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Abstract: Background: While left ventricular ejection fraction (LVEF) has been shown to have
prognostic value in ischemic cardiomyopathy (ICMX) patients, right ventricular ejection fraction
(RVEF) has not been systematically evaluated in either ICMX or non-ischemic cardiomyopathy
(NICMX) patients. Moreover, an accurate estimation of RVEF is problematic due to the geometry
of the right ventricle (RV). Over the years, there have been improvements in the resolution, image
acquisition and post-processing software for cardiac magnetic resonance imaging (CMR), such that
CMR has become the “gold standard” for measuring RV volumetrics and RVEF. We hypothesize
that CMR defines RVEF more so than LVEF and might have prognostic capabilities in ischemic and
non-ischemic cardiomyopathy patients (ICMX and NICMX). Methods: Patients that underwent
CMR at our institution between January 2005 and October 2012 were retrospectively selected if
three-dimensional (3D) LVEF < 35%. Patients were further divided into ICMX and NICMX groups.
The electronic medical record (EMR) database inquiry determined all-cause mortality and major
adverse cardiovascular events (MACE). Additionally, a Social Security Death Index (SSI) database
inquiry was performed to determine all-cause mortality in patients who were lost to follow-up.
Patients were further sub-grouped on the basis of 3D RVEF ≥ 20%. Separately, patients were
sub-grouped by LVEF ≥ 20% in both ICMX and NICMX cases. A cut-off of ≥20% was chosen for
the RVEF based on the results of prior studies showing significance based on Kaplan–Meier (KM)
survival curves. Cumulative event rates were estimated for each subgroup using the KM analysis and
were compared using the log-rank test. The 3D RV/LVEFs were compared to all-cause mortality and
MACE. ICMX patients were defined using the World Health Organization (WHO) criteria. Results:
From a 7000-patient CMR database, 753 heart failure patients were selected. Eighty-seven patients
met WHO definition of ICMX and NICMX (43 ICMX and 44 NICMX). The study patients were
followed for a median of 3 years (Interquartile range or IQR 1.5–6.5 years). The mean age of patients
was 58 ± 13 years; 79% were male. In ICMX, mean 3D LVEF was 21% ± 6% and mean 3D RVEF was
38% ± 14%, while for NICMX, mean 3D LVEF was 16% ± 6% and mean 3D RVEF was 30% ± 14%
(p < 0.005 for intra- and inter-group comparison). It should be noted that LVEF < RVEF in both
groups and the ejection fraction (EF) in NICMX was less than the corresponding EF in ICMX. Overall
mortality was higher in ICMX than NICMX (12/40, 30% vs. 7/43, 16%; p < 0.05). Patients were
stratified based on both RVEF and LVEF with a threshold of EF ≥ 20% separately. RVEF but not LVEF
was a significant predictor of death for NICMX (χ2 = 8; p < 0.005), while LVEF did not predict death
in ICMX (χ2 = 2, p = not significant). Similarly, time to MACE was predicted by RVEF for NICMX
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(χ2 = 9; p < 0.005) but not by LVEF in ICMX (χ2 = 1; p = NS). Importantly, RVEF, while predictive of
NICMX MACE, did not emerge as a predictor of survival or MACE in ICMX. Conclusions: Via 3D
CMR in non-ischemic CMX patients, RVEF has important value in predicting death and time to first
MACE while 3D LVEF is far less predictive.
Keywords: right ventricular ejection fraction; prognosis; heart failure; non-ischemic cardiomyopathy;
cardiac MRI

