as a controlled
blood pressure with use of more than three medications [8].

Antihypertensive treatment was tailored according to the
recommendations of the European Society of Hypertension
[3]. In hypertensive patients, therapy was optimized by home
blood pressure monitoring (HBPM) and a control ABPM and
tonometric PWVmeasurementwas appointed 3months after
therapy initiation. In a proportion of patients, within a few
weeks after the initiation of the therapy, the dose or the type
of the drugs were modified based on the HBPM records. In
WhHT patients, lifestyle changes were recommended paral-
lel with HBPM, and an ABPM and tonometric PWV measure-
ment was scheduled after 12months. Those patients, who
required the commencement of medical treatment during
this 1-year period, were excluded from the study.

In the screening visit, blood pressure was measured with
a validated oscillometric device (Omron M3) and partic-
ipants were invited into the study. An autoquestionnaire
was handed out to the participants for a written informed
consent and with a questionnaire for the evaluation of

family and personal history. Patients were asked to bring
back the autoquestionnaires in the morning of the
clinical measurements.

For the involved patients within 2 weeks after the screen-
ing visit, an appointment was scheduled for 0700 h. for
brachial blood pressure and arterial stiffness (cfPWV) mea-
surement and also for blood sampling,whichwas taken from
the right arm. After the blood pressure and cfPWV measure-
ment and blood sampling, a 24h ABPM device (Mobil-O-
Graph, I.E.M. GmbH, Germany) was fitted with the cuff
placed on the left arm. The 24h ABPM device was brought
back on the following day, when its results together with the
blood test were discussed with the patient.

Prior to participation, all patients gave written informed
consent. The study was approved by the Scientific and
Research Ethics Committee of the Medical Research Council
Hungarian Ministry of Health (ETT TUKEB 570/2014) and
was carried out in accordance with the tenets of the
Declaration of Helsinki.

Evaluation of office blood pressure
Patients were required to fast overnight and refrain from
smoking and drinking caffeine-containing beverages
before the procedure but to take their usual blood pressure
medication. Upon arrival and after 5min rest, two brachial
blood pressure measurements were taken on each arm in
the sitting position with a validated oscillometric blood
pressure device (Omron M3). The mean value of the higher
side of arms was further taken into account in the calcula-
tion as brachial SBP and DBP and heart rate. The partic-
ipants were next fitted with the tonometric arterial stiffness
measurement device and were asked to rest in the supine
position for approximately 15 min before being measured.

Tonometric office carotid–femoral pulse wave
velocity measurement
First cfPWV was evaluated with the gold-standard tonometric
method (PulsePen, DiaTecne, Milan, Italy, PP PWV) [9]. The
prognostic value of PP PWV was demonstrated previously in
our study [10]. In each participant, two sequences of arterial
stiffness measurements were performed and their mean were
used for statistical analysis. In the PP PWV calculations, 80%of
the carotid–femoral distance was used, according the con-
sensus [11]. PP PWV was calculated by the PulsePen software
as the ratio of the distance and the transit time of the pulse
pressure wave along the aorta. Pulse wave amplitude was
calibrated to brachial mean and diastolic pressure measured
immediately prior to each sequence of pulse wave capture at
the two sites. Recordings with a systolic or diastolic variability
of consecutivewaveforms above 10%orwith the amplitudeof
the pulse wave signal being less than 80mV were discarded.
The intraobserver and interobserver variability of PP PWV
measurements obtained by the PulsePen device in our lab in
hypertensive patients was 4.6 and 6.3%, respectively [12].

Ambulatory blood pressure monitoring,
oscillometric first hour and 24 h pulse wave
velocity measurements
Ambulatory blood pressure data, first hour (MOB first hour
PWV) and 24h ambulatory pulse wave velocity (MOB 24h
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PWV) were evaluated by the Mobil-O-Graph NG device.
This is an oscillometric device, whose brachial blood pres-
sure detection unit was validated according to standard
protocols [13,14]. For the registration of pulse wave curves,
after the registration of brachial blood pressure, the cuff is
kept inflated at the level of DBP for approximately 8 s.
Mobil-O-Graph uses the ARCSolver algorithm with gener-
alized transfer function to evaluate aortic pulse waveform
and with a proprietary mathematical algorithm it calculates
PWV [15,16]. The device was monitoring the brachial SBP
and DBP, heart rate and PWV every 15min during the day
(0700 to 2200 h) and every 30min during the night (2200 h
to 0700 h) for 24 h. Measurements were used for the analysis
if more than 80% of recordings were valid.

