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Abstract
Furosemide is the most used diuretic for volume overload 

symptoms in patients with heart failure (HF). Recent data 
suggested that torsemide may be superior to furosemide 
in this setting. However, whether this translates into better 
clinical outcomes in this population remains unclear. 

To assess whether torsemide is superior to furosemide in 
the setting of HF. 

We performed a systematic review and meta-analysis of 
RCTs comparing the efficacy of torsemide versus furosemide 
in patients with HF. PubMed, Embase, and Web of Science 
were searched for eligible trials. Outcomes of interest were 
all-cause hospitalizations, hospitalizations for HF (HHF), 
hospitalizations for all cardiovascular causes, all-cause 
mortality, and NYHA class improvement. Echocardiographic 
parameters were also assessed. We applied a random-effects 
model to calculate risk ratios (RR) and mean differences 
(MD) with 95% confidence intervals (CI) and a 0.05 level 
of significance. 

12 RCTs were included, comprising 4,115 patients. 
Torsemide significantly reduced HHF (RR 0.60; 95% CI, 0.43-
0.83; p=0.002; I²=0%), hospitalization for cardiovascular 
causes (RR 0.72; 95% CI, 0.60-0.88; p=0.0009; I²=0%), 
and improved LVEF (MD 4.51%; 95% CI, 2.94 to 6.07; 
p<0.0001; I2=0%) compared with furosemide. There was no 
significant difference in all-cause hospitalizations (RR 0.93; 
95% CI, 0.86-1.00; p=0.04; I²=0%), all-cause mortality 
(RR 0.98; 95% CI, 0.87-1.10; p=0.73; I²=0%), NYHA class 

improvement (RR 1.25; 95% CI, 0.92-1.68; p=0.15; I²=0%), 
or NYHA class change (MD -0.04; 95% CI, -0.24 to 0.16; 
p=0.70; I2=15%) between groups.

Torsemide significantly reduced hospitalizations for HF 
and cardiovascular causes, also improving LVEF. 

Introduction
Heart failure (HF) is a widely prevalent condition 

associated with high morbidity, mortality, and economic 
burden worldwide.1-3 Furosemide is the most used diuretic 
for the relief of volume overload symptoms in patients with 
HF.1,4 Recent data suggested potential benefits of torsemide 
in this setting, with promising results on symptomatic relief 
and reduced hospitalizations for heart failure (HHF).5-10

Although torsemide and furosemide are loop diuretics 
with similar mechanisms, their different pharmacokinetic 
properties may render torsemide with greater bioavailability, 
a higher degree of protein binding, and a longer half-life.1,9 
In addition, torsemide has been shown to attenuate left 
ventricular (LV) remodeling to a greater extent in patients 
with chronic HF as compared with furosemide.10-13 However, 
whether this translates into better clinical outcomes in this 
patient population remains unclear.

Previous meta-analyses compared torsemide versus 
furosemide in patients with HF, yielding conflicting results. 
Nonetheless, they included observational studies and 
shorter-term data, potentially introducing selection bias 
and confounding as well as limiting the generalizability 
of its results in the long-term setting.5,6,14 Herein, we 
aimed to perform a systematic review and meta-analysis 
of randomized clinical trials (RCTs) comparing torsemide 
versus furosemide in patients with HF for efficacy outcomes 
with a minimum follow-up of three months.

Methods
This systematic review and meta-analysis was conducted 

in accordance with the Preferred Items for Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-analyses (PRISMA) 2020 guidelines 
and the Cochrane Handbook of Systematic Reviews of 
Interventions.15,16 As such, its protocol was prospectively 
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registered with the International Prospective Register for 
Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO) database under protocol 
number CRD42023402131.

