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Aims Aortic stenosis (AS) induces characteristic changes in left ventricular (LV) mechanics that can be reversed after aortic valve 
replacement (AVR). We aimed to comprehensively characterize LV mechanics before and after AVR in patients with severe 
AS and identify predictors of short-term functional recovery and long-term survival.

Methods 
and results

We prospectively performed comprehensive strain analysis by 2D speckle-tracking echocardiography in 88 patients with 
severe AS and LV ejection fraction ≥50% (mean age 71 ± 12 years, 42% female) prior to and within 7 days after AVR. 
Patients were followed for up to 5.2 years until death from any cause or last encounter. Within days after AVR, we observed 
an absolute increase in global longitudinal strain (GLS) (−16.0 ± 2.0% vs. −18.5 ± 2.1%, P<0.0001) and a decrease in apical 
rotation (10.5 ± 4.0° vs. 8.3 ± 2.8°, P = 0.0002) and peak systolic twist (18.2 ± 5.0° vs. 15.5 ± 3.8°, P = 0.0008). A baseline 
GLS is less negative than −16.2% was 90% sensitive and 67% specific in predicting a ≥ 20% relative increase in GLS. 
During a median follow-up of 3.8 years, a global circumferential systolic strain rate (GCSRs) less negative than −1.9% inde-
pendently predicted lower survival.

Conclusion In patients with severe AS, a reversal in GLS, apical rotation, and peak systolic twist abnormalities towards normal occurs 
within days of AVR. Baseline GLS is the strongest predictor of GLS recovery but neither was associated with long-term sur-
vival. In contrast, abnormal baseline GCSRs are associated with worse outcomes.
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Introduction
Progressive aortic stenosis (AS) leads to adverse left ventricular (LV) re-
modelling and fibrosis as a result of chronic pressure overload.1 Patients 
with severe AS who experience a reduction in LV ejection fraction (EF) 
demonstrate worse outcomes than those whose LVEF remains pre-
served.2 As such, current guidelines recommend aortic valve replace-
ment in patients with an LVEF <50% whether or not they are 
symptomatic.3 However, even patients with severe AS and preserved 
LVEF exhibit evidence of systolic impairment that may have negative 
prognostic consequences.1,4–5 Therefore, identifying patients with sub-
clinical LV systolic dysfunction is important as an earlier intervention in 
these patients could potentially improve outcomes.

Strain analysis with speckle-tracking echocardiography (STE) can be 
used to detect subclinical LV systolic dysfunction that occurs before 
overt changes in LVEF.6 Patients with severe AS in particular exhibit 
characteristic changes in myocardial mechanics, which include reduc-
tions in global longitudinal strain (GLS) and global radial strain (GRS), 
as well as compensatory increases in global circumferential strain 
(GCS), basal rotation, and peak systolic twist.7 Previous studies have de-
monstrated the effect of AVR on some but not all of these parameters 

within the same cohort of patients with severe AS.8–17 Furthermore, 
whether there are any preoperative characteristics that can predict sig-
nificant short-term recovery of systolic function after AVR is unknown.

The objectives of this study were: (1) to characterize the short-term 
changes in myocardial mechanics after AVR for severe AS; (2) to exam-
ine the relationship between changes in LV loading conditions and 
changes in myocardial mechanics post-AVR; and (3) to identify baseline 
characteristics in myocardial mechanics that predict recovery of GLS in 
the short term and survival in the long term after AVR.

Methods
Study population
We prospectively screened 98 patients with severe AS (defined by a 
mean gradient ≥40 mm Hg and an aortic valve area ≤1.0 cm2) and a 
preserved EF (defined as an LVEF ≥50%) on transthoracic echocardiog-
raphy performed at the Mayo Clinic, Rochester, Minnesota, between 1 
November 2014 and 31 August 2015, who were deemed to be candi-
dates for AVR. Exclusion criteria included: (1) age <18 years; (2) irregu-
lar rhythm; (3) inadequate image quality; (4) moderate or greater aortic 
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or mitral regurgitation pre- or post-AVR. After excluding 10 patients 
due to inadequate image quality, a total of 88 patients were enrolled. 
All patients underwent surgical or transcatheter AVR within two 
months of their baseline echocardiogram.

The study was approved by the Mayo Clinic Institutional Review 
Board and all patients provided written informed consent to participate 
in the study.

Clinical data at baseline and in follow-up
Electronic health records of patients in the cohort were reviewed for 
demographic information, symptoms, functional status, medical history, 
laboratory investigations, coronary angiography results, and AVR pro-
cedural notes. Relevant medical history extracted from the medical re-
cord included traditional cardiovascular risk factors (i.e. diabetes, 
hypertension, dyslipidemia, current tobacco use) and coronary artery 
disease, defined as ≥50% luminal stenosis in ≥1 epicardial artery or 
prior surgical or percutaneous coronary revascularization.

The primary clinical outcome examined was all-cause mortality. 
Patients were followed for up to 5.2 years until death from any cause 
or last clinical encounter.

Image acquisition and analysis
Each patient underwent transthoracic echocardiography within two 
months prior to and within 7 days after AVR. Blood pressure, heart 
rate, height, and weight were recorded immediately before the echo-
cardiographic studies. A single echocardiographer performed all of 
the studies and was blinded to the clinical data. Images were acquired 
using standard commercially available equipment (IE33 or EPIQ7, 
Philips Medical Systems, Andover, Massachusetts) with a fully sampled 
matrix-array transducer (X5-1). Image settings were adjusted to opti-
mize endocardial border definition. Acquired images were analyzed off-
line with TomTec 4D LV-Analysis speckle-tracking software (TomTec 
Imaging Systems, Image-Arena version 4.6, Unterschleissheim, 
Germany).

Standard M-mode, 2D, and Doppler measurements were performed 
based on current American Society of Echocardiography guidelines. LV 
end-diastolic volume (LVEDV), LV end-systolic volume (LVESV), and 
LVEF were determined using the biplane method of disks (modified 
Simpson’s rule).

Peak global longitudinal strain (GLS) and global longitudinal strain 
rate (GLSRs) were determined by averaging the segmental longitudinal 
strain and strain rate values from all segments measured in the three 
standard apical views (4-chamber, long-axis, and 2-chamber). Peak glo-
bal circumferential strain (GCS), global circumferential systolic strain 
rate (GCSRs), global radial strain (GRS), and global radial systolic strain 
rate (GRSRs) were determined by averaging the segmental circumfer-
ential and radial strain and strain rate values measured in the three para-
sternal short-axis views (basal, mid, and apical levels). Peak systolic basal 
and apical rotations were measured from the parasternal short-axis ba-
sal and apical views, respectively, along the mid-wall of the myocardium. 
Peak systolic twist was defined as the difference between the peak sys-
tolic apical rotation and peak systolic basal rotation.