MOB first hour PWV and MOB 24h PWV were studied
separately. MOB first hour PWV was calculated by averag-
ing three single measurements in the first 60min of record-
ing time according to previous literature data [17]. Although
in the original article, the first hour PWV was called ‘office’
PWV, we found it to be misleading in our conditions as we
compare it with office tonometric values, so the definition
of MOB first hour PWV is used throughout the article.

Statistical analysis
Descriptive data are expressed as mean � standard devia-
tion or median with interquartile ranges as appropriate.
Normality of continuous parameters was tested with the
Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. Correlation was assessed using
Pearson’s correlation coefficient. PWV readings of the two
devices were analyzed according to the method proposed
by Bland and Altman [18]. In this, the difference between
each pair of measurement is plotted against the mean of the
pair, and the number of paired differences that fall outside
� 2 standard deviation boundary of the mean between-
device difference is also calculated.

Hemodynamic parameters and pulse wave velocity eval-
uated with different methods were compared between
baseline and follow-up using paired Student’s t test or
dependent samples Wilcoxon Signed Rank test for data
failing tests of normality as needed.

Univariate and multivariate linear regression analyses
were performed to analyze the determinants of PP PWV,

MOB first hour and MOB 24h PWV in baseline and in the
prospective part of the study after the follow-up as well. In
multivariate analyses, age, sex, traditional cardiovascular
risk factors and hemodynamic parameters were involved
into the calculations. As no patient had diabetes in the
prospective part of the study, this variable was excluded
from the corresponding analyses.

Finally, univariate regression analyses were also per-
formed between first hour and 24 h SBP changes, between
different blood pressure changes and PP and MOB 24h
PWV changes and also between PP and MOB 24h
PWV changes.

Data are expressed as mean � standard deviation or
median with interquartile ranges. Two sided P< 0.05 was
considered to be significant. SPSS 22.0 for Windows (IBM,
Armonk, New York, USA) was used for all calculations.

RESULTS
One hundred and five participants were involved into the
cross-sectional part of the study. The indication of ABPM
was the suspect of masked hypertension in seven cases
(6.7%), the control of antihypertensive therapy in chronic
hypertensive patients in 16 cases (15.2%), the confirmation
of resistant hypertension in 12 cases (11.4%), the diagnosis
of new hypertension in 35 cases (33.3%) and the suspect of
white-coat hypertension also in 35 cases (33.3%). Twenty-
two patients with sustained hypertension and 22 patients
with white-coat hypertension had control measurements
after 3 or 12months, respectively.

Cross-sectional comparison of PulsePen and
Mobil-O-Graph pulse wave velocity
Table 1 summarizes the demographic and laboratory data
of the participants at the time of enrollment. The cohort
contained mostly middle-aged participants. The prevalence
of diabetes and overt cardiovascular disease was low in the
whole cohort. Table 2 summarizes the office and ambula-
tory hemodynamic and PWV data in the whole cohort. In
the whole population, PP PWV was higher than MOB first
hour PWV [difference: 1.2 (�0.5 to 2.6) m/s, P< 0.001] and
MOB 24h PWV [difference: 1.3 (0.3–2.2) m/s, P< 0.001].

TABLE 1. Clinical characteristics of the participants

All participants HT patients: 1. HT patients 2. WhHT patients 1. WhHT patients 2.

N (male/female) 105 (62/43) 22 (15/7) 22 (15/7) 22 (10/12) 22 (10/12)

Age (years) 48.3�13.2 47.9�13.5 48.2�13.5 45�13.2 46�13.2

Diabetes [n (%)] 8 (7.6) 0 0 0 0

CV disease [n (%)] 3 (3.8) 0 0 0 0

Current smoker [n (%)] 19 (18.1) 5 (22.7) 6 (27.3) 4 (18.2) 4 (18.2)

