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Background: Proton pump inhibitors (PPIs) are among the most widely prescribed

medications in clinical practice. However, there are also concerns about the potential

risks of long-term PPI use. The present study aimed to examine the safety of PPIs and

summarize their potential cardiac and vascular risks in a real-world setting.

Methods: This pharmacovigilance study extracted records between January 2015 and

December 2019 from the FDA Adverse Event Reporting System (FAERS) database.

The association of seven PPI medications with cardiac and vascular events (CVEs)

were evaluated. Two established pharmacovigilance methods, reporting odds ratio

(ROR) and information components (IC) based statistical shrinkage, were used to

measure disproportionality.

Results: In total 62,140 CVE records associated with PPI use were investigated.

Women showed a higher proportion (54.37%) of PPI-associated CVEs. The median

time from PPI initiation to CVE onset was 97 [interquartile range (IQR): 8–491] days,

with the shortest median time of 42 days (IQR: 2–277 days) for esomeprazole,

and the longest time of 389 days (IQR: 0–525 days) for dexlansoprazole. Although

PPIs were not associated with elevated CVE risks compared those of the whole

database (IC025/ROR025 = −0.39/0.74), various signals emerged. Despite some

similarities exist between the PPIs, their cardiac and vascular safety profiles varied

significantly. Pantoprazole showed the broadest spectrum of signals, from thrombotic

thrombocytopenic purpura (IC025/ROR025 = 0.01/1.08) to renal haemangioma

(IC025/ROR025 = 3.14/9.58). Esomeprazole showed the second-broadest spectrum

of toxicities, ranging from duodenal ulcer hemorrhage (IC025/ROR025 = 0.07/1.28) to

hypertensive nephropathy (IC025/ROR025 = 4.09/18.72). Vascular signals were more

dominant than cardiac signals, suggesting that vascular function was more heavily

affected. Hypertensive nephropathy, renal haemangioma, renal artery stenosis, and renal

infarct had strong signals across most PPI regimens and merited further attention.
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Conclusions: PPIs may inflict various CVEs, particularly those involving the vascular

system, on the users. Given the wide range of onset times and different toxicity profiles

for various PPI medications, they should be prescribed with caution.

Keywords: cardiac, vascular, proton pump inhibitors, FAERS database, disproportionality analysis

INTRODUCTION

Proton pump inhibitors (PPIs) are a class of effective medications
used to treat various acid-related disorders. Their use in the
clinical setting has increased rapidly and tremendously (1). PPIs
are among the most commonly used medications worldwide
(2). However, the widespread availability of these agents has
also contributed to inappropriate prescriptions and medication
overuse. Currently, the administration of PPIs is increasing in
daily clinical practice, and there is growing concern regarding
the potential long-term risks associated with these agents (3).
Mounting clinical data have suggested that chronic exposure to
PPIs increases the susceptibility of patient to serious adverse
sequelae, including gastric cancer (4), fractures (5), kidney
disorders (6), cardiovascular events (7), and dementia (8).

Among these complications, cardiac and vascular events
(CVEs) have garnered considerable attention because of their
potentially fatal effects. Although there are several published
studies on this issue, the findings are controversial. Moreover,
existing real-world evidence on the cardiovascular safety profile
of different PPIs is scarce despite their wide PPIs are widely use in
clinical settings. Therefore, it is vital to assess their overall adverse
cardiovascular risks. Herein, the current study aimed to evaluate
the real-world pattern of cardiac and vascular adverse events
(AEs) among PPI users and summarize and prioritize signals that
warrant further attention.

METHODS

Study Design and Data Sources
The observational pharmacovigilance study used a subset of the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) Adverse Events Reporting
System (FAERS) database of the United States between January
2015 andDecember 2019. All authors had access to the study data
and reviewed and approved the final manuscript.

The FAERS database gathers worldwide reports related to
AEs and medication errors that are spontaneously submitted
by healthcare professionals, patients, and pharmaceutical
manufacturers (9). It is maintained by the FDA and supports the
FDA’s ongoing public health safety policy for the surveillance of
medications and therapeutic biologic products (10).

Abbreviations: ADMA, asymmetrical dimethylarginine; AE, adverse event;
CVE, cardiac and vascular event; DDAH, dimethylarginine dimethylamino-
hydrolase; FDA, Food and Drug Administration (FDA); FAERS, Food and
Drug Administration adverse event reporting system; HLGT, high-level group
term; HLT, high-level term; IC, information component; IQR: interquartile
range; MedDRA, Medical Dictionary for Regulatory Activities; NOS, nitric oxide
synthase; PPI, proton pump inhibitor; PT, preferred term; ROR, reporting odds
ratio; SOC: system organ class.

The FAERS database is publicly available and permits the
analysis of a large quantity of data to identify safety signals.
The potential of FAERS in detecting early safety issues has
been reported previously, especially those on newly approved
medications (11) and rare AEs (12). All data in this study can be
accessed at fis.fda.gov/extensions/FPD-QDE-FAERS/FPD-QDE-
FAERS.html.