1. Introduction
The need for improved prognostication in heart failure patients has led to a recent interest
in investigating the use of right ventricular systolic function as a prognostic marker. Variables
depicting right ventricle (RV) function, such as right ventricle ejection fraction (RVEF) [1–4], RV
size [5–7] and the presence of tricuspid valve insufficiency [8], have been studied for prognostic
value in heart failure. Diagnostic modalities used in these studies to measure RV function were
radionuclide ventriculography, echocardiographic measurements and cardiac magnetic resonance
imaging (CMR). A recent meta-analysis found that most of these studies suffer from significant
between-study heterogeneity and publication bias [9]. Publication bias is a phenomenon whereby
studies with certain characteristics are more likely to be accepted for publication out of all the studies
conducted and submitted for publication. Namely, studies with positive results are more likely to be
accepted for publication or presentation, although studies with negative results may be equally or more
important with regard to the particular topic of interest. The assessment of accurate RV volumetrics is
critical in establishing the predictive value of RV parameters. Assessment is difficult by virtue of the
complex geometry and location of the RV. CMR is considered to be the “gold standard” for measuring
RVEF. It is a non-invasive and convenient [5,10–12] method of assessing the RV anatomy and fibrosis
pattern through late gadolinium enhancement (LGE). A PubMed search revealed a total of 20 studies
that investigated the value of right-sided systolic function in predicting outcomes in heart failure
patients [1–4,7,8,13–27]. Of note, no individual study looked into the significance of CMR-measured
right ventricular variables in predicting outcomes in the subcategories (ischemic cardiomyopathy
(ICMX) and non-ischemic cardiomyopathy (NICMX)) of heart failure patients. Herein, we explore the
value of RVEF as an independent prognostic indicator in these subcategories with respect to survival
and time to major adverse cardiovascular events (MACE). We also sought to compare the relative
strength of RVEF versus left ventricle ejection fraction (LVEF) as a predictor of survival and time to
MACE in these subcategories.
2. Materials and Methods
We designed a retrospective cohort study using the CMR database at a single tertiary care teaching
hospital containing 7000 patients enrolled from 1 January 2005 to 31 October 2012. The study was
reviewed and approved by the Allegheny General Hospital Institutional Review Board (IRB No. 5631,
31 October 2012). Out of these, 753 patients had three-dimensional (3D) LVEF ≤ 35%. We excluded
patients with combined nonischemic and ischemic cardiomyopathy, ordinal reporting of RVEF on the
CMR report and those patients who lacked follow-up (available in the Supplementary Materials Table
S1). Forty-three patients were included in the ICMX group. World Health Organization (WHO) criteria
were used to define ICMX [13]. Likewise, 44 patients were included in the NICMX group that did not
have significant coronary artery disease but had 3D LVEF ≤ 35%. Significant coronary artery disease
was defined as a history of prior myocardial revascularization or myocardial infarction, more than
75% stenosis in the left main stem or proximal left anterior descending artery, or two vessels or more
with greater than 75% stenosis. Most patients in the NICMX group had viral, idiopathic dilated or
drug-induced cardiomyopathy. Figures 1 and 2 depict representative CMR images of patients with
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Patients selected for the study were tracked forward in time after their scan date by following
their electronic medical record. The occurrence of either MACE or death from any cause was
ascertained. MACE was defined as death, nonfatal acute coronary syndrome, nonfatal stroke or
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readmission for heart failure or defibrillator implantation. Basic demographic characteristics including
age, gender, ejection fraction (EF), type of cardiomyopathy and duration of follow-up were determined.
Additionally, vital status and MACE were recorded. Further, the time interval between the CMR
scan date and death/first MACE was determined. A two-tailed non-paired Student t-test was used
to compare the RVEF to LVEF within ICMX and NICMX groups. RVEFICMX vs. RVEFNICMX and
LVEFICMX vs. LVEFNICMX analyses were run as well. Median and interquartile range (IQR) were
determined for the time to MACE and overall survival. For both ICMX and NICMX groups, RVEF and
LVEF were separated with the threshold of EF ≥ 20%. A cut-off of ≥20% was chosen for the RVEF
based on the results gained from prior studies showing significance based on Kaplan–Meier (KM)
survival curves
[28].
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determined. Additionally, vital status and MACE were recorded. Further, the time interval between
the CMR scan date and death/first MACE was determined. A two-tailed non-paired Student t-test
was used to compare the RVEF to LVEF within ICMX and NICMX groups. RVEFICMX vs. RVEFNICMX
and LVEFICMX vs. LVEFNICMX analyses were run as well. Median and interquartile range (IQR) were
determined for the time to MACE and overall survival. For both ICMX and NICMX groups, RVEF
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for 95% of patients at the time of analysis. Patients in whom the alive/dead status could not be
determined (5%) from the Social Security Death Index (SSI) inquiry were excluded from the time to
death KM analysis. Follow-up charts for MACE were available for 78%, with the other 22% were
similarly excluded from the KM analysis.
3. Results
Diagnostics 2019, 9, 16
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Table 2. Comparing various parameters amongst the two groups.
Table 1. Demographics for our study population.
Parameter

