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ABSTRACT 

The aortic to femoral arterial stiffness gradient (af-SG) may be a novel measure of arterial health 

and cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk, but its association with CVD risk factors and CVD status, 

and whether or not they differ from the referent measure, carotid-femoral pulse-wave velocity 

(cfPWV), is not known. Accordingly, we compared the associations of the af-SG and cfPWV with, 

(1) age and traditional CVD risk factors, and (2) CVD status. We evaluated 4,183 older-aged 

(75.2±5.0 years) men and women in the community-based Atherosclerosis Risk in Communities 

(ARIC) Study.  cfPWV and femoral-ankle PWV (faPWV) were measured using an automated 

cardiovascular screening device. The af-SG was calculated as faPWV divided by cfPWV. 

Associations of af-SG and cfPWV with age, CVD risk factors (age, body mass index, blood 

pressure, heart rate, glucose and blood lipid levels) and CVD status (hypertension, diabetes, 

coronary heart disease, heart failure, stroke) were determined using linear and logistic regression 

analyses. (1) The af-SG and cfPWV demonstrated comparable associations with age and CVD 

risk factors, except body mass index. (2) A low af-SG was associated with diabetes, coronary 

heart disease, heart failure and stroke, whilst a high cfPWV was only associated with 

hypertension. Although future studies are necessary to confirm clinical utility, the af-SG is a 

promising tool that may provide a unique picture of hemodynamic integration and identification of 

CVD risk when compared to cfPWV. 

 

KEY WORDS 

Pulse-Wave Velocity Ratio; Risk Factors; Cardiovascular Disease. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Carotid-femoral pulse-wave velocity (cfPWV), a measure of central aortic stiffness, predicts 

cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk in both general[1,2] and patient populations[3] independent of 

traditional risk factors. In contrast, upper extremity (arms) and lower-extremity (legs) peripheral 

measures of arterial stiffness are used infrequently because of their limited or inconsistent 

prognostic value[3-5]. However, the central to peripheral arterial stiffness gradient (SG) may 

reflect the hemodynamic integration of the cardiovascular system and confer unique and 

prognostic information[6]. To date, the few studies that have investigated the utility of the SG have 

focused on the aortic to brachial SG (ab-SG), defined as the ratio of carotid-radial PWV (crPWV) 

and cfPWV[6-11]. However, the aortic to femoral SG (af-SG), defined as the ratio of femoral-ankle 

PWV (faPWV) and cfPWV, incorporates the lower extremities in the assessment of vascular 

stiffness and may thus provide a more comprehensive picture of hemodynamic integration.  

 

In a healthy cardiovascular system, the arterial vasculature progressively stiffens between the 

elastic ascending aorta and the muscular conduit arteries of the periphery[12,13]. This gradient, 

or impedance mismatch, is physiologically advantageous, permitting the transformation of the 

highly pulsatile stroke volume into a smooth consistent blood flow, including during diastole[14]. 

The gradual attenuation of the forward pressure wave prevents the transmission of pulsatile 

forces to the micro-circulation and moderates wave reflections back towards the myocardium[14-

16]. Although no clinical threshold has been identified, reversal of the SG can increase pressure 

transmission, leading to end-organ damage, and augment reflected wave pressure, increasing 

myocardial load[6,14,17]. The available literature suggests that most of the change in the SG is 

attributable to the aortic-illiac pathway, and not the peripheral vasculature[11,18]. Aortic stiffness 

increases with age and can be accelerated by lifestyle factors[19] and disease[20]. Age or disease 

related changes in the upper extremities are less marked[5], and the upper extremities represent 

only a small portion of the vasculature. In contrast, the lower extremities make up a significant 
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portion of the arterial tree, are more prone to athero- and arterio-sclerotic processes than the 

upper extremities[5,21], and are major sites of wave reflections[22]. However, the association of 

the af-SG with age, traditional CVD risk factors and CVD status, and whether these associations 

differ to those of cfPWV, is not known.    

 

The primary aims of the current study were to compare the associations of af-SG and cfPWV with; 

1) age and traditional CVD risk factors, and, (2) CVD status. These aims were undertaken using 

a well characterized population of older men and women from the Atherosclerosis Risk in 

Communities (ARIC) Study cohort. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

This observational study is reported in accordance with STROBE (STrengthening the Reporting 

of OBservational studies in Epidemiology) guidelines[23]. Participants provided written informed 

consent, and the study was approved by the Institutional Review Boards at all field centers, 

coordinating center, and central labs and reading centers.  

 

STUDY POPULATION  

The ARIC Study is a population-based, longitudinal study of 15,792 men and women aged 45–

64 years enrolled between 1987 and 1989 from 4 US communities (Forsyth County, North 

Carolina; Jackson, Mississippi; Minneapolis, Minnesota; and Washington County, Maryland). 

Details of the baseline visit have been previously described[24]. Prior to exclusions, the current 

analysis includes 6,538 participants who attended visit 5 between 2011 and 2013 and had PWV 

measures completed (5,683 total participants at visit 5). 

 

We excluded participants with the following conditions due to concerns of PWV data quality: BMI 

≥40 kg/m2, major arrhythmias (Minnesota codes 8-1-3, 8-3-1, and 8-3-2), Minnesota code 8-1-2 
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with evidence of biased PWV waveforms, aortic aneurysms, abdominal aorta ≥5 cm, history of 

aortic or peripheral revascularization or aortic graft, aortic stenosis, and moderate or greater aortic 

regurgitation. Additionally, we excluded participants whose race was other than white or African 

American (due to small sample size), with missing PWV or vascular risk factor data, as well as 

those with outlying PWV values, defined as PWV values 3 standard deviations above or below 

the mean. 

 

Participants were asked not to consume food or drink, and refrain from tobacco and vigorous 

physical activity after midnight prior to the clinic visit or for 8 hours prior to the visit. Visit 5 study 

examination included interviewer-administered questionnaires to obtain demographic data, 

medical history and lifestyle information, blood and urine collection, and assessment of vascular 

risk factors and cardiovascular phenotypes, including PWV. 