BMI (kg/m2) 27.4�3.9 27.3�4.5 26.6�4.3 26.4�4.2 26.6�4.5

Blood glucose (mmol/l) 5.3�0.5 5.9�1.7 5.7�1.3 5.3�0.6 5.3�0.5

GFR-EPI (ml/min per 1.73 m2) 100.1�14 98.2�14.9 98.2�14.9 118�18.4 98�16.5

Uric acid (mmol/l) 344.3�96.3 316.8�93.1 315�93 313�74 312�79.4

Total cholesterol (mmol/l) 5.7�1.1 6.1�1.1 5.8�1.2 5.6�1.7 5.4�1.1

LDL (mmol/l) 3.6�0.9 3.9�1.0 3.7�1.1 3.6�1.5 3.5�0.9

HDL (mmol/l) 1.1�0.4 1.5�0.4 1.4�0.4 1.5�0.4 1.4�0.3

Triglyceride (mmol/l) 1.6�0.6 1.7�1.3 1.6�0.9 1.5�1 1.2�0.6

At hypertensive (HT) and white-coat hypertensive (WhHT) patients the first columns are baseline data, the second columns are follow-up data.
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Baseline PP PWV and MOB first hour PWV did not
correlate with each other (r¼ 0.095, P¼ 0.339) but signifi-
cant correlation was found between PP PWV and MOB 24h
PWV (r¼ 0.723, P< 0.001, Fig. 1).

Figure 2 demonstrates the Bland–Altman plots of PP
PWV and MOB first hour PWV (Fig. 2a) and PP PWV and
MOB 24h PWV (Fig. 2b). The Bland–Altman analysis of PP
PWV with MOB first hour PWV and MOB 24h PWV indicate
that the 95% limits of agreement between the two methods
ranged from �4.36 to 6.96 and �2.01 to 4.83, respectively.

Comparison of hypertensive and white-coat
hypertensive patients’ pulse wave velocity
changes during follow-up
Table 1 summarizes the demographic and laboratory data
of hypertensive and WhHT patients at the time of the
involvement and at the end of follow-up. None of the
hypertensive and WhHT patients suffered from diabetes
and overt cardiovascular disease. Laboratory data did not

change during the follow-up neither in hypertensive nor in
WhHT patients. In case of hypertensive patients at the end
of follow-up, nine patients were on monotherapy (40.9%)
and 13 patients were on dual combination therapy (59.1%).
Monotherapies were calcium-channel blocker (CCB) and
ACE-inhibitor both in 3–3 cases, beta-blocker in two cases
and centrally effective drug in one case. Ten patients were
on ACE-inhibitor with CCB, two on ACE inhibitor with
diuretic and one on ARB with CCB therapy.

Table 2 summarizes the office and ambulatory hemody-
namic and PWV data in patients with newly diagnosed
hypertensive patients before and 3months after the initia-
tion of antihypertensive medication and in WhHT patients
at the diagnosis and at the 12month control. In WhHT
patients, the average blood pressure was under 140/
90mmHg as compared with the blood pressure data of
the screening visit, in some of these patients in calmer
conditions, lower values were measured and white-coat
effect was not reproduced (n¼ 9). However, we left them

TABLE 2. Office and ambulatory blood pressure and pulse wave velocity data

All participants HT patients 1. HT patients 2. WhHT patients 1. WhHT patients 2.

Office SBP (mmHg) 140.8�16.8 150.2�15.3 128.7 W 13.9 134.5�12.3 128.3 W 16.6

Office DBP (mmHg) 85.3�9.6 93.3�9.9 76.9 W 18.8 84�6 81.8�5.7

Office heart rate (1/min) 75 (68–86) 84.5 (70.5–88) 73 (70–83) 76.2 (69.5–84.6) 75.6 (66.7–84.8)

First hour SBP (mmHg) 136.8�12.4 137.5�12.5 138.6�14.5 135.5�13.1 127.4 W 14.2

First hour DBP (mmHg) 89.5�10.5 92.1�9.8 88�11.5 88.5�10.6 86.8�9.1

First hour heart rate (1/min) 78 (72.6–86.8) 76 (63.2–82.7) 78.3 (73.2–82) 86.3 (76.6–98.2) 81.8 (72.7–91.5)

24 h SBP (mmHg) 128.2�10.2 136.9�7.6 126 W 9.7 123.5�6.3 122.3�5.9

24 h DBP (mmHg) 81�9.1 88.6�8.3 79.9 W 9.6 78.1�5.2 77.7�4.8

24 h heart rate (1/min) 73 (68–81) 77 (71.5–84.5) 73.5 (67–81.5) 76.5 (70–83.5) 73 (68.7–80.7)

PulsePen PWV (m/s) 8.7 (7.3–9.9) 8.9 (7.9–10.4) 8.1 (7.1–9.1) 8 (6.8–9.1) 7.6 (6.7–8.7)

Mobil-O-Graph first hour PWV (m/s) 7.3 (6.5–8.8) 7.3 (6.6–8.1) 7.3 (5.9–8.6) 7.7 (6.9–8.9) 7.6 (6.1–8.6)

Mobil-O-Graph 24 h PWV (m/s) 7.4 (6.4–8.8) 7.3 (6.4–8.6) 6.8 (6.2–7.8) 6.9 (5.6–7.6) 7 (5.7–7.7)

Italic and bold characters demonstrate significant differences (P<0.05) after the follow-up in newly diagnosed hypertensive patients (HT) and in white-coat hypertensive patients
(WhHT). At hypertensive (HT) and white-coat hypertensive (WhHT) patients the first columns are baseline data, the second columns are follow-up data. PWV, pulse wave velocity.