Parameter

Ischemic CMX

Ischemic CMX

Mean RVEF (95% CI)
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analysis (% of total)
21 (19.2–22.8) 3 (7%) 13
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(CI))
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12/40 (30%)

p = ns
p = ns

p < p0.05
= ns

12 (27%)
p
(11.2–14.8)1 (2%)
1098, 58–2238
7/43 (16%)

38 (33.8–42.2)
ns: not significant.30 (25.8–34.1)
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Significance
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p = 0.007 (RVEF ICMX >>
RVEF NICMX)
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60% parameters
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2
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Importantly, freedom from MACE and death at 13 months in NICMX patients was 90% in the
RVEF ≥ 20% patients, compared with 60% in RVEF < 20% patients (χ2 = 7.3, df = 1, p ≤ 0.01). Among
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While RVEF can be quantitated by CMR as well as other methods including echocardiography,
radionuclide imaging and computed tomography (CT) angiography, developments in CMR image
acquisition and processing have improved the quality of images and hence the accuracy of
estimating true 3D RV dimensions via CMR. CMR is recognized as the reference standard for RVEF.
The intra-observer and inter-observer reproducibility of RV has demonstrated the superiority of CMR
over other methods in measuring RV parameters [10,11]. Therefore, CMR is considered to be the
preferred modality for measuring RV function in HF.
There are many predictive models and risk scores that combine various predictors of survival
in heart failure. Surprisingly, none of these include right ventricular parameters [32]. Since there is a
potential role for accurate 3D RVEF in predicting MACE in non-ischemic cardiomyopathy patients,
there is an obvious opportunity to include RVEF as measured by CMR in an integrated risk score
model that would add value above the traditional factors such as the New York Heart Association
(NYHA) class, peak O2 consumption, LVEF and the presence of other co-existing morbidities including
chronic kidney disease and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. This is the premise for our study
and, likewise, our chief finding that 3D RVEF is a strong predictor of death and other MACE in NICMX.
Surprisingly, this predictor is markedly superior compared to LVEF.
To our knowledge, we have shown for the first time that RVEF is superior to LVEF in predicting
prognosis in patients with NICMX. LVEF has previously been shown to have significant limitations
when used as a univariate predictor in patients with heart failure. Interestingly, in our study population,
LVEF was not predictive of MACE in patients with ICMX. Inherent difference in the physiology of
patients with NICMX as compared to ICMX might explain our observation of the greater predictive
value of RVEF.
Limitations
There are several limitations in our study. The occurrence of MACE was predominantly studied
within the same hospital system. This could lead to selection bias. Overall, about 22% patients could
not be included in the KM analysis for the time to first non-death MACE. However, vital status was
determined with SSI, giving a more complete follow-up. Possible confounding factors such as age,
gender and LVEF were not controlled while stratifying patients on the basis of EF, given the small
sample size.
5. Conclusions
CMR indicating RVEF ≥ 20% has an independent predictive value for overall, as well as event-free,
survival in patients with non-ischemic cardiomyopathy. However, LVEF failed to reach statistical
significance as an independent predictor of either survival or time to MACE in either ICMX or
NICMX groups. This finding should shed new insight and might attest to the accuracy of cardiac
MRI to define RV metrics that were historically poorly performed by low-resolution imaging such as
echocardiography, MUGA (multi-gated acquisition scan) and/or cardiac catheterization.
Our study also highlights the limitations of using EF alone for prognostication. The NICMX group
had a statistically significantly lower EF for both ventricles compared to the ICMX group. However,
the number of patients who died and/or experienced MACE in the NICMX group was numerically
lower than those in the ICMX group. This further underscores the need to develop robust risk scores