Procedures
Before the formal analysis, we conducted data deduplication and
standardization procedures. First, we scrutinized the extracted
data based on similarities among demographic characteristics
(sex and age), name of the medication, and AE-related
information (type of AE, starting date, reporting year, country
of reporter, event date, end date, and outcome) to detect and
eliminate duplicate records. In addition, we excluded records
whose start dates of drug therapy were later than the dates of
AE (13). The onset time was defined as the period between the
start date of PPI initiation to the onset of a CVE, which was
calculated using the variables EVENT_DT and START_DT in the
FAERS database.

Seven PPI medications (omeprazole, lansoprazole,
pantoprazole, rabeprazole, ilaprazole, esomeprazole, and
dexlansoprazole) were investigated in the current study. We
used generic and brand names to identify PPI-related records.
In FAERS, AEs in each record are coded using the preferred
term (PT) according to the Medical Dictionary for Regulatory
Activities (MedDRA). A given PT can be assigned to one or
more high-level terms (HLTs), high-level group terms (HLGTs),
and system organ class (SOC) levels (14). The multiaxial nature
of MedDRA provides flexibility in AE retrieval. In the study, we
identified potential records of interest using all PTs related to
cardiac disorders (SOC code: 10007541) and vascular disorders
(SOC code: 10047065) according to MedDRA (version 22.0).

Statistical Analysis
We used the disproportionality analysis to compare the
frequency of selected AEs reported for a single drug or a class
of drugs with the frequency of the same AEs reported for other
medications in the FAERS database (15). Disproportionality
emerges when the reporting frequency of a specific AE for a given
medication is higher than that in the background data. In our
study, we used the two established pharmacovigilance indices,
reporting odds ratio (ROR) and information components (IC),
to measure disproportionality (16, 17).

Calculations for ROR and IC were based on 2× 2 contingency
table (Supplementary Table S1), in which we compared the
proportion of the targeted AEs reported for the selected
medications (single or a class of medications) with the proportion
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of the same AEs reported for the control group, i.e. the whole
database used. In addition, we applied statistical shrinkage
(shrinkage parameter = 0.5) to reduce the number of false-
positive signals when calculating ROR or IC (18). Formulas were
presented as follows:

ROR = (Nobserved + 0.5)/(Nexpected + 0.5)

IC = log2((Nobserved + 0.5)/(Nexpected + 0.5))

Nexpected = (ndrug∗ nevent)/ntotal

Nexpected : the number of records expected for the selected

medication− AE combination.

Nobserved : the observed number of records for the selected

medication− AE combinations.

ndrug : the total number of records for the selected medication.

nevent : the total number of total records for the selected AE.

ntotal : the total number of records in the database.

A signal emerged if the lower limits of the 95% confidence
intervals of ROR (ROR025) and IC (IC025) exceeded the
predefined thresholds (1 and 0, respectively) in at least three
records. All analyses were conducted using SAS 9.4 software (SAS
Institute, Cary, NC).

RESULTS

Descriptive Results
After removing the duplicate (N = 5,253,665) and
aberrant records (N = 2,255,680), a total of 28,479,963
records were included in the final analysis (Figure 1).
Among these, 62,140 records of PPI-associated CVEs
were identified.

The characteristics of these records were presented in
Table 1. In general, we observed a growing trend in the number
of CVE records over the study period, which reflects the
continually increased use of PPIs. Omeprazole was the most
frequently prescribed PPI (n = 25,713; 41.38%), followed
by pantoprazole (n = 20,653; 33.24%). We did not identify
any CVE records for ilaprazole because it is not an FDA-
approved PPI and, consequently, was rarely used. Therefore,
ilaprazole was excluded from the further analysis and not
shown in Table 1. Overall, women showed a greater proportion
of PPI-associated CVEs than men (54.37 vs. 45.63%). The
trend remained in PPI-specific analyses. The mean age at
CVE onset was 64.79 years across all records in which this
demographic information was available. The median onset
time of CVEs was 97 days (interquartile range (IQR): 8–491
days) after PPI initiation, with the shortest median time of
42 days (IQR: 2–277 days) for esomeprazole, and the longest
time of 389 days (IQR: 0–525 days) for dexlansoprazole.
Hospitalisations accounted for 48.78% of all associated records
and the proportion of death was 14.4%. Pantoprazole was
associated with the largest proportion of hospitalization
and rabeprazole was related to the largest proportion
of death.

FIGURE 1 | Flow chart of the record selection process from the U.S. food and drug administration adverse events reporting system database.
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TABLE 1 | Characteristics of PPI-associated CVE records in FAERS from 2015 to 2019.