 

EXPERIMENTAL MEASURES 

PULSE WAVE VELOCITY 

After participants were supine for 5–10 minutes, technicians measured cfPWV and faPWV 

following a standardized protocol, using the automated cardiovascular screening device VP-1000 

Plus (Omron, Kyoto, Japan)[25]. The device simultaneously measured bilateral brachial blood 

pressures, and carotid, femoral and posterior tibial arterial pulse waves. PWV was estimated as 

the distance between two arterial recording sites divided by transit time (TT): distance/TT. For 

cfPWV assessments, arterial waveforms were simultaneously acquired for 30 seconds by 

applanation tonometry sensors attached on the left common carotid artery (via neck collar) and 

left common femoral artery. The distance from the carotid to the femoral artery was directly 

measured with a segmometer (Rosscraft, Surrey, Canada) and calculated as the carotid to 

femoral distance minus the distance between the suprasternal notch to the carotid applanation 

site. For faPWV assessments, bilateral posterior-tibial arterial pressure waveforms were detected 
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over 10 seconds by extremities cuffs connected to plethysmographic and oscillometric pressure 

sensors wrapped on both ankles. Distance for faPWV was automatically calculated by the VP-

1000 Plus using height-based formulas, as previously described[26]. A minimum of two PWV 

measurements were taken per participant and the last two measurements were averaged. The 

average of left and right faPWV measures was included for analysis. 

 

The validity and reliability of the automatic device for measuring PWV have previously been 

described[25,27]. Quality assurance for PWV included central training and recertification, 

quarterly equipment calibration, and ongoing quality control reviews by one of the authors (H.T.) 

on a stratified random sample of 40 records per month with feedback provided to technicians. 

Approximately 78% of records were considered optimal quality, 17% were good quality, 3% were 

acceptable, and none were poor or unacceptable.  

 

Aortic-Femoral Arterial Stiffness gradient. The af-SG was calculated by dividing femoral-ankle 

PWV (faPWV) by carotid-femoral PWV (cfPWV). This method emphasizes the model arterial 

system, whereby in a healthy cardiovascular system arterial stiffness increases between central 

and distal arteries [14]. Although no clinical threshold has been identified, to give greater context, 

an af-SG greater than 1.0 (i.e. faPWV>cfPWV) can be considered physiologically normal, 

whereas an af-SG of 1.0 or less (i.e. cfPWV ≥ faPWV) can be considered pathological[11]. 

 

COVARIATE MEASUREMENTS 

All covariate measures were collected as part of ARIC visit 5.  

 

Demographics. Age was calculated from date of birth. Sex and race were self-reported. History 

of smoking was self-reported and analyzed as dichotomous (current versus noncurrent). 
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Anthropometrics. Body weight was measured to the nearest 0.1 kg, and height was recorded to 

the nearest centimeter. Body mass index (BMI) was calculated as body mass (kg) divided by 

height squared (m2). 

 

Blood Pressure. Three seated blood pressure (BP) measurements were obtained after a 5-

minute rest using an oscillometric automated sphygmomanometer (Omron HEM-907 XL, Omron, 

Kyoto, Japan), and the average of the last two measurements was used. Hypertension was 

defined as systolic BP (SBP) ≥140 mm Hg, diastolic BP (DBP) ≥90 mm Hg, or antihypertensive 

medication use. Mean arterial pressure (MAP) was calculated as: (SBP+(2*DBP))/3. 

 

Blood Markers. Blood samples were obtained following a standardized venipuncture protocol 

and shipped weekly to ARIC central laboratories where assays for total cholesterol, high-density 

lipoprotein (HDL) cholesterol, triglycerides, and fasting glucose concentration were performed. 

Total plasma cholesterol concentrations were determined enzymatically [28] using a Cobas-Bio 

analyzer with reagents purchased from Boehringer Mannheim Biochemicals, (Indianapolis, IN). 

Plasma low-density lipoprotein (LDL) cholesterol, concentration was calculated using the 

Friedewald equation, [29] and HDL concentrations were measured using the method of Warnick 

et al. [30]. Diabetes was defined as fasting glucose ≥126 mg/dl, non-fasting glucose ≥200 mg/dl, 

antidiabetic medication use, or self-reported diagnosis of diabetes by a physician. 

 

Medications. Participants were asked to bring to the clinical visit all prescription and 

nonprescription medications taken within the two preceding weeks. That information was 

transcribed and categorized using MediSPAN prescription codes and classified into medication 

categories. Participants also self-reported medication use. Medications used included β-blockers, 
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α-blockers, calcium channel blockers, diuretics, angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitors, and 

angiotensin II receptor blockers. 

 

Prevalent Cardiovascular Diseases. Prevalent coronary heart disease (CHD) and stroke were 

defined by ARIC cohort surveillance data at Visit 5. Prevalent heart failure (HF) was defined as 

physician reported HF or a hospitalization discharge with an ICD code 428.x.  

 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

Statistical analyses were performed using R Statistical Software. The α-level was set a-priori for 

all statistical procedures at α = 0.05. Cumulative frequency and Q-Q plots were used to compare 

the distributions of cfPWV, faPWV, and af-SG. Participant characteristics were stratified by af-SG 

quartiles and were estimated as means and standard deviation (SD), or frequencies and percent. 

Descriptive data across quartiles were compared using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

for continuous outcomes and Kruskal-Wallis for categorical outcomes, with Bonferroni correction 

for multiple comparisons. For linear regression we report unstandardized and standardized β 

coefficient estimates and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI), and the R2 values for model fit. 

When possible, partial R2 values for dependent variables were determined using semi-partial 

correlation analysis inherent to the ppcor package in R[31]. For logistical regression we report 

odds ratios and 95% CI. 

 

For the first part of aim 1, linear regression was used explore whether there were sex or race 

interactions with age for af-SG, cfPWV, and faPWV. In the event of significant sex or race 

interactions (P<0.05), stratified analysis was used. Subsequently, associations between af-SG, 

cfPWV, and faPWV with 5-year age groups was determined using Spearman correlations (r). For 

the second part of aim 1, cfPWV, faPWV and af-SG associations with traditional CVD risk factors 

were evaluated using multivariable linear regression. Independent variables included age, BMI, 
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current smoking, DBP, SBP, heart rate, glucose, HDL cholesterol, LDL cholesterol, and 

triglycerides. Variables significantly associated with cfPWV and af-SG (P<0.1) were retained 

using a backward step-wise method. Linear regression models were adjusted for race, field 

center, sex, current smoker, medication count and prevalent CVD. For aim 2, we investigated the 

associations between cfPWV, faPWV and af-SG as continuous variables with CVD status, 

including CHD, HF, stroke, hypertension and diabetes, using multi-variable binomial logistic 

regression. To further interrogate associations with disease status, given that no clinical threshold 

for af-SG has been identified, comparisons were also made whereby cfPWV, faPWV and af-SG 

measures were entered as categorical variables (quartile 1 to quartile 3 vs. quartile 4 for cfPWV 

and faPWV, quartile 1 vs. quartile 2 to quartile 4 for af-SG). Logistic regression models were 

adjusted for age, race, field center, sex, MAP, current smoker and medication count. Assumption 

of linearity, collinearity, homoscedasticity, and outliers were assessed for every model. 