We used LVEDV as a measure of LV preload and valvulo-arterial im-
pedance (Zva) as a measure of LV afterload. Zva was determined by the 
formula Zva = (SAP + MG)/SVI, where SAP is the systolic arterial pres-
sure, MG is the mean gradient across the aortic valve, and SVI is the 
stroke volume index.18–19

Patients who demonstrated ≥20% increase in baseline GLS 
post-AVR were classified as responders while those who did not 
were considered non-responders. We chose a cut-off of 20% to emu-
late the definition of contractile reserve, which has traditionally been 
defined as an increase in stroke volume by 20%, and since differences 

in GLS values by ≥20% would be unlikely to result from intra- and inter- 
observer variability alone.

Reproducibility analysis
To determine the reproducibility of measurements of strain and rota-
tion, 20 randomly selected patients were re-analyzed by the same in-
vestigator to assess intra-observer variability and by a second 
experienced echocardiographer to assess inter-observer variability.

Statistical analysis
Data are expressed as mean ± standard deviation for continuous vari-
ables and number (percentages) for categorical variables. Continuous 
variables with normal distributions from different patients were com-
pared using the Student’s t-test and those from the same patients at 
two different time points were compared with the matched-paired 
t-test. The Mann–Whitney U test was used to compare non-normally 
distributed continuous variables. Categorical variables were compared 
with the chi-square or Fisher exact tests. Associations between two 
continuous variables were measured using the Pearson correlation co-
efficient (r). Intra- and inter-observer variability was reported as the 
mean difference ± standard deviation along with the accompanying 
intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC). Receiver operating character-
istic (ROC) curves were used to identify optimal cutoff values to pre-
dict GLS recovery or survival. Survival was assessed using Kaplan– 
Meier curves, which were compared with log-rank tests. Cox propor-
tional hazards analyses were performed to determine whether identi-
fied predictors of survival remained significant after adjustment for 
demographic variables. Statistics were performed using JMP 10.0 soft-
ware (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, North Carolina).

Results
Baseline clinical characteristics
A total of 88 patients with severe AS and LVEF ≥50% were included in 
the study, of whom 28% were classified as having a bicuspid aortic valve 
while the remaining patients were noted to have trileaflet morphology. 
Table 1 lists their baseline clinical characteristics prior to AVR. Female 
patients accounted for 42% of the cohort and the mean age was 71 
± 12 years. Coronary artery disease and systemic hypertension were 
present in 47 and 77% of patients, respectively. The majority of the pa-
tients were symptomatic (65% endorsed symptoms of angina, syncope, 
or dyspnea) or demonstrated reduced functional status (76% were 
New York Heart Association functional class II or greater). 
Transcatheter AVR was performed in 31% of patients.

Conventional echocardiographic 
parameters pre- and post-AVR
Table 2 lists the echocardiographic characteristics of patients with se-
vere AS and LVEF ≥50% within the study cohort at baseline (within 
two months of AVR) and during short-term follow-up (within 7 days 
post-AVR). The mean interval between AVR and echocardiographic 
follow-up was 4.1 ± 1.6 days. Post-AVR, the average mean gradient de-
creased from 51 ± 13 mm Hg to 12 ± 6 mm Hg, the mean aortic valve 
area increased from 0.9 ± 0.2 cm2 to 2.5 ± 0.8 cm2, and the 
valvulo-arterial impedance, Zva, decreased from 3.8 ± 0.8 mmHg/mL/ 
m2 to 2.9 ± 0.7 mmHg/mL/m2 (P < 0.0001 for all).

Myocardial mechanics pre- and post-AVR
Myocardial mechanics of patients with severe AS and LVEF ≥50% be-
fore and after AVR are also shown in Table 2. There was a significant 
increase in GLS from −16.0 ± 2.0% to −18.5 ± 2.1% post-AVR (P < 
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0.0001). There were also modest but significant increases in GLSRs 
(from −0.96 ± 0.15 s−1 to −1.27 ± 0.19 s−1, P < 0.0001) and GCSRs 
(from −1.83 ± 0.48 s−1 to −2.08 ± 0.55 s−1, P = 0.003). Peak systolic 
apical rotation decreased from 10.5 ± 4.0 to 8.3 ± 2.8° (P < 0.0002) 
and peak systolic twist decreased from 18.2 ± 5.0° to 15.5 ± 3.8° 
(P<0.0008). There were no significant differences in GCS, GRS, 
GRSRs, and peak systolic basal rotation detected within the short inter-
val between AVR and follow-up.

Relationship between loading conditions 
and myocardial mechanics
The relationship between changes in loading conditions (LVEDV as a 
measure of preload, aortic valve area, and Zva as a measure of afterload) 
and changes in myocardial mechanics (GLS, GCS, GRS, basal rotation, 
apical rotation, and twist) was evaluated by linear regression analysis 
(Table 3). There was a significant association between the reduction 
in Zva and the absolute increase in GLS post-AVR (r = 0.31 P = 0.003).

Predictors of GLS recovery
The clinical and echocardiographic characteristics of patients who de-
monstrated ≥20% increase in GLS post-AVR (responders) compared 
to those who did not (non-responders) are outlined in 
Supplementary material online, Tables S1 and S2. A total of 39 (44%) 
patients demonstrated a ≥ 20% increase in baseline GLS. Responders 
and non-responders demonstrated significant differences in baseline 
GLS (−14.8 ± 1.8 vs. −16.9 ± 1.6%, P < 0.0001), GLSRs (−0.9 ± 
0.2 s−1 vs. −1.0 ± 0.1 s−1, P = 0.02) and Zva (4.0 ± 0.9 vs. 3.6 ± 
0.6 mmHg/mL/m2, P = 0.004). On ROC analysis, baseline GLS was 
found to have the highest area-under-curve (AUC = 0.82) compared 

with GLSRs (AUC = 0.64) and Zva (AUC = 0.65) to identify respon-
ders. A baseline GLS ≤ −16.2% was 90% sensitive and 67% specific in 
predicting a ≥ 20% increase in GLS post-AVR (Figure 1).

Survival according to baseline myocardial 
mechanics
During a median follow-up of 3.8 years, 15 (17%) patients in the cohort 
died. Clinical and echocardiographic characteristics in surviving patients 
were compared to non-survivors (Tables 1 and 4). Patients who died 
during follow-up were more likely to be older (79 ± 11 years vs. 70 ± 
11 years, P = 0.01), have higher levels of NT-proBNP [1935 (1075, 
3339) pg/mL vs. 301 (186, 931) pg/mL, P = 0.0009] and septal E/e’ va-
lues (24.8 ± 9.8 vs. 15.8 ± 7.4, P = 0.01), and were more likely to under-
go transcatheter rather than surgical AVR (73 vs. 22%, P = 0.0002).