that incorporate a variety of factors that influence outcomes in heart failure patients. In the meantime,
CMR-derived 3D RVEF is a worthy metric to further prognosticate patients presenting with HF.
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Banyś, R.; Mazur, W.; et al. Extent of RV dysfunction and myocardial infarction assessed by CMR are independent
outcome predictors early after STEMI treated with primary angioplasty. JACC Cardiovasc. Imaging 2010, 3,
1237–1246. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Di Salvo, T.G.; Mathier, M.; Semigran, M.J.; Dec, G.W. Preserved right ventricular ejection fraction predicts
exercise capacity and survival in advanced heart failure. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 1995, 25, 1143–1153. [CrossRef]
De Groote, P.; Millaire, A.; Foucher-Hossein, C.; Nugue, O.; Marchandise, X.; Ducloux, G.; Lablanche, J.M.
Right ventricular ejection fraction is an independent predictor of survival in patients with moderate heart
failure. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol. 1998, 32, 948–954. [CrossRef]
Gavazzi, A.; Berzuini, C.; Campana, C.; Inserra, C.; Ponzetta, M.; Sebastiani, R.; Ghio, S.; Recusani, F. Value
of right ventricular ejection fraction in predicting short-term prognosis of patients with severe chronic heart
failure. J. Heart Lung Transplant. 1997, 16, 774–785. [PubMed]
Beygui, F.; Furber, A.; Delépine, S.; Helft, G.; Metzger, J.-P.; Geslin, P.; Le Jeune, J.J. Routine breath-hold
gradient echo MRI-derived right ventricular mass, volumes and function: Accuracy, reproducibility and
coherence study. Int. J. Cardiovasc. Imaging 2004, 20, 509–516. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Bourantas, C.V.; Loh, H.P.; Bragadeesh, T.; Rigby, A.S.; Lukaschuk, E.I.; Garg, S.; Tweddel, A.C.; Alamgir, F.M.;
Nikitin, N.P.; Clark, A.L.; et al. Relationship between right ventricular volumes measured by cardiac magnetic
resonance imaging and prognosis in patients with chronic heart failure. Eur. J. Heart Fail. 2011, 13, 52–60.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
Mendes, L.A.; Picard, M.H.; Sleeper, L.A.; Thompson, C.R.; Jacobs, A.K.; White, H.D.; Hochman, J.S.;
Davidoff, R. Cardiogenic shock: Predictors of outcome based on right and left ventricular size and function
at presentation. Coron. Artery Dis. 2005, 16, 209–215. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Meluzín, J.; Spinarová, L.; Dusek, L.; Toman, J.; Hude, P.; Krejcí, J. Prognostic importance of the right
ventricular function assessed by Doppler tissue imaging. Eur. J. Echocardiogr. 2003, 4, 262–271. [CrossRef]
Iglesias-Garriz, I.; Olalla-Gómez, C.; Garrote, C.; López-Benito, M.; Martín, J.; Alonso, D.; Rodríguez, M.A.
Contribution of right ventricular dysfunction to heart failure mortality: A meta-analysis. Rev. Cardiovasc. Med.
2012, 13, e62–e69. [PubMed]
Catalano, O.; Antonaci, S.; Opasich, C.; Moro, G.; Mussida, M.; Perotti, M.; Calsamiglia, G.; Frascaroli, M.;
Baldi, M.; Cobelli, F. Intra-observer and interobserver reproducibility of right ventricle volumes, function
and mass by cardiac magnetic resonance. J. Cardiovasc. Med. 2007, 8, 807–814. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Grothues, F.; Moon, J.C.; Bellenger, N.G.; Smith, G.S.; Klein, H.U.; Pennell, D.J. Interstudy reproducibility of
right ventricular volumes, function, and mass with cardiovascular magnetic resonance. Am. Heart J. 2004,
147, 218–223. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Rominger, M.B.; Bachmann, G.F.; Pabst, W.; Rau, W.S. Right ventricular volumes and ejection fraction
with fast cine MR imaging in breath-hold technique: Applicability, normal values from 52 volunteers, and
evaluation of 325 adult cardiac patients. J. Magn. Reson. Imaging 1999, 10, 908–918. [CrossRef]
Richardson, P.; McKenna, W.; Bristow, M.; Maisch, B.; Mautner, B.; O’Connell, J.; Olsen, E.; Thiene, G.;
Goodwin, J.; Gyarfas, I.; et al. Report of the 1995 World Health Organization/International Society and
Federation of Cardiology Task Force on the Definition and Classification of Cardiomyopathies. Circulation
1996, 93, 841–842. [PubMed]
Juillière, Y.; Barbier, G.; Feldmann, L.; Grentzinger, A.; Danchin, N.; Cherrier, F. Additional predictive value of
both left and right ventricular ejection fractions on long-term survival in idiopathic dilated cardiomyopathy.
Eur. Heart J. 1999, 18, 276–280. [CrossRef]

