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Abstract
Non-selective beta-blockers (NSBBs) have been at the 
forefront in the management of portal hypertension in 
liver cirrhosis for the last three decades, a trusty com-
ponent in the armamentarium of the Hepatologist. The 
role of beta-blockers has been cemented for years in 

cardiac disease including angina, hypertension and in 
heart failure, however NSBBs with their non-selective 
effects on β1 and β2 receptors have led to them fondly 
being termed “the hepatologist’s aspirin”. NSBBs’ role 
in reduction of portal pressure in the setting of primary 
and secondary prophylaxis for variceal haemorrhage 
has been well established. NSBBs include propranolol, 
nadolol and carvedilol - with the latter having been 
shown to be effective in patients who often fail to 
demonstrate a haemodynamic response to propranolol. 
Recent observational studies however have served for 
the Hepatology community to question the beneficial role 
of NSBBs in portal hypertension, especially in advanced 
cases with refractory ascites. The deleterious effect 
in patients with refractory ascites in a few studies led 
to a U-turn in clinical practice, with some in the Hepa-
tology community withdrawing their usage in patients 
with advanced cirrhosis. This also led to the “window 
hypothesis” suggesting there may be only be a finite 
time frame when NSBBs have a beneficial effect in portal 
hypertension. The window hypothesis proposed the 
window for the benefits of NSBBs is closed in early portal 
hypertension, opening as portal hypertension progresses 
with it closing in advanced liver disease. The window was 
proposed to close in conditions such as refractory ascites 
or spontaneous bacterial peritonitis when patients may 
not necessarily mount a compensatory haemodynamic 
response when on NSBBs. Some centres however have 
continued the practice of NSBBs in advanced cirrhosis 
with published data challenging the scepticisms of other 
groups who stop NSBBs. Thus the debate, like the 
window hypothesis has opened, with more questions to 
be answered about NSBB’s mechanism of action not only 
in reducing portal hypertension but also their effects on 
systemic haemodynamics and on the pro-inflammatory 
pathways often activated in cirrhosis especially in advanced 
disease. This article serves to review the role of NSBBs 
in the management of portal hypertension/cirrhosis and 
concentrate on current concepts and controversies in this 
field. 
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Core tip: This article serves to discuss the changing 
role of non-selective beta-blockers in liver disease and 
portal hypertension. For many years non-selective beta-
blockers have been at the forefront in reducing portal 
hypertensive complications such as variceal haemorr-
hage, however recent data has questioned their role in 
advanced liver disease. This article reviews their role in 
portal hypertension, discusses recent advances in the 
field and reviews the controversy recently generated 
regarding their role in advanced liver disease. 
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INTRODUCTION
Liver cirrhosis is a major cause of morbidity and morta
lity throughout the world[1,2], with the advent of portal 
hypertension one of the key defining steps leading to the 
complications that can develop in advanced liver disease. 
The role of nonselective betareceptor antagonists [non
selective betablockers (NSBBs)] has been well established 
over the years in the Hepatologist’s armamentarium 
against portal hypertension and its consequences. NSBBs 
have been used routinely in practice with beneficial roles 
in primary and secondary prophylaxis in patients with 
medium to large oesophageal varices[35]. The develop
ment of portal hypertension is the key defining step 
leading to complications that can occur in patients with 
liver cirrhosis irrespective of aetiology. Consequences can 
include variceal haemorrhage, ascites formation [and 
thereafter a risk of the development of spontaneous 
bacterial peritonitis (SBP)] and hepatic encephalopathy. 
Portal hypertension develops from a combination of a rise 
in the intrahepatic resistance but also from splanchnic 
vasodilatation and the hyperdynamic circulation that 
occurs in cirrhosis. It has been shown that rupture of 
varices is related to tension on the variceal wall, with 
the tension dependent on the radius[6]. There has been 
no linear relationship found between the severity of 
portal hypertension and the risk of variceal haemorrhage 
however a hepatic venous pressure gradient (HVPG) 
> 12 mmHg has become an accepted threshold for 
variceal bleeding[7,8]. As liver disease progresses and 
portal hypertension worsens, ascites can form, bacterial 
translocation from the gut occurs and patients can 
become prone to complications such as infection that 
can in turn lead to increases in portal pressure and thus 
variceal haemorrhage. Thus reduction of portal pressure 
is key in preventing complications of cirrhosis including 
reduction of ascites, hepatic encephalopathy and variceal 

haemorrhage[911]. Whilst portal hypertension can be 
reduced by radiological methods such as transjugular 
intrahepatic portosystemic shunts (TIPSS), NSBBs have 
been the key pharmacological therapy in reduction of 
portal pressure over the years. The role of selective 
betablockers in cardiac disease has been cemented for 
years, including in acute coronary syndrome[12], hyper
tension[13] and congestive cardiac failure[14]. NSBBs used 
in liver disease however act by dual blockage of β1 and 
β2 receptors unlike their cardioselective counterparts. 
NSBBs reduce cardiac output (CO) and splanchnic blood 
flow via blockade of the β1 receptor, and by blocking β2 
result in a splanchnic vasoconstriction via unopposed 
α1 activity[15]. NSBBs have been used to decrease the 
incidence of 1st variceal haemorrhage in patients with 
cirrhosis (i.e., primary prophylaxis)[35] and then to 
prevent rebleeding after a variceal haemorrhage (i.e., 
secondary prophylaxis)[1618]. Propranolol has been the 
mainstay of NSBBs used in chronic liver disease for 
years, however more recently carvedilol, with its intrinsic 
α1adrenergic activity has been studied and found to 
be useful even in settings where patients have failed to 
demonstrate an appropriate haemodynamic response to 
propranolol[19] thus providing an additional or alternative 
therapy for reduction of portal pressure. 

There has however been a recent concern about the 
role of NSBBs in advanced liver disease and especially 
in patients with refractory ascites, with one group 
raising concerns showing an increase in mortality in this 
setting[20]. This issue led to the “window” hypothesis, 
suggesting that there may be a finite time frame when 
NSBBs have a favourable effect in chronic liver disease, 
with their effects becoming deleterious and the window 
closing in advanced disease states[21]. However, recent 
data from our own centre has argued against this, with 
beneficial findings of NSBBs in patients with ascites on 
a liver transplant waiting list even in those patients with 
refractory ascites[22]. Furthermore, favourable data on 
the role of NSBBs in alcoholic hepatitis[23] and acute on 
chronic liver failure (ACLF) has recently emerged[24]. 
Thus, there still remains controversy of how safe and 
effective are NSBBs in advanced cirrhosis, with further 
studies required to address this debate.

A PubMed search was performed using the following 
keywords: “nonselective betablockers” and “variceal 
haemorrhage cirrhosis”. From this search 2965 articles 
were found. This search was complemented by a 
search of the keywords using www.google.com™. One 
hundred and eighteen papers/abstracts were studied 
for the preparation and writing of this review article. 
This review article serves to explore the role of NSBB in 
portal hypertension and liver cirrhosis, to review their 
mechanism of action and to review the favourable and 
negative data pertaining to their roles in liver disease. 
The article will review the recent controversies with 
NSBB in advanced liver disease, and proposes some 
thoughts on future directions of NSBB usage and studies 
potentially required to answer the question if NSBBs can 
remain as the Hepatologist’s aspirin?
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PORTAL HYPERTENSION: THE KEY 
TARGET FOR NSBBS 
The development of portal hypertension is the key 
factor leading to decompensation of liver disease such 
as variceal haemorrhage, ascites formation (with the 
inherent risk of development of SBP thereafter) and 
also hepatic encephalopathy[25]. Portal hypertension 
results from 2 major events: An increase in the intra
hepatic vascular resistance and also an increase on 
portal venous inflow (Figure 1). Increased intrahepatic 
resistance can result of a number a pathophysiological 
mechanisms occurring in liver disease. Structural fixed 
anatomical changes can result in up to 70% of the 
cause of intrahepatic resistance increasing[26] with the 
suggestion that the other 30% the result of an increase 
in vascular tone. Anatomical disruption within the liver 
develops by the activation of stellate cells, which in 
turn, leads to sinusoidal capillirisation. Stellate cells 
are found in the perisinusoidal space (Space of Disse) 
within the liver. These cells are the major cell subset 
involved in liver fibrosis. In health, stellate cells are in an 
inactivated quiescent state, however when the liver is 

injured the stellate cells become activated and secrete 
collagen scar tissue. A reduction in the nitric oxide (NO) 
production by sinusoidal endothelial cells furthermore 
causes activation of stellate cells. The stellate cells once 
activated are the key mediator in the extracellular matrix 
production[27]. Over time, the formation of fibrous septae 
and also nodular regeneration leads to alteration of 
the hepatic architecture, and microportal and hepatic 
venule thrombosis also leads to an increase in the intra
hepatic resistance[28]. All these factors lead to a fixed 
component of the rise in portal pressure. It is clear that 
anatomical changes at present are a fixed component 
in the development of portal hypertension, abrogated 
by either replacement of full liver tissue (e.g., by liver 
transplantation), or by bypassing the fixed anatomical 
restriction (e.g., by a TIPSS). Research strategies are 
ongoing to modulate the scarring/fibrosis pathways to 
try to address this “fixed” component at present of portal 
hypertension[29]. 

The other more dynamic component to the develop
ment of portal hypertension is the change in the vascular 
tone and portal inflow increase. In cirrhosis activated stellate 
cells cause sinusoidal vasoconstriction due to an increase in 
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Figure 1  Factors involved in the pathogenesis of portal hypertension. A mechanical obstruction due to fibrosis or regenerative nodules results increased 
resistance to flow and a rise in hepatic vascular resistance. Contraction of sinusoidal and extra sinusoidal contractile cells (stellate cells) with intrahepatic imbalance 
between vasoconstrictors (such as endothelin-1 and angiotensin) and vasodilators (e.g., NO) leads to reduced intrahepatic eNOS activity leading to an increase 
resistance to portal inflow. Portosystemic collaterals develop with the aim of decompressing the portal circulation. However, the opposite occurs, with splanchnic 
vasodilatation in response to a relatively ischaemic liver or extrahepatic excess of NO, with sGC-PKG signalling and smooth muscle cell relaxation. The increased 
portal blood flow maintains portal hypertension. A hyperdynamic circulation results due to these haemodynamic changes in cirrhosis and portal hypertension. eNOS: 
Endothelial nitric oxide synthase; NO: Nitric oxide; SVR: Systemic vascular resistance; sGC-PKG: Soluble guanylyl cyclase-cGMP-dependent protein kinase.



18 March 9, 2016|Volume 5|Issue 1|WJP|www.wjgnet.com

vasoconstrictive mediators such as endothelin, angiotensin
Ⅱ, arginine vasopressin, RhoA, thromboxane A2 and 
eicanoside[3033]. There is also decrease in the vasodilators 
at a sinusoidal level such as NO  a key vasodilatory 
mediator in the portal venous system[34] and glucagon. 
Thus an imbalance exists leading to a reduction of 
intrahepatic endothelial Nitric Oxide synthase activity, 
leading to an increase in portal inflow. This mechanism is 
modifiable via NSBBs as is the other major component in 
the development of portal hypertension  the increased 
portal inflow (Figure 1). 

Ohms law states that the change in pressure (P1P2) 
along a blood vessel is a function of the resistance (R) 
and the rate of blood flow (Q), expressed as P1-P2 = R × Q. 
In healthy individuals, the liver accommodates changes 
in blood flow throughout the day and the liver itself is 
a very low resistance organ. The liver accommodates 
changes in blood flow without increasing the portal 
pressure by reducing the pressure in the liver by the 
recruitment of additional hepatic sinusoids. Thus (P1P2) 
does not increase as Q increases but R falls. When Ohms 
law is applied in advancing liver disease, there is an 
increase in (intrahepatic) resistance (R) leading to a rise 
in pressure (P1P2), and the formation of portosystemic 
collaterals to decompress the higher pressure. Also due 
to a hyperdynamic circulation there can be an increase in 
Q, again leading to an increase in (P1-P2) in Ohms law.  

Splanchnic vasodilatation occurs as a response to a 
relatively ischaemic liver or due to extrahepatic excess 
of NO. This results in soluble guanylyl cyclasecGMP  
dependent protein kinase signalling and smooth muscle 
cell relaxation[35]. The resultant increased portal blood 
flow maintains portal hypertension and the hyperdynamic 
circulation results due to these haemodynamic changes 
in advancing liver disease. This manifests as a high 
CO with low systematic vascular resistance (SVR) and 
arterial hypotension[36]. The hyperdynamic splanchnic 
circulation (leading to increased portal inflow) is thus 
one of the key factors involved in the maintenance of 
portal hypertension and an area where NSBB have a 
key mechanism of action. The circulatory disturbances 
that arise (including reduction in CO, increase in heart 
rate and decrease in mean arterial pressure (MAP) 
and a reduction in the SVR) can lead to activation of 
the sympathetic nervous system and also the renin
angiotensin system in an attempt to counteract low 

arterial pressure[37]. There is an increase thus in not only 
sodium retention but also total body water retention (often 
leading to a dilutional hyponatraemia) and plasma/
blood volume. Despite this, patients with cirrhosis and 
advanced disease have a reduced effective arterial blood 
volume[38,39] which can lead to organ hypoperfusion and 
problems with hepatorenal syndrome (HRS), or when 
infection takes hold with further arterial vasodilatation. 
Also patients can thus encounter problems with para
centesisinduced circulatory dysfunction (PICD) when 
ascitic fluid is removed without adequate plasma expan-
sion replacement. With this pathophysiology, it is here 
that NSBBs indeed may have a beneficial effect in portal 
hypertension but also may worsen advanced systemic 
haemodynamic changes in end stage disease[40]. 