FIGURE 1 Correlations between PulsePen pulse wave velocity and Mobil-O-Graph first hour (a) and 24 h pulse wave velocity (b).
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in the WhHT group and these participants also got instruc-
tions for lifestyle modifications. Initially, PP PWV was
significantly higher than MOB first hour and MOB 24 h
PWV in hypertensive patients (P< 0.001), whereas in
WhHT patients, PP PWV was higher than MOB 24h PWV
but the difference was not significant compared with MOB
first hour PWV. Both office and 24 h SBP and DBPs
decreased significantly in hypertensive patients for the
effect of therapy. After lifestyle changes, in WhHT patients
office SBP also decreased in the 12month control. PP PWV
significantly decreased both in hypertensive (with 0.9 (0.4–
1.5) m/s, P< 0.05) and WhHT patients [with 0.3 (�0.1 to 1)
m/s, P< 0.05). MOB first hour PWV did not change signifi-
cantly neither in hypertensive nor in WhHT. MOB 24 h PWV
decreased only in hypertensive patients [with 0.2 (0–0.6)
m/s] while an increasing tendency appeared in WhHT
patients. Compared with MOB 24h PWV, PP PWV
decreased in significantly higher amount both in hyperten-
sive and WhHT patients (P¼ 0.01 and P¼ 0.028, respec-
tively). Compared with MOB first hour PWV, PP PWV
decreased in significantly higher amount only in hyperten-
sive patients (P¼ 0.032).

Determinants of the three studied pulse wave
velocities
In univariate analyses, PP PWV was significantly associated
with age and office brachial SBP. MOB first hour PWV was
significantly associated also with brachial SBP and with
heart rate, whereas MOB 24h PWV was significantly and
very strongly associated with age and also with diabetes,
smoking, 24 h DBP and 24 h heart rate (Table 3.). Table 4
demonstrates the results of the multivariate regression
analyses at baseline. The variability of PP PWV was deter-
mined in 57.5% with the included confounders, whereas
MOB first hour PWV variability was determined in much
lower degree. In contrast, MOB 24 h PWV variability was
almost completely determined by the
included confounders.

The results of univariate and multivariate regression
analyses on the prospective part of our study (n¼ 44)
evaluating determinants of PP and MOB PWVs are shown
in Supplementary Tables 1–4, http://links.lww.com/HJH/
B791. Many similarities were found compared with the
cross-sectional part as PP PWV was around 50% determined
by age and SBP, MOB first hour PWV was less influenced by

FIGURE 2 Bland–Altman plots of PulsePen pulse wave velocity and Mobil-O-Graph first hour pulse wave velocity (a) and PulsePen pulse wave velocity and Mobil-O-Graph
24 h pulse wave velocity (b).

TABLE 3. Significant associations found with univariate regression analyses of pulse wave velocities measured with PulsePen and with
Mobil-O-Graph in first hour and 24 h settings (n¼105)

Variable Adjusted R2 B Standard error P 95% confidence interval

PulsePen PWV
Age 0.419 0.113 0.013 >0.001 0.087–0.139

Office brachial SBP 0.296 0.082 0.012 >0.001 0.057–0.107

Mobil-O-Graph first hour PWV
First hour SBP 0.046 0.031 0.013 0.017 0.006–0.057

First hour heart rate 0.058 �0.037 0.013 0.008 �0.063 to �0.010

Mobil-O-Graph 24h PWV
Age 0.930 0.115 0.003 >0.001 0.108–0.120

Diabetes 0.059 1.662 0.603 0.007 0.464–2.859

Smoking 0.032 �0.888 0.429 0.041 �1.741 to �0.035

Brachial 24 h DBP 0.028 �0.036 0.018 0.047 �0.073 to �0.0004

24 h heart rate 0.108 �0.063 0.017 <0.001 �0.097 to �0.029

Sex: the influence female is considered. LDL, low-density lipoprotein; MOB, Mobil-O-Graph; PWV, pulse wave velocity.
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the involved variables, whereas MOB 24h PWV was
robustly determined by age and additionally by SBP.