With respect to baseline myocardial mechanics, non-survivors had 
lower absolute (i.e. less negative) GCS (−24.6 ± 3.9 vs. −28.1 ± 5.4%, 
P = 0.007), GCSRs (−1.62 ± 0.24 s−1 vs. −1.87 ± 0.50 s−1, P = 0.005), 
and basal rotation (−6.7 ± 1.9° vs. −7.9 ± 2.4°, P = 0.04) than surviving 
patients (Table 5).

Survival in patients who demonstrated ≥20% increase in GLS 
post-AVR (responders) was similar to non-responders (Figure 2A). 
There was a trend towards higher all-cause mortality in patients with 
a baseline GCS less negative than −26% (P = 0.09) (Figure 2B). 
Survival was lower among patients with a GCSRs less negative than 
−1.9 s−1 (Figure 2C) and a basal rotation less negative than −5.4° 
(Figure 2D), including after adjustment for age and gender. The baseline 
GCS, GCSRs, and basal rotation cutoffs were determined by ROC ana-
lysis (see Supplementary material online, Figure S1).

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Table 1 Baseline clinical characteristics in survivors vs. non-survivors prior to AVR

Variable Overall (n = 88) Survivors (n = 73) Non-survivors (n = 15) P value

Demographics

Age 71 ± 12 70 ± 11 79 ± 11 0.01

Female 37 (42) 43 (59) 8 (53) 0.69
Body surface area (m2) 1.94 ± 0.25 1.96 ± 0.23 1.87 ± 0.31 0.31

Functional status

New York Heart Association I/II/III/IV 20/34/32/2 19/30/23/1 1/4/9/1 0.07
Medical history

Coronary artery disease 39 (44) 32 (44) 7 (47) 0.84

Diabetes mellitus 31 (35) 24 (33) 7 (47) 0.31
Hypertension 68 (77) 55 (75) 13 (87) 0.34

Dyslipidemia 63 (72) 54 (74) 9 (60) 0.27

Current tobacco use 10 (11) 7 (10) 3 (20) 0.25
Physical examination

Heart rate (beats/min) 69 ± 12 69 ± 12 65 ± 9 0.13

Systolic blood pressure (mm Hg) 129 ± 19 128 ± 18 135 ± 21 0.25
Diastolic blood pressure (mm Hg) 69 ± 11 70 ± 11 65 ± 11 0.13

Laboratory investigations

NT-proBNP (pg/mL) 428 (199–1321) 301 (186–931) 1935 (1075–3339) 0.0009
Aortic valve replacement

Transcatheter 27 (31) 16 (22) 11 (73) 0.0002

Normally distributed continuous variables expressed as mean ± standard deviation. Non-normally distributed continuous variables expressed as median (interquartile range). Categorical 
variables expressed as n (%). 
Abbreviations: AVR, Aortic valve replacement.

http://academic.oup.com/ehjopen/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/ehjopen/oeac074#supplementary-data
http://academic.oup.com/ehjopen/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/ehjopen/oeac074#supplementary-data
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Comparison between surgical and 
transcatheter AVR
Compared with patients undergoing surgical AVR, patients who under-
went transcatheter AVR were on average older (80 ± 8 years vs. 68 ± 
11 years, P < 0.0001) and had a worse functional class distribution 

(NYHA I/II/III/IV 1/8/16/2 vs. 19/26/16/0, P = 0.0004), higher 
NT-proBNP level [median 1159 (interquartile range 516–3157) pg/ 
mL vs. 243 (153 to 753) pg/mL, P = 0.0001], higher septal E/e’ ratio 
(22.9 ± 9.3 vs. 14.6 ± 6.5, P = 0.0004), and higher mortality (41 vs. 7%, 
P = 0.0002) (see Supplementary material online, Table S3). Patients 
undergoing transcatheter AVR also demonstrated lower absolute va-
lues of GLSRs (−0.91 ± 0.13 s−1 vs. −0.98 ± 0.15 s−1, P = 0.03), 
GCSRs (−1.67 ± 0.49 s−1 vs. −1.90 ± 0.46 s−1, P = 0.045), basal rota-
tion (−6.9 ± 1.7° vs. −8.0 ± 2.5°, P = 0.02), apical rotation (−9.1 ± 
4.0° vs. 11.1 ± 3.9°, P = 0.04), and twist (16.0 ± 4.8° vs. 19.2 ± 4.8°, 
P = 0.007).

Regardless of type of AVR, there was a significant decrease in mean 
gradient, increase in aortic valve area, decrease in Zva, and increase in 
absolute value of GLS, GLSRs, and GCSRs similar to the overall cohort 
(see Supplementary material online, Table S4). In contrast, a significant 
decrease in the absolute value of peak systolic apical rotation and peak 
systolic twist was only observed in the surgical AVR subgroup.

In a subgroup analysis excluding the smaller subgroup of patients 
who underwent transcatheter AVR, there remained a significant asso-
ciation between the reduction in Zva and the absolute increase in GLS 
following surgical AVR (r = 0.26 P = 0.047) (see Supplementary material 
online, Table S5).

Similar to the overall cohort, responders (who showed ≥20% in-
crease in GLS post-AVR) had a lower absolute mean GLS at baseline 
compared with non-responders in both the surgical (−15.0 ± 1.8 vs. 
−16.8 ± 1.6%, P = 0.0003) and transcatheter (−14.6 ± 1.8 vs. −17.2 ± 
1.6%, P = 0.0007) subgroups (see Supplementary material online, 
Table S6).

Trends in baseline myocardial mechanics were similar in patients 
who underwent surgical or transcatheter AVR with non-survivors 
demonstrating lower absolute GCS, GCSRs, and basal rotation com-
pared with surviving patients, although these did not reach statistical sig-
nificance in the subgroup analysis (see Supplementary material online, 
Table S7).

Intra-observer and inter-observer 
variability
Reproducibility analysis demonstrated good intra- and inter-observer 
agreement with an ICC ≥ 0.85 for all measures of myocardial me-
chanics (see Supplementary material online, Table S8).

Discussion
This is to our knowledge the most comprehensive study of myocardial 
mechanics and its prognostic significance in patients with severe AS 
undergoing AVR. Within 7 days after AVR, there were significant abso-
lute increases in GLS, GLSRs, and GCSRs, significant decreases in apical 
rotation and twist, and no significant change in GCS, GRS, GRSRs, and 
basal rotation. The improvement in GLS correlated with the reduction 
in Zva. A lower absolute GLS value at baseline was the strongest pre-
dictor of GLS recovery after AVR. However, significant short-term im-
provement in GLS was not associated with improved survival. All-cause 
mortality was higher in patients with lower absolute baseline GCS, 
GCSRs, and basal rotation values, with the latter two parameters re-
maining statistically significant after adjustment for age and gender.