 

RESULTS 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY POPULATION 

Descriptive characteristics, overall and stratified by af-SG quartiles, are reported in Table 1. 

Following exclusions, the sample included 4,183 cohort participants between the ages of 66 and 

90 years, of which 59.5% were women and 22.3% were African American. Of the 5,683 

participants who attended visit 5 and underwent PWV measurements: 1500 were excluded using 

the following criteria: pre-existing condition (n=579), race other than white or African American 

(n=15), missing PWV data (n=529), PWV values 3 SDs above or below the mean (n=76), missing 

risk factor data (n=81), and missing covariates (n=220).  

  

AIM 1: ASSOCIATIONS WITH AGE AND CVD RISK FACTORS  

There was no significant sex or race by age interactions for cfPWV, faPWV or af-SG (all P > 0.05). 

Figure 1 presents cfPWV, faPWV, and af-SG values stratified by age categories. Mean cfPWV 

increased and mean af-SG decreased across 5-year age groups from <70 to >85 years, whilst 
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Table 1 Descriptive characteristics of ARIC visit 5 participants, overall and stratified by aortic-femoral arterial stiffness gradient (af-SG) 
quartiles. 
 

  Overall Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4   

  n = 4183 n = 1057 n = 1038 n = 1041 n = 1047 P Value 

Continuous Variables (Mean, SD)             

Age (years) 75.2 (5.0) 76.7 (5.2) 75.4 (5.0) 74.7 (4.8) 74 (4.7) <0.001* 

Body Mass Index (kg/m2) 27.9 (4.4) 28.2 (4.6)† 28.1 (4.54)† 27.8 (4.3) 27.3 (4.2) <0.001 

Diastolic blood pressure (mm Hg) 66 (10) 65 (10.5)†,‡ 66 (10) 67 (10) 67 (10) <0.001 

Systolic blood pressure (mm Hg) 130 (17) 134 (18) 131 (17) 128 (16) 126 (17) <0.001* 

Heart rate (bpm) 65 (11) 66 (11)† 65 (11)† 65 (11)† 63 (10) <0.001 

Fasting glucose (mg/dL) 6.2 (1.5) 6.5 (1.7)†,‡,§ 6.3 (1.6)†,‡ 6.1 (1.3) 6.0 (1.1) <0.001 

LDL (mg/dL) 2.7 (0.9) 2.7 (0.9)†,‡ 2.7 (0.9) 2.8 (0.9) 2.8 (0.9) 0.013 

HDL (mg/dL) 1.4 (0.4) 1.3 (0.4)†,‡ 1.4 (0.4)† 1.4 (0.4)† 1.4 (0.4) <0.001 

Triglycerides (mg/dL) 1.4 (0.6) 1.4 (0.7)† 1.4 (0.6)† 1.4 (0.6)† 1.3 (0.6) <0.001 

cfPWV (m/s) 11.6 (3.0) 15.1 (2.6) 12.1 (1.7) 10.6 (1.4) 8.7 (1.6) <0.001* 

faPWV (m/s) 10.8 (1.7) 9.7 (1.5) 10.5 (1.4) 11.2 (1.5) 11.9 (1.7) <0.001* 

af-SG 0.998 (0.3) 0.653 (0.1) 0.873 (0.1) 1.050 (0.1) 1.410 (0.3) <0.001* 

Categorical Variables (No., %)             

Sex      †,‡     ‡       

Men 1692 (40) 591 (56) 449 (43) 388 (37) 399 (38) 
0.002 

Women 2491 (60) 456 (44) 592 (57) 650 (63) 658 (62) 

Race     †,‡,§     †   
    

African American 934 (22) 362 (35) 215 (21) 183 (18) 174 (16) 
<0.001 

White 3249 (78) 685 (65) 826 (79) 855 (82) 883 (84) 

Prevalent Cardiovascular Disease                       

Hypertension 3012 (72) 867 (83) †,‡,§ 745 (71.6)† 731 (70) † 687 (65) <0.001 

Coronary heart disease 586 (14) 204 (20)†,‡,§ 152 (14.6)† 117 (11) 113 (11) <0.001 

Heart failure 432 (10) 175 (17)†,‡,§ 86 (8) 85 (8) 86 (8) <0.001 
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  Overall Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4   

  n = 4183 n = 1057 n = 1038 n = 1041 n = 1047 P Value 

Stroke 114 (3) 50 (5)†,‡,§ 25 (2) 18 (2) 21 (2) <0.001 

Diabetes 1230 (29) 437 (42)†,‡,§ 318 (31)‡ 261 (25) 214 (20) <0.001 

Medication use                       

β-Blocker 1172 (28) 346 (33) †,‡ 310 (30)†,‡ 269 (26) 247 (23) <0.001 

α-Blocker  135 (3) 52 (5)†,‡ 40 (4)† 22 (2) 21 (2) <0.001 

Diuretic  1611 (39) 488 (47)†,‡,§ 387 (37) 387 (37) 349 (33) <0.001 

ACE Inhibitor 1274 (31) 369 (35)†,‡ 298 (29) 301 (29) 307 (29) 0.012 

ANG II receptor blocker  687 (16) 211 (20)† 174 (17)† 166 (16) 136 (13) <0.001 

Calcium channel blocker 1032 (25) 388 (37)†,‡,§ 257 (25)† 215 (21)† 172 (16) <0.001 

Current smoker 239 (6) 64 (6) 52 (5) 55 (5) 68 (6) 0.448 
 

Abbreviations: HDL, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; LDL, Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; cfPWV, carotid-femoral pulse-wave velocity; 

faPWV, femoral-ankle pulse-wave velocity. af-SG quartiles Q1, <0.784; Q2, 0.784 to 0.956; Q3, 0.957 to 1.160, Q4 >1.160. Comparisons: *All 

groups significantly different;
 
† vs. Q4; ‡ vs. Q3; § vs. Q2. 
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Figure 1 Mean carotid-femoral pulse-wave velocity (cfPWV), femoral-ankle pulse-wave velocity 
(faPWV) and aortic-femoral arterial stiffness gradient (af-SG) in 5-year age groups, with 95% 
confidence intervals. n = 4,183. 
 
 
faPWV did not differ across age groups. Age was positively correlated (Spearman) with cfPWV (r 

= 0.22, 95% CI: 0.19, 0.25, P < 0.01) and negatively correlated with af-SG (r = -0.18, 95% CI: -

0.21, -0.15, P < 0.01), but not correlated with faPWV (r = 0.03, 95% CI: 0.00, 0.06, P = 0.09).  