Search strategy and data extraction
We systematically searched PubMed, Embase, and Web 

of Science from inception to June 2023 using the following 
search terms: ‘torsemide,’ ‘torasemide,’ ‘furosemide,’ 
‘heart failure,’ ‘cardiac failure,’ ‘chronic heart failure,’ 
‘HF,’ ‘CHF,’ ‘RCT,’ ‘random,’ ‘randomly,’ ‘randomized,’ 
‘randomization,’ & ‘trial.’ No filters or language limitations 
were applied to our search. The exact search strategy 
is displayed in the first section of the Supplemental 
Appendix.

We also performed a backward snowballing search for 
additional eligible studies using previous literature reviews, 
meta-analyses, and included studies. Independently, two 
authors (L.T. and D.N.) performed the search, and three 
(L.T., D.N., and M.C.) conducted the data extraction 
following predefined criteria and quality assessment. 
Eventual conflicts were resolved through consensus. 

Eligibility criteria 
We restricted inclusion in this meta-analysis to the following 

eligibility criteria: (1) RCTs; (2) comparing torsemide with 
furosemide; (3) enrolling patients with HF; (4) with a minimum 
follow-up of three months. We excluded (1) studies not 
reporting any of our outcomes of interest, (2) subanalysis of 
included trials, and (3) crossover trials.

Endpoints and sub-analyses 
Our clinical outcomes of interest were all-cause 

mortality, all-cause hospitalizations, hospitalizations for HF 
(HHF), cardiovascular hospitalizations, and New York Heart 
Association (NYHA) class improvement. Other outcomes 

analyzed were body weight, NT-proBNP levels, systolic 
blood pressure (SBP) and diastolic blood pressure (DBP) 
measures, and echocardiographic parameters such as left 
ventricular ejection fraction (LVEF), left ventricular mass 
index (LVMI) and left ventricular end-diastolic volume 
(LVEDV).

Quality assessment and sensitivity analysis 
Quality assessment of RCTs was performed using the 

Cochrane Collaboration’s tool for assessing risk of bias in 
randomized trials (RoB-2), in which studies are graded as 
high, low, or unclear risk of bias in five domains: selection, 
performance, detection, attrition, and reporting biases.17 
Furthermore, potential small study effects (publication 
bias) were evaluated through funnel plots analysis of the 
graphical distribution of studies with similar weights against 
their standard errors.18

We also assessed the individual influence of the studies 
by sequentially removing each RCT and reanalyzing the 
remaining data (leave-one-out analysis). Study dominance 
was assigned to the study whenever pooled effect size 
p-values when removing the study changed from significant 
to non-significant, or vice-versa.19

Statistical analysis 
We used Review Manager 5.4. and R version 4.2.1 (R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria) for 
all statistical analyses.20,21 We applied a Mantel-Haenszel 
random-effects model to pool risk ratios (RR) with 95% 
confidence intervals (CI) and a 0.05-level of significance for 
binary endpoints, as well as an inverse variance random-
effects model to pool mean differences (MD) with 95% 
CI and a 0.05-level of significance for continuous data to 
compare treatments effects. Cochrane Q test and I statistics 
were used to assess between-study heterogeneity; p-values 
≤ 0.10 were considered significant for heterogeneity.

Central Illustration: Torsemide versus Furosemide in the Treatment of Heart Failure: A Systematic Review 
and Meta-Analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials

Torsemide versus Furosemide in the Treatment of Heart Failure: A Systematic Review and 
Meta-analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials

Background
Furosemide is the most widely used 

diuretic for heart failure (HF). However, 
recent data suggests potential benefits of 

torsemide in this setting

Conclusions
Compared with furosemide, torsemide 
significantly reduced cardiovascular 
hospitalizations, hospitalizations for 
HF, without a significant difference 
in all-cause mortality and all-cause 
hospitalizations between groups.

RR 0.72; 95%CI: 0.60-0.88; p=0.0009

Favors torsemide Favors furosemide

RR 0.60; 95%CI: 0.43-0.83; p=0.02

RR 0.98; 95%CI: 0.87-1.10; p=0.71

RR de 0.93; 95%CI: 0.86-1.00; p=0.04

Purpose
To assess whether torsemide is superior 

to furosemide in the setting of HF.