Prior studies have consistently demonstrated a reduction in GLS in 
response to chronic pressure overload from severe AS.7,20–26 GLS 
may be affected before GCS or GRS since it reflects contraction of lon-
gitudinally arranged endocardial fibers, which are most vulnerable to in-
creased wall stress and ischaemia.27–28 The reduction in afterload 
following AVR significantly reduces wall stress and subendocardial is-
chaemia, which may increase longitudinal motion. In the current study, 
GLS significantly increased while GCS and GRS showed no significant 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Table 2 Echocardiographic parameters pre- and 
post-AVR

Variable Overall (n = 88) P value

Pre-AVR Post-AVR

LV linear and volumetric 

measurements
LV mass index (g/m2) 110.3 ± 34.2 108.8 ± 35.1 0.37

LV end-diastolic volume 

index (mL/m2)

65.8 ± 23.5 62.2 ± 20.3 0.003

LV end-systolic volume 

index (mL/m2)

24.7 ± 14.1 24.0 ± 11.7 0.33

Stroke volume index  
(mL/m2)

41.1 ± 11.3 38.1 ± 10.7 0.002

LV ejection fraction (%) 60.6 ± 6.0 62.3 ± 6.9 0.04

LV diastolic function 
parameters

E velocity (m/s) 0.97 ± 0.46 1.03 ± 0.37 0.003

A velocity (m/s) 1.08 ± 0.41 0.95 ± 0.34 0.006
E/A ratio 0.93 ± 0.38 1.12 ± 0.45 0.0002

Septal e’ velocity (cm/s) 0.06 ± 0.02 0.06 ± 0.02 0.68

Septal E/e’ ratio 17.2 ± 8.4 19.1 ± 9.4 0.006
Measures of aortic stenosis 

severity

Aortic valve mean gradient 
(mmHg)

51 ± 13 12 ± 6 <0.0001

Aortic valve area (cm2) 0.9 ± 0.2 2.3 ± 0.8 <0.0001

Measures of LV afterload
Valvulo-arterial impedance 

(Zva) (mmHg/mL/m2)

3.8 ± 0.8 2.9 ± 0.7 <0.0001

Myocardial mechanics
Longitudinal strain

GLS (%) −16.0 ± 2.0 −18.5 ± 2.1 <0.0001

GLSRs (/s) −0.96 ± 0.15 −1.27 ± 0.19 <0.0001
Circumferential strain

GCS (%) −27.5 ± 5.3 −27.0 ± 5.9 0.50

GCSRs (/s) −1.83 ± 0.48 −2.08 ± 0.55 0.0003
Radial strain

GRS (%) 36.5 ± 7.0 34.9 ± 8.5 0.13

GRSRs (/s) 1.98 ± 0.36 2.09 ± 0.36 0.06
Rotation (°)

Basal rotation −7.7 ± 2.4 −7.2 ± 2.2 0.29

Apical rotation 10.5 ± 4.0 8.3 ± 2.8 0.0002
Twist 18.2 ± 5.0 15.5 ± 3.8 0.0008

Data expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 
Abbreviations: AVR, Aortic valve replacement; GCS, Global circumferential strain; 
GCSRs, Global circumferential systolic strain rate; GLS, Global longitudinal strain; 
GLSRs, Global longitudinal systolic strain rate; GRS, Global radial strain; GRSRs, 
Global radial systolic strain rate; LV, Left ventricular.
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change during short-term follow up, consistent with prior studies that 
uniformly demonstrate increases in GLS with or without accompanying 
changes in GCS and GRS after AVR.8–9,11–14,16,29–30

Apical rotation and twist have been shown to increase in response 
to the reduction in GLS from progressive AS, which is thought to be 
part of a compensatory mechanism to maintain LVEF.7,16,31–34 In our 

study, we observed a significant decrease in apical rotation and twist 
that accompanied the increase in GLS post-AVR, consistent with 
most prior studies.12,15–17,35 Our findings provide further evidence 
of the characteristic changes in myocardial mechanics that are ex-
pected to occur with progressive AS, which can be at least partially 
reversed after AVR.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Table 3 Relationship between changes in loading conditions and LV mechanics pre- and post-AVR

Variable Δ LVEDVI (mL/m2) Δ Aortic valve area (cm2) Δ Zva (mmHg/mL/m2)

r P value r P value r P value

Longitudinal strain
Δ GLS (%) −0.11 0.32 −0.12 0.25 0.31 0.003

Δ GLSRs (s−1) 0.15 0.16 −0.14 0.21 0.0006 0.995

Circumferential strain
Δ GCS (%) −0.08 0.44 −0.16 0.15 −0.03 0.78

Δ GCSRs (s−1) 0.004 0.97 −0.21 0.06 −0.007 0.95

Radial strain
Δ GRS (%) −0.03 0.79 −0.14 0.21 0.02 0.88

Δ GRSRs (s−1) −0.29 0.008 −0.07 0.54 0.08 0.46

Rotation (°)
Δ Basal rotation −0.14 0.23 −0.11 0.33 0.10 0.39

Δ Apical rotation −0.06 0.61 0.15 0.17 −0.10 0.37

Δ Twist 0.004 0.97 0.17 0.15 −0.09 0.45

Data presented are Pearson correlation coefficients (r) with associated P value. 
Abbreviations: Δ Change in; GCS, Global circumferential strain; GCSRs, Global circumferential systolic strain rate; GLS, Global longitudinal strain; GLSRs, Global longitudinal systolic strain 
rate; GRS, Global radial strain; GRSRs, global radial systolic strain rate; LVEDVI, Left ventricular end-diastolic volume index; Zva, Valvulo-arterial impedance.

Figure 1 Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analysis comparing baseline global longitudinal strain (GLS), global longitudinal systolic strain rate 
(GLSRs), and valvulo-arterial impedance (Zva) to accurately identify patients who will experience a gain in GLS of ≥20% after aortic valve replacement 
(AVR). A baseline GLS more negative than −16.2% had a sensitivity of 90% and a specificity of 67% to predict short-term recovery of GLS of ≥20% 
post-AVR.
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In contrast, we did not observe a significant change in GCS or GRS, 
which could be due to a number of reasons. First, GCS has been re-
ported to either increase7,12,32 or decrease16,29,32 in response to pro-
gressive AS. GCS might initially increase to compensate for the 
decline in GLS but later decrease in advanced stages once myocardial 
reserve is exhausted. In addition, unlike GLS, which appears to be 
more sensitive to changes in afterload, GCS and GRS might require 

more time to adapt to changes in loading conditions. Significant in-
creases in GLS have been detected as early as intra-operatively to with-
in 24 to 72 h8,14,36 while the earliest changes in GCS and GRS have been 
shown to occur within 7 days after AVR.10,12–13,29 Finally, GCS could 
represent a component of myocardial deformation that is less amen-
able to recovery once a certain threshold of remodeling has occurred. 
One prior study demonstrated no significant change in circumferential 
strain following AVR despite long-term follow-up of up to six years.17

As expected, the changes in myocardial mechanics post-AVR ap-
pears to be predominantly mediated by a reduction in afterload. Zva 

has been used as a measure of afterload imposed on the LV from 
the cumulative effects of valvular obstruction and systemic arterial re-
sistance.18 A higher Zva has been shown to be associated with a lower 
absolute GLS regardless of LVEF.7,19,29,37 Similarly, our study demon-
strated that a reduction in Zva after AVR was associated with an 
increase in GLS.