 

Backwards stepwise regression analysis was used to identify CVD risk factors that were 

associated with af-SG and cfPWV (Table 2). For cfPWV, there was a positive association with 

age, SBP, HR, and fasting glucose, and a negative association with BMI, DBP, and HDL. With 

the exception of BMI, CVD risk factor associations for af-SG were consistent, albeit in opposing 

directions due to the nature of the measure, with cfPWV. The highest standardized regression 

coefficients were observed for the same CVD risk factors (SBP, HR, age, DBP). For faPWV, there 

was a positive association with age, DBP and fasting glucose, and a negative association with 

BMI.
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Table 2 Linear regression models for association of carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity (cfPWV), femoral-ankle pulse wave velocity (faPWV) and 
aortic-femoral arterial stiffness gradient (af-SG) with cardiovascular disease risk factors at visit 5. 

 

*Final Model Adjustments: race, field center, sex, current smoker, prevalent cardiovascular diseases (coronary heart disease, stroke, heart failure), and number of medications (β-
blockers, α-blockers, calcium channel, blockers, diuretics). Abbreviations: β, beta coefficient; BMI, body mass index; DBP, diastolic blood pressure; SBP; systolic blood pressure; 
HR, heart rate; FBG, fasting blood glucose; LDL, Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol; HDL, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; TG, tryglycerides ; std. β, standardized beta coefficient; 
95% CI, 95% confidence interval; †, partial R2.

  cfPWV   faPWV   af-SG 

  β  Std. β 95% CI P †R2   β  Std. β 95% CI P †R2   β  Std. β 95% CI P †R2 

Model 1   R2 =  0.22         R2 =  0.16             R2 =  0.10       

Age (years) 0.11 0.19 0.17 0.20 <0.001 0.030   0.02 0.05 0.04 0.06 <0.001 0.00   -0.01 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 <0.001 0.012 

BMI (kg/m2) -0.04 -0.05 -0.07 -0.03 <0.001 0.002   -0.10 -0.25 -0.27 -0.24 <0.01 0.05   -0.01 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 <0.001 0.006 

DBP (mm Hg) -0.03 -0.10 -0.11 -0.09 <0.001 0.005   0.05 0.30 0.29 0.31 <0.001 0.05   0.01 0.20 0.20 0.20 <0.001 0.022 

SBP (mm Hg) 0.06 0.35 0.35 0.36 <0.001 0.074   0.00 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.22 0.00   0.00 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 <0.001 0.037 

HR (bpm) 0.06 0.22 0.21 0.23 <0.001 0.044   0.02 0.11 0.11 0.12 <0.001 0.01   0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 <0.001 0.013 

FBG (mg/dL) 0.21 0.10 0.04 0.16 <0.001 0.009   0.03 0.03 -0.01 0.06 0.07 0.00   -0.01 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 <0.001 0.003 

LDL (mmol/l) -0.04 -0.01 -0.11 0.09 0.382 0.000   -0.05 -0.03 -0.09 0.03 0.07 0.00   0.00 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.492 0.007 

HDL (mmol/l) -0.79 -0.10 -0.35 0.16 <0.001 0.007   0.11 0.02 -0.13 0.17 0.17 0.00   0.09 0.10 0.07 0.13 <0.001 0.000 

TG (mmol/l) 0.09 0.02 -0.12 0.16 0.226 0.000   0.14 0.05 -0.03 0.14 <0.001 0.00   0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.400 0.000 

Final Model*   R2 =  0.24 
 

      R2 =  0.18             R2 =  0.13 
 

    

Age (years) 0.11 0.18 0.16 0.20 <0.001 0.028   0.02 0.05 0.05 0.06 <0.001 0.00   -0.01 -0.11 -0.12 -0.11 <0.001 0.011 

BMI (kg/m2) -0.05 -0.08 -0.10 -0.06 <0.001 0.005   -0.08 -0.22 -0.23 -0.21 <0.001 -0.04   0.00 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 0.004 0.002 

DBP (mm Hg) -0.03 -0.11 -0.12 -0.10 <0.001 0.007   0.05 0.33 0.32 0.33 <0.001 0.05   0.01 0.20 0.20 0.21 <0.001 0.022 

SBP (mm Hg) 0.06 0.35 0.34 0.36 <0.001 0.069                 0.00 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 <0.001 0.032 

HR (bpm) 0.07 0.24 0.23 0.24 <0.001 0.048   0.02 0.11 0.10 0.11 <0.001 0.01   0.00 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 <0.001 0.016 

FBG (mg/dL) 0.18 0.09 0.03 0.14 <0.001 0.005   0.06 0.05 0.02 0.08 <0.001 0.00   -0.01 -0.04 -0.05 -0.03 0.008 0.001 

HDL (mmol/l) -0.57 -0.07 -0.33 0.19 <0.001 0.001                 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.09 <0.001 0.002 

TG (mmol/l)               0.03 0.01 -0.07 0.09 0.52 0.00               



14 
 

 
 
 

 

AIM 2: ASSOCIATIONS WITH CVD STATUS 

 

Table 3 presents associations for cfPWV, faPWV and af-SG with CVD status following 

multivariable logistic regression analyses. For final model logistic regression analyses, when 

specified as a continuous variable, cfPWV was positively associated with CHD, stroke and 

diabetes, but a high cfPWV was only associated with diabetes. For af-SG as a continuous 

variable, there were negative associations with CHD, HF, stroke and diabetes, and a low af-SG 

was also associated with CHD, HF, stroke and diabetes. For faPWV as a continuous variable, 

there were positive associations with hypertension but negative associations with CHD and HF, 

but a high faPWV was not associated with any disease.  