Characteristics Total PPIs Omeprazole Lansoprazole Pantoprazole Rabeprazole Esomeprazole Dexlansoprazole

Characteristics (N = 62,140) (N = 25,713) (N = 8,846) (N = 20,653) (N = 2,250) (N = 3141) (N = 1,537)

Sex

Male 26,261 (45.63) 10,615 (44.17) 3,785 (47.71) 9,189 (47.75) 940 (44.57) 1,343 (46.29) 389 (29.31)

Female 31,286 (54.37) 13,418 (55.83) 4,149 (52.29) 10,054 (52.25) 1,169 (55.43) 1,558 (53.71) 938 (70.69)

Data available 57,547 24,033 7,934 19,243 2,109 2,901 1,327

Age

mean ±SD, years 64.79 ±16.07 63.87 ± 16.41 65.68 ± 17.44 65.75 ± 15.06 67.21 ± 14.40 63.29 ± 16.48 60.23 ± 15.21

Data available 48,267 19,787 6,821 1,6295 1,914 2,520 930

Year

2015 11,093 (17.85) 5,128 (19.94) 1,553 (17.56) 3,305 (16.00) 458 (20.36) 410 (13.05) 239 (15.55)

2016 11,475 (18.47) 5,096 (19.82) 1,571 (17.76) 3,622 (17.54) 445 (19.78) 470 (14.96) 271 (17.63)

2017 10,318 (16.60) 4,373 (17.01) 1,400 (15.83) 3,468 (16.79) 400 (17.78) 487 (15.50) 190 (12.36)

2018 14,080 (22.66) 5,536 (21.53) 1,985 (22.44) 4,892 (23.69) 482 (21.42) 754 (24.01) 431 (28.04)

2019 15,174 (24.42) 5,580 (21.70) 2,337 (26.42) 5,366 (25.98) 465 (20.67) 1,020 (32.47) 406 (26.42)

Data available 62,140 25,713 8,846 20,653 2,250 3,141 1,537

Reported countries

United States 30,818 (49.59) 15,674 (60.96) 2,679 (30.28) 10,159 (49.19) 398 (17.69) 764 (24.32) 1,144 (74.43)

Great Britain 5,344 (8.60) 2,758 (10.73) 2,018 (22.81) 325 (1.57) 41 (1.82) 201 (6.40) 1 (0.07)

Canada 3,535 (5.69) 495 (1.93) 319 (3.61) 1,901 (9.20) 413 (18.36) 172 (5.48) 235 (15.29)

Germany 3,302 (5.31) 408 (1.59) 20 (0.23) 2,765 (13.39) 11 (0.49) 98 (3.12) 0 (0.00)

Japan 3,243 (5.22) 314 (1.22) 1,875 (21.20) 4 (0.02) 913 (40.58) 137 (4.36) 0 (0.00)

Italy 2,602 (4.19) 721 (2.80) 799 (9.03) 852 (4.13) 75 (3.33) 154 (4.90) 1 (0.07)

Others 13,296 (21.40) 5,343 (20.78) 1,136 (12.84) 4,647 (22.50) 399 (17.73) 1,615 (51.42) 156 (10.15)

Data available 62,140 25,713 8,846 20,653 2250 3,141 1,537

Time to onset

Median, days 97 122 100 72 173 42 389

Quartile 1–3 8–491 10–579 10–470 8–389 24–713 2–277 0–525

Data available 8,004 2,969 1,535 2,497 399 473 131

Outcome

Death 8,007 (14.40) 2,995 (13.69) 1,345 (16.20) 2,718 (14.26) 371 (17.72) 464 (15.37) 114 (9.08)

Life-threatening 4,070 (7.32) 1,521 (6.95) 684 (8.24) 1,320 (6.93) 212 (10.12) 275 (9.11) 58 (4.62)

Disability 1,422 (2.56) 596 (2.72) 279 (3.36) 351 (1.84) 87 (4.15) 82 (2.72) 27 (2.15)

Hospitalization 27,122 (48.78) 10,643 (48.64) 3,467 (41.77) 10,300 (54.05) 874 (41.74) 1,408 (46.65) 430 (34.24)

Congenital anomaly 92 (0.17) 31 (0.14) 5 (0.06) 40 (0.21) 0 (0.00) 16 (0.53) 0 (0.00)

Other serious (important medical event) 14,872 (26.75) 6,092 (27.84) 2,508 (30.22) 4,322 (22.68) 550 (26.27) 773 (25.61) 627 (49.92)

Required intervention 21 (0.04) 5 (0.02) 12 (0.14) 4 (0.02) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00)

Data available 55,606 21,883 8,300 19,055 2,094 3,018 1,256

CVE, cardiac and vascular event; PPI, proton pump inhibitor.

Disproportionality
No over-reporting of CVEs was identified in patients who
received PPIs (total or specific) compared with all patients
in database (Table 2). However, after further data mining
for the PPIs at the PT level, we observed a wide range
of cardiac and vascular signals (Figure 2). Notably, most
of the emerging signals were associated vascular disorders,
while cardiac signals constituted a small proportion (Figure 3).
Details of the disproportionality analysis are presented in the
Supplementary Tables S2–S7.