Diagnostics 2019, 9, 16

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

9 of 10

Damy, T.; Kallvikbacka-Bennett, A.; Goode, K.; Khaleva, O.; Lewinter, C.; Hobkirk, J.; Nikitin, N.P.;
Dubois-Randé, J.L.; Hittinger, L.; Clark, A.L.; et al. Prevalence of, associations with, and prognostic value of
tricuspid annular plane systolic excursion (TAPSE) among out-patients referred for the evaluation of heart
failure. J. Card. Fail. 2012, 18, 216–225. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Meluzin, J.; Spinarová, L.; Hude, P.; Krejcí, J.; Kincl, V.; Panovský, R.; Dusek, L. Prognostic importance
of various echocardiographic right ventricular functional parameters in patients with symptomatic heart
failure. J. Am. Soc. Echocardiogr. 2005, 18, 435–444. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Sakata, K.; Yoshino, H.; Kurihara, H.; Iwamori, K.; Houshaku, H.; Yanagisawa, A.; Ishikawa, K. Prognostic
significance of persistent right ventricular dysfunction as assessed by radionuclide angiocardiography in
patients with inferior wall acute myocardial infarction. Am. J. Cardiol. 2000, 85, 939–944. [CrossRef]
Skali, H.; Zornoff, L.A.; Pfeffer, M.A.; Arnold, M.O.; Lamas, G.A.; Moyé, L.A.; Plappert, T.; Rouleau, J.L.;
Sussex, B.A.; St John Sutton, M.; et al. Prognostic use of echocardiography 1 year after a myocardial infarction.
Am. Heart J. 2005, 150, 743–749. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Ghio, S.; Recusani, F.; Klersy, C.; Sebastiani, R.; Laudisa, M.L.; Campana, C.; Gavazzi, A.; Tavazzi, L.
Prognostic usefulness of the tricuspid annular plane systolic excursion in patients with congestive heart
failure secondary to idiopathic or ischemic dilated cardiomyopathy. Am. J. Cardiol. 2000, 85, 837–842.
[CrossRef]
La Vecchia, L.; Zanolla, L.; Varotto, L.; Bonanno, C.; Spadaro, G.L.; Ometto, R.; Fontanelli, A. Reduced right
ventricular ejection fraction as a marker for idiopathic dilated cardiomyopathy compared with ischemic left
ventricular dysfunction. Am. Heart J. 2001, 142, 181–189. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Kjaergaard, J.; Akkan, D.; Iversen, K.K.; Køber, L.; Torp-Pedersen, C.; Hassager, C. Right ventricular
dysfunction as an independent predictor of short- and long-term mortality in patients with heart failure.
Eur. J. Heart Fail. 2007, 9, 610–616. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Nunes, M.D.C.P.; Rocha, M.O.C.; Ribeiro, A.L.P.; Colosimo, E.A.; Rezende, R.A.; Carmo, G.A.; Barbosa, M.M.
Right ventricular dysfunction is an independent predictor of survival in patients with dilated chronic Chagas’
cardiomyopathy. Int. J. Cardiol. 2008, 127, 372–379. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Polak, J.F.; Holman, B.L.; Wynne, J.; Colucci, W.S. Right ventricular ejection fraction: An indicator of increased
mortality in patients with congestive heart failure associated with coronary artery disease. J. Am. Coll. Cardiol.
1983, 2, 217–224. [CrossRef]
Juillière, Y. Right ventricular failure in terminale cardiac failure: Prognostic value and evaluation before
transplantation assessment. Arch. Mal. Coeur Vaiss. 1996, 89, 23–25. [PubMed]
Sayer, G.T.; Semigran, M.J. Right ventricular performance in chronic congestive heart failure. Cardiol. Clin.
2012, 30, 271–282. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
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