 

 

 

 

SENSITIVITY AND ANCILLARY ANALYSIS 

 

Data analysis conducted with the exclusion of peripheral arterial disease (PAD) patients, as 

identified by an ankle-brachial index (ABI) below 0.9, revealed no notable differences. Further, 

analysis of af-SG derived using left and right faPWV measures separately had no impact on 

findings when compared to those determined using a mean of left and right faPWV measures. 

The associations between cfPWV and faPWV (Figure S1) are reported using standard Pearson 

product moment correlation and are provided in the supplement.  

 

 

DISCUSSION 

The primary aims of the current study were to compare the associations of af-SG and cfPWV with, 

1) age and traditional CVD risk factors, and, (2) CVD status. Our findings suggest that the af-SG 
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Table 3 Logistic regression models for association of carotid-femoral pulse wave velocity (cfPWV), femoral-ankle pulse wave velocity (faPWV) and 
aortic-femoral stiffness gradient (afSG) with CVD status at visit 5. 

*Final Model Adjustments: age, race, field center, sex, mean arterial pressure, current smoker, and number of medications (β-blockers, α-blockers, calcium channel, blockers, 
diuretics). Abbreviations: CHD, coronary heart disease; β, beta coefficient; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval; OR, odds ratio. af-SG quartile comparisons: Q1: <0.784 vs. Q2-Q4: 
>0.784; cfPWV quartile comparisons: Q1-Q3: <13.3 m/s vs. Q4: >13.3 m/s; faPWV quartile comparisons: Q1-Q3: <11.8 m/s vs. Q4: >11.8 m/s.  

 

 

  CHD   Heart Failure   Stroke   Hypertension   Diabetes 

Continuous OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P 

Model 1                                                 

cfPWV 1.07 1.04 1.10 <0.001   1.08 1.05 1.11 <0.001   1.12 1.06 1.19 <0.001   1.15 1.12 1.18 <0.001   1.12 1.10 1.15 <0.001 

faPWV 0.87 0.83 0.92 <0.001   0.81 0.77 0.87 <0.001   0.90 0.81 1.01 0.079   0.99 0.95 1.03 0.648   0.90 0.87 0.94 <0.001 

af-SG 0.38 0.28 0.52 <0.001   0.31 0.22 0.46 <0.001   0.27 0.13 0.55 <0.001   0.41 0.33 0.50 <0.001   0.29 0.23 0.37 <0.001 

Final Model*                                                 

cfPWV 1.04 1.01 1.07 0.014   1.03 0.99 1.06 0.139   1.08 1.02 1.15 0.014   1.03 0.99 1.06 0.206   1.12 1.09 1.15 <0.001 

faPWV 0.92 0.87 0.98 0.008   0.90 0.84 0.96 0.002   0.93 0.83 1.05 0.245   1.02 0.96 1.09 0.457   0.99 0.95 1.04 0.710 

af-SG 0.57 0.41 0.80 0.000   0.44 0.21 0.90 0.024   0.57 0.41 0.80 0.001   0.89 0.65 1.21 0.457   0.41 0.32 0.54 0.000 

Categorical OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P   OR 95% CI P 

Model 1                                                 

cfPWV 1.36 1.12 1.65 0.002   1.69 1.36 2.09 0.059   1.81 1.23 2.67 0.003   1.94 1.63 2.31 <0.001   1.93 1.67 2.24 <0.001 

faPWV 0.76 0.62 0.94 0.011   0.61 0.47 0.79 <0.001   0.72 0.45 1.14 0.156   1.06 0.91 1.24 0.432   0.78 0.67 0.92 0.002 

af-SG 0.57 0.48 0.69 <0.001   0.44 0.36 0.55 <0.001   0.40 0.27 0.58 <0.001   0.46 0.39 0.55 <0.001   0.47 0.41 0.55 <0.001 

Final Model*                                                 

cfPWV 1.15 0.93 1.43 0.200   1.26 1.00 1.59 0.053   1.42 0.94 2.13 0.098   1.03 0.79 1.34 0.829   1.85 1.57 2.18 <0.001 

faPWV 0.89 0.70 1.12 0.301   0.80 0.61 1.05 0.111   0.75 0.46 1.22 0.254   1.10 0.87 1.39 0.439   1.03 0.87 1.22 0.714 

af-SG 0.72 0.58 0.88 0.002   0.67 0.53 0.83 <0.001   0.51 0.34 0.76 0.001   0.97 0.74 1.27 0.815   0.58 0.49 0.68 <0.001 
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and cfPWV demonstrate similar associations with age and traditional cardiovascular risk factors 

including DBP, SBP, HR, fasting glucose, and HDL, but do contrast in their associations with BMI. 

However, the af-SG demonstrates a unique association with CVD status; specifically, a low af-

SG was associated with coronary heart disease, heart failure and stroke, but a high cfPWV was 

not. Accordingly, the af-SG may be a clinically useful marker of arterial stiffness and confer a 

unique picture of hemodynamic integration, vascular pathophysiology, and the identification of 

CVD risk 

 

 

LIMITATIONS AND STRENGTHS 

The strengths and limitations of this study need to be addressed to best contextualize the findings. 

Firstly, the generalizability of our findings is limited to older populations and cannot be extended 

to younger, healthier cohorts. Further, the predominate inclusion of participants who had survived 

from baseline (1987-1989) and attended the Visit 5 examination (2011-2013), and were thus likely 

healthier compared to those who did not participate in the visit, may have generated a bias within 

the study population. Secondly, the use of height-based formulas to calculate faPWV were 

validated in a Japanese population and may not be applicable to other racial or ethnic groups. 

Finally, we did not exclude patients based upon peripheral arterial disease (PAD) diagnosis which 

has the potential to impact measures of faPWV. However, our sensitivity analysis excluding PAD 

patients (ABI < 0.9) and using af-SG derived from left and right faPWV measures independently 

did not impact findings. A major strength is that this is the first study to explore af-SG, an index of 

central to peripheral arterial stiffness gradient, derived using the lower extremity, and does so 

using a large community-dwelling population.  