Despite several overlapping signals, the cardiac and vascular
toxicity profiles differed significantly among different PPI

regimens. Pantoprazole showed the broadest spectrum
of toxicities, ranging from thrombotic thrombocytopenic
purpura (IC025/ROR025 = 0.01/1.08) to renal haemangioma
(IC025/ROR025 = 3.14/9.58). Esomeprazole showed the second-
broadest spectrum of toxicities, ranging from duodenal ulcer
hemorrhage (IC025/ROR025 = 0.07/1.28) to hypertensive
nephropathy (IC025/ROR025 = 4.09/18.72), which was closely
followed by rabeprazole, ranging from gastric antral vascular
ectasia (IC025/ROR025 = 0.04/1.62) to enterocolitis haemorrhagic
(IC025/ROR025 = 2.69/7.26). Notably, hypertensive nephropathy
and renal haemangioma emerged as the strongest signals across
several PPIs.
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TABLE 2 | Results of the disproportionality analysis for PPI-associated CVEs (total and specific).

Drug N IC IC025 IC975 ROR ROR025 ROR975

PPIs 62,140 −0.37 −0.39 −0.36 0.74 0.74 0.75

Omeprazole 25,713 −0.43 −0.45 −0.41 0.71 0.70 0.72

Lansoprazole 8,846 −0.67 −0.70 −0.63 0.60 0.58 0.61

Pantoprazole 20,653 −0.09 −0.11 −0.06 0.93 0.92 0.95

Rabeprazole 2,250 −0.19 −0.26 −0.12 0.86 0.82 0.90

Ilaprazole 0 −2.89 0.12

Esomeprazole 3,141 −0.14 −0.20 −0.08 0.90 0.86 0.93

Dexlansoprazole 1,537 −1.34 −1.43 −1.26 0.36 0.34 0.38

CVEs, cardiac and vascular events; N, number of records; IC, information components; ROR, reporting odds ratio; IC025/IC975, the lower/upper limit of 95% confidence interval for the

IC; PPI, proton pump inhibitors; ROR025/ROR975, the lower/upper limit of 95% confidence interval for the ROR.

DISCUSSION

PPIs have been a cornerstone for the treatment of several acid-
related diseases for the past few years. PPIs are one of the most
commonly prescribed medications in clinical practice, and their
overall use has increased dramatically since the 1990s. However,
concerns regarding the inappropriate use and overdosing of
PPIs are also growing simultaneously (19–21). Due to the wide
application of PPIs, many unanticipated AEs have also been
reported. Numerous articles have raised alarm about the long-
term use of PPIs due to their wide range of potential risks.
Cardiovascular AEs have been particularly regarded for patients
administered PPIs. However, the currently available studies
present contradictory findings on this issue.

Based on real-world clinical evidence, there is a growing
need for comprehensive and accurate safety profiles for CVEs in
patients taking PPIs. The current study is the largest and most
extensive characterization of potentially PPI-associated CVEs by
mining the FAERS database to date. By analyzing a large number
of records, we were able to detect signals for even relatively
rare AEs. We enumerate the notable and interesting findings
as follows:

1. Our study depicted the clinical characteristics of CVE
records for total and specific PPI drugs. We noted significant
differences in the times to CVEs onset according to different
PPI regimens. Overall, the median time from initiation of
PPIs to onset for CVEs was 97 days (IQR: 8–491 days).
Esomeprazole and dexlansoprazole exhibited the shortest and
longest median onset time, respectively. Notably, we found
that CVEs might either occur shortly after PPI intake or
manifest in PPI recipients after several years. Similarly, a
recent pharmacovigilance study reported that patients in
different PPI regimens showed a significant difference in the
median time to acute kidney injury onset (22). Therefore,
we suggest that the short- and long-term regimens of
PPIs need to be carefully prescribed, considering the wide
range of onset times of different PPIs. Additionally, more
people are using PPIs for longer durations than what is
recommended by clinical guidelines (19, 23), and many AEs
are potentially associated with chronic PPI exposure (24–
26). Vigilant administration of PPI drugs is needed. It is

highly recommended that when PPIs are applied in long-term
therapy, periodic assessment is necessary to reduce potential
cardiac and vascular complications (27).

2. Existing studies on the association between cardiovascular
disorders and PPIs are conflicting. Several studies showed that
PPIs were associated with an augmented risk of cardiovascular
events (28–30), while others found no this association and
supported the cardiovascular safety profile of PPIs (31–33).
Notably, in the present study, we examined and quantified
all potential cardiac and vascular risks after PPI treatment in
a real-world setting, which cast a light on a comprehensive
and detailed understanding of this safety issue. Our results
indicated that CVEs were not over-reported in PPI users
when compared with the whole FAERS database. However,
we found several disease signals when conducting further data
mining at the PT level. Despite many cardiac manifestations,
such as cardiac failure acute/chronic, pericarditis, right
ventricular failure, and heart injury, being detected with
significant disproportionality, most of the signals were related
to vascular disorders.