Markers for NSBB effectiveness not only include 
clinical endpoints such as prevention of variceal haemo
rrhage or rebleeding from varices, but reductions of portal 
pressure. Portal pressure measurements can be directly 
derived from the HVPG (normal range 15 mmHg). The 
HVPG can be measured by advancing a catheter either 
by a transfemoral or transjugular route into the hepatic 
vein and here a free hepatic vein pressure (FHVP) is 
measured. A balloon is then used to wedge the catheter 
in the hepatic vein and a second pressure is taken [the 
wedged hepatic vein pressure (WHVP)]. The WHVP 
reflects sinusoidal pressure. Thereafter the HVPG can be 
calculated (HVPG = WHPG - FHVP)[41]. The differences 
between these components depending on the type of 
portal hypertension are summarised in Table 1. Varices 
have been shown to be more likely to develop when the 
HVPG > 10 mmHg[42]. To effectively reduce the risk of 
variceal haemorrhage, the drop in portal pressure (as 
measured by the HVPG) must be reduced to < 12 mmHg 
or by 20%[43] thus allowing a surrogate marker for NSBB 
effectiveness in any clinical trial or occasionally in clinical 
practice when indicated.

NSBB - MECHANISM OF ACTION AND 
FAVOURABLE EFFECTS IN CHRONIC 
LIVER DISEASE
NSBB: Mechanism of action  
NSBBs and their use in liver disease stems back over 3 
decades[3] with a well understood mechanism of action 

Type of portal hypertension Example FHVP WHVP HVPG

Pre-hepatic Portal/splenic vein thrombosis Normal Normal Normal
Pre-sinusoidal Primary biliary cirrhosis, schistosomiasis, sarcoidosis Normal Normal Normal
Sinusoidal Alcoholic hepatitis, NASH/alcoholic/viral cirrhosis Normal Increased Increased
Post-sinusoidal Sinusoidal obstruction syndrome Normal Increased Increased
Post-hepatic Budd Chiari1 - - -

Heart failure Increased Increased Normal

Table 1  Changes in measurement of portal haemodynamic pressures with different types of portal hypertension

1Denotes hepatic vein not cannulated to measure. NASH: Non-alcoholic steatohepatitis; HVPG: Hepatic venous pressure gradient; 
FHVP: Free hepatic vein pressure; WHVP: Wedged hepatic vein pressure.
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in reducing portal hypertension. NSBBs effects are not 
only via a β1receptor to reduce the cardiac output 
and splanchnic blood flow[44,45] but also an additional 
action via β2 receptor blockade, blocking the adrenergic 
dilatory tone in mesenteric arterioles, thus resulting 
in an unopposed αadrenergic vasoconstriction and 
subsequent reduction in portal blood flow. This “β2” 
effect occurs after chronic usage[4]. This dual action is 
very much different to their counterparts used in cardiac 
disease such as metoprolol or atenolol that have been 
shown to be less effective than the NSBBs and thus 
not recommended in portal hypertension[46,47]. NSBBs 
include propranolol, nadolol and carvedilol. Propranolol 
has been used since the original study by Lebrec et 
al[48] in the 1980s however its effect of HVPG reduction 
can be variable with up to 31% reduction seen in some 
studies[15]. Up to a third of patients however do not have 
an adequate haemodynamic response to propranolol 
despite reductions in azygous flow[49]. Nadolol is another 
NSBB used with a longer halflife than propranolol due to 
low lipid solubility and hepatic metabolism[50] which allows 
for a onceaday regime as appose to the twice a day 
of propranolol. It has a similar haemodynamic effect as 
propranolol[51]. Timolol is another NSBB like nadolol with 
low lipid solubility, and a greater affinity for β1 and β2 
receptors[50]. However there is a paucity of comparative 
data in the setting of this drug in portal hypertension[52]. 

Carvedilol is one of the new generations of NSBBs 
with promising data in the setting of portal hypertension. 
It has an additional vasodilating action due to unopposed 
alpha1receptor blockade. This additional blockade 
results in a reduction of portocollateral resistance, and a 
reduction of intrahepatic resistance via an effect on hepatic 
stellate cells[15]. It has been found to be 24 times more 
potent action compared to other NSBBs at a receptor 
blockade[15]. Carvedilol is protein bound thus in patients 
with cirrhosis and hypoalbuminaemia there can be an 
increased bioavailability of it. It has antiinflammatory, 
antioxidant[53] properties and also an antifibrotic effect[54] 
along with other roles in enhancing insulin sensitivity and 
improving mitochondrial function[55]. The role of carvedilol 
in reducing portal pressure has been compared to other 
NSBBs. It has been found after chronic usage to reduce 
HVPG[56] with more patients having a haemodynamic 
response when compared to propranolol[57]. In another 
study from Reiberger et al[19] the benefits of carvedilol 
were established in those not responding to propranolol. 
In this study, 56% of patients who did not respond to 
propranolol showed a haemodynamic response to carve
dilol. There was a drop in HVPG of 19% in the carvedilol 
group vs 12% in the propranolol group. Thus there 
may indeed be a subset of patients deemed propranolol 
“haemodynamic nonresponders” who are at risk of 
bleeding despite being on NSBB. Further studies are thus 
required to assess if carvedilol should be used as first 
line, or whether all patients on propranolol should have 
(ideally noninvasive) an assessment for haemodynamic 
response in the clinical setting and then switched to 
carvedilol if indeed a “nonresponder”. Carvedilol has 

also been compared to variceal band ligation (VBL) in 
the prevention of 1st variceal haemorrhage with medium 
or large varices[58]. The NSBB group had lower rates of 
1st variceal bleed of 10% vs 23% in the band ligation 
group on intentiontotreat analysis, although there was 
no difference in mortality or bleeding related mortality 
between the groups. In this study carvedilol was well 
tolerated[58] at dose of 12.5 mg and higher doses have 
shown to have no additive effect in reduction of portal 
pressure from this dose[19].

Another area of benefit of NSBBs in patients with 
portal hypertension may indeed include reducing in bacte
rial translocation. In mice models, propranolol treated 
mice have been shown to not only have significantly 
lower portal pressures, but faster intestinal transit 
times and also lower rates of bacterial overgrowth and 
translocation[59]. In a metaanalysis by Senzolo et al[60], 
644 patients (257 propranololtreated) were evaluated 
(73% with ascites). The endpoint of advent of SBP 
was used in the 3 randomised controlled trials (RCTs) 
and 1 primary prophylaxis study, and a statistically signi
ficant difference of 12.1% (P < 0.001) in favour of 
propranolol in preventing SBP was found. The beneficial 
effects were found irrespective of fall of portal pressure 
measurements thus suggesting an independent effect of 
NSBB in prevention of SBP irrespective of their benefits 
in reduction of portal pressure. Reiberger et al[61] have 
recently shown that NSBB therapy decreases intestinal 
permeability and plasma LPSbinding protein (LBP  a 
soluble acute phase response protein) and interleukin
(IL)6 (a proinflammatory cytokine related to fever 
generation and related to such conditions as Systemic 
Lupus Erthymatosis and Rheumatoid arthritis[62,63]) with 
higher levels of IL6/LBP associated with a higher risk 
of variceal bleeding on followup but not mortality. Thus 
NSBBs have a number of different mechanisms whereby 
they may indeed have benefit in patients with portal 
hypertension especially when varices develop (Table 2). 

Clinical indications: Oesophageal varices
In the seminal PhaseⅢ study of NSBBs in patients with 
oesophageal varices by Lebrec et al[3] 74 patients who 
had a variceal 1st (index) bleed were randomised to either 
treatment with propranolol orally or placebo with 96% of 
the NSBB group free from bleeding at 1 year compared 
to 50% patients in the placebo group (P ≤ 0.0001). The 
role of NSBBs in prevention of 1st variceal haemorrhage 
(i.e., primary prophylaxis) was studied with Pascal et al[4] 
randomising 230 patients with large oesophageal varices 
(with no history of previous bleeding) to propranolol or 
placebo and finding 74% vs 39% free from bleeding at 
1 year respectively (P < 0.05). There was also a survival 
advantage in the NSBB arm (72% vs 51% placebo, P < 
0.05) thus showing a definite role in primary prevention, 
echoed thereafter in a number of studies including 
other NSBBs such as nadolol[64,65]. A metaanalysis of 
9 placebocontrolled trials (964 patients) found the 
11% (95%CI: 21% to 1%) for bleeding and 9% 
(95%CI: 18% to 1%) for death when propranolol was 
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compared to placebo[66]. Primary prophylaxis of variceal 
haemorrhage with a NSBB is thus recommended at 
present in patients with medium/large varices[25,67].

The role of NSBBs in primary prophylaxis in patients 
with no varices or small varices has also been studied. In 
a RCT patients with small varices were studied and in the 
group receiving NSBB actually developed more varices in 
the NSBB arm[68]. In another trial[69], nadolol reduced the 
incidence of variceal bleeding when compared to placebo 
but had no survival benefit and more side effects. In 
another study of NSBBs in an unselected group of 
patients with chronic liver disease (without cirrhosis or 
varices in some patients) no benefit was found in the use 
of NSBBs[70] in prevention of 1st variceal bleed or survival. 
Another RCT looked at the role of Timolol vs placebo 
in patients without varices but portal hypertension 
(HVPG > 6 mmHg) and found no difference in variceal 
bleeding rates, and in fact more side effects of patients 
on NSBBs[42]. In a metaanalysis of 6 RCTs of cirrhotic 
patients with small or no varices, incidence of large 
varices, 1st upper gastrointestinal bleed and death were 
similar between placebo and NSBB groups[71]. Thus NSBB 
are not currently recommended for primary prophylaxis 
in patients without endoscopic evidence of varices or 
small varices[25,67]. Combination of NSBB and Isosorbide 
Mononitrate (ISMN  another vasodilator used in patients 
with angina) has been studied in the setting of primary 
prophylaxis for variceal bleeding. Nadolol alone vs 
nadolol and ISMN was studied in a RCT, with combination 
therapy leading to reduced frequency of bleeding 
however no significant differences in mortality[72]. These 
findings were not echoed however in a double-blind RCT 
comparing propranolol and ISMN vs propranolol and 
placebo[73]. With a potential for increased side effects 
due to hypotension, this strategy is thus currently not 
recommended for primary prophylaxis[67].

The role of NSBBs in secondary prevention of variceal 

haemorrhage after an index (1st) variceal bleed has 
become established over the years[7476]. A metaanalysis 
of NSBB (nadolol or propranolol in 12 trials) compared to 
no treatment found a significant reduction in rebleeding 
but no mortality benefit[77,78]. The addition of ISMN in a 
secondary prophylaxis role has shown improved varcieal 
rebleeding rates in one study[79], but no survival benefit. 
In a metaanalysis of ISMN alone vs ISMN with NSBB 
or endoscopic therapy showed there was no mortality 
benefit from combination of ISMN/NSBB than NSBB 
monotherapy[80]. There have been a number of studies 
and metaanalysis comparing combined endoscopic 
VBL and NSBB and monotherapy with either. A large 
metaanalysis of 23 trials of either VBL or injection 
sclerotherapy in combination with NSBB concluded that 
combination therapy led to reduced rebleeding than 
either NSBB alone or endoscopic therapy alone, however 
no difference in mortality was found[81]. There has been 
a number of metaanalysis of numerous trials since 
then with differing results on combination therapy 
affecting mortality but a clear benefit in reduction of 
rebleeding[17,8284]. A recent multicentre RCT from Stanley 
et al[85] compared carvedilol to VBL in rebleeding and 
although found a tendency towards improved survival in 
the carvedilol arm, there was no statistically significant 
difference in rebleeding rates or mortality (P = 0.857 
and P = 0.110, respectively). Combination therapy of 
VBL and NSBB (propranolol or nadolol) is however now 
recommended for prevention of variceal rebleeding[25,67]. 

NSBBs clinical indications: Gastric varices
NSBBs have also been studied in the setting of gastric 
varices, which historically are known to bleed at a lower 
portal pressure than their oesophageal counterparts 
with poorer outcomes[86]. Mishra et al[87] studied the 
role of NSBB (vs glue therapy) in primary prophylaxis, 
comparing them to injection therapy with NButyl2

Propanolol Carvedilol Nadalol

Proposed mechanism of 
action

β-1 activity to reduce cardiac output and 
reduce portal blood flow through splanchnic 

vasoconstriction via β-2 blockade

β-1 activity to reduce cardiac output 
and reduce portal blood flow through 

splanchnic vasoconstriction via β-2 
blockade. Additional intrinsic α1-

adrenergic activity

β-1 activity to reduce cardiac output 
and reduce portal blood flow through 

splanchnic vasoconstriction via β-2 
blockade

Side efffects/cautions1 Hypotension, bradycardia, caution in 
peripheral vascular disease/asthma.