When the associations between changes of different
blood pressures and PWVs were analyzed, we found only
a tendency of significance in the changes of office SBP and
24h SBP (adjusted R2¼ 0.03, P¼ 0.130), a significant asso-
ciation between the drop of office SBP and PP PWV
decrease (adjusted R2¼ 0.140, P¼ 0.010), a robust associa-
tion between 24 h SBP change and MOB 24h PWV change
(adjusted R2¼ 0.952, P< 0.001) and also a significant asso-
ciation between PP PWV and MOB 24h PWV change
(adjusted R2¼ 0.196, P¼ 0.002).

DISCUSSION
In our cross-sectional part of this study, significantly lower
office and ambulatory Mobil-O-Graph PWVs were found
compared with the PulsePen device. PP PWV correlated
significantly only with MOB 24h PWV. In the prospective
part of our study, the PWV response for antihypertensive
therapy was more pronounced with the PulsePen device
and for lifestyle changes in white-coat hypertensive patients
only PP PWV decreased. Marked differences were found
between the amount of contribution of determinants of
different PWVs.

Previous validation studies in healthy and hypertensive
participants showed acceptable agreement of Mobil-O-

Graph parameters with the ‘gold standard’ noninvasive
and invasive methodologies [16,19–21]. However, until
now, only three studies are available in the literature, in
which office tonometric PWV was compared with MOB
24h PWV. In line with our results, in the study of Luzardo
et al. [7], MOB 24h PWV was lower than SphygmoCor office
PWV (7.4� 1.6 versus 7.9� 2.1 m/s, respectively). In the
study of Berukstis et al. [6], SphygmoCor office PWV was
also higher than MOB 24h PWV (10.56� 2.59 versus
8.72� 1.29 m/s, respectively), with the marked difference
of 1.84� 2.15 m/s. In the study of Schwatz et al. [22],
SphygmoCor PWV tended to be lower than MOB 24h
PWV but the difference was not significant (7.7� 1.7 versus
7.6.� 1.3 m/s, respectively). In our study, the difference
between the tonometric and the oscillometric devices was
between the values of the previous studies [1.2 (�0.5 to 2.6)
m/s]. In line with our results in a recent study of Hametner
et al. [23], a correlation coefficient of r¼ 0.70 was found
between invasive and MOB office PWV, which is almost
equal with our correlation coefficient (r¼ 0.723) found
between PulsePen office and MOB 24h PWV. These results
suggest, that although strongly correlated, but MOB 24h
PWV values are lower than office tonometric PWV values,
so presumably the threshold limit of normality should also
be considered to a lower value (which is now 10m/s for
office carotid–femoral PWV). The observed lower 24 h
PWV values compared with office values has similarities

TABLE 4. Results of multivariate regression analyses for determinants of pulse wave velocities measured with PulsePen and with Mobil-O-
Graph in first hour and 24 h settings (n¼105)

Variable B Standard error P 95% confidence interval

PulsePen PWV, model adjusted R2: 0.575
Age 0.095 0.015 >0.001 0.064–0.125

Sex �0.581 0.362 0.112 �1.301 to 0.138

Diabetes �0.202 0.726 0.782 �1.645 to 1.241

Smoking 0.596 0.456 0.195 �0.311 to 1.504

BMI �0.675 0.046 0.147 �0.159 to 0.024

LDL �0.059 0.163 0.718 �0.385 to 0.266

Office brachial SBP 0.067 0.012 >0.001 0.041–0.092

Office brachial DBP �0.023 0.021 0.262 �0.065 to 0.018

Office heart rate 0.023 0.016 0.148 �0.008 to 0.055

Mobil-O-Graph first hour PWV, model adjusted R2: 0.133
Age 0.017 0.013 0.203 �0.009 to 0.044

Sex 0.457 0.353 0.200 �0.264 to 1.161

Diabetes 0.619 0.714 0.388 �0.801 to 2.039

Smoking �0.168 0.441 0.703 �1.046 to 0.708

BMI �0.23 0.46 0.616 �0.116 to 0.649

LDL 0.079 0.157 0.615 �0.233 to 0.392

First hour SBP 0.053 0.018 0.005 0.016–0.089

First hour DBP �0.029 0.021 0.184 �0.072 to 0.014

First hour heart rate �0.039 0.014 0.009 �0.069 to �0.010

Mobil-O-Graph 24 h PWV, model adjusted R2: 0.968
Age 0.112 0.002 >0.001 0.107–0.117