Baseline GLS impairment was the strongest predictor of short-term 
GLS recovery. A baseline GLS more abnormal than −16.2% was 90% 
sensitive and 67% specific in identifying patients with ≥20% improve-
ment in GLS following AVR. Prior studies have similarly identified base-
line GLS impairment as an important factor in predicting response but 
with important differences.36,38 In contrast to our study, Kempny et al. 
reported a pre-interventional GLS more negative than −13.3% to have 
a 66.7% sensitivity and an 86.3% specificity in predicting an improve-
ment to at least −15% during a median follow-up of 70 days.38 On 
the other hand, Ando et al suggested that a pre-AVR GLS is less nega-
tive than −13.7% was 82% sensitive, and 82% specific for a > 25% rela-
tive improvement in GLS post-AVR.36 Differences in cohort 
composition, the definition of GLS recovery, and timing of follow-up 
could have accounted for these differences in findings.

While increases in GLS post-AVR have been associated with im-
provement in functional status and short-term post-operative out-
comes,38–39 we found no difference in all-cause mortality between 
responders and non-responders. Several reasons could have accounted 
for this. First, we only measured short-term changes in GLS detected 
within 7 days even though full GLS recovery could take much longer. 
In addition, non-responders might represent a widely heterogeneous 
group of patients whose baseline GLS values range from near normal 
to irreversibly impaired. Finally, outcomes could depend less on the 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Table 4 Baseline echocardiographic characteristics 
in survivors vs. non-survivors prior to AVR

Variable Survivors  
(n = 73)

Non-survivors  
(n = 15)

P 
value

LV linear and volumetric 

measurements

LV mass index (g/m2) 110.2 ± 35.4 110.7 ± 27.5 0.95
LV end-diastolic volume 

index (mL/m2)

66.2 ± 24.8 64.0 ± 14.0 0.66

LV end-systolic volume 
index (mL/m2)

24.7 ± 15.0 25.0 ± 8.7 0.92

LV stroke volume index 

(mL/m2)

41.5 ± 11.7 39.0 ± 8.8 0.38

LV ejection fraction (%) 60.4 ± 6.2 61.0 ± 5.6 0.72

LV diastolic function 
parameters

E velocity (m/s) 0.93 ± 0.43 1.18 ± 0.56 0.14

A velocity (m/s) 1.08 ± 0.41 1.12 ± 0.40 0.76
E/A ratio 0.88 ± 0.30 1.18 ± 0.67 0.16

Septal e’ velocity (cm/s) 0.06 ± 0.02 0.05 ± 0.02 0.24

Septal E/e’ ratio 16 ± 7 25 ± 10 0.01
Aortic stenosis severity

Aortic valve mean 

gradient (mm Hg)

52 ± 13 49 ± 7 0.26

Aortic valve area (cm2) 0.9 ± 0.2 0.8 ± 0.2 0.31

Measures of LV afterload

Zva (mm Hg/mL/m2) 3.8 ± 0.8 3.8 ± 0.9 0.89
LV myocardial mechanics

Longitudinal strain

GLS (%) −16.0 ± 2.0 −16.2 ± 2.2 0.72
GLSRs (/s) −0.96 ± 0.15 −0.95 ± 0.14 0.79

Circumferential strain

GCS (%) −28.1 ± 5.4 −24.6 ± 3.9 0.007
GCSRs (/s) −1.87 ± 0.50 −1.62 ± 0.24 0.005

Radial strain

GRS (%) 36.6 ± 6.7 36.2 ± 8.4 0.88
GRSRs (/s) 1.94 ± 0.34 2.14 ± 0.44 0.13

Rotation (°)

Basal rotation −7.9 ± 2.4 −6.7 ± 1.9 0.04
Apical rotation 10.5 ± 3.9 10.6 ± 4.5 0.94

Twist 18.4 ± 4.9 17.3 ± 5.3 0.45

Normally distributed continuous variables expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 
Abbreviations: AVR, Aortic valve replacement; GCS, Global circumferential strain; 
GCSRs, Global circumferential systolic strain rate; GLS, Global longitudinal strain; 
GLSRs, Global longitudinal systolic strain rate; GRS, Global radial strain; GRSRs, 
Global radial systolic strain rate.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Table 5 Measures of myocardial mechanics to 
predict all-cause mortality

Variable HR (95% CI) P value

Model 1 GCS
| GCS | < 26 vs. ≥ 26% 1.83 (0.66–5.12) 0.25

Age 1.07 (1.01–1.14) 0.02

Female 1.15 (0.41–3.21) 0.79
Model 2 GCSRs

| GCSRs | < 1.9 vs. ≥ 1.9% 8.36 (1.06–66.1) 0.008

Age 1.05 (0.99–1.12) 0.06
Female 0.95 (0.34–2.68) 0.93

Model 3 Basal rotation

| Basal rotation | < 5.4° vs. ≥ 5.4° 4.59 (1.28–16.5) 0.02
Age 1.05 (0.99–1.12) 0.05

Female 2.08 (0.63–6.79) 0.22

Data expressed as hazard ratio (95% confidence interval). 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; GCS, Global circumferential strain; GCSRs, Global 
circumferential systolic strain rate; HR, Hazard ratio.
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relative changes of a single parameter alone and more on the inter-
action of multiple components of myocardial deformation to preserve 
myocardial function.

Similarly, we did not find an association between baseline GLS and 
all-cause mortality in our study. In contrast, a recent meta-analysis40

that included 10 studies with 1067 patients suggested that a baseline 
GLS less negative than −14.7% was independently associated with an 
increased risk of death among asymptomatic patients with severe aortic 
stenosis, although its sensitivity and specificity was modest at 60 and 
70% respectively. Instead, we found a trend towards increased all-cause 
mortality in patients with severe aortic stenosis who had a GCS less 
negative than −26%. Basal rotation is less negative than −5.4% and 
GCSRs less negative than −1.9% prior to AVR independently predicted 
increased risk of death after adjustment for age and gender. Carasso 
et al similarly showed that compensatory changes in circumferential 
strain and apical rotation were blunted in symptomatic compared to 
asymptomatic patients with severe AS.41 Lee et al reported an in-
creased risk of heart failure readmission or all-cause death in symptom-
atic patients with severe AS who had a GCS less negative than 
−22.2%.42 Taken together, these findings once again support a model 

in which the ability of circumferential and rotational mechanics to com-
pensate for an impaired longitudinal function could have prognostic va-
lue in patients with severe AS (Figure 3).