Hypotension (more profound than 
others), bradycardia, caution in 

peripheral vascular disease/asthma.

Hypotension, bradycardia, caution in 
peripheral vascular disease/asthma.

To be discontinued at time of SBP, renal 
impairment and hypotension1

To be discontinued at time of SBP, renal 
impairment and hypotension1

To be discontinued at time of SBP, 
renal impairment and hypotension1

Indications Primary prophylaxis of variceal haemorrhage 
(Level 1A, grade A). In combination with VBL 
for secondary prevention (Level 1a, grade A)2

Primary prophylaxis of variceal 
haemorrhage (Level 1a, grade A). In 
combination with VBL for secondary 

prevention (Level 1b, grade B)2

Primary prophylaxis of variceal 
haemorrhage (Level 1a, grade A). In 
combination with VBL for secondary 

prevention (Level 1a, grade A)2

Dose 40 mg BD if tolerated or once HR < 50-55 bpm 12.5 mg OD if tolerated or once HR < 
50-55 bpm

40mg OD (maximum dose 240 mg) or 
once HR < 50-55 bpm

Mode of administration Oral Oral Oral

1For consideration of re-introduction after acute event and depending on clinical judgement; 2NSBB combined with VBL as standard of care in secondary 
prevention[23,65]. BD: Bi-daily; OD: Once daily; SBP: Spontaneous bacterial peritonitis; VBL: Variceal band ligation; NSBB: Non-selective beta-blocker.

Table 2  Types of non-selective beta-blocker used in cirrhosis
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Cyanoacrylate glue therapy in the prevention of rebleed
ing of gastric varices. In 67 patients, the group receiving 
injection therapy after index bleed had a lower rebleeding 
rate and lower mortality when compared the NSBB group 
(15% vs 55%, P = 0.004 and 3% vs 25%, P = 0.024 
respectively). In another paper in the setting of gastric 
varices, Hung et al[88] compared the effects of endoscopic 
injection obturation therapy alone compared to that of 
obturation combined with NSBB in 95 patients after a 
gastric variceal haemorrhage. Overall rebleeding and 
survival rates were not different between the two groups 
(P = 0.336 and 0.936, respectively), thus the optimal 
role of NSBB in patients after an index gastric variceal 
haemorrhage remains in question. The British Society of 
Gastroenterology (BSG) recent guidelines[67] stated that 
NSBB treatment could be considered in selected high 
risk patients with large gastrooesophageal type 2[86] 
(extending down from the oesophagus below the gastro
oesophageal junction into the fundus) after “taking into 
account the patient’s preferences and clinical judgment”.

NSBB: THE CURRENT CONTROVERSIES
NSBBs: A deleterious role in advanced cirrhosis?
With the role of NSBBs in portal hypertension and 
variceal haemorrhage prevention established, the tide 
however has changed in the last few years with a series 
of high profile publications questioning their safety in 
advanced cirrhosis[20,21,89,90]. The detrimental effect of 
NSBB in patients with ascites was initially provoked in 
a study by Bañares et al[57] with the aim of the study 
to explore the role of NSBBs in reducing HVPG when 
patients randomized to carvedilol or propranolol, with 
the former showing a greater reduction in HVPG (19% 
± 2% vs 12% ± 2%, P = 0.001). There was however 
a tendency towards an increase in the dose of diuretics 
required in the carvedilol arm (27% vs 8%, P = 0.07), 
suggesting that carvedilol may worsen ascites. As 
cirrhosis progresses after the development of varices, 
ascites later can form as the disease gets more advanced 
as proposed by D’Amico et al[75]. Thus with a suggestion 
of ascites being worsened by NSBB in the study by 
Bañares et al[57], the role of NSBBs in advancing cirrhosis 
was studied in more detail. 

The potential detrimental effect of NSBB in the setting 
of patients with ascites undergoing a large volume para
centesis (LVP) was studied by Sersté et al[89]. In this cross 
over trial of 10 patients, haemodynamics and plasma 
renin levels were assessed pre, immediately post and 
7 d post LVP in patients on propranolol. The NSBB was 
phased out and then measurements repeated in a similar 
fashion. When on NSBB immediately postLVP the HR 
did not change (P = 0.61) however the MAP significantly 
fell (P = 0.007). When off NSBB, immediately post-LVP 
the MAP significantly fell again (P = 0.003) however 
with a significant rise in HR (P = 0.001). The authors 
proposed that immediately postLVP that NSBB may 
indeed cause a PICD with a lack of rise of compensatory 
HR in patients on NSBB, which may account for a degree 

of tissue hypoperfusion. Thus it was proposed that NSBB 
may indeed contribute to PICD in patients on NSBBs. 
It is however worth noting that these findings were not 
replicated in another study[91] exploring the relationship 
between changes in HVPG induced by NSBB and the 
development of ascites in compensated cirrhosis (with 
severe portal hypertension). Eightythree patients without 
any previous decompensation of cirrhosis, HVPG ≥ 12 
mmHg and large oesophageal varices were included. 
Haemodynamic studies prior to NSBB (nadolol) were 
performed and then repeated at 13 mo later. This group 
showed that patients in whom NSBB reduced HVPG by ≥ 
10% (“NSBBresponders”) indeed had a lower probability 
of developing ascites (19% vs 57% at 3 years, P < 0.001), 
refractory ascites (P = 0.007), and HRS (P = 0.027). It 
is worth noting however that these two studies[90,91] were 
not directly comparable due to slightly different patient 
cohorts in that one had decompensated patients and the 
other compensated cirrhotic patients.

The role of NSBBs in refractory ascites has further 
been questioned by the same French group in a high 
impact publication[20] outwith the paracentesis setting. 
In this prospective landmark study, 151 patients were 
studied (77 on propranolol) with refractory ascites. The 
1year survival was indeed worse than those receiving 
propranolol [19% (95%CI: 9%29%) vs 64% (95%CI: 
52%76%), P < 0.0001)]. Along with NSBB, hypona
traemia, Childs C class and renal dysfunction were 
predictors of mortality on multivariant analysis. It was 
concluded that NSBBs are contraindicated in patients 
with refractory ascites and led to a change in the use 
of NSBBs in cirrhosis in some parts of the international 
Hepatology community. 

In advanced cirrhosis when bacterial translocation 
is high, and patients are prone to infections, the role of 
prophylactic antibiotics is clear but the place of NSBBs 
has been cast into some doubt. Mandorfer et al[90] 

explored in a retrospective cohort of 607 patients the 
effects of NSBBs in advanced cirrhosis. NSBBs were 
shown to improve transplantfreesurvival in patients 
without SBP - HR = 0.75; 95%CI: 0.581-0.968; P = 
0.027). On development of SBP however, NSBBs were 
associated with haemodynamic compromise (systolic 
arterial pressure < 100 mmHg 38% vs 18% those not 
on NSBB, P = 0.002), but more importantly increased 
incidence of HRS (24% vs 11%, P = 0.027), and reduced 
transplant free survival (HR = 1.58, 95%CI: 1.098-2.274, 
P = 0.014). This along with the data from a meta-
analysis by Senzolo et al[60] showing NSBB preventing 
SBP potentially suggests NSBBs are indeed beneficial 
in prevention of SBP until late on when infection sets in 
and patients have difficulty mounting a compensatory 
cardiac/organ perfusion response on NSBBs.

NSBBs and the window hypothesis
Following on from the Sersté et al[20,89] studies, it was 
proposed that NSBBs were only beneficial during a set 
time window in the progression of cirrhosis with portal 
hypertension[21]. The “window hypothesis” proposed 
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that there may be no benefit in early cirrhosis when 
there is less risk of bacterial translocation, no increase 
in the sympathetic nervous system activity, and when 
the cardiac compensatory reserve is preserved, i.e., a 
milder splanchnic and systemic haemodynamic state[42] 

(Figure 2). In advancing cirrhosis however there is an 
upregulation of the reninangiotensinaldosterone axis 
with salt and water preservation to attempt to com
pensate for a reduced effective arterial circulation (due to 
splanchnic vasodilatation)/cardiac output[92]. This leads 
to salt and water retention, and ascites formation and a 
loss of compensatory reserve with often hypoperfusion to 
organs as a result. The maintenance of effective perfusion 
to organs is critical especially in the face of infection, at 
it was proposed that at this stage the window closes 
and NSBBs may indeed be detrimental[21]. As cirrhosis 
develops however, NSBB were felt to be beneficial in 
reducing variceal haemorrhage and reducing bacterial 
translocation with an increasing sympathetic nervous 
system drive. The window was then felt to close as 

cirrhosis progresses, patients develops refractory ascites 
and NSBBs were thought to exert a negative impact 
on the cardiac compensatory reserve. With MAP being 
found to be an independent predictor of survival in 
patients with cirrhosis and ascites[93] it was proposed[21] 
that NSBBs by lowering MAP may indeed contribute 
further to hypoperfusion of organs (especially in the 
context of further sepsisinduced vasodilatation) leading 
to an increase in mortality or HRS  well known to be 
associated with arterial underfilling from splanchnic 
vasodilatation[94]. 

NSBB-refractory ascites cessation: The rebuttal?
The data from Sersté et al[20] is indeed compelling, with 
a change of practice recommended following years of 
usage of NSBBs in cirrhosis and advanced disease. One 
important comment is that to date there has been no 
RCT showing a deleterious effect of NSBBs in patients 
with cirrhosis and refractory ascites. There were a 
number of criticisms of the landmark study raised from 

Cardiac compensatory reserve  SNS

Gut bacterial
translocation

? Extension of “open” window for NSBB use in 
a subgroup of patients on transplant waiting list 
(even with refractory ascites) as suggested by 
Leithead et al [22]

NSBB have no 
effect on survival 
in early cirrhosis 

Established NSBB improve survival reducing 
bacterial translocation and improving survival post-
variceal haemorrhage and prevention of 1st variceal 
haemorrhage

Window closure

Role for 
prophylactic 
antibiotics[102]

Progression of liver disease

Early cirrhosis                      Compensated cirrhosis                                Decompensated cirrhosis                                 End-stage cirrhosis

Low risk of bacterial              Increased bacterial transloaction                  Increased bacterial transloaction                      Increased bacterial translocation
translocation

Cardiac compensatory           Cardiac compensatory reserve intact            Cardiac compensatory reserve blunted              Cardiac compensatory reserve 
intact                                  with good perfusion to organs                      with variable perfusion to organs                      impaired

Intact SNS                           Increase in SNS activity                               Increase in SNS activity                                   Maximal SNS activity

Figure 2  Extended - “window hypothesis” adapted and revised from Krag et al[21]. The window hypothesis illustrates that in early portal hypertension when low 
risk of bacterial translocation and adequate cardiac compensatory reserve, NSBBs have no effect on survival[25,67]. As disease progresses and varices enlarge there is 
clear benefit of NSBB in primary and secondary prophylaxis in improving mortality and also reducing rebleeding rates. The original widow hypothesis[21] commented 
that the window for benefit of NSBBs then may indeed close in decompensated cirrhosis (e.g., patients with refractory ascites[20]) however the data from Leithead 
et al[22] would suggest the window may indeed remain open even in such patients for a period of time. This window however may indeed close once patients have 
developed an episode of SBP[90]. SNS: Sympathetic nervous system activity; NSBB: Non-selective beta-blocker; SBP: Spontaneous bacterial peritonitis.
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? Window closes for NSBBs in subgroup of 
patients developing SBP as suggested by 
Mandorfer et al [90]
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sections of the Hepatology community from the paper by 
Sersté et al[20]. On exploring the patient demographics in 
more detail, all patients who had NSBBs had confirmed 
varices, however in the group not receiving them only 
4.1% had varices. Patients in the NSBB arm were 
indeed sicker with a difference in bilirubin levels (56 vs 
48 mg/dL, P = 0.01), lower sodium levels and more 
encephalopathy which may have influenced outcome. 
Furthermore, the NSBB arm had more Child Pugh Grade 
C patients and also more patients with hepatocellular 
carcinoma (HCC). There was no comment in the paper 
about the alcohol intake of the patient cohorts, and with 
similar MELD and Child Pugh scores, that there may 
have been a potential for patients in the NSBB arm 
having acute alcoholic hepatitis thus accounting for the 
hyperbilirubinaemia, a condition with a poor prognosis. 
Alcohol alone has been shown to cause microvasculature 
obstruction and capillarization of hepatic sinusoids 
may lead to rises in portal pressure[95] thus introducing 
some potential variability into the study. Other variables 
between the patient cohort was that the NSBB has a 
lower arterial pressures (P < 0.0001)  which rather 
than secondary to the effects of NSBBs may have indeed 
reflected a sicker cohort of patients with lower cardiac 
output or indeed an impaired cardiac compensatory 
reserve even prior to NSBB institution. In the subset of 
patients (39%) who had HVPG monitoring, there was no 
significant difference in the HVPG in these patients 20 
(± 4.5) mmHg in the NSBB group vs 19.1 (± 5) mmHg 
in those without NSBB. Again this leads evidence that 
rather than NSBB having a deleterious causative effect, 
the differences in patient characteristics may have had 
more to do with the outcomes. The next major area of 
interest in this paper, was that on multivariant analysis 
apart from use of NSBB, class of Child Pugh, HCC, 
aetiology of refractory ascites, renal impairment and 
hyponatraemia were all independent predictors of death. 
Interestingly however MELD score did not come out as 
a predictor of death despite its use in scoring patients 
to predict mortality[9598] in patients with cirrhosis and on 
waiting lists for liver transplantation. 