Sex �0.201 0.069 0.005 �0.338 to �0.064

Diabetes 0.083 0.135 0.542 �0.186 to 0.352

Smoking �0.0004 0.093 0.996 �0.187 to 0.186

BMI �0.009 0.009 0.295 �0.027 to 0.008

LDL �0.032 0.030 0.292 �0.092 to 0.028

Brachial 24 h SBP 0.045 0.004 >0.001 0.036–0.054

Brachial 24 h DBP �0.023 0.005 >0.001 �0.034 to �0.012

24 h heart rate 0.0004 0.004 0.915 �0.008 to 0.009

Sex: the influence female is considered. LDL, low-density lipoprotein; MOB, Mobil-O-Graph; PWV, pulse wave velocity.
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with a phenomenon, which is present in office and 24 h
ambulatory blood pressure measurement, where the
threshold limit of normality differs by 10/10 mmHg (140/
90 and 130/80 mmHg, respectively).

The definition of MOB first hour PWV was based on a
previous study of Matschkal et al. [17], in which first hour
and 24 h MOB PWVs were compared in hemodialysis
patients, and their relation with all-cause mortality was also
analyzed. In that study, only MOB 24h PWV was associated
independently with the outcome. With the same method-
ology, we have found no significant correlation of MOB first
hour PWV with the tonometric PP PWV, the values were
lower and did not change for antihypertensive therapy or
lifestyle modifications. Interestingly, in case of MOB first
hour PWV, heart rate was an independent predictor
whereas age was not. We suppose, the explanation for this
finding is that in the first hour after the installation of Mobil-
O-Graph, patients were in their way to their workplace or
home, and it could cause the unusual variability of PWV.
These results suggest, that MOB first hour PWV with this
kind of definition does not correlate with office cfPWV and
have also unexpected determinants, but the clinical utility
of this parameter in different patient populations requires
further prospective studies.

In our study for the effect of antihypertensive therapy,
the extent of PWV changes was higher measured with
PulsePen than with Mobil-O-Graph. Additionally, the life-
style modifications in white-coat hypertensive patients
improved PP PWV, whereas MOB PWVs did not change.
This observation might also have clinical importance.
Changes of PWV can be the marker of proper treatment,
as in acute stroke patients, the clinical improvement was
associated with the decrease of PWV [24]. Additionally, it
can influence the clinical decisions as in patients on hemo-
dialysis, the changes of PWV in a 6months period was
associated with mortality. The authors concluded that in
those patients who demonstrate accelerated PWV values,
daily dialysis and more intense cardiovascular analysis by
cardiologists should be considered [25].

We assume that the observed differences in PWV
changes between the two device maybe associated with
the different methodologies. PulsePen, which is listed
among the proper devices in the recommendation of the
American Heart Association for improving and standardiz-
ing vascular research on arterial stiffness [26], directly
measures carotid–femoral PWV. It was also used by Salvi
et al. [27] in a comparative study performed on patients with
Marfan syndrome and in line with our results, Mobil-O-
Graph PWV was lower than PulsePen PWV. However, in
that study, parallel measurements were performed with the
two devices, not a comparison of office PulsePen and 24h
Mobil-O-Graph values. In contrast with PulsePen, Mobil-O-
Graph employs a proprietary pulse wave analysis algorithm
to determine PWV. In the study of Schwartz et al., it was
clearly demonstrated that age uniquely accounted for an
estimated 75% of the total variation of MOB PWV, whereas
SBP uniquely accounted for 20%. Together age and SBP
accounted for 99.1% of the total variance of MOB PWV but
only 40.2% of the variance of the tonometric cfPWV [22]. In
line with this study, we have also found in the cross-
sectional part of our study that age in a robust amount

and additionally SBP are determinants of MOB 24h PWV,
whereas PP PWV is less influenced by age and more
associated with blood pressure. In contrast, MOB first hour
PWV is hardly determined by traditional factors. Addition-
ally, changes of the tonometric PWV is less blood pressure-
dependent and presumably associated with a real destiff-
ening of the arteries, whereas the changes of the estimated
24 h PWV strongly depends on blood pressure changes. As
in the cross-sectional part of our study, it was clearly
demonstrated that age is the strongest determinant of
MOB 24 h PWV, in short-term follow-up studies only minor
changes of it is predictable and it was also confirmed by our
results. Probably this is one explanation for our observa-
tion, that in white-coat hypertensive patients, only Pul-
sePen PWV decreased for lifestyle interventions and for
antihypertensive therapy, the quantity of PWV improve-
ment was less pronounced with Mobil-O-Graph. Finally,
the phenomenon that both in hypertensive and white-coat
hypertensive patients for the effect of interventions office
blood pressure decreased in higher amount compared with
24 h blood pressure (21.5/16.4 mmHg versus 10.9/
8.7 mmHg in hypertensive and 6.2/2.2 versus 1.2/0.4 mmHg
in WhHT patients, respectively) could also contribute to the
more pronounced lowering of the tonometric PWV. These
findings suggest that not only the threshold limits of nor-
mality but also the PWV changes for different interventions
should be judged differently with the two devices. The
clarification of the independent determinants of the
changes of the different PWVs requires the involvement
of higher number of patients in prospective studies.