 

COMPARISON TO THE LITERATURE: AGE AND CVD RISK FACTORS 
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Both af-SG and cfPWV were significantly associated with age, whilst faPWV was stable across 

age-groups. This finding supports the previous assertion that age-related changes in the SG are 

chiefly driven by cfPWV[11,18], and therefore the af-SG may confer limited prognostic value over 

cfPWV. However, stratification of participants into af-SG quartiles revealed that both cfPWV and 

faPWV contribute towards af-SG measures, with a decrease in the af-SG (Table 1) appearing to 

be a consequence of decreased faPWV as well as increased cfPWV. Indeed, faPWV was 

significantly different between af-SG quartiles, with individuals in Q1 (an af-SG of <0.784) 

displaying the lowest faPWV and most adverse CVD risk factor profile. Although the cross-

sectional nature of the present study limits inference, collectively these findings suggest that 

reductions in the af-SG are likely to be pathological and are impacted by the central and peripheral 

vasculature. Although femorotibial arterial stiffness is thought to change little with age [32,33], 

faPWV has been shown to regress in the presence of CVD risk factors and disease, including 

diabetes[20] and in hemodialysis patients [34], respectively.  A low peripheral arterial stiffness 

has been presented as a novel consequence of increased aortic arterial stiffness[6,34,35]. This 

reduction in peripheral muscular artery stiffness is thought to shift the site of pressure wave 

reflection distally, attenuating wave reflection and its influence on central BP and cardiac 

workload[15]. Although preserving cardiac function and aortic pressure, this could lead to greater 

transmission of the forward pressure wave to the microcirculation and cause end-organ 

damage[16,17,36]. Accordingly, variations in faPWV may have clinically important consequences 

and integration of faPWV in the af-SG may be a relevant complimentary approach to cfPWV, 

providing an alternative picture of hemodynamic integration and prognostic information beyond 

aortic stiffness.  

 

The af-SG and cfPWV were associated with similar CVD risk factors, albeit in opposing directions 

due to the nature of measures, with an increase in age and a worsening of risk factors (DBP, 
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SBP, HR, fasting glucose, and HDL) associated with a worsening of af-SG and cfPWV. However, 

cfPWV and af-SG did contrast in their association with BMI. In the Framingham Heart Study of 

2,114 older adults[11], the upper extremity ab-SG demonstrated equitable prognostic value when 

compared to cfPWV and was significantly associated with age, BMI, HDL, BP, and HR, all 

recognized correlates of cfPWV. These risk factors were all found to be correlated with both af-

SG and cfPWV in the present study. The finding of a negative association with BMI and cfPWV 

is consistent with existing literature[33,37]. In cross-sectional studies, a lower aortic PWV in obese 

individuals has been attributed to higher cardiac output and lower peripheral vascular 

resistance[38,39]. However, longitudinal studies report a robust positive relationship between 

adiposity and central PWV progression[40,41]. This is consistent with the association between af-

SG and BMI in the present study.  These findings suggest that elevated adiposity may be 

associated with a lower central PWV at baseline, but normal age changes in central PWV are 

accelerated with greater adiposity. The af-SG may permit the identification of a novel association 

between adiposity and arterial stiffness. 

 

COMPARISON TO THE LITERATURE: CVD STATUS 

The af-SG and cfPWV demonstrated unique associations with CVD status. Consistent with 

previous literature, cfPWV was associated with CHD[42], stroke[10], and diabetes[20] but in 

contrast to previous findings, was not associated with  heart failure[43] or hypertension[44]. 

Further, a high cfPWV was only associated with diabetes. Comparatively, the af-SG was 

associated with CHD, HF, stroke and diabetes, and a low af-SG was also associated with 

diabetes, CHD, HF and stroke. A high af-SG reduced the odds of having diabetes by 42% and 

similarly a high cfPWV increased the odds of having diabetes by 85% reflecting the significant 

impact diabetes has on systemic arterial stiffness.  Although there are multiple pathways, diabetes 

can accelerate arterial remodeling by augmenting production of advanced glycation end products 

that cross-link with collagen and elastin[45]. Interestingly, diabetes has been associated with both 
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a higher cfPWV[7,20] and a lower faPWV[20], which would contribute to a low af-SG. A high af-

SG reduced the odds of having CHD, HF and stroke by 28%, 33% and 49%, respectively, but 

none were significant for cfPWV when arterial stiffness measures were entered as categorical 

predictors. This suggests that the af-SG may demonstrate greater sensitivity with certain disease 

pathologies than segmental PWV alone.  

 

In contrast to those mechanisms previously described, a reduced af-SG may actually augment 

wave reflection amplitude and increase pulse and central systolic pressure[18]. Systolic pressure 

elevation increases myocardial oxygen demand and induces left ventricular hypertrophy, a marker 

of HF, elevating CVD risk[14]. Pulse pressure elevation induces arterial remodeling, increasing 

arterial wall stiffness and thickness, and promoting atherosclerotic plaque development[46], 

characteristics of CHD. In this scenario, reversal of the SG and the concomitant increase in 

distance to wave reflection sites is still expected to increase the transmission of pulsatile flow to 

the periphery and lead to tissue and target organ damage[47], perhaps explaining the association 

between low af-SG and stroke. However, these contrasting theories highlight that the 

mechanism(s) for how a low af-SG (i.e. worsening) may contribute to both myocardial and end-

organ pathology, and whether or not cfPWV is the sole determinant[11,18], is still unclear. 

 

IMPLICATIONS 

A low central to peripheral SG may augment the transmission of excessive forward pressure into 

the microcirculation, a pathophysiological basis for cardiovascular events and target organ 

damage[4,14,15]. To date, the literature has focused on the upper-extremity derived ab-SG. The 

ab-SG has been reported to be a better prognostic indicator of CVD outcome than classical 

cfPWV in diseased populations[6,7,9,10] and comparable in healthy populations[11]. But it has 

been argued that the prognostic value, and therefore clinical utility, of the ab-SG is principally 

attributable to increases in cfPWV[11]. However, the upper extremities represent only a small 
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portion of the arterial tree and the absolute hemodynamic load is likely to be limited. In contrast, 

the lower extremities make up a considerable portion of the arterial tree and contribute 

significantly to wave reflection morphology and myocardial workload[22]. The current study 

extends the scant SG literature by being the first to report that the lower-extremity derived af-SG 

demonstrates comparable association with CVD risk factors when compared to cfPWV, but 

importantly, a unique association with CVD status, specifically coronary heart disease, heart 

failure and stroke. Collectively, these findings indicate that the af-SG may be clinically useful for 

the non-invasive assessment of arterial health and CVD risk. However, to confirm utility, future 

studies should seek to: i) identify the association of af-SG with CVD outcomes and end-organ 

damage, and ii) identify the mechanisms by which low af-SG contributes to disease progression.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Future studies are necessary to confirm the clinical utility of the af-SG, including whether the af-

SG can predict CVD outcomes. However, the present findings indicate that the af-SG is a 

promising tool that may provide a unique picture of hemodynamic integration, vascular 

pathophysiology, and the identification of CVD risk.  