Limitations
We performed a single-centre, observational study with a relatively 
small cohort of patients with severe AS and acknowledge the many 
prior studies documenting improved LV strain after AVR. However, 
our study adds value to the existing body of literature by providing a 
more comprehensive characterization of myocardial mechanics and 
its short- and long-term prognostic value in patients with severe AS 
undergoing AVR. In addition, there is a lack of standardized method-
ology for measuring circumferential and radial strain, strain rate, and ro-
tation, and validation of our strain measurements using reference 
standards such as tagged magnetic resonance imaging or sonomicrome-
try was not performed as it was beyond the scope of our study. 
Nevertheless, intra- and inter-observer variability analysis demon-
strated good reproducibility. Furthermore, we included patients who 
underwent both surgical and transcatheter AVR, which may have 

A B

C D

Figure 2 Survival analysis in patients with severe aortic stenosis post aortic valve replacement (AVR) according to: (A) global longitudinal strain (GLS) 
response to AVR; (B) baseline global circumferential strain (GCS); (C ) baseline global circumferential systolic strain rate (GCSRs); and (D) baseline basal 
rotation. Cutoff values for GCS, GCSRs, and basal rotation were determined from receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analyses. There was a trend 
towards increased all-cause mortality when the baseline GCS was less negative than −26%. A GCSRs less negative than −1.9% and a basal rotation less 
negative than −5.4% predicted lower survival. *GCSRs and basal rotation remained statistically significant after adjusting for age and gender.
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introduced an additional confounding element to the echocardiograph-
ic measures and survival analysis. Reassuringly, overall trends were 
maintained in the subgroup analysis by type of AVR. Finally, age- and 
gender-adjusted GCSRs and basal rotation were the only baseline para-
meters in our study that independently predicted increased all-cause 
mortality but are not routinely measured in clinical practice. Further 
studies are needed to determine the relative prognostic value of these 
parameters compared to GLS in patients with severe AS.

Conclusions
In patients with severe AS and preserved LVEF, GLS improved and ap-
ical rotation and twist decreased from supranormal levels post-AVR. 
The improvement in GLS correlated with the reduction in Zva, provid-
ing further mechanistic evidence that such improvement is predomin-
antly mediated by afterload reduction. Greater baseline GLS 
impairment was the strongest predictor of short-term GLS recovery 
after AVR. However, neither baseline GLS nor GLS response 
post-AVR was associated with long-term outcomes. Instead, there 
was a trend towards increased all-cause mortality in patients with rela-
tively lower GCS, with age- and gender-adjusted GCSRs and basal ro-
tation being the only parameters that independently predicted worse 
outcomes.

Author contributions
Conception and design of the study: X.B., V.T.N., H.R.V., D.F.Y.; acqui-
sition of data or analysis and interpretation of data: X.B., K.L.G., L.F.N., 
A.P., H.V.S., J.J.T., D.F.Y.; drafting the article or revising it critically for im-
portant intellectual content: X.B., P.A.P., S.V.P., H.R.V., D.F.Y. All 
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval
This study was approved by the Mayo Clinic Institutional Review Board.

Consent to participate
All patients gave informed consent to participate.

Lead author biography
Dr Hector R. Villarraga is a cardiologist 
at Mayo Clinic in Rochester, Minnesota, 
and an Associate Professor of Medicine 
at the College of Medicine His research 
interests include the evaluation of myo-
cardial mechanical function by speckle 
tracking echocardiography (strain) in 
cardiomyopathies with normal ejection 
fraction and in cardio-oncology, as well 
as the applicability of echocardiography 
in-day-to day patient care.

Data Availability
Data are available from the corresponding author on reasonable 
request.

Supplementary material
Supplementary material is available at European Heart Journal Open 
online.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Figure 3 Combined model of aortic stenosis progression that incorporates the earlier subclinical changes in myocardial mechanics with the later 
stage changes proposed by Généreux et al.43 Decompensation appears to be heralded by a failure of compensatory mechanisms to preserve left ven-
tricular ejection fraction, which occurs when there is an insufficient increase or decline in global circumferential strain, apical rotation, and peak systolic 
twist. Abbreviations: AS, aortic stenosis; GLS, global longitudinal strain; GCS, global circumferential strain; GCSRs, global circumferential systolic strain 
rate; LA, left atrial; LV, left ventricular; LVEF, left ventricular ejection fraction; MR, mitral regurgitation; PH, pulmonary hypertension; RV, right ventricu-
lar; TR, tricuspid regurgitation.

http://academic.oup.com/ehjopen/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/ehjopen/oeac074#supplementary-data


10                                                                                                                                                                                                      X. Bi et al.

Funding
This research did not receive any grants from funding agencies in the public, 
commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Conflict of interest: None declared.

References
1. Weidemann F, Herrmann S, Störk S, Niemann M, Frantz S, Lange V, Beer M, 

Gattenlöhner S, Voelker W, Ertl G, Strotmann JM. Impact of myocardial fibrosis in pa-
tients with symptomatic severe aortic stenosis. Circulation 2009;120:577–584.

2. O’Toole JD, Geiser EA, Reddy PS, Curtiss EI, Landfair RM. Effect of preoperative ejec-
tion fraction on survival and hemodynamic improvement following aortic valve replace-
ment. Circulation 1978;58:1175–1184.

3. Nishimura RA, Otto CM, Bonow RO, Carabello BA, Erwin JP III, Fleisher LA, Jneid H, 
Mack MJ, McLeod CJ, O’Gara PT, Rigolin VH, Sundt TM III, Thompson A. 2017 AHA/ 
ACC focused update of the 2014 AHA/ACC guideline for the management of patients 
with valvular heart disease. Circulation 2017;135:e1159–e1195.

4. Kusunose K, Goodman A, Parikh R, Barr T, Agarwal S, Popovic ZB, Grimm RA, Griffin 
BP, Desai MY. Incremental prognostic value of left ventricular global longitudinal strain 
in patients with aortic stenosis and preserved ejection fraction. Circ Cardiovasc Imaging 
2014;7:938–945.

5. Tastet L, Tribouilloy C, Maréchaux S, Vollema EM, Delgado V, Salaun E, Shen M, 
Capoulade R, Clavel MA, Arsenault M, Bédard É, Bernier M, Beaudoin J, Narula J, 
Lancellotti P, Bax JJ, Généreux P, Pibarot P. Staging cardiac damage in patients with 
asymptomatic aortic valve stenosis. J Am Coll Cardiol 2019;74:550–563.

6. Kalam K, Otahal P, Marwick TH. Prognostic implications of global LV dysfunction: a sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis of global longitudinal strain and ejection fraction. Heart 
2014;100:1673–1680.

7. Bi X, Yeung DF, Salah HM, Arciniegas Calle MC, Thaden JJ, Nhola LF, Schaff HV, Pislaru 
SV, Pellikka PA, Pochettino A, Greason KL, Nkomo VT, Villarraga HR. Dissecting myo-
cardial mechanics in patients with severe aortic stenosis: 2-dimensional vs 
3-dimensional-speckle tracking echocardiography. BMC Cardiovasc Disord 2020;20:33.