Recently the question of NSBB and their effects in 
advanced portal hypertension was studied from our own 
group in the United Kingdom. Leithead et al[22] examined 
the role of NSBBs on patients listed for adult liver transplan
tation in a single centre. In this retrospective study, 322 
patients listed for liver transplantation were studied  with 
all patients having ascites (34.8% had refractory ascites). 
In a multivariate competing risk Cox model, patients on 
NSBB had reduced mortality compared with matched 
non-NSBB patients (HR = 0.55, 95%CI: 0.32-0.95, P = 
0.032). Similarly, in the subgroup of patients with refractory 
ascites (n = 117), NSBB remained independently 
associated with less wait-list death (adjusted HR = 
0.35; 95%CI: 0.14-0.86, P = 0.022). The strengths of 
this study included a well matched patient group, large 
numbers, advanced liver disease patients on the liver 
transplant waiting list abstinent from alcohol. It should 
be noted that the study groups were indeed different 

from that in the study from Sersté et al[20] with patients 
in this study being highly selected group, listed for liver 
transplantation. The study however had some criticisms 
including the retrospective single centre design. Selection 
bias must be considered in any nonrandomised trial. To 
counter this, the study group used propensity risk score 
matching to try to mimimise selection bias. Patients were 
on lower doses of NSBB when compared to the study 
of Sersté et al[20] however another criticism was a was a 
lack of haemodynamic measurements in this study[22]. 

Leithead et al[22] proposed that the benefit of NSBB 
this may indeed be due to the reduction of bacterial 
translocation in patients listed for liver transplantation 
with ascites, and that NSBB may indeed reduce low 
level of the systemic inflammatory response in such 
patients, which in effect may reduce portal pressure too. 
Systemic inflammatory response (SIRS) is increasingly 
recognised as a pathogenetic factor in the circulatory 
dysfunction of advanced cirrhosis; patients with child-
pugh class C disease have a greater frequency of bac
terial translocation, and patients (who have ascites) 
with evidence of endotoxemia have more pronounced 
circulatory dysfunction[96,97]. Leithead et al[22] proposed 
that the window hypothesis may actually stay longer 
open for a subset of patients with refractory ascites. A 
retrospective series from another large United Kingdom 
transplant centre[98] reviewed patients who had refractory 
ascites attending for LVP. Of 114 consecutive patients, 
36 patients were receiving a NSBB with no differences in 
survival found between the groups (P = 0.93). Doses of 
propranolol used in this study were between 4080 mg. 
One important way to add information to the argument 
regarding the safety, efficacy and benefit of NSBBs 
in advanced liver disease/cirrhosis and patients with 
ascites would be through a metaanalytical approach. A 
recent review by Kimer et al[99] rather than perform a 
metaanalysis reviewed studies and their characteristics 
reported on the heterogeneity of the study designs and 
definitions of ascites. Following this, they reported on their 
own experience in 61 patients with cirrhosis and refractory 
ascites with no increase in mortality in patients on 
NSBBs. In the 2015 AASLD meeting, Chirapongsathorn 
et al[100] reported on a metaanalysis of 4 RCTs and 8 
observational studies including 2486 patients with ascites. 
When compared to patients not on NSBBs, the use of 
NSBBs was found not to increase mortality in patients 
with ascites (RR = 0.94; 95%CI: 0.6-1.47, P = 0.77) or 
with refractory ascites (RR = 0.86, 95%CI: 0.47-1.57; 
P = 0.63). The use of NSBBs was not associated with 
death at 6 mo, 1 year or 2 years. A notable limitation is 
the heterogeneity of the studies included in such meta
analyses. Some patients may be late in the advanced 
liver cirrhosis stage (such as the cohort in our own study 
listed for liver transplantation[22]) and others earlier on in 
the window hypothesis where there indeed is a degree of 
cardiac compensatory reserve, and may be less likely to 
suffer major haemodynamic disturbances when an insult 
occurs such as infections (Table 3). 

In a recent study by Bossen et al[101], data from 3 trials 
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of 1198 patients was reviewed in a posthoc analysis to 
assess the effect of the use of NSBBs on mortality in 
patients with cirrhosis including the subgroup who had 
ascites. A coxregression analysis was performed to 
assess for mortality once correcting for variables between 
groups of patients on NSBBs (n = 559) compared 
to those not (n = 629). The data were taken from 3 
trials conducted to assess the safety of satavaptan in 
treating ascites. Two hundred and forty patients had 
diuretic refractory ascites requiring regular paracentesis 
- although the definition and categorization of refractory 
or diuretic responsive ascites was down to independent 
clinicians per site. The important finding from such a 
wellconstructed, rigorous and clinically relevant study/
analysis was that NSBBs did not increase mortality or 
hospitilisation in patients with cirrhosis or in the subgroup 
of those with refractory ascites. Although there were 
no portal pressure measurements performed and a 
lack of data on the presence of varices (thus lack of 
markers of severity of portal hypertension), this was a 

real world practice/experience. The authors also tried 
to address the subgroups who have differences in 
systemic haemodynamics within the window hypothesis 
based on MAP with no obvious effect on mortality 
between groups. Interestingly during the followup 
period, 29% of those on NSBB at the beginning of entry 
to trials stopped these, reflecting possible current day 
practice. This cessation of NSBB was thereafter linked 
to a sharp increase in mortality and coincided with not 
only hospitalization but also variceal bleeding, bacterial 
infection, and/or development of the HRS. Despite being 
a well conducted trial with actual clinical data, it should 
be noted that only 133 patients had a MELD score > 
18, thus may not actually have been further down the 
window hypothesis pathway. Furthermore, as the NSBBs 
were stopped midway through study/admission it is 
difficult to conclude mortality would/would not have 
differed if they had actually been continued to the end
points stated. Patients on NSBBs had a median MAP 
of 83 mmHg which was similar to the group who were 

Ref. Year, country Study design Findings/recommendations Strenghts/weaknesses of study (if applicable)

Bañares et al[57] 2002, Spain Randomised controlled 
trial

More favorable reduction of HVPG 
comparing carvedilol with propranolol 

however an increase in diuretic 
requirement in patients on carvedilol 

suggesting potential worsening of ascites

Increased requirement of diuretic not a hard 
end-point

Sersté et al[20] 2010, France Single centre 
observational 

prospective case study

Patients on NSBB in refractory ascites 
having higher 1-year mortality than those 

not on NSBB

Non-randomised
Lack of haemodynamic data.
No competing risk analysis

Mandorfer et al[90] 2014, Australia Single centre 
retrospective study

NSBB associated with higher transplant 
free survival but increase in renal 

dysfunction and mortality following 
episode of SBP

Groups not well matched at baseline with 
NSBB group having higher bilirubin in 

subgroup analysis

Leithead et al[22] 2015, United 
Kingdom

Single centre, 
retrospective case study

NSBB associated with reduced wait-
list mortality and a higher likelihood of 

survival to transplantation

Lack of haemodynamic measurements.
Non randomized.

Well matched groups
Tripathi et al[67] 2015, United 

Kingdom
British guidelines NSBB to be continued till episode of SBP, 

hypotension of renal failure (based on 
level 2b, Grade B evidence)

National guidelines based on all available 
evidence

Kimer et al[99] 2015, Denmark 61 patients with cirrhosis 
and ascites (following a 

review of 14 trials)

No survival difference in patients on/not 
NSBBs in patient cohorts with ascites

Small retrospective analysis

de Franchis[25] 2015, 
International 

Meeting consensus 
statements

NSBB dose reduction or discontinuation 
can be considered if hypotension/
hyponatraemia or renal function 

impairment in patients with refractory 
ascites. If a clear precipitant for these 

(e.g., SBP), NSBB can be restarted once 
parameters normalised

International consensus statements based on 
evidence

Robins et al[98] 2014, United 
Kingdom

Letter - retrospective 
review of 114 patients 

undergoing LVP

No significant difference in survival 
comparing patients on NSBB and those 

not

Small retrospective series

Bossen et al[101] 2015, Denmark 
and France

Post-hoc analysis of 3 
RCTs

NSBBs not associated with increase in 
mortality in patients with cirrhosis and 

ascites
Cessation of NSBB linked thereafter 
to increase in mortality due to liver 

decompensation events

Multicentre trials, 3 RCTs, large data set and 
reflective of real world experience.

Lack of haemodyamic studies and assessment 
of severity of portal hypertension.

NSBBs stopped during admission so? true 
reflection of their effects on mortality

Table 3  Summary of studies/recent guidelines with non-selective beta-blocker in advanced cirrhosis

HVPG: Hepatic venous pressure gradient; SBP: Spontaneous bacterial peritonitis; LVP: Large volume paracentesis; NSBB: Non-selective beta-blocker; RCTs: 
Randomised controlled trials.
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not on a NSBB and therefore are not representative of 
the group previously shown to be harmed by the use 
of NSBBs. The authors concluded that discontinuation 
of NSBBs increased the mortality by over 5 times. It is 
more biologically plausible that this increase is due to 
the reasons NSBBs were discontinued in the first place, 
i.e., hospitalization, infections and bleeding. It is likely 
that NSBBs would have impaired the cardiovascular 
reserve during these episodes thus contributing to the 
higher mortality. This relationship could have been 
demonstrated by close monitoring of MAP of patients 
on NSBBs after their discontinuation. This is a major 
limitation of studies performing post hoc analysis.

RECENT ADVANCES AND FUTURE 
DIRECTIONS OF NSBBs IN LIVER 
DISEASE
NSBBs: Bacterial translocation and effect in infections
The role of NSBBs in advanced cirrhosis certainly needs 
further evaluation. A large multicentre trial looking at the 
beneficial or deleterious effects of NSBBs in outcome of 
patients with advanced portal hypertension, especially 
in patients with ascites is clearly required. With the 
data suggesting that NSBBs have a deleterious effect 
after 1st episode of SBP[90], but with conflicting animal 
data suggesting NSBBs may indeed reduce bacterial 
translocation across the gut[59] the optimal timing of 
administration of NSBBs and their role in infection 
prevention or clinical deterioration needs to be clarified. 
Another issue is whether in patients who are at high risk 
of SBP as per the criteria outlined by Fernández et al[102] 

(child-pugh score ≥ 9 points with serum bilirubin level ≥
3 mg/dL) or impaired renal function (serum creatinine 
level ≥ 1.2 mg/dL, blood urea nitrogen level ≥ 25 
mg/dL, or serum sodium level ≤ 130 mEq/L) in whom 
primary prophylaxis is recommended should have their 
NSBBs discontinued or not, and also the optimal timing 
thereafter for reintroduction? Current BSG guidelines[67] 
suggest that NSBB are indeed discontinued at time of 
first advent of SBP however the lead up to this in those at 
high risk is not clear, and the potential benefits of NSBB 
in prophylaxis of variceal haemorrhage and reduction of 
potential lowgrade SIRS/bacterial translocation need to 
be weighed up against the development of SBP. Clinical 
judgment however is required with reintroduction of 
NSBB once an acute septic hit has resolved. In patients 
with refractory ascites, the Baveno Ⅵ guidelines[25] 
state that NSBBs should be discontinued if hypotension 
(systolic blood pressure < 90 mmHg, hyponatraemia (< 
130 mEq/L) or AKI. They state if a clear precipitant such 
as SBP (or gastrointestinal bleed) than NSBB should be 
considered to be restarted once the parameters cited 
normalise  however the grading of evidence for these 
statements was 5:D (expert opinions based on non
systematic reviews)  thus it should be interpreted with 
caution. Also cessation of NSBB in infective states such 
as SBP should be done with caution as SBP can increase 

portal pressure itself via bacterial translocation and 
thus a proinflammatory release at a sinusoidal level 
with consequent rise in portal pressure[103]. Rather than 
cessation of NSBB completely, in the author’s opinion 
continuation with close observation may be a preferable 
strategy, although further trials are warranted for this 
approach. Potentially stratifying patients into risk of SBP 
based on not only the Fernández et al[102] criteria, but 
using variceal assessment and HVPG (or noninvasive 
portal pressure studies) may allow a future study to look 
into randomising patients to NSBB alone, NSBB with 
primary prophylaxis of antibiotics or antibiotics alone, and 
then following patients up for the advents of SBP and 
variceal haemorrhage. 