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The authors thank the staff and participants of the ARIC study for their important contributions. 

The Atherosclerosis Risk in Communities study has been funded in whole or in part with Federal 

funds from the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, National Institutes of Health, Department 

of Health and Human Services, under Contract nos. (HHSN268201700001I, 

HHSN268201700002I, HHSN268201700003I, HHSN268201700005I, HHSN268201700004I). 

The study was also supported by R01AG053938. 



21 
 

 
 
 

 

REFERENCES 

 

1. Ben-Shlomo Y, Spears M, Boustred C, May M, Anderson SG, Benjamin EJ, et al. Aortic pulse 
wave velocity improves cardiovascular event prediction: an individual participant meta-analysis 
of prospective observational data from 17,635 subjects. J Am Coll Cardiol 2014; 63:636-646. 
2. Vlachopoulos C, Aznaouridis K, Stefanadis C. Prediction of cardiovascular events and all-
cause mortality with arterial stiffness: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J Am Coll Cardiol 
2010; 55:1318-1327. 
3. Pannier B, Guerin AP, Marchais SJ, Safar ME, London GM. Stiffness of capacitive and 
conduit arteries: prognostic significance for end-stage renal disease patients. Hypertension 
2005; 45:592-596. 
4. Mitchell GF, Hwang SJ, Vasan RS, Larson MG, Pencina MJ, Hamburg NM, et al. Arterial 
stiffness and cardiovascular events: the Framingham Heart Study. Circulation 2010; 121:505-
511. 
5. van Sloten TT, Schram MT, van den Hurk K, Dekker JM, Nijpels G, Henry RM, et al. Local 
stiffness of the carotid and femoral artery is associated with incident cardiovascular events and 
all-cause mortality: the Hoorn study. J Am Coll Cardiol 2014; 63:1739-1747. 
6. Fortier C, Mac-Way F, Desmeules S, Marquis K, De Serres SA, Lebel M, et al. Aortic-brachial 
stiffness mismatch and mortality in dialysis population. Hypertension 2015; 65:378-384. 
7. Picone DS, Schultz MG, Climie RE, Srikanth V, Sharman JE. Aortic-to-brachial stiffness 
gradient and kidney function in type 2 diabetes. J Hypertens 2016; 34:1132-1139. 
8. Bia D, Valtuille R, Galli C, Wray S, Armentano R, Zocalo Y, et al. Aortic-Radial Pulse Wave 
Velocity Ratio in End-stage Renal Disease Patients: Association with Age, Body Tissue 
Hydration Status, Renal Failure Etiology and Five Years of Hemodialysis. High Blood Press 
Cardiovasc Prev 2017; 24:37-48. 
9. Bao W, Wang F, Tang W. Aortic-Brachial Stiffness Mismatch and Mortality in Peritoneal 
Dialysis Patients. Kidney Blood Press Res 2019; 44:123-132. 
10. Lee YB, Jeong SW, Rhee MY, Leem CH. Aorta-to-arm pulse wave transit time ratio: Better 
prediction of coronary artery disease and stroke than pulse wave velocity. Int J Cardiol 2016; 
204:1-3. 
11. Niiranen TJ, Kalesan B, Larson MG, Hamburg NM, Benjamin EJ, Mitchell GF, et al. Aortic-
Brachial Arterial Stiffness Gradient and Cardiovascular Risk in the Community: The 
Framingham Heart Study. Hypertension 2017; 69:1022-1028. 
12. Avolio AP, Chen SG, Wang RP, Zhang CL, Li MF, O'Rourke MF. Effects of aging on 
changing arterial compliance and left ventricular load in a northern Chinese urban community. 
Circulation 1983; 68:50-58. 
13. Benetos A, Adamopoulos C, Bureau JM, Temmar M, Labat C, Bean K, et al. Determinants 
of accelerated progression of arterial stiffness in normotensive subjects and in treated 
hypertensive subjects over a 6-year period. Circulation 2002; 105:1202-1207. 
14. London GM, Pannier B. Arterial functions: how to interpret the complex physiology. Nephrol 
Dial Transplant 2010; 25:3815-3823. 
15. Mitchell GF, Parise H, Benjamin EJ, Larson MG, Keyes MJ, Vita JA, et al. Changes in 
arterial stiffness and wave reflection with advancing age in healthy men and women: the 
Framingham Heart Study. Hypertension 2004; 43:1239-1245. 
16. Briet M, Boutouyrie P, Laurent S, London GM. Arterial stiffness and pulse pressure in CKD 
and ESRD. Kidney Int 2012; 82:388-400. 



22 
 

 
 
 