8. Bauer F, Eltchaninoff H, Tron C, Lesault PF, Agatiello C, Nercolini D, Derumeaux G, 
Cribier A. Acute improvement in global and regional left ventricular systolic function 
after percutaneous heart valve implantation in patients with symptomatic aortic sten-
osis. Circulation 2004;110:1473–1476.

9. Iwahashi N, Nakatani S, Kanzaki H, Hasegawa T, Abe H, Kitakaze M. Acute improve-
ment in myocardial function assessed by myocardial strain and strain rate after aortic 
valve replacement for aortic stenosis. J Am Soc Echocardiogr 2006;19:1238–1244.

10. Becker M, Kramann R, Dohmen G, Lückhoff A, Autschbach R, Kelm M, Hoffmann R. 
Impact of left ventricular loading conditions on myocardial deformation parameters: 
analysis of early and late changes of myocardial deformation parameters after aortic 
valve replacement. J Am Soc Echocardiogr 2007;20:681–689.

11. Poulsen SH, Søgaard P, Nielsen-Kudsk JE, Egeblad H. Recovery of left ventricular systolic 
longitudinal strain after valve replacement in aortic stenosis and relation to natriuretic 
peptides. J Am Soc Echocardiogr 2007;20:877–884.

12. Carasso S, Cohen O, Mutlak D, Adler Z, Lessick J, Reisner SA, Rakowski H, Bolotin G, 
Agmon Y. Differential effects of afterload on left ventricular long- and short-axis func-
tion: insights from a clinical model of patients with aortic valve stenosis undergoing aor-
tic valve replacement. Am Heart J 2009;158:540–545.

13. Rost C, Korder S, Wasmeier G, Wu M, Klinghammer L, Flachskampf FA, Daniel WG, 
Voigt JU. Sequential changes in myocardial function after valve replacement for aortic 
stenosis by speckle tracking echocardiography. Eur J Echocardiogr 2010;11:584–589.

14. Giannini C, Petronio AS, Talini E, De Carlo M, Guarracino F, Grazia M, Donne D, Nardi 
C, Conte L, Barletta V, Marzilli M, Di Bello V. Early and late improvement of global and 
regional left ventricular function after transcatheter aortic valve implantation in patients 
with severe aortic stenosis: an echocardiographic study. Am J Cardiovasc Dis 2011;1: 
264–273.

15. Lindqvist P, Zhao Y, Bajraktari G, Holmgren A, Henein MY. Aortic valve replacement 
normalizes left ventricular twist function. Interact Cardiovasc Thorac Surg 2011;12: 
701–706.

16. Poulin F, Carasso S, Horlick EM, Rakowski H, Lim KD, Finn H, Feindel CM, Greutmann 
M, Osten MD, Cusimano RJ, Woo A. Recovery of left ventricular mechanics after trans-
catheter aortic valve implantation: effects of baseline ventricular function and postpro-
cedural aortic regurgitation. J Am Soc Echocardiogr 2014;27:1133–1142.

17. Musa TA, Uddin A, Swoboda PP, Fairbairn TA, Dobson LE, Singh A, Garg P, Steadman 
CD, Erhayiem B, Kidambi A, Ripley DP, McDiarmid AK, Haaf P, Blackman DJ, Plein S, 
McCann GP, Greenwood JP. Cardiovascular magnetic resonance evaluation of symp-
tomatic severe aortic stenosis: association of circumferential myocardial strain and mor-
tality. J Cardiovasc Magn Reson 2017;19:13.

18. Briand M, Dumesnil JG, Kadem L, Tongue AG, Rieu R, Garcia D, Pibarot P. Reduced sys-
temic arterial compliance impacts significantly on left ventricular afterload and function 
in aortic stenosis: implications for diagnosis and treatment. J Am Coll Cardiol 2005;46: 
291–298.

19. Maréchaux S, Carpentier E, Six-Carpentier M, Asseman P, LeJemtel TH, Jude B, Pibarot 
P, Ennezat PV. Impact of valvuloarterial impedance on left ventricular longitudinal de-
formation in patients with aortic valve stenosis and preserved ejection fraction. Arch 
Cardiovasc Dis 2010;103:227–235.

20. Ng AC, Delgado V, Bertini M, Antoni ML, van Bommel RJ, van Rijnsoever EP, van der 
Kley F, Ewe SH, Witkowski T, Auger D, Nucifora G, Schuijf JD, Poldermans D, Leung 
DY, Schalij MJ, Bax JJ. Alterations in multidirectional myocardial functions in patients 
with aortic stenosis and preserved ejection fraction: a two-dimensional speckle tracking 
analysis. Eur Heart J 2011;32:1542–1550.

21. Miyazaki S, Daimon M, Miyazaki T, Onishi Y, Koiso Y, Nishizaki Y, Ichikawa R, Chiang SJ, 
Makinae H, Suzuki H, Daida H. Global longitudinal strain in relation to the severity of 
aortic stenosis: a two-dimensional speckle-tracking study. Echocardiography 2011;28: 
703–708.

22. Altman M, Bergerot C, Aussoleil A, Davidsen ES, Sibellas F, Ovize M, Bonnefoy-Cudraz 
E, Thibault H, Derumeaux G. Assessment of left ventricular systolic function by deform-
ation imaging derived from speckle tracking: a comparison between 2D and 3D echo 
modalities. Eur Heart J Cardiovasc Imaging 2014;15:316–323.

23. Sato K, Seo Y, Ishizu T, Takeuchi M, Izumo M, Suzuki K, Yamashita E, Oshima S, Akashi 
YJ, Otsuji Y, Aonuma K. Prognostic value of global longitudinal strain in paradoxical low- 
flow, low-gradient severe aortic stenosis with preserved ejection fraction. Circ J 2014; 
78:2750–2759.

24. Vollema EM, Sugimoto T, Shen M, Tastet L, Ng ACT, Abou R, Marsan NA, Mertens B, 
Dulgheru R, Lancellotti P, Clavel MA, Pibarot P, Genereux P, Leon MB, Delgado V, Bax 
JJ. Association of left ventricular global longitudinal strain with asymptomatic severe aor-
tic stenosis: natural course and prognostic value. JAMA Cardiol 2008;3:839–847.

25. Nagata Y, Takeuchi M, Wu VC, Izumo M, Suzuki K, Sato K, Seo Y, Akashi YJ, Aonuma K, 
Otsuji Y. Prognostic value of LV deformation parameters using 2D and 3D speckle- 
tracking echocardiography in asymptomatic patients with severe aortic stenosis and 
preserved LV ejection fraction. JACC Cardiovasc Imaging 2015;8:235–245.