NSBBs and portal vein thrombosis
Another area to be studied is the effect of NSBBs on 
portal blood flow, and whether this could lead to portal 
vein thrombosis (PVT) due to stagnant blood flow within 
the portal vein. Qi et al[104] discussed the hypothesis of 
NSBB potentially causing a reduction of portal vein inflow 
however with a lack of any large trials this area is still 
hypothetical. To date, one small unpublished study[105] 
found in 56 cirrhotic patients (with no HCC) who had 
an ultrasound every 6 mo on followup, on multivariant 
analysis the use on NSBB was an independent predictor 
of PVT (OR = 3.3, 95%CI: 1.4-6.8, P < 0.001). In 
another study published in abstract form retrospectively 
studied a large cohort of 568 patients assessing for 
factors predictive of the development of PVTs[106]. Although 
only 23 patients developed PVT, on mutlivariant analysis 
NSBBs were a risk factor for development of PVT (OR 
= 4.3, 95%CI: 1.4-12.6; P = 0.01). Larger published 
studies however are needed to explore this association in 
more detail, with ideally HVPG measurements. 

NSBBs and HVPG
One area pertaining to NSBB research is indeed the 
measurement of HVPG and guided response when 
using any medical therapies  especially NSBBs. This 
modality is only reserved in specialist centres, often in 
a research setting only. The absence of assessment of 
haemodynamic response remains a criticism levelled at 
multiple research papers in the field, even those that 
have suggested changes in clinical practice in patients 
on NSBBS[20,22]. The role of NSBB  especially carvedilol 
with its more potent effect than propranolol in primary 
prophylaxis in small varices or even the prevention of 
variceal formation is not clear as yet, and longitudinal 
studies are required in this field, to see if the NSBB 
window for opening can be extended earlier in the 
disease course. Also studies comparing carvedilol with 
the other NSBBs are required in both a primary and 
secondary prophylaxis setting and in patients with 
advanced cirrhosis. If patients are diagnosed with non
invasive evidence of portal hypertension from imaging, 
blood work or elastography methods (after endoscopic 
verification of no varices or small varices)[107] a RCT is 
needed to assess intermittently the development of 
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varices comparing propranolol, carvedilol, nadolol and 
placebo. A recent systematic review and metaanalysis of 
5 studies comparing carvedilol and propranolol suggested 
better haemodynamic reduction profile of carvedilol 
however commented on the lack of “quality” of the 
trials[108].

Other areas of interest include the role of combined 
different types of NSBB with VBL after a variceal 
haemorrhage compared to NSBB alone, to attempt 
to show what is the optimal therapy for prevention of 
rebleeding. In a trial from Egypt[109] published in abstract 
form, propranolol was studied in the prevention of 
recurrence of varices after endoscopic eradication. Ninety 
patients who had varices eradicated (primary and secon
dary prophylaxis) were divided into just followup alone 
(n = 43) or propranolol (n = 47). Propranolol use was 
associated with a delay in time to recurrence of varices, 
but not in the recurrence of varices. Also teasing out 
which NSBB reduces rebleeding rates superiorly is indeed 
required in a potential trial. A combined or an additive 
approach needs to be studied further, where if there is 
a failure to reduce size of varices (or reduce HVPG) by 
either banding or NSBBs alone, and assessing whether 
an addition of the other modalities improves HVPG 
reduction and rebleeding rates. To explore these issues in 
more detail, wellconstructed likely multicentre RCTs large 
studies are required. This not only applies to oesophageal 
varices but gastric varices as well when patients cannot 
be entered necessarily into a band ligation programme 
after a herald bleed, thus more interest in NSBB could be 
applicable in prevention of gastric variceal rebleeding  
and comparison of different NSBBs.

NSBBs and alcoholic hepatitis and ACLF
Another potential area of interest could be the role of 
NSBBs in patients with acute alcoholic hepatitis, one of 
the most florid manifestations of liver disease. Although 
in the studies from Plevris et al[70] there was no benefit 
in prevention of 1st variceal bleed in a cohort of patients 
with chronic liver disease, assessment of levels of pro
inflammatory cytokines, and even gut bacterial translo-
cation rates in experimental models of alcoholic hepatitis 
when NSBBs administered and when not would be 
interesting. As the mice models have shown, NSBBs can 
significantly lower portal pressures, but also speed up 
intestinal transit times and also lower rates of bacterial 
overgrowth and translocation[59]. In this study propranolol 
was used, thus the role of carvedilol would be interesting. 
This could then be translated to an alcoholic hepatitis 
patient cohort with measurements of portal pressure 
and pro-inflammatory cytokine release, and to assess if 
NSBBs had a role in prevention of HRS or worsening of 
it. A recent retrospective study from Sersté et al[23] tried 
to answer this question, identifying 139 biopsy proven 
patients with alcoholic hepatitis with 34.5% receiving 
a NSBB. These patients had lower heart rates, MAP 
but comparable MELD cores and Maddrey discriminant 
functions to the nonNSBB arm. There was a higher 
168d cumulative incidence of AKI found in the NSBB 

group (P = 0.0001) however similar 168-d transplant 
free survival between the groups. Thus it may well be 
that patients with Alcoholic Hepatitis and a marked SIRS 
component with marked systemic vasodilatation may not 
indeed benefit from NSBBs, whereas another subgroup 
where bacterial translocation (in the earlier stages of 
disease) can be reduced may benefit having NSBBs 
continued. The effect of NSBBs on SIRS was studied in 
a high profile study from Mookerjee et al[24], this time 
in patients with ACLF. In this prospective observational 
study, 349 patients were studied with 47% receiving 
NSBBs. The advent of ACLF was observed with lower 
rates of ACLF in patients at presentation (P = 0.047) who 
were on NSBBs. On followup patients on NSBBs had 
a better 28d survival [estimated risk reduction 0.596 
(95%CI: 0.361-0.985; P = 0.0436)] and improvement 
in survival was associated with a significantly lower 
white cell count [NSBB: 8.5 (5.8); no NSBB: 10.8 (6.6); 
P = 0.002] suggesting those on NSBBs may either 
be more effective in those patients who have lower 
levels/grade of SIRS or may potentially reduce SIRS 
via effects on bacterial translocation in ACLF patients. A 
major limitation of this study is the lack of methods to 
control for differences in baseline characteristics between 
NSBBs and nonNSBBs groups, such as propensity 
score matching. A significant proportion of patients 
discontinued NSBBs for reasons that are not clear.   

NSBBs and HCC
NSBBs, by way of potential reducing bacterial translo
cation and also reducing levels of SIRS may indeed have a 
hypothetical benefit in reducing the portal load of danger 
signals/molecules from the gut to the liver, with a potential 
benefit in altering the cascade in development of HCC. 
HCC is known to be linked to bacterial translocation and 
liver inflammation through Toll-like receptor signalling[110], 
thus one could propose NSBBs may have a beneficial 
effect in preventing signalling and translocation. There is a 
clear association between the inflammatory cascade and 
HCC formation[111] thus reducing the bacterial translocation 
stimulus for inflammation could be an important step in 
cancer prevention. At experimental level, NSBBs have 
also been shown to inhibit key processes involved in 
tumour development such as decreasing angiogenesis 
by inhibiting vascular endothelial growth factors, and 
by blocking adrenergicmediated stimulation that can 
promote angiogenesis[112]. Betablockers too may block 
cell proliferation, migration, invasion, resistance to 
programmed cell death and metastasis too[113,114] and 
have been shown to improve the effect of some chemo
therapeutic agents[115]. To this end a systematic review 
from Thiele et al[116] recently examined 23 trials on 2618 
patients with cirrhosis to see if there was a link between 
patients on NSBB and reduction in incidence of HCC. 
The study found that NSBBs did not reduce HCC related 
mortality. Of the 47 of 694 (NSBB arm) developed HCC vs 
65 of 697 controls (risk difference -0.026; 95%CI: -0.052 
to -0.001; number needed to treat 38 patients). This area 
certainly requires further research.
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NSBBs and stratification of patients per window 
hypothesis
Further complex mathematical modelling may indeed be 
required to retrospectively delineate cohorts of patients 
however this will be very difficult given the trials/study 
designs and captured data already gained. A well designed 
RCT however with long term followup assessing for 
markers of SIRS, portal pressure assessments, physiological 
parameter assessments, recording of septic insults, and 
cardiac function studies (ideally noninvasively) may 
add more information in the future. In a recent abstract 
the role of myocardial dysfunction was investigated by 
Giannelli et al[117]. In 583 patients undergoing liver 
transplantation assessment, 34% had refractory ascites. 
Patients had invasive cardiac assessment in including 
a right heart catheterization (right and left ventricular 
stroke work index assessments). Patients with refractory 
ascites had a significantly lower MAP, heart rate and 
a higher HVPG than those without refractory ascites 
as well as lower right and left heart stroke work index 
assessments. NSBBs were associated with a significant 
drop in the left ventricular stroke work index in patients 
with refractory ascites compared to those not on NSBBs, 
however there was no difference noted between the 
2 groups in patients without refractory ascites. These 
findings may support the original window hypothesis[21] 
that NSBBs may indeed have a negative effect on the 
cardiac compensatory reserve in advanced cirrhosis (listed 
for transplantation in the study from Giannelli et al[117]. 
For future studies noninvasive modalities measuring 
cardiac function (e.g., functional Magnetic resonance 

imaging) in cirrhosis may be more helpful to tease 
out the cardiovascular shifts occurring as liver disease 
progresses in patients with ascites and on NSBBs. 

The effect of NSBBs in patients with cirrhosis affecting 
acute insults such as the development of HRS or AKI 
is an important area following on from the Mandorfer 
et al[90] study. Future studies describing or assessing 
outcomes of patients on NSBBs within different phases 
of the window hypothesis clearly need to examine 
these acute insults that lead to hospital admission of 
patients. In a recent multicenter study[118] from the North 
American Consortium for the Study of End Stage Liver 
Disease, 981 patients with cirrhosis admitted to hospital 
were studied. It was found that patients on NSBBs 
developed AKI compared to those not on NSBBs (49% 
vs 41%, P = 0.019), however whilst NSBBs were indeed 
found by backward elimination regression analysis to be 
associated with development of AKI during admission, 
there was no association with death during admission. 
The advent of infection in those admitted and on a NSBB 
was associated with AKI compared to those without 
infection (P < 0.05). Thus as per recommendation 
within Baveno Ⅵ, there may indeed be value to 
temporarily stop NSBBs in patients who are admitted 
with a complication of cirrhosis to avoid the issue of 
hypoperfusion of the kidneys in the face of a potentially 
impaired compensatory cardiac reserve, thus avoiding 
the advent of AKI and development of HRS (Figure 3).

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, it is an exciting time for NSBBs in patients 

Clinical/radiological 
suspicion of portal 
hypertension/cirrhosis

Upper GI endoscopy

Terlipressin/antibiotics

Variceal haemorrhage

Endoscopic evidence of 
medium/large oesophageal 
varices start NSBB (primary 
prophylaxis)

Endoscopic evidence 
of large gastric varices, 
consider start nsbb per 
local policy

Gastric variceal bleed 
- glue or thrombin per 
local policy and start 
NSBB depending on 
clinician preference

Oesophageal variceal 
bleed: EVBL and 
NSBB commencement 
(secondary prophylaxis)

Progression of portal hypertension/cirrhosis

Development of ascites

Refractory ascites

Continue NSBB 
(unless centre preference 
to stop or reduce dose)

Advent of 1st episode of 
SBP, hypotension, AKI or 
hyponatraemia

Consider cessation/dose reduction of NSBB if 
any of above in context of refractory ascites. 
Consider restart NSBB once triggering episode 
has resolved depending on centre preference

Variceal rebleed

Consider radiological 
decompresion of portal 
hypertension but 
continue NSBB unitl 
definitive procedure 
done

Figure 3  Proposed algorithm of Non-selective beta-blocker usage based on current guidelines and recent papers. NSBB: Non-selective beta-blocker; GI:  
Gastrointestinal; SBP: Spontaneous bacterial peritonitis.
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with liver disease. Their role has been firmly established 
over the years in prevention of variceal haemorrhage 
and rebleeding. It has however become clear that in 
certain stages of liver disease their benefit may become 
outweighed by their deleterious effects on systemic 
haemodynamics. It is clear that in a subset of patients, 
continuing NSBBs may indeed be appropriate to prevent 
variceal haemorrhage, SBP and improve outcomes, how
ever when patients begin to deteriorate with sepsis in later 
disease or other evidence of endorgan hypoperfusion, 
then that may indeed be the time that the NSBB window 
closes. More studies are indeed required to tease out 
this exact timing for cessation, and also to expand the 
potential beneficial roles for NSBBs in the future. Not 
only does the window for NSBBs’ beneficial effects 
open, but with the recent conflicting data as their role in 
advanced cirrhosis, the debate as to when to stop NSBBs 
has indeed opened too. There is an urgent need for 
well designed prospective studies of NSBBs in patients 
with advanced liver and in the setting of SBP to define 
clinical parameters for the safe administration of these 
indispensable treatments for portal hypertension.