PPIs might adversely affect vascular and cardiac physiology
in multiple ways. PPI-associated vascular dysfunction has
gained increasing attention and proposed mechanisms have
been investigated in several studies. Ghebremariam et al.
found that PPIs can reduce the activity of dimethylarginine
dimethylamino-hydrolase (DDAH), thereby increasing the
plasma level of asymmetrical dimethylarginine (ADMA), an
endogenous and competitive inhibitor of nitric oxide synthase
(NOS). Elevated ADMA may attenuate the vasoprotective
effects of endothelial NOS and increase the risk of vascular
inflammation and thrombosis (34). Additionally, Yepuri
et al. found that chronic exposure to PPIs can speed
endothelial aging, which seemed a result of an inhibition
of lysosomal acidification and subsequent disruption of
proteostasis (35).

Taken together, such a disruption of vascular homeostasis and
broad impairment in endothelial function may cause vascular
disorders. As a result, long-term exposure to PPIs exposed
patients to an augmented risk of cardiac diseases, which may
explain the increased cardiovascular events (36). Our finding
that vascular signals were overwhelmingly dominant compared
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FIGURE 2 | (A,B) Cardiac and vascular toxicity profiles of different proton pump inhibitor regimens.

to cardiac signals also supports that vascular function is much
more directly and heavily affected than cardiac function. Future
in-depth research is needed to reveal the underlying mechanism
in this process.

3. We discovered that although some similarities exist between
the PPIs, their cardiac and vascular safety profiles varied
significantly. Very few published studies have assessed
the cardiac and vascular toxicities of different PPIs. Our
study may address this information gap by presenting and

characterizing all disproportionate signals observed after
the use of different PPIs. We found that pantoprazole
showed the broadest spectrum of cardiac and vascular
signals, followed by esomeprazole. Notably, we identified
a significant disproportionality among several vascular
disorders involving the renal system, particularly hypertensive
nephropathy, renal haemangioma, renal artery stenosis, and
renal infarcts. In recent years, PPIs have come under
scrutiny for a rising number of associated AEs related
to the renal system. The elevated risk of chronic kidney
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FIGURE 3 | (A) Composition proportion of the identified signals. (B) Association between several highlighted adverse events and different proton pump inhibitor drugs

quantified by the information components value.

diseases and their progression among PPI users have
been emphasized in numerous epidemiological studies (37–
39).

Several studies have reported the association between
PPI treatment and acute kidney injury (40–42). Our
study supplements this existing literature by revealing
novel potential kidney AEs following PPI use. We also
observed some new disproportionate associations in
specific PPI drugs. Taken together, our findings suggest
that since the cardiac and vascular risk profiles of PPIs
are significantly different, physicians should consider the

potential risks of each PPI and select the optimal drug for
individual patients.

There were several limitations in the present study that
should be recognized. First, our analysis had inevitable and
unquantifiable bias due to the nature of the spontaneous
reporting mechanism of the FAERS database, such as
over-reporting, under-reporting, and missing variable
values in large proportions. Second, due to the absence of
the total number of patients exposed to PPIs in FAERS,
we could not calculate AE incidence and establish a
causal relationship. Lastly, although the disproportionality
calculation methods are efficient and popular in hypotheses
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generation, they fall short of controlling for confounding
factors, such as the masking effect and co-prescription
(43). Notwithstanding the limitations mentioned above,
our findings from this extensive analysis of a large database
generated and prioritized several AE signals that merit
further investigation. Our work provides the scientific
community with several important clues for future in-depth
clinical research.

CONCLUSIONS

Patients undergoing PPI treatment may experience cardiac
and vascular AEs, with a higher possibility of vascular
disorders. It is important to understand that despite some
similarities, the safety profiles of various PPI medications
regarding CVEs are significantly different. As the population
exposure to PPIs is expected to continually rise en masse, a
comprehensive understanding of the toxicity profile of different
PPIs is needed. Caution should be exercised when selecting
optimal PPI medications for corresponding indications, and the
likelihood of potential cardiac and vascular complications should
be considered.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This
data can be found here: https://fis.fda.gov/extensions/FPD-QDE-
FAERS/FPD-QDE-FAERS.html.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

YZ, XY, and FH: conception and design of the work and
analysis and interpretation of data. YZ and FH: acquisition
and review of data. JX and XG: categorization and verification
of data. YZ: drafting the article. YC, XY, and FH: manuscript
reviewing. All authors contributed to the article and approved the
submitted version.

FUNDING

This study was supported by the National Nature Science
Foundation of China (No. 82073671), the Leading Talents of
Public Health in Shanghai (No. GWV-10.2-XD22), the Shanghai
Municipal Commission of Health and Family Planning Fund
for Excellent Young Scholars (No. 2018YQ47), the Excellent
Young Scholars of Public Health in Shanghai (No. GWV-10.2-
YQ33), three-year Action Program of Shanghai Municipality for
Strengthening the Construction of Public Health System (GWV-
10.1-XK05), Big Data and Artificial Intelligence Application, and
Military Key Discipline Construction Project (Health Service-
Naval Health Service Organization and Command) (No. 03).