Included studies
12 RCTs comprising 4,115 patients, of 

whom 2,034 were randomized to torsemide.

Results

Cardiovascular hospitalizations

All-cause hospitalizations

Hospitalizations for HF

All-cause mortality
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Results

Study selection and characteristics 
As depicted in Figure 1, our initial search yielded 623 

results. After removing duplicate records and conducting 
title and abstract screening, 156 studies remained eligible 
for full-text review. Of these, 12 RCTs were included. The 
pooled population’s average age ranged from 63 to 75.1 years. 
Individual study characteristics are displayed in Table 1.

Pooled analysis of included studies 
In patients with HF, torsemide significantly reduced 

cardiovascular hospitalizations and HHF as compared with 
furosemide. There were no significant differences between 
groups in all-cause hospitalizations (Figure 2).

There were no significant differences between treatment 
groups in terms of all-cause mortality, improvement of ≥ 1 
NYHA class, or change from baseline NYHA class (Figure 3).

There was no significant difference between groups in 
terms of body weight, systolic blood pressure and diastolic 
blood pressure (Figure 4).

As for echocardiographic parameters, torsemide 
significantly improved LVEF (MD 4.51%; 95% CI, 2.94 to 
6.07; p<0.001; I2=0%; Supplemental Figure 1a) as compared 
with furosemide. There were no differences between groups in 
LVEDV (MD -16.06; 95% CI, ‑34.32 to 2.21; p=0.08; I2=0%; 
Supplemental Figure 1b) or LVMI (MD -4.70 g/m²; 95% CI, 
-10.18 to 0.79; p=0.09; I2=9%; Supplemental Figure 1c).

There were no significant differences between torsemide 
and furosemide-treated patients with regard to NT-proBNP 
levels (MD -226.86 pg/mL; 95% CI, -443.69 to -10.02; 
p=0.04; I2=0%; Supplemental Figure 2).

Quality assessment and sensitivity analysis
Two RCTs were labeled as high risk of bias.4,22 Nine were 

labeled as some concerns,7,8,11,13,23-27 and one was labeled as 
low risk of bias,28 as depicted in Figure 5. The leave-one-out 
sensitivity analysis for the outcome of HHF yielded consistent 
results, showing no study dominance (Supplemental Figure  3). 
Funnel plot analysis for the outcome of HHF found no 
asymmetrical distribution of studies against their standard 
errors (Supplemental Figure 4). 

Discussion 
In this meta-analysis of 12 RCTs, we compared torsemide 

with furosemide in 4,115 patients with HF. Torsemide 
was associated with (1) a 28% reduction in cardiovascular 
hospitalizations, (2) a 40% reduction in HHF, and (3) an 
improvement in LVEF as compared with furosemide. No 
significant difference was observed between groups regarding 
(4) all-cause hospitalizations, (5) all-cause mortality, (6) NYHA 
class improvement, (7) body weight, (8) SBP, (9) DBP, (10) 
echocardiographic parameters of LVMI and LVEDV and (11) 
NT-proBNP levels. 

Patients with acute decompensated HF often present with 
volume overload symptoms, responsible for approximately 

two-thirds of HF-related hospital admissions and commonly 
responsive to diuretic therapy.8,28 Current HF guidelines 
recommend loop diuretics for the treatment of fluid retention 
at the lowest dose possible to maintain euvolemia.29,30 Even 
though furosemide is  the most commonly used diuretic in 
clinical practice, there are no clear recommendations regarding 
which loop diuretic should be considered first-line.4,29,30