REFERENCES
1 Asrani SK, Larson JJ, Yawn B, Therneau TM, Kim WR. Underesti-

mation of liver-related mortality in the United States. Gastroenter
ology 2013; 145: 375-382.e1-e2 [PMID: 23583430 DOI: 10.1053/
j.gastro. 2013.04.005]

2 Lim YS, Kim WR. The global impact of hepatic fibrosis and end-
stage liver disease. Clin Liver Dis 2008; 12: 733-746 [PMID: 
18984463 DOI: 10.1016/j.cld.2008.07.007]

3 Lebrec D, Poynard T, Hillon P, Benhamou JP. Propranolol for 
prevention of recurrent gastrointestinal bleeding in patients with 
cirrhosis: a controlled study. N Engl J Med 1981; 305: 1371-1374 
[PMID: 7029276]

4 Pascal JP, Cales P. Propranolol in the prevention of first upper 
gastrointestinal tract hemorrhage in patients with cirrhosis of the 
liver and esophageal varices. N Engl J Med 1987; 317: 856-861 
[PMID: 3306385]

5 Gludd LL, Krag A. Banding ligation versus beta-blockers for 
primary prevention in oesophageal varices in adults. Cochrane 
Database Syst Rev 2012; 15: 8CD004544 [PMID: 22895942]

6 Polio J, Groszmann RJ. Hemodynamic factors involved in the 
development and rupture of esophageal varices: a pathophysiologic 
approach to treatment. Semin Liver Dis 1986; 6: 318-331 [PMID: 
3544225]

7 Garcia-Tsao G, Groszmann RJ, Fisher RL, Conn HO, Atterbury 
CE, Glickman M. Portal pressure, presence of gastroesophageal 
varices and variceal bleeding. Hepatology 1985; 5: 419-424 [PMID: 
3873388]

8 Lebrec D, De Fleury P, Rueff B, Nahum H, Benhamou JP. Portal 
hypertension, size of esophageal varices, and risk of gastroin-
testinal bleeding in alcoholic cirrhosis. Gastroenterology 1980; 79: 
1139-1144 [PMID: 6969201]

9 Abraldes JG, Tarantino I, Turnes J, Garcia-Pagan JC, Rodés J, 
Bosch J. Hemodynamic response to pharmacological treatment 
of portal hypertension and long-term prognosis of cirrhosis. 
Hepatology 2003; 37: 902-908 [PMID: 12668985]

10 D’Amico G, Garcia-Pagan JC, Luca A, Bosch J. Hepatic vein 
pressure gradient reduction and prevention of variceal bleeding 
in cirrhosis: a systematic review. Gastroenterology 2006; 131: 
1611-1624 [PMID: 17101332]

11 Feu F, Bordas JM, Luca A, García-Pagán JC, Escorsell A, Bosch J, 
Rodés J. Reduction of variceal pressure by propranolol: comparison 
of the effects on portal pressure and azygos blood flow in patients 

with cirrhosis. Hepatology 1993; 18: 1082-1089 [PMID: 8225212]
12 Smith SC Jr, Benjamin EJ, Bonow RO, Braun LT, Creager MA, 

Franklin BA, Gibbons RJ, Grundy SM, Hiratzka LF, Jones DW, 
Lloyd-Jones DM, Minissian M, Mosca L, Peterson ED, Sacco 
RL, Spertus J, Stein JH, Taubert KA. World Heart Federation and 
the Preventive Cardiovascular Nurses Association. AHA/ACCF 
secondary prevention and risk reduction therapy for patients with 
coronary and other atherosclerotic vascular disease: 2011 update: 
a guideline from the American Heart Association and American 
College of Cardiology Foundation. Circulation 2011; 124: 2458-2473 
[PMID: 22052934 DOI: 10.1161/CIR.0b013e318235eb4d]

13 Chobanian AV, Bakris GL, Black HR, Cushman WC, Green LA, 
Izzo JL, Jones DW, Materson BJ, Oparil S, Wright JT, Roccella 
EJ. The Seventh Report of the Joint National Committee on 
Prevention, Detection, Evaluation, and Treatment of High Blood 
Pressure: the JNC 7 report. JAMA 2003; 289: 2560-2572 [PMID: 
12748199]

14 Yancy CW, Jessup M, Bozkurt B, Butler J, Casey DE Jr, Drazner 
MH, Fonarow GC, Geraci SA, Horwich T, Januzzi JL, Johnson 
MR, Kasper EK, Levy WC, Masoudi FA, McBride PE, McMurray 
JJ, Mitchell JE, Peterson PN, Riegel B, Sam F, Stevenson LW, 
Tang WH, Tsai EJ, Wilkoff BL. 2013 ACCF/AHA guideline for the 
management of heart failure: a report of the American College of 
Cardiology Foundation/American  Heart Association Task Force 
on Practice Guidelines. Circulation 2013; 128: 1810-1852 [PMID: 
23741057 DOI: 10.1161/CIR.0b013e31829e8807]

15 Tripathi D, Hayes PC. Beta-blockers in portal hypertension: new 
developments and controversies. Liver Int 2014; 34: 655-667 
[PMID: 24134058 DOI: 10.1111/liv.12360]

16 Garcia-Tsao G, Bosch J. Management of varices and variceal 
hemorrhage in cirrhosis. N Engl J Med 2010; 362: 823-832 [PMID: 
20200386 DOI: 10.1056/NEJMra0901512]

17 Thiele M, Krag A, Rohde U, Gluud LL. Meta-analysis: banding 
ligation and medical interventions for the prevention of rebleeding 
from oesophageal varices. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2012; 35: 
1155-1165 [PMID: 22449261 DOI: 10.1111/j.1365-2036.2012.05074.x]

18 Poynard T, Calès P, Pasta L, Ideo G, Pascal JP, Pagliaro L, 
Lebrec D. Beta-adrenergic-antagonist drugs in the prevention of 
gastrointestinal bleeding in patients with cirrhosis and esophageal 
varices. An analysis of data and prognostic factors in 589 patients 
from four randomized clinical trials. Franco-Italian Multicenter 
Study Group. N Engl J Med 1991; 324: 1532-1538 [PMID: 1674104]

19 Reiberger T, Ulbrich G, Ferlitsch A, Payer BA, Schwabl P, Pinter 
M, Heinisch BB, Trauner M, Kramer L, Peck-Radosavljevic M. 
Carvedilol for primary prophylaxis of variceal bleeding in cirrhotic 
patients with haemodynamic non-response to propranolol. Gut 
2013; 62: 1634-1641 [PMID: 23250049 DOI: 10.1136/gutjnl- 
2012-304038]

20 Sersté T, Melot C, Francoz C, Durand F, Rautou PE, Valla D, 
Moreau R, Lebrec D. Deleterious effects of beta-blockers on 
survival in patients with cirrhosis and refractory ascites. Hepatology 
2010; 52: 1017-1022 [PMID: 20583214 DOI: 10.1002/hep.23775]

21 Krag A, Wiest R, Albillos A, Gluud LL. The window hypothesis: 
haemodynamic and non-haemodynamic effects of β-blockers 
improve survival of patients with cirrhosis during a window in the 
disease. Gut 2012; 61: 967-969 [PMID: 22234982 DOI: 10.1136/
gutjnl-2011-301348]

22 Leithead JA, Rajoriya N, Tehami N, Hodson J, Gunson BK, 
Tripathi D, Ferguson JW. Non-selective β-blockers are associated 
with improved survival in patients with ascites listed for liver 
transplantation. Gut 2015; 64: 1111-1119 [PMID: 25281417 DOI: 
10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306502]

23 Sersté T, Njimi H, Degré D, Deltenre P, Schreiber J, Lepida A, 
Trépo E, Gustot T, Moreno C. The use of beta-blockers is associated 
with the occurrence of acute kidney injury in severe alcoholic 
hepatitis. Liver Int 2015; 35: 1974-1982 [PMID: 25611961 DOI: 
10.1111/liv.12786]

24 Mookerjee RP, Pavesi M, Thomsen KL, Mehta G, MacNaughtan 
J, Bendtsten F, Coenraad M, Sperl J, Gines P, Moreau R, Arroyo V, 
Jalan R. Treatment with non-selective beta-blockers is associated 
with reduced severity of systemic inflammation and improved 

Rajoriya N et al . Non-selective beta-blockers in portal hypertension



29 March 9, 2016|Volume 5|Issue 1|WJP|www.wjgnet.com

survival of patients with acute -on-chronic-liver failure. J Hepatol 
2015; Epub ahead of print [PMID: 26519600 DOI: 10.1016/
j.jhep.2015.10.018]

25 de Franchis R. Expanding consensus in portal hypertension: 
Report of the Baveno VI Consensus Workshop: Stratifying risk and 
individualizing care for portal hypertension. J Hepatol 2015; 63: 
743-752 [PMID: 26047908 DOI: 10.1016/j.jhep.2015.05.022]

26 Nagula S, Jain D, Groszmann RJ, Garcia-Tsao G. Histological-
hemodynamic correlation in cirrhosis-a histological classification 
of the severity of cirrhosis. J Hepatol 2006; 44: 111-117 [PMID: 
16274836]

27 Deleve LD, Wang X, Guo Y. Sinusoidal endothelial cells prevent 
rat stellate cell activation and promote reversion to quiescence. 
Hepatology 2008; 48: 920-930 [PMID: 18613151 DOI: 10.1002/
hep.22351]

28 Friedman SL. Mechanisms of hepatic fibrogenesis. Gastroen
terology 2008; 134: 1655-1669 [PMID: 18471545 DOI: 10.1053/
j.gastro.2008.03.003]

29 Ismail MH, Pinzani M. Reversal of hepatic fibrosis: patho-
physiological basis of antifibrotic therapies. Hepat Med 2011; 3: 
69-80 [PMID: 24367223 DOI: 10.2147/HMER.S905]

30 Zhou Q, Hennenberg M, Trebicka J, Jochem K, Leifeld L, Biecker 
E, Sauerbruch T, Heller J. Intrahepatic upregulation of RhoA and 
Rho-kinase signalling contributes to increased hepatic vascular 
resistance in rats with secondary biliary cirrhosis. Gut 2006; 55: 
1296-1305 [PMID: 16492715]

31 Rockey D. The cellular pathogenesis of portal hypertension: 
stellate cell contractility, endothelin, and nitric oxide. Hepatology 
1997; 25: 2-5 [PMID: 8985256]

32 Gracia-Sancho J, Laviña B, Rodríguez-Vilarrupla A, García-
Calderó H, Bosch J, García-Pagán JC. Enhanced vasoconstrictor 
prostanoid production by sinusoidal endothelial cells increases 
portal perfusion pressure in cirrhotic rat livers. J Hepatol 2007; 47: 
220-227 [PMID: 17459512]

33 Bataller R, Sancho-Bru P, Ginès P, Lora JM, Al-Garawi A, Solé M, 
Colmenero J, Nicolás JM, Jiménez W, Weich N, Gutiérrez-Ramos 
JC, Arroyo V, Rodés J. Activated human hepatic stellate cells 
express the renin-angiotensin system and synthesize angiotensin II. 
Gastroenterology 2003; 125: 117-125 [PMID: 12851877]

34 Mittal MK, Gupta TK, Lee FY, Sieber CC, Groszmann RJ. Nitric 
oxide modulates hepatic vascular tone in normal rat liver. Am J 
Physiol 1994; 267: G416-G422 [PMID: 7943239]

35 Wiest R, Groszmann RJ. The paradox of nitric oxide in cirrhosis 
and portal hypertension: too much, not enough. Hepatology 2002; 
35: 478-491 [PMID: 11826425]

36 Graham DY, Smith JL. The course of patients after variceal 
hemorrhage. Gastroenterology 1981; 80: 800-809 [PMID: 
6970703]

37 Møller S, Bendtsen F, Henriksen JH. Effect of volume expansion 
on systemic hemodynamics and central and arterial blood volume 
in cirrhosis. Gastroenterology 1995; 109: 1917-1925 [PMID: 
7498657]

38 Arroyo V, Ginès P. Mechanism of sodium retention and ascites 
formation in cirrhosis. J Hepatol 1993; 17 Suppl 2: S24-S28 
[PMID: 8491967]

39 Henriksen JH, Bendtsen F, Sørensen TI, Stadeager C, Ring-Larsen 
H. Reduced central blood volume in cirrhosis. Gastroenterology 
1989; 97: 1506-1513 [PMID: 2583416]

40 Ge PS, Runyon BA. The changing role of beta-blocker therapy 
in patients with cirrhosis. J Hepatol 2014; 60: 643-653 [PMID: 
24076364 DOI: 10.1016/j.jhep.2013.09.016]

41 Groszmann RJ, Wongcharatrawee S. The hepatic venous pressure 
gradient: anything worth doing should be done right. Hepatology 
2004; 39: 280-282 [PMID: 14767976]