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcvm.
2022.767987/full#supplementary-material

REFERENCES

1. Corsonello A, Lattanzio F. Cardiovascular and non-cardiovascular concerns
with proton pump inhibitors: are they safe? Trends Cardiovasc Med. (2019)
29:353–60. doi: 10.1016/j.tcm.2018.10.008

2. Gomm W, von Holt K, Thomé F, Broich K, Maier W, Fink A, et
al. Association of proton pump inhibitors with risk of dementia: a
pharmacoepidemiological claims data analysis. JAMA Neurol. (2016) 73:410–
6. doi: 10.1001/jamaneurol.2015.4791

3. Freedberg DE, Kim LS, Yang Y. The risks and benefits of long-term use of
proton pump inhibitors: expert review and best practice advice from the
American Gastroenterological Association.Gastroenterology. (2017) 152:706–
15. doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2017.01.031

4. Wan QY, Wu XT Li N, Du L, Zhou Y. Long-term proton pump inhibitors use
and risk of gastric cancer: a meta-analysis of 926 386 participants. Gut. (2019)
68:762–4. doi: 10.1136/gutjnl-2018-316416

5. Poly TN, Islam MM, Yang HC, Wu CC Li YJ. Proton pump
inhibitors and risk of hip fracture: a meta-analysis of observational
studies. Osteoporosis Int. (2019) 30:103–14. doi: 10.1007/s00198-018-
4788-y

6. Nochaiwong S, Ruengorn C, Awiphan R, Koyratkoson K, Chaisai C,
Noppakun K, et al. The association between proton pump inhibitor use
and the risk of adverse kidney outcomes: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Nephrol Dial Transplant. (2018) 33:331–42. doi: 10.1093/ndt/
gfw470

7. Sehested TSG, Gerds TA, Fosbøl EL, Hansen PW, Charlot MG, Carlson N, et
al. Long-term use of proton pump inhibitors, dose-response relationship, and
associated risk of ischemic stroke and myocardial infarction. J Intern Med.

(2018) 283:268–81. doi: 10.1111/joim.12698
8. Batchelor R, Gilmartin JF, Kemp W, Hopper I, Liew D. Dementia,

cognitive impairment and proton pump inhibitor therapy: a systematic

review. J Gastroenterol Hepatol. (2017) 32:1426–35. doi: 10.1111/jgh.
13750

9. Dagenais S, Scranton R, Joyce AR, Vick CC, A. comparison of approaches
to identify possible cases of local anesthetic systemic toxicity in the FDA
Adverse Event Reporting System (FAERS) database. Expert Opin Drug Saf.

(2018) 17:545–52. doi: 10.1080/14740338.2018.1474200
10. Brinker A, Cheng C, Chan V. Association of noninfectious

pneumonia with ustekinumab use. JAMA Dermatol. (2019)
155:221–4. doi: 10.1001/jamadermatol.2018.4118

11. Fukazawa C, Hinomura Y, Kaneko M, Narukawa M. Significance of data
mining in routine signal detection: analysis based on the safety signals
identified by the FDA. Pharmacoepidemiol Drug Saf. (2018) 27:1402–
8. doi: 10.1002/pds.4672

12. Harpaz R, DuMouchel W, LePendu P, Bauer-Mehren A, Ryan P, Shah
NH. Performance of pharmacovigilance signal-detection algorithms for the
FDA adverse event reporting system. Clin Pharmacol Ther. (2013) 93:539–
46. doi: 10.1038/clpt.2013.24

13. Cirmi S, El Abd A, Letinier L, Navarra M, Salvo F. Cardiovascular toxicity of
tyrosine kinase inhibitors used in chronic myeloid leukemia: an analysis of
the FDA Adverse Event Reporting System database (FAERS). Cancers. (2020)
12:826. doi: 10.3390/cancers12040826

14. Ji HH, Tang XW, Dong Z, Song L, Jia YT. Adverse event profiles of anti-
CTLA-4 and anti-PD-1 monoclonal antibodies alone or in combination:
analysis of spontaneous reports submitted to FAERS. Clin Drug Investig.

(2019) 39:319–30. doi: 10.1007/s40261-018-0735-0
15. Napoli AA, Wood JJ, Coumbis JJ, Soitkar AM, Seekins DW, Tilson HH. No

evident association between efavirenz use and suicidality was identified from
a disproportionality analysis using the FAERS database. J Int AIDS Soc. (2014)
17:19214–19214. doi: 10.7448/IAS.17.1.19214

16. Ang PS, Chen Z, Chan CL, Tai BC. Data mining spontaneous adverse
drug event reports for safety signals in Singapore–a comparison of three