In this sense, torsemide has shown better pharmacokinetic 
and pharmacodynamic features relative to furosemide in patients 
with HF, albeit with higher costs.1,9,10 In fact, previous RCTs 
suggested the superiority of torsemide in terms of functional 
and social improvement due to overall better tolerability. They 
also decreased inconvenient aspects such as a number of 
mictions.7,22,23 These aspects could improve patient compliance 
with therapy and may be one of the factors contributing to a 
decrease in HF decompensations and HHF,5-10 thus leading to 
potential inpatient cost savings to the healthcare system.10,23

Our results showed a significant reduction in cardiovascular 
hospitalizations and HHF with torsemide treatment. Two main 
mechanisms may contribute to this finding. First, increased 
bioavailability and longer half-life of torsemide lead to faster, 
longer effects and less frequent micturition compared to 
furosemide, which may confer overall better tolerability.1 Second, 

Figure 1 – PRISMA flow diagram of study screening and selection.

PubMed search: 90 results

Web of Science search: 97 results

Number screened: 623 results

Full-text reviewed: 156 studies

12 included studies

EMBASE search: 436 results
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Figure 2 – Torsemide significantly reduced (A) HHF and (B) cardiovascular hospitalizations when compared to furosemide. There was no significant difference 
in (C) all-cause hospitalizations between groups.

DROP-PIP 2018 2 17 1 18 2.0% 2.12 [0.21, 21,7]
Muller 2003 2 122 3 115 3.3% 0.63 [0.11, 3.69]
Murray 2001 19 113 39 121 44.7% 0.52 [0.32, 0.85]
Stroupe 2000 17 93 34 100 40.5% 0.54 [0.32, 0.89]
TORAFIC 2011 4 77 2 78 3.8% 2.03 [0.38, 10.74]
TORNADO 2019 3 16 4 24 5.7% 1.13 [0.29, 4.37]

Total (95% CI) 438 456 100.0% 0.60 [0.43, 0.83]
Total events 47 83
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.00; Chi2 = 4.53, df = 5 (P = 0.48); I2 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.08 (P = 0.002)

DROP-PIP 2018 3 17 3 18 1.7% 1.06 [0.25, 4,54]
Muller 2003 8 122 8 115 4.1% 0.94 [0.37, 2.43]
Murray 2001 50 113 71 121 56.2% 0.75 [0.58, 0.97]
Stroupe 2000 35 93 58 100 38.0% 0.65 [0.48, 0.89]

Total (95% CI) 345 354 100.0% 0.72 [0.60, 0.88]
Total events 96 140
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.00; Chi2 = 1.44, df = 3 (P = 0.77); I2 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.32 (P = 0.0009)
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TRANSFORM-HF 2023 536 1431 577 1428 62.7% 0.93 [0.85, 1.02]

Total (95% CI) 345 354 100.0% 0.72 [0.60, 0.88]
Total events 96 140
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.00; Chi2 = 0.03, df = 2 (P = 0.99); I2 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.08 (P = 0.04)
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torsemide’s action on neurohormonal activation and its attainable 
anti-aldosterone effects may impact LV remodeling and fibrotic 
changes with resultant reduced symptoms, hospitalizations and 
potential lower mortality,31 even though our findings failed to 
demonstrate a NYHA functional improvement and lower mortality 
compared with furosemide (Figure 3).  Torsemide was also 
associated with an improvement in LVEF compared to furosemide, 
which is a promising result, especially for the subset of patients 
with heart failure with reduced ejection fraction (HFrEF). 

Previous meta-analyses have assessed this comparison. Our 
results support findings of no significant difference in all-cause 
mortality and a significantly lower rate of HHF.5,6,14,31 However, we 
did not find significant results regarding NYHA class improvement, 
diverging from previous study results that included observational 
studies.5,6 In one meta-analysis, NYHA class improvement was 
driven by observational data, which was not significant in the 
RCT subgroup.6 Of note, two recent meta-analyses published on 
this topic, one which included RCTs and observational studies32 
and another which included only RCTs,33 also demonstrated a 
reduction in HHF and all-cause hospitalization and no significant 
difference in all-cause mortality.32 Our meta-analysis expanded 
clinical outcomes and assessed other parameters not previously 
pooled, such as echocardiographic and laboratory outcomes. 
Nonetheless, conflicting published results on these outcomes 
highlight the need for additional clinical trials to assess this 
comparison further. 