17. Mitchell GF, van Buchem MA, Sigurdsson S, Gotal JD, Jonsdottir MK, Kjartansson O, et al. 
Arterial stiffness, pressure and flow pulsatility and brain structure and function: the Age, 
Gene/Environment Susceptibility--Reykjavik study. Brain 2011; 134:3398-3407. 
18. Hickson SS, Nichols WW, Yasmin, McDonnell BJ, Cockcroft JR, Wilkinson IB, et al. 
Influence of the central-to-peripheral arterial stiffness gradient on the timing and amplitude of 
wave reflections. Hypertens Res 2016; 39:723-729. 
19. Tanaka H, Palta P, Folsom AR, Meyer ML, Matsushita K, Evenson KR, et al. Habitual 
physical activity and central artery stiffening in older adults: the Atherosclerosis Risk in 
Communities study. J Hypertens 2018; 36:1889-1894. 
20. Loehr LR, Meyer ML, Poon AK, Selvin E, Palta P, Tanaka H, et al. Prediabetes and 
Diabetes Are Associated With Arterial Stiffness in Older Adults: The ARIC Study. Am J 
Hypertens 2016; 29:1038-1045. 
21. Sugawara J, Hayashi K, Tanaka H. Distal shift of arterial pressure wave reflection sites with 
aging. Hypertension 2010; 56:920-925. 
22. Nichols WW, Nichols WW, McDonald DA. McDonald's blood flow in arteries : theoretic, 
experimental, and clinical principles. London: Hodder Arnold; 2011. 
23. von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock SJ, Gotzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP, et al. 
Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) statement: 
guidelines for reporting observational studies. BMJ 2007; 335:806-808. 
24. The Atherosclerosis Risk in Communities (ARIC) study: Design and Objectives. The ARIC 
Investigators. American Journal of Epidemiology 1989; 129:687-702. 
25. Cortez-Cooper MY, Supak JA, Tanaka H. A new device for automatic measurements of 
arterial stiffness and ankle-brachial index. Am J Cardiol 2003; 91:1519-1522, A1519. 
26. Tanaka H, Munakata M, Kawano Y, Ohishi M, Shoji T, Sugawara J, et al. Comparison 
between carotid-femoral and brachial-ankle pulse wave velocity as measures of arterial 
stiffness. J Hypertens 2009; 27:2022-2027. 
27. Meyer ML, Tanaka H, Palta P, Patel MD, Camplain R, Couper D, et al. Repeatability of 
Central and Peripheral Pulse Wave Velocity Measures: The Atherosclerosis Risk in 
Communities (ARIC) Study. Am J Hypertens 2016; 29:470-475. 
28. Siedel J, Hagele EO, Ziegenhorn J, Wahlefeld AW. Reagent for the enzymatic determination 
of serum total cholesterol with improved lipolytic efficiency. Clin Chem 1983; 29:1075-1080. 
29. Friedewald WT, Levy RI, Fredrickson DS. Estimation of the concentration of low-density 
lipoprotein cholesterol in plasma, without use of the preparative ultracentrifuge. Clin Chem 
1972; 18:499-502. 
30. Warnick GR, Mayfield C, Benderson J, Chen JS, Albers JJ. HDL cholesterol quantitation by 
phosphotungstate-Mg2+ and by dextran sulfate-Mn2+-polyethylene glycol precipitation, both 
with enzymic cholesterol assay compared with the lipid research method. Am J Clin Pathol 
1982; 78:718-723. 
31. Dudgeon P. A Comparative Investigation of Confidence Intervals for IndependentVariables 
in Linear Regression. Multivariate Behav Res 2016; 51:139-153. 
32. Filipovsky J, Ticha M, Cifkova R, Lanska V, Stastna V, Roucka P. Large artery stiffness and 
pulse wave reflection: results of a population-based study. Blood Press 2005; 14:45-52. 
33. Meyer ML, Tanaka H, Palta P, Cheng S, Gouskova N, Aguilar D, et al. Correlates of 
Segmental Pulse Wave Velocity in Older Adults: The Atherosclerosis Risk in Communities 
(ARIC) Study. Am J Hypertens 2016; 29:114-122. 
34. Utescu MS, Couture V, Mac-Way F, De Serres SA, Marquis K, Lariviere R, et al. 
Determinants of progression of aortic stiffness in hemodialysis patients: a prospective 
longitudinal study. Hypertension 2013; 62:154-160. 
35. Fortier C, Agharazii M. Arterial Stiffness Gradient. Pulse (Basel) 2016; 3:159-166. 



23 
 

 
 
 

36. Mitchell GF. Effects of central arterial aging on the structure and function of the peripheral 
vasculature: implications for end-organ damage. J Appl Physiol (1985) 2008; 105:1652-1660. 
37. Choo J, Shin C, Barinas-Mitchell E, Masaki K, Willcox BJ, Seto TB, et al. Regional pulse 
wave velocities and their cardiovascular risk factors among healthy middle-aged men: a cross-
sectional population-based study. BMC Cardiovasc Disord 2014; 14:5. 
38. Messerli FH, Sundgaard-Riise K, Reisin E, Dreslinski G, Dunn FG, Frohlich E. Disparate 
cardiovascular effects of obesity and arterial hypertension. Am J Med 1983; 74:808-812. 
39. Oren S, Grossman E, Frohlich ED. Arterial and venous compliance in obese and nonobese 
subjects. Am J Cardiol 1996; 77:665-667. 
40. Brunner EJ, Shipley MJ, Ahmadi-Abhari S, Tabak AG, McEniery CM, Wilkinson IB, et al. 
Adiposity, obesity, and arterial aging: longitudinal study of aortic stiffness in the Whitehall II 
cohort. Hypertension 2015; 66:294-300. 
41. Wildman RP, Farhat GN, Patel AS, Mackey RH, Brockwell S, Thompson T, et al. Weight 
change is associated with change in arterial stiffness among healthy young adults. Hypertension 
2005; 45:187-192. 
42. Mattace-Raso FU, van der Cammen TJ, Hofman A, van Popele NM, Bos ML, Schalekamp 
MA, et al. Arterial stiffness and risk of coronary heart disease and stroke: the Rotterdam Study. 
Circulation 2006; 113:657-663. 
43. Tsao CW, Lyass A, Larson MG, Levy D, Hamburg NM, Vita JA, et al. Relation of Central 
Arterial Stiffness to Incident Heart Failure in the Community. J Am Heart Assoc 2015; 4. 
44. Kaess BM, Rong J, Larson MG, Hamburg NM, Vita JA, Levy D, et al. Aortic stiffness, blood 
pressure progression, and incident hypertension. JAMA 2012; 308:875-881. 
45. Goldin A, Beckman JA, Schmidt AM, Creager MA. Advanced glycation end products: 
sparking the development of diabetic vascular injury. Circulation 2006; 114:597-605. 
46. Nair GV, Waters D, Rogers W, Kowalchuk GJ, Stuckey TD, Herrington DM. Pulse pressure 
and coronary atherosclerosis progression in postmenopausal women. Hypertension 2005; 
45:53-57. 
47. Agabiti-Rosei E, Muiesan ML. Carotid atherosclerosis, arterial stiffness and stroke event. 
Adv Cardiol 2007; 44:173-186. 

 