Frontiers in Cardiovascular Medicine | www.frontiersin.org 8 February 2022 | Volume 9 | Article 767987

https://fis.fda.gov/extensions/FPD-QDE-FAERS/FPD-QDE-FAERS.html
https://fis.fda.gov/extensions/FPD-QDE-FAERS/FPD-QDE-FAERS.html
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcvm.2022.767987/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcm.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamaneurol.2015.4791
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2017.01.031
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2018-316416
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-018-4788-y
https://doi.org/10.1093/ndt/gfw470
https://doi.org/10.1111/joim.12698
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.13750
https://doi.org/10.1080/14740338.2018.1474200
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamadermatol.2018.4118
https://doi.org/10.1002/pds.4672
https://doi.org/10.1038/clpt.2013.24
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers12040826
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40261-018-0735-0
https://doi.org/10.7448/IAS.17.1.19214
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/cardiovascular-medicine
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/cardiovascular-medicine#articles


Zhai et al. Cardiac and Vascular Risks of PPIs

different disproportionality measures. Expert Opin Drug Saf. (2016) 15:583–
90. doi: 10.1517/14740338.2016.1167184

17. Hou Y, Ye X, Wu G, Cheng G, Du X, He J, et al. comparison
of disproportionality analysis methods in national adverse drug
reaction databases of China. Expert Opin Drug Saf. (2014)
13:853–7. doi: 10.1517/14740338.2014.915938

18. Noren GN, Hopstadius J, Bate A. Shrinkage observed-to-expected ratios for
robust and transparent large-scale pattern discovery. Stat Methods Med Res.

(2013) 22:57–69. doi: 10.1177/0962280211403604
19. Hálfdánarson ÓÖ, Pottegård A, Björnsson ES, Lund SH, Ogmundsdottir

MH, Steingrímsson E, et al. Proton-pump inhibitors among adults:
a nationwide drug-utilization study. Therap Adv Gastroenterol. (2018)
11:1756284818777943. doi: 10.1177/1756284818777943

20. Schubert ML. Adverse effects of proton pump inhibitors:
fact or fake news? Curr Opin Gastroenterol. (2018) 34:451–
7. doi: 10.1097/MOG.0000000000000471

21. Lanas A. We are using too many PPIs, and we need to stop: a European
perspective. Am J Gastroenterol. (2016) 111:1085–6. doi: 10.1038/ajg.2016.166

22. Chen G, Ning LJ, Qin Y, Zhao B, Mei D, Li XM. Acute kidney injury
following the use of different proton pump inhibitor regimens: a real-world
analysis of post-marketing surveillance data. J Gastroenterol Hepatol. (2021)
36:156–62. doi: 10.1111/jgh.15151

23. Daniels B, Pearson SA, Buckley NA, Bruno C, Zoega H. Long-
term use of proton-pump inhibitors: whole-of-population patterns
in Australia 2013–2016. Therap Adv Gastroenterol. (2020)
13:1756284820913743. doi: 10.1177/1756284820913743

24. Fattahi MR, Niknam R, Shams M, Anushiravani A, Taghavi SA, Omrani
GR, et al. The association between prolonged proton pump inhibitors
use and bone mineral density. Risk Manag Healthc Policy. (2019) 12:349–
55. doi: 10.2147/RMHP.S223118

25. Zirk-Sadowski J, Masoli JA, Delgado J, Hamilton W, Strain WD, Henley
W, et al. Proton-pump inhibitors and long-term risk of community-
acquired pneumonia in older adults. J Am Geriatr Soc. (2018) 66:1332–
8. doi: 10.1111/jgs.15385

26. Eusebi LH, Rabitti S, Artesiani ML, Gelli D, Montagnani M, Zagari RM, et
al. Proton pump inhibitors: risks of long-term use. J Gastroenterol Hepatol.
(2017) 32:1295–302. doi: 10.1111/jgh.13737

27. Corley DA. Safety and complications of long-term proton pump inhibitor
therapy: getting closer to the truth. Gastroenterology. (2019) 157:604–
7. doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2019.07.039

28. Charlot M, Grove EL, Hansen PR, Olesen JB, Ahlehoff O, Selmer C, et al.
Proton pump inhibitor use and risk of adverse cardiovascular events in aspirin
treated patients with first time myocardial infarction: nationwide propensity
score matched study. BMJ. (2011) 342:d2690. doi: 10.1136/bmj.d2690

29. Shah NH, LePendu P, Bauer-Mehren A, Ghebremariam YT, Iyer
SV, Marcus J, et al. Proton pump inhibitor usage and the risk of
myocardial infarction in the general population. PLoS ONE. (2015)
10:e0124653. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0124653

30. Sun S, Cui Z, Zhou M, Li R, Li H, Zhang S, et al. Proton pump inhibitor
monotherapy and the risk of cardiovascular events in patients with gastro-
esophageal reflux disease: a meta-analysis. Neurogastroenterol Motil. (2017)
29. doi: 10.1111/nmo.12926

31. Batchelor R, Kumar R, Gilmartin-Thomas JFM, Hopper I, Kemp
W, Liew D. Systematic review with meta-analysis: risk of adverse
cardiovascular events with proton pump inhibitors independent of
clopidogrel. Aliment Pharmacol Ther. (2018) 48:780–96. doi: 10.1111/apt.
14955