There are limitations in our study. As we did not ran-
domly select the patients, it can limit the generalizability of
our findings but as our cohort contains both healthy indi-
viduals and patients with higher cardiovascular risk, it can
provide a good reflection of the general population. Addi-
tionally, the low number of patients involved in the pro-
spective parts of our study limited the analysis of the
confounding factors of the changes of different PWVs
and new hypertensive and white-coat hypertensive patients
were analyzed together. Moreover, in our manuscript, we
provide only the comparison of PWV evaluated with the
two devices but there are other parameters as well, like
central SBP, central pulse pressure or augmentation index,
which also can be measured with both of these devices.
After the comparison of PWVs, we also plan to analyze and
publish the results of these additional parameters in
another article.

In conclusion, the significant differences observed both
in the cross-sectional and the prospective parts of our study
and also in the determinants of different PWVs suggests that
the studied methods are not interchangeable and for 24 h
PWV values, a lower threshold limit of normality should
be considered.
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Table 4 | Harell’s C-statistics for ICPS risk categories and arterial stiffness 
measures and the differences in the C-statistics between ICPS risk 
categories and arterial stiffness measures 

Variable Coefficient Standard 
error 95% CI p-value

ICPS risk categories 0.622 0.049 0.525 0.719 <0.001
PWV 0.662 0.052 0.558 0.766 <0.001
cSBP 0.561 0.052 0.456 0.665 <0.001
cPP 0.588 0.05 0.489 0.687 <0.001
ICPS risk categories 

vs. PWV
−0.04 0.051 −0.142 0.062 0.438

ICPS risk categories 
vs. cSBP

0.061 0.028 0.006 0.117 0.031

ICPS risk categories 
vs. cPP

0.034 0.028 −0.022 0.089 0.226

Bold values demonstrate significance when p < 0.05. CI: confidence intervals; ICPS risk 
categories: integrated central pressure-stiffness risk categories; PWV: carotid-femoral 
pulse wave velocity; cSBP: central systolic blood pressure; cPP: central pulse pressure.

Table 3 | The relation of integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness 
(ICPS) risk score and ICPS risk categories with cardiovascular mortality 
based on Cox proportional hazard regression models 

N Hazard 
ratio 95% CI p-value

ICPS risk score
Model 1

0 point 18 1 (ref.)
1 point 17 1.463 0.327 6.543 0.781
2 points 33 2.323 0.654 8.246 0.869
3 points 23 3.552 1.001 12.598 0.297

Model 2
0 point 18 1 (ref.)
1 point 17 0.668 0.131 3.399 0.627
2 points 33 2.112 0.410 10.886 0.371
3 points 23 10.126 1.056 97.110 0.045

ICPS risk categories
Model 1

Average 35 1 (ref.)
High 33 1.902 0.748 4.837 0.177
Very high 23 2.910 1.145 7.396 0.025

Model 2
Average 35 1 (ref.)
High 33 2.622 0.816 8.432 0.106
Very high 23 10.034 1.666 60.425 0.012

Model 1 was unadjusted, while Model 2 was adjusted for age, sex, brachial systolic blood 
pressure, LDL-cholesterol, current smoking, diabetes, body mass index and CV disease.

 statistical power. Almost two-third participants were classified 
into the high and very high-risk categories. Kaplan–Meier survival 
curves for the three ICPS risk categories are shown in Figure 2B.

Table 3 shows that participants in the very high ICPS risk category 
had a substantially increased CV mortality risk and also a stepwise 
increase from average through high to very high risk after adjust-
ment for multiple CV risk factors. In Model 2, besides the very high 

ICPS risk category older age (HR: 1.05, 95% CI: 1.01–1.09) and 
lower systemic systolic blood pressure (HR: 0.97, 95% CI: 0.94–
1.00) remained independent predictors of CV mortality.