42 Groszmann RJ, Garcia-Tsao G, Bosch J, Grace ND, Burroughs 
AK, Planas R, Escorsell A, Garcia-Pagan JC, Patch D, Matloff 
DS, Gao H, Makuch R. Beta-blockers to prevent gastroesophageal 
varices in patients with cirrhosis. N Engl J Med 2005; 353: 
2254-2261 [PMID: 16306522]

43 Feu F, García-Pagán JC, Bosch J, Luca A, Terés J, Escorsell A, Rodés 

J. Relation between portal pressure response to pharmacotherapy 
and risk of recurrent variceal haemorrhage in patients with cirrhosis. 
Lancet 1995; 346: 1056-1059 [PMID: 7564785]

44 Ohnishi K, Nakayama T, Saito M, Hatano H, Tsukamoto T, 
Terabayashi H, Sugita S, Wada K, Nomura F, Koen H. Effects of 
propranolol on portal hemodynamics in patients with chronic liver 
disease. Am J Gastroenterol 1985; 80: 132-135 [PMID: 3881933]

45 Mastai R, Bosch J, Navasa M, Kravetz D, Bruix J, Viola C, Rodés J. 
Effects of alpha-adrenergic stimulation and beta-adrenergic blockade 
on azygos blood flow and splanchnic haemodynamics in patients 
with cirrhosis. J Hepatol 1987; 4: 71-79 [PMID: 3033061]

46 Westaby D, Melia WM, Macdougall BR, Hegarty JE, Gimson 
AE, Williams R. B1 selective adrenoreceptor blockade for the long 
term management of variceal bleeding. A prospective randomised 
trial to compare oral metoprolol with injection sclerotherapy in 
cirrhosis. Gut 1985; 26: 421-425 [PMID: 3884469]

47 Hillon P, Lebrec D, Muńoz C, Jungers M, Goldfarb G, Benhamou 
JP. Comparison of the effects of a cardioselective and a nonselective 
beta-blocker on portal hypertension in patients with cirrhosis. 
Hepatology 1982; 2: 528-531 [PMID: 7118065]

48 Lebrec D, Nouel O, Corbic M, Benhamou JP. Propranolol--a 
medical treatment for portal hypertension? Lancet 1980; 2: 180-182 
[PMID: 6105342]

49 Tripathi D, Hayes PC. Review article: a drug therapy for the 
prevention of variceal haemorrhage. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2001; 
15: 291-310 [PMID: 11207505]

50 Borchard U. Pharmacological properties of beta-adrenoceptor 
blocking drugs. J Clin Basic Cardiol 1998; 1: 5-9

51 Gatta A, Bolognesi M, Merkel C, Finucci GF, Angeli P, Sacerdoti D, 
Ruol A. Long-term effects of beta-adrenergic blockade with nadolol 
on hepatic and renal haemodynamics and function in cirrhotics. 
Clin Physiol 1987; 7: 377-387 [PMID: 3665396]

52 Escorsell A, Ferayorni L, Bosch J, García-Pagán JC, García-
Tsao G, Grace ND, Rodés J, Groszmann RJ. The portal pressure 
response to beta-blockade is greater in cirrhotic patients without 
varices than in those with varices. Gastroenterology 1997; 112: 
2012-2016 [PMID: 9178694]

53 Akbas H, Ozden M, Kanko M, Maral H, Bulbul S, Yavuz S, Ozker 
E, Berki T. Protective antioxidant effects of carvedilol in a rat model 
of ischaemia-reperfusion injury. J Int Med Res 2005; 33: 528-536 
[PMID: 16222886]

54 Hamdy N, El-Demerdash E. New therapeutic aspect for carvedilol: 
antifibrotic effects of carvedilol in chronic carbon tetrachloride-
induced liver damage. Toxicol Appl Pharmacol 2012; 261: 292-299 
[PMID: 22543095 DOI: 10.1016/j.taap.2012.04.012]

55 Bakris GL, Fonseca V, Katholi RE, McGill JB, Messerli FH, 
Phillips RA, Raskin P, Wright JT, Oakes R, Lukas MA, Anderson 
KM, Bell DS. Metabolic effects of carvedilol vs metoprolol 
in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus and hypertension: a 
randomized controlled trial. JAMA 2004; 292: 2227-2236 [PMID: 
15536109]

56 Tripathi D, Therapondos G, Lui HF, Stanley AJ, Hayes PC. 
Haemodynamic effects of acute and chronic administration of 
low-dose carvedilol, a vasodilating beta-blocker, in patients with 
cirrhosis and portal hypertension. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2002; 
16: 373-380 [PMID: 11876689]

57 Bañares R, Moitinho E, Matilla A, García-Pagán JC, Lampreave 
JL, Piera C, Abraldes JG, De Diego A, Albillos A, Bosch J. 
Randomized comparison of long-term carvedilol and propranolol 
administration in the treatment of portal hypertension in cirrhosis. 
Hepatology 2002; 36: 1367-1373 [PMID: 12447861]

58 Tripathi D, Ferguson JW, Kochar N, Leithead JA, Therapondos G, 
McAvoy NC, Stanley AJ, Forrest EH, Hislop WS, Mills PR, Hayes 
PC. Randomized controlled trial of carvedilol versus variceal band 
ligation for the prevention of the first variceal bleed. Hepatology 
2009; 50: 825-833 [PMID: 19610055 DOI: 10.1002/hep.23045]

59 Pérez-Paramo M, Muñoz J, Albillos A, Freile I, Portero F, Santos 
M, Ortiz-Berrocal J. Effect of propranolol on the factors promoting 
bacterial translocation in cirrhotic rats with ascites. Hepatology 
2000; 31: 43-48 [PMID: 10613726]

Rajoriya N et al . Non-selective beta-blockers in portal hypertension



30 March 9, 2016|Volume 5|Issue 1|WJP|www.wjgnet.com

60 Senzolo M, Cholongitas E, Burra P, Leandro G, Thalheimer U, 
Patch D, Burroughs AK. beta-Blockers protect against spontaneous 
bacterial peritonitis in cirrhotic patients: a meta-analysis. Liver 
Int 2009; 29: 1189-1193 [PMID: 19508620 DOI: 10.1111/
j.1478-3231.2009.02038]

61 Reiberger T, Ferlitsch A, Payer BA, Mandorfer M, Heinisch 
BB, Hayden H, Lammert F, Trauner M, Peck-Radosavljevic M, 
Vogelsang H. Non-selective betablocker therapy decreases intestinal 
permeability and serum levels of LBP and IL-6 in patients with 
cirrhosis. J Hepatol 2013; 58: 911-921 [PMID: 23262249 DOI: 
10.1016/j.jhep.2012.12.011]

62 Tackey E, Lipsky PE, Illei GG. Rationale for interleukin-6 block-
ade in systemic lupus erythematosus. Lupus 2004; 13: 339-343 
[PMID: 15230289]

63 Nishimoto N. Interleukin-6 in rheumatoid arthritis. Curr Opin 
Rheumatol 2006; 18: 277-281 [PMID: 16582692]

64 Idéo G, Bellati G, Fesce E, Grimoldi D. Nadolol can prevent the 
first gastrointestinal bleeding in cirrhotics: a prospective, randomized 
study. Hepatology 1988; 8: 6-9 [PMID: 3276591]

65 Lebrec D, Poynard T, Capron JP, Hillon P, Geoffroy P, Roulot D, 
Chaput JC, Rueff B, Benhamou JP. Nadolol for prophylaxis of 
gastrointestinal bleeding in patients with cirrhosis. A randomized 
trial. J Hepatol 1988; 7: 118-125 [PMID: 3053888]

66 Cheng JW, Zhu L, Gu MJ, Song ZM. Meta analysis of propranolol 
effects on gastrointestinal hemorrhage in cirrhotic patients. World J 
Gastroenterol 2003; 9: 1836-1839 [PMID: 12918133]

67 Tripathi D, Stanley AJ, Hayes PC, Patch D, Millson C, Mehrzad 
H, Austin A, Ferguson JW, Olliff SP, Hudson M, Christie JM. 
UK guidelines on the management of variceal haemorrhage in 
cirrhotic patients. Gut 2015; 64: 1680-1704 [PMID: 25887380 DOI: 
10.1136/gutjnl-2015-309262]

68 Calés P, Oberti F, Payen JL, Naveau S, Guyader D, Blanc P, 
Abergel A, Bichard P, Raymond JM, Canva-Delcambre V, Vetter D, 
Valla D, Beauchant M, Hadengue A, Champigneulle B, Pascal JP, 
Poynard T, Lebrec D. Lack of effect of propranolol in the prevention 
of large oesophageal varices in patients with cirrhosis: a randomized 
trial. French-Speaking Club for the Study of Portal Hypertension. 
Eur J Gastroenterol Hepatol 1999; 11: 741-745 [PMID: 10445794]

69 Merkel C, Marin R, Angeli P, Zanella P, Felder M, Bernardinello E, 
Cavallarin G, Bolognesi M, Donada C, Bellini B, Torboli P, Gatta A. 
A placebo-controlled clinical trial of nadolol in the prophylaxis of 
growth of small esophageal varices in cirrhosis. Gastroenterology 
2004; 127: 476-484 [PMID: 15300580]

70 Plevris JN, Elliot R, Mills PR, Hislop WS, Davies JM, Bouchier 
IA, Hayes PC. Effect of propranolol on prevention of first variceal 
bleed and survival in patients with chronic liver disease. Aliment 
Pharmacol Ther 1994; 8: 63-70 [PMID: 8186348]

71 Qi XS, Bao YX, Bai M, Xu WD, Dai JN, Guo XZ. Nonselective 
beta-blockers in cirrhotic patients with no or small varices: A meta-
analysis. World J Gastroenterol 2015; 21: 3100-3108 [PMID: 
25780311 DOI: 10.3748/wjg.v21.i10.3100]

72 Merkel C, Marin R, Enzo E, Donada C, Cavallarin G, Torboli P, 
Amodio P, Sebastianelli G, Sacerdoti D, Felder M, Mazzaro C, 
Beltrame P, Gatta A. Randomised trial of nadolol alone or with 
isosorbide mononitrate for primary prophylaxis of variceal bleeding 
in cirrhosis. Gruppo-Triveneto per L’ipertensione portale (GTIP) 
Lancet 1996; 348: 1677-1681 [PMID: 8973428]

73 García-Pagán JC, Morillas R, Bañares R, Albillos A, Villanueva C, 
Vila C, Genescà J, Jimenez M, Rodriguez M, Calleja JL, Balanzó J, 
García-Durán F, Planas R, Bosch J. Propranolol plus placebo versus 
propranolol plus isosorbide-5-mononitrate in the prevention of a first 
variceal bleed: a double-blind RCT. Hepatology 2003; 37: 1260-1266 
[PMID: 12774003]

74 Burroughs AK, Jenkins WJ, Sherlock S, Dunk A, Walt RP, Osuafor 
TO, Mackie S, Dick R. Controlled trial of propranolol for the 
prevention of recurrent variceal hemorrhage in patients with cirrhosis. 
N Engl J Med 1983; 309: 1539-1542 [PMID: 6361553]

75 D’Amico G, Pagliaro L, Bosch J. The treatment of portal hyper-
tension: a meta-analytic review. Hepatology 1995; 22: 332-354 
[PMID: 7601427]

76 Bernard B, Lebrec D, Mathurin P, Opolon P, Poynard T. Beta-adre-
nergic antagonists in the prevention of gastrointestinal rebleeding 
in patients with cirrhosis: a meta-analysis. Hepatology 1997; 25: 
63-70 [PMID: 8985266]

77 Gatta A, Merkel C, Sacerdoti D, Bolognesi M, Caregaro L, Zuin R, 
Angeli P, Ruol A. Nadolol for prevention of variceal rebleeding in 
cirrhosis: a controlled clinical trial. Digestion 1987; 37: 22-28 [PMID: 
3301478]

78 D’Amico G, Pagliaro L, Bosch J. Pharmacological treatment of 
portal hypertension: an evidence-based approach. Semin Liver Dis 
1999; 19: 475-505 [PMID: 10643630]

79 Gournay J, Masliah C, Martin T, Perrin D, Galmiche JP. Isosor-
bide mononitrate and propranolol compared with propranolol alone 
for the prevention of variceal rebleeding. Hepatology 2000; 31: 
1239-1245 [PMID: 10827148]

80 Gluud LL, Langholz E, Krag A. Meta-analysis: isosorbide-
mononitrate alone or with either beta-blockers or endoscopic 
therapy for the management of oesophageal varices. Aliment 
Pharmacol Ther 2010; 32: 859-871 [PMID: 20839387]

81 Gonzalez R, Zamora J, Gomez-Camarero J, Molinero LM, 
Bañares R, Albillos A. Meta-analysis: Combination endoscopic and 
drug therapy to prevent variceal rebleeding in cirrhosis. Ann Intern 
Med 2008; 149: 109-122 [PMID: 18626050]

82 Funakoshi N, Ségalas-Largey F, Duny Y, Oberti F, Valats JC, 
Bismuth M, Daurès JP, Blanc P. Benefit of combination β-blocker 
and endoscopic treatment to prevent variceal rebleeding: a meta-
analysis. World J Gastroenterol 2010; 16: 5982-5992 [PMID: 
21157975 DOI: 10.3748/wjg.v16.i47.5982]