32. Demcsak A, Lantos T, Balint ER, Hartmann P, Vincze A, Bajor J, et al.
PPIs are not responsible for elevating cardiovascular risk in patients on

clopidogrel—a systematic review and meta-analysis. Front Physiol. (2018)
9:1550. doi: 10.3389/fphys.2018.01550

33. Moayyedi P, Eikelboom JW, Bosch J, Connolly SJ, Dyal L, Shestakovska
O, et al. Safety of proton pump inhibitors based on a large, multi-
year, randomized trial of patients receiving rivaroxaban or aspirin.
Gastroenterology. (2019) 157:682–91.e2. doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2019.05.056

34. Ghebremariam YT, LePendu P, Lee JC, Erlanson DA, Slaviero A, Shah
NH, et al. Unexpected effect of proton pump inhibitors elevation of the
cardiovascular risk factor asymmetric dimethylarginine. Circulation. (2013)
128:845–53. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.113.003602

35. Yepuri G, Sukhovershin R, Nazari-Shafti TZ, Petrascheck M, Ghebre YT,
Cooke JP. Proton pump inhibitors accelerate endothelial senescence. Circ Res.
(2016) 118:e36–e42. doi: 10.1161/CIRCRESAHA.116.308807

36. Ariel H, Cooke JP. Cardiovascular risk of proton pump inhibitors. Methodist

Debakey Cardiovasc J. (2019) 15:214–9. doi: 10.14797/mdcj-15-3-214
37. Lazarus B, Chen Y,Wilson FP, Sang Y, Chang AR, Coresh J, et al. Proton pump

inhibitor use and the risk of chronic kidney disease. JAMA Intern Med. (2016)
176:238–46. doi: 10.1001/jamainternmed.2015.7193

38. Klatte DCF, Gasparini A, Xu H, de Deco P, Trevisan M, Johansson
ALV, et al. Association between proton pump inhibitor use and risk of
progression of chronic kidney disease. Gastroenterology. (2017) 153:702–
10. doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2017.05.046

39. Yang H, Juang S, Liao K. Proton pump inhibitors use and risk of chronic
kidney disease in diabetic patients. Diabetes Res Clin Pract. (2019) 147:67–
75. doi: 10.1016/j.diabres.2018.11.019

40. SvanströmH, LundM,MelbyeM, Pasternak B. Use of proton pump inhibitors
and the risk of acute kidney injury among patients with rheumatoid arthritis:
cohort study. Drug Saf. (2018) 41:817–26. doi: 10.1007/s40264-018-0663-1

41. Blank ML, Parkin L, Paul C, Herbison P, A. nationwide nested case-control
study indicates an increased risk of acute interstitial nephritis with proton
pump inhibitor use. Kidney Int. (2014) 86:837–44. doi: 10.1038/ki.2014.74

42. Antoniou T, Macdonald EM, Hollands S, Gomes T, Mamdani MM, Garg
AX, et al. Proton pump inhibitors and the risk of acute kidney injury in
older patients: a population-based cohort study. CMAJ Open. (2015) 3:E166–
71. doi: 10.9778/cmajo.20140074

43. Courtois É, Pariente A, Salvo F, Volatier É, Tubert-Bitter P,
Ahmed I. Propensity score-based approaches in high dimension for
pharmacovigilance signal detection: an empirical comparison on
the French spontaneous reporting database. Front Pharmacol. (2018)
9:1010. doi: 10.3389/fphar.2018.01010

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors

and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of

the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in

this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or

endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Zhai, Ye, Hu, Xu, Guo, Lin, Zhou, Guo, Cao and He. This is an

open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution

License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,

provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the

original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic

practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply

with these terms.

Frontiers in Cardiovascular Medicine | www.frontiersin.org 9 February 2022 | Volume 9 | Article 767987

https://doi.org/10.1517/14740338.2016.1167184
https://doi.org/10.1517/14740338.2014.915938
https://doi.org/10.1177/0962280211403604
https://doi.org/10.1177/1756284818777943
https://doi.org/10.1097/MOG.0000000000000471
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2016.166
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.15151
https://doi.org/10.1177/1756284820913743
https://doi.org/10.2147/RMHP.S223118
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgs.15385
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.13737
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2019.07.039
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d2690
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0124653
https://doi.org/10.1111/nmo.12926
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.14955
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2018.01550
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2019.05.056
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.113.003602
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCRESAHA.116.308807
https://doi.org/10.14797/mdcj-15-3-214
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2015.7193
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2017.05.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2018.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40264-018-0663-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/ki.2014.74
https://doi.org/10.9778/cmajo.20140074
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2018.01010
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/cardiovascular-medicine
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/cardiovascular-medicine#articles

	Updated Insights on Cardiac and Vascular Risks of Proton Pump Inhibitors: A Real-World Pharmacovigilance Study
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study Design and Data Sources
	Procedures
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Descriptive Results
	Disproportionality

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Supplementary Material
	References