Table 4 shows C-statistics (and differences between C-statistics) for 
ICPS risk categories and PWV, cSBP, and cPP. All C-values show 
moderate discrimination, however discrimination by ICPS risk cat-
egories was superior to that of cSBP. A tendency may also be seen 
in the case of cPP, while ICPS risk categories and PWV had similar 
C-statistics.

4. DISCUSSION

Our study demonstrated that integrated risk categories based on 
arterial stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters (ICPS) 
are related to cardiovascular mortality not only in conservatively 

Figure 2 | Kaplan–Meier survival curves for the integrated central blood pressure-aortic stiffness (ICPS) risk scores and ICPS risk categories for 
cardiovascular mortality as outcome. Panel A: ICPS risk score groups; Panel B: ICPS risk categories.

A B

DOI:10.14753/SE.2023.2776



6 D. Batta et al. / Artery Research. In Press

treated CKD patients but also in ESRD patients on HD therapy. 
According to our results, people in the very high ICPS risk category 
have a remarkably elevated risk of CV mortality, while patients in 
the high risk category have intermediate risk. ICPS risk categories 
had a better discriminative ability for CV mortality than cSBP by 
itself, had a numerically higher C-statistics that cPP and similar 
discrimination to that of PWV.

Recently, we introduced an ICPS risk score and derived three ICPS 
risk categories based on it, there were strong predictors of CV 
events in CKD patients on conservative therapy [9]. In that cohort 
participants in the high ICPS risk category had a significantly ele-
vated CV risk compared with the average risk group. We believe 
this is due to the limited power of the present study as the number 
of events during the follow-up was lower in the ESRD compared 
with the CKD cohort (n = 31 vs. n = 49) [9].

In our CKD cohort the ICPS risk categories showed superior dis-
crimination over PWV in the prediction of CV events [9], while 
it was similar in the present ESRD cohort. This is probably due to 
the fact, that PWV is a much stronger predictor of CV outcomes 
in ESRD patients on HD compared with that in CKD patients on 
conservative therapy [2]. This latter hypothesis is supported by 
our previous report on the CKD cohort [16]. This phenomenon 
is probably due to the accelerated vascular calcification in dialysis 
patients, which is strongly associated with mineral-bone disorder 
[17] and eventuates in elevated arterial stiffness and PWV.

As we highlighted in our previous manuscript, there are multiple 
potential advantages of the ICPS score concept over the use of its 
individual components. The required parameters can easily be esti-
mated with most of the commercially available devices, its determi-
nation is non-invasive as it requires no blood sampling and it also 
can bridge the divergent methodologies [9]. A recently published 
study also supports our concept. Niiranen et al. [18] assessed the 
prognostic value of the joint evaluation of central pulse pressure 
and carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity by dividing the population 
into high and low risk groups based on the categorization of the 
medians of these values in the Framingham Heart Study. They have 
found, that patients in “high/high” group had a 52% higher risk of 
CV events compared with the low/low group [18]. Unfortunately 
in this study the discriminative ability of this simple categorization 
was not compared with that of its components.

As the present definition of ICPS risk categories is based on a lim-
ited sample, we do not recommend its calculation using the cut-
off values from our sample in the general population, not even in 
ESRD patients on hemodialysis. A valid risk score should be based 
on much larger samples with an adequate number of CV events 
that enables the investigation of each parameter involved in the 
score [19]. However, as our ICPS risk categories in the present sim-
plified form are strong predictors of CV mortality in our cohort, we 
believe that our pilot report could generate important discussion 
and further studies.

There are some limitations of our study that has to be acknowl-
edged. As patients with atrial fibrillation are ineligible for tonomet-
ric arterial stiffness measurements, they were excluded from the 
present analysis, the ICPS score cannot be calculated for a substan-
tial proportion of ESRD patients. Due to the low number of partic-
ipants and events, our study is underpowered and thus the exact 
thresholds used for scoring or the relative contribution of each 

components cannot be exactly defined. Given these limitations, 
our aim with the present report is not to define the final score but 
to introduce the concept of a combined risk score based on arterial 
stiffness and central hemodynamic parameters and highlight some 
of its potential advantages.

In conclusion, our integrated score and the ICPS risk categories 
derived from it showed a strong association with CV mortality in 
ESRD patients on hemodialysis therapy. Our findings highlight the 
potential for a combined measure of arterial stiffness and central 
hemodynamic parameters for CV prediction. Together with our 
previous results of CKD patients on conservative therapy, this is the 
second independent cohort where our new concept demonstrated 
promising results.
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