26. Li CM, Li C, Bai WJ, Zhang XL, Tang H, Qing Z, Li R. Value of three-dimensional speckle- 
tracking in detecting left ventricular dysfunction in patients with aortic valvular diseases. J 
Am Soc Echocardiogr 2013;26:1245–1252.

27. Deng YB, Liu R, Wu YH, Xiong L, Liu YN. Evaluation of short-axis and long-axis myo-
cardial function with two-dimensional strain echocardiography in patients with different 
degrees of coronary artery stenosis. Ultrasound Med Biol 2010;36:227–233.

28. Zito C, Salvia J, Cusmà-Piccione M, Antonini-Canterin F, Lentini S, Oreto G, Di Bella G, 
Montericcio V, Carerj S. Prognostic significance of valvuloarterial impedance and left 
ventricular longitudinal function in asymptomatic severe aortic stenosis involving three- 
cuspid valves. Am J Cardiol 2011;108:1463–1469.

29. Delgado V, Tops LF, van Bommel RJ, van der Kley F, Marsan NA, Klautz RJ, Versteegh MI, 
Holman ER, Schalij MJ, Bax JJ. Strain analysis in patients with severe aortic stenosis and 
preserved left ventricular ejection fraction undergoing surgical valve replacement. Eur 
Heart J 2009;30:3037–3047.

30. Fung MJ, Thomas L, Leung DY. Alterations in layer-specific left ventricular global longi-
tudinal and circumferential strain in patients with aortic stenosis: a comparison of aortic 
valve replacement versus conservative management over a 12-month period. J Am Soc 
Echocardiogr 2019;32:92–101.

31. van Dalen BM, Tzikas A, Soliman OI, Kauer F, Heuvelman HJ, Vletter WB, ten Cate FJ. 
Geleijnse ML. Left ventricular twist and untwist in aortic stenosis. Int J Cardiol 2011;148: 
319–324.

32. Carasso S, Cohen O, Mutlak D, Adler Z, Lessick J, Aronson D, Reisner SA, Rakowski H, 
Bolotin G, Agmon Y. Relation of myocardial mechanics in severe aortic stenosis to left 
ventricular ejection fraction and response to aortic valve replacement. Am J Cardiol 
2011;107:1052–1057.

33. Meimoun P, Elmkies F, Benali T, Boulanger J, Zemir H, Clerc J, Luycx-Bore A. 
Assessment of left ventricular twist mechanics by two-dimensional strain in severe aor-
tic stenosis with preserved ejection fraction. Ann Cardiol Angeiol 2011;60:259–266.

34. Popescu BA, Calin A, Beladan CC, Muraru D, Rosca M, Deleanu D, Lancellotti P, 
Antonini-Canterin F, Nicolosi GL, Ginghina C. Left ventricular torsional dynamics in aor-
tic stenosis: relationship between left ventricular untwisting and filling pressures. A two- 
dimensional speckle tracking study. Eur J Echocardiogr 2010;11:406–413.

35. Sandstede JJ, Johnson T, Harre K, Beer M, Hofmann S, Pabst T, Kenn W, Voelker W, 
Neubauer S, Hahn D. Cardiac systolic rotation and contraction before and after valve 
replacement for aortic stenosis: a myocardial tagging study using MR imaging. AJR Am J 
Roentgenol 2002;178:953–958.

36. Ando T, Holmes AA, Taub CC, DeRose JJ, Slovut DP. Does the transapical approach 
impair early recovery of systolic strain following transcatheter aortic valve replacement? 
Am J Cardiovasc Dis 2015;5:110–118.



Myocardial mechanics pre and post-AVR in severe AS                                                                                                                                        11

37. Rajappan K, Rimoldi OE, Camici PG, Bellenger NG, Pennell DJ, Sheridan DJ. Functional 
changes in coronary microcirculation after valve replacement in patients with aortic 
stenosis. Circulation 2003;107:3170–3175.

38. Kempny A, Diller GP, Kaleschke G, Orwat S, Funke A, Radke R, Schmidt R, Kerckhoff G, 
Ghezelbash F, Rukosujew A, Reinecke H, Scheld HH, Baumgartner H. Longitudinal left 
ventricular 2D strain is superior to ejection fraction in predicting myocardial recovery 
and symptomatic improvement after aortic valve implantation. Int J Cardiol 2013;167: 
2239–2243.

39. Eidet J, Dahle G, Bugge JF, Bendz B, Rein KA, Aaberge L, Offstad JT, Fosse E, Aakhus S, 
Halvorsen PS. Intraoperative improvement in left ventricular peak systolic velocity pre-
dicts better short-term outcome after transcatheter aortic valve implantation. Interact 
Cardiovasc Thorac Surg 2016;22:5–12.

40. Magne J, Cosyns B, Popescu BA, Carstensen HG, Dahl J, Desai MY, Kearney L, 
Lancellotti P, Marwick TH, Sato K, Takeuchi M, Zito C, Casalta AC, Mohty D, 

Piérard L, Habib G, Donal E. Distribution and prognostic significance of left ventricular 
global longitudinal strain in asymptomatic significant aortic stenosis: an individual partici-
pant data meta-analysis. JACC Cardiovasc Imaging 2019;12:84–92.

41. Carasso S, Mutlak D, Lessick J, Reisner SA, Rakowski H, Agmon Y. Symptoms in severe 
aortic stenosis are associated with decreased compensatory circumferential myocardial 
mechanics. J Am Soc Echocardiogr 2015;28:218–225.

42. Lee HF, Hsu LA, Chan YH, Wang CL, Chang CJ, Kuo CT. Prognostic value of global left 
ventricular strain for conservatively treated patients with symptomatic aortic stenosis. J 
Cardiol 2013;62:301–306.

43. Généreux P, Pibarot P, Redfors B, Mack MJ, Makkar RR, Jaber WA, Svensson LG, 
Kapadia S, Tuzcu EM, Thourani VH, Babaliaros V, Herrmann HC, Szeto WY, Cohen 
DJ, Lindman BR, McAndrew T, Alu MC, Douglas PS, Hahn RT, Kodali SK, Smith CR, 
Miller DC, Webb JG, Leon MB. Staging classification of aortic stenosis based on the ex-
tent of cardiac damage. Eur Heart J 2017;38:3351–3358.


	Characterization of myocardial mechanics and its prognostic significance in patients with severe aortic stenosis undergoing aortic valve replacement
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study population
	Clinical data at baseline and in follow-up
	Image acquisition and analysis
	Reproducibility analysis
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Baseline clinical characteristics
	Conventional echocardiographic parameters pre- and post-AVR
	Myocardial mechanics pre- and post-AVR
	Relationship between loading conditions and myocardial mechanics
	Predictors of GLS recovery
	Survival according to baseline myocardial mechanics
	Comparison between surgical and transcatheter AVR
	Intra-observer and inter-observer variability

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Author contributions
	Ethics approval
	Consent to participate

	Lead author biography
	Data Availability
	Supplementary material
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	References