83 Lo GH, Lai KH, Cheng JS, Chen MH, Huang HC, Hsu PI, Lin 
CK. Endoscopic variceal ligation plus nadolol and sucralfate 
compared with ligation alone for the prevention of variceal 
rebleeding: a prospective, randomized trial. Hepatology 2000; 32: 
461-465 [PMID: 10960435]

84 Puente A, Hernández-Gea V, Graupera I, Roque M, Colomo A, 
Poca M, Aracil C, Gich I, Guarner C, Villanueva C. Drugs plus 
ligation to prevent rebleeding in cirrhosis: an updated systematic 
review. Liver Int 2014; 34: 823-833 [PMID: 24373180 DOI: 
10.1111/liv.12452]

85 Stanley AJ, Dickson S, Hayes PC, Forrest EH, Mills PR, Tripathi 
D, Leithead JA, MacBeth K, Smith L, Gaya DR, Suzuki H, Young 
D. Multicentre randomised controlled study comparing carvedilol 
with variceal band ligation in the prevention of variceal rebleeding. 
J Hepatol 2014; 61: 1014-1019 [PMID24953021 DOI: 10.1016/
j.jhep.2014.06.015]

86 Sarin SK, Lahoti D, Saxena SP, Murthy NS, Makwana UK. 
Prevalence, classification and natural history of gastric varices: 
a long-term follow-up study in 568 portal hypertension patients. 
Hepatology 1992; 16: 1343-1349 [PMID: 1446890]

87 Mishra SR, Chander Sharma B, Kumar A, Sarin SK. Endoscopic 
cyanoacrylate injection versus beta-blocker for secondary 
prophylaxis of gastric variceal bleed: a randomised controlled 
trial. Gut 2010; 59: 729-735 [PMID: 20551457 DOI: 10.1136/
gut.2009.192039]

88 Hung HH, Chang CJ, Hou MC, Liao WC, Chan CC, Huang HC, 
Lin HC, Lee FY, Lee SD. Efficacy of non-selective β-blockers as 
adjunct to endoscopic prophylactic treatment for gastric variceal 
bleeding: a randomized controlled trial. J Hepatol 2012; 56: 
1025-1032 [PMID: 22266602 DOI: 10.1016/j.jhep.2011.12.02]

89 Sersté T, Francoz C, Durand F, Rautou PE, Melot C, Valla D, 
Moreau R, Lebrec D. Beta-blockers cause paracentesis-induced 
circulatory dysfunction in patients with cirrhosis and refractory 
ascites: a cross-over study. J Hepatol 2011; 55: 794-799 [PMID: 
21354230 DOI: 10.1016/j.jhep.2011.01.034]

90 Mandorfer M, Bota S, Schwabl P, Bucsics T, Pfisterer N, Kruzik 
M, Hagmann M, Blacky A, Ferlitsch A, Sieghart W, Trauner M, 
Peck-Radosavljevic M, Reiberger T. Nonselective β blockers 
increase risk for hepatorenal syndrome and death in patients with 
cirrhosis and spontaneous bacterial peritonitis. Gastroenterology 
2014; 146: 1680-90.e1 [PMID: 24631577 DOI: 10.1053/j.gastro. 
2014.03.005]

Rajoriya N et al . Non-selective beta-blockers in portal hypertension



31 March 9, 2016|Volume 5|Issue 1|WJP|www.wjgnet.com

91 Hernández-Gea V, Aracil C, Colomo A, Garupera I, Poca M, 
Torras X, Miñana J, Guarner C, Villanueva C. Development of 
ascites in compensated cirrhosis with severe portal hypertension 
treated with β-blockers. Am J Gastroenterol 2012; 107: 418-427 
[PMID: 22334252 DOI: 10.1038/ajg.2011.456]

92 Murray JF, Dawson AM, Sherlock S. Circulatory changes in 
chronic liver disease. Am J Med 1958; 24: 358-367 [PMID: 
13520736]

93 Llach J, Ginès P, Arroyo V, Rimola A, Titó L, Badalamenti S, 
Jiménez W, Gaya J, Rivera F, Rodés J. Prognostic value of arterial 
pressure, endogenous vasoactive systems, and renal function in 
cirrhotic patients admitted to the hospital for the treatment of 
ascites. Gastroenterology 1988; 94: 482-487 [PMID: 3335320]

94 Arroyo V, Terra C, Ginès P. Advances in the pathogenesis and 
treatment of type-1 and type-2 hepatorenal syndrome. J Hepatol 
2007; 46: 935-946 [PMID: 17391801]

95 Li J, Niu JZ, Wang JF, Li Y, Tao XH. Pathological mechanisms of 
alcohol-induced hepatic portal hypertension in early stage fibrosis 
rat model. World J Gastroenterol 2005; 11: 6483-6488 [PMID: 
16425420]

96 Cirera I, Bauer TM, Navasa M, Vila J, Grande L, Taurá P, Fuster 
J, García-Valdecasas JC, Lacy A, Suárez MJ, Rimola A, Rodés J. 
Bacterial translocation of enteric organisms in patients with cirrhosis. 
J Hepatol 2001; 34: 32-37 [PMID: 11211904]

97 Albillos A, de la Hera A, González M, Moya JL, Calleja JL, 
Monserrat J, Ruiz-del-Arbol L, Alvarez-Mon M. Increased lipopoly-
saccharide binding protein in cirrhotic patients with marked 
immune and hemodynamic derangement. Hepatology 2003; 37: 
208-217 [PMID: 12500206]

98 Robins A, Bowden A, Watson W, Smith F, Gelson W, Griffiths 
W. Beta-blockers in cirrhosis patients with refractory ascites. 
Hepatology 2014; 59: 2054-2055 [PMID: 23929786 DOI: 10.1002/
hep.26676]

99 Kimer N, Feineis M, Møller S, Bendtsen F. Beta-blockers in 
cirrhosis and refractory ascites: a retrospective cohort study and 
review of the literature. Scand J Gastroenterol 2015; 50: 129-137 
[PMID: 25113796 DOI: 10.3109/00365521.2014.948053]

100 Chirapongsathorn S, Valentin N, Alah-dab F, Krittanawong C, 
Erwin PJ, Murah MH, Kamanth PS. Effect of Beta-Blockers on the 
survival in patients with cirrhosis and ascites: a systematic review 
and meta-analysis. Hepatology 2015; 62: 94A

101 Bossen L, Krag A, Vilstrup H, Watson H, Jespen P. Non-selective 
β-blockers do not affect mortality in cirrhosis patients with ascites: 
Post hoc analysis of three RCTs with 1189 patients. Hepatology 
2015; Epub ahead of print [DOI: 10.1002/hep.28352]

102 Fernández J, Navasa M, Planas R, Montoliu S, Monfort D, 
Soriano G, Vila C, Pardo A, Quintero E, Vargas V, Such J, Ginès P, 
Arroyo V. Primary prophylaxis of spontaneous bacterial peritonitis 
delays hepatorenal syndrome and improves survival in cirrhosis. 
Gastroenterology 2007; 133: 818-824 [PMID: 17854593]

103 Genesca J, Marti R, Rojo F, Campos F, Peribáñez V, Gónzalez 
A, Castells L, Ruiz-Marcellán C, Margarit C, Esteban R, Guardia 
J, Segura R Increased tumour necrosis factor alpha production 
in mesenteric lymph nodes of cirrhotic patients with ascites. Gut 
2003; 52: 1054-1059

104 Qi XS, Bai M, Fan DM. Nonselective β-blockers may induce 
development of portal vein thrombosis in cirrhosis. World J 
Gastroenterol 2014; 20: 11463-11466 [PMID: 25170238 DOI: 
10.3748/wjg.v20.i32.11463]

105 Pellicini AM, D’Ambrosio C, Barbaro G, Villani R, Guarascio P, 
Fondacaro L, Cortese A, Atzori M, Regine G, Adami L, Santoro R, 

Ettorre GM, Andreoli A. Clinical and genetic factors associated to 
development of portal vein thrombosis in cirrhotic patients without 
hepatocellular carcinoma. J Hepatol 2011; 54: S77 [DOI: 10.1016/
S0168-8278(11)60182-7]

106 Gomez MG, Llop E, Puente A, de la Revilla J, Fernandez-Carillo C, 
Pons F, Martinez JL, Fernandez M, Trapero M, Crespo J, Calleja 
JL. Use of betablockers, previous hepatic encephalopathy and low 
albumin levels as risk factors of portal vein thrombosis in a cohort 
of cirrhotic patients. Hepatology 2015; 62: 947A [DOI: 10.1002/
hep.28231]

107 Reliability of endoscopy in the assessment of variceal features. The 
Italian Liver Cirrhosis Project. J Hepatol 1987; 4: 93-98 [PMID: 
3494762]

108 Sinagra E, Perricone G, D’Amico M, Tinè F, D’Amico G. 
Systematic review with meta-analysis: the haemodynamic effects 
of carvedilol compared with propranolol for portal hypertension 
in cirrhosis. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2014; 39: 557-568 [PMID: 
24461301 DOI: 10.1111/apt.12634]

109 Helmy H, Zaghla HE, Abdel-Razek W, Abbasy M, Elzohry HA, 
Badra GA. Propanolol for prevention of recurrence of varices 
after endoscopic eradication. Hepatology 2015; 62: 575A [DOI: 
10.1002/hep.28217]

110 Seki E, De Mincis S, Osterreicher CH, Kluwe J, Osawa Y, Brenner 
DA, Schwabe RF. TLR4 enhances TGF-beta signalling and hepatic 
fibrosis. Nat Med 2007; 13: 1324-1332 [PMID: 17952090]

111 Grivennikov SI, Greten FR, Karin M. Immunity, inflammation, 
and cancer. Cell 2010; 140: 883-899 [PMID: 20303878 DOI: 
10.1016/j.cell.2010.01.025]

112 Ji Y, Chen S, Xiao X, Zheng S, Li K. β-blockers: a novel class of 
antitumor agents. Onco Targets Ther 2012; 5: 391-401 [PMID: 
23226026 DOI: 10.2147/OTT.S38403]

113 Lamy S, Lachambre MP, Lord-Dufour S, Béliveau R. Propranolol 
suppresses angiogenesis in vitro: inhibition of proliferation, 
migration, and differentiation of endothelial cells. Vascul 
Pharmacol 2010; 53: 200-208 [PMID: 20732454 DOI: 10.1016/
j.vph.2010.08.0022010; 53: 200-8]

114 Schuller HM, Al-Wadei HA.Beta-adrenergic signaling in the 
development and progression of pulmonary and pancreatic 
adenocarcinoma. Curr Cancer Ther Rev 2012; 8: 116-127 [PMID: 
23807873]

115 Pasquier E, Street J, Pouchy C, Carre M, Gifford AJ, Murray J, 
Norris MD, Trahair T, Andre N, Kavallaris M. β-blockers increase 
response to chemotherapy via direct antitumour and anti-angiogenic 
mechanisms in neuroblastoma. Br J Cancer 2013; 108: 2485-2494 
[PMID: 23695022 DOI: 10.1038/bjc.2013.205]

116 Thiele M, Albillos A, Abazi R, Wiest R, Gluud LL, Krag A. Non-
selective beta-blockers may reduce risk of hepatocellular carcinoma: 
a meta-analysis of randomized trials. Liver Int 2015; 35: 2009-2016 
[PMID: 25581713 DOI: 10.1111/liv.12782]

117 Giannelli V, Roux O, Rautou PE, Weiss E, Moreau R, Lebrec 
D, Durand F, Francoz DC. Deleterious effect of beta-blockers in 
cirrhotic patients with refractory ascites: potential role of myocardial 
dysfunction. Hepatology 2015; 62: 93A

118 Wong F, O’Leary JG, Reddy KR, Garcia-Tsao G, Biggins SW, 
Falon MB, Tandon P, Subramanian RM, Maliakkal B, Thuluvath 
PJ, Vargas HE, Kamanth PS, Thacker L, Bajaj JS, Baja JS. The 
association of non-selective beta-blocker use and acute kidney 
injury in patients with decompensated cirrhosis admitted into 
hospital - A study of from the North American Consortium for the 
Study of End Stage Liver Disease (NACSLED). Hepatology 2015; 
62: 66A [DOI: 10.1002/hep.28160]

P- Reviewer: Chiang TA, Dehpour AR,  Sodergren MH    
S- Editor: Qi Y    L- Editor: A    E- Editor: Li D

Rajoriya N et al . Non-selective beta-blockers in portal hypertension



                                      © 2016 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights reserved.

Published by Baishideng Publishing Group Inc
8226 Regency Drive, Pleasanton, CA 94588, USA

Telephone: +1-925-223-8242
Fax: +1-925-223-8243

E-mail: bpgoffice@wjgnet.com
Help Desk: http://www.wjgnet.com/esps/helpdesk.aspx

http://www.wjgnet.com


	WJP-5-15
	WJPv5i1-Back Cover