Our study possesses limitations. First, despite extending 
the follow-up period beyond previous meta-analyses, most 
of the studies we included still had relatively short follow-up 
durations. Second, a number of the included studies employed 

open-label designs,4,7,8,22-24 potentially introducing biases from 
both participants and investigators. Third, some of the included 
studies had relatively small sample sizes,7,22,23,25 which could limit 
the precision of estimates. However, this constraint of individual 
studies also underscores the necessity of combining them through 
meta-analysis to bolster the statistical power of summary metrics. 
Fourth, the absence of individual patient-level data prevented 
us from performing subanalyses based on factors influencing 
the hospitalization endpoint and conducting subgroup analyses 
according to distinct HF classifications. As HF classifications varied 
substantially across the studies, we lacked access to individual 
patient data or grouped data according to HF classes, making 
it challenging to assess the potential heterogeneity of treatment 
effects. Finally, we could not conduct a thorough analysis of 
echocardiographic outcomes for LVEDV and LVESV due to 
incomplete reporting in the individual studies.

Conclusion 
In contrast to patients receiving furosemide, those with heart 

failure undergoing torsemide diuretic therapy demonstrated 
significant enhancements in left ventricular ejection fraction and 
reductions in hospitalizations for heart failure and cardiovascular 
causes. However, there were no discernible impacts on all-cause 
hospitalizations, all-cause mortality, functional class, body weight, 
systolic and diastolic blood pressure, NT-proBNP levels, left 
ventricular mass index, or left ventricular end-diastolic volume. 
Given the possibility of clinically relevant effects for null outcomes, 
additional trials are necessary to conduct a more comprehensive 
comparison of these medications.
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Figure 3 – There were no significant differences between groups regarding (A) all-cause mortality, (B) improvement of ≥ 1 NYHA class, and (C) change in 
NYHA class.
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Figure 4 – There were no significant differences between groups in (A) body weight, (B) systolic blood pressure, and (C) diastolic blood pressure.
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Figure 5 – Risk of bias assessment for randomized clinical trials.

Risk of bias domains

Judgment
High

Low
Some concerns

D1

DROP-PIP 2017

Kasama 2006

Lopez 2004

Lopez 2007

Lopez 2009

Muller 2003

Murray 2001

Noe 1999

Stroupe 2000

TORAFIC 2011

TORNADO 2019

TRANSFORM-HF 2023

Domains:
D1: Bias arising from the randomization process.
D2: Bias due to deviations from intended intervention.
D3: Bias due to missing outcome data.
D4: Bias in measurement of the outcome.
D5: Bias in selection of the reported result.

D3 D5D2 D4 Overall

St
ud

y

1.	 Li Y, Li L, Guo Z, Zhang S. Comparative Effectiveness of Furosemide 
vs Torasemide in Symptomatic Therapy in Heart Failure Patients: 
A Randomized Controlled Study Protocol. Medicine (Baltimore). 
2021;100(7):e24661. doi: 10.1097/MD.0000000000024661.

2.	 Srisuk N, Cameron J, Ski CF, Thompson DR. Randomized Controlled Trial 
of Family-based Education for Patients with Heart Failure and Their Carers. 
J Adv Nurs. 2017;73(4):857-70. doi: 10.1111/jan.13192.

3.	 Matsue Y, Damman K, Voors AA, Kagiyama N, Yamaguchi T, Kuroda S, et 
al. Time-to-Furosemide Treatment and Mortality in Patients Hospitalized 
With Acute Heart Failure. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2017;69(25):3042-51. doi: 
10.1016/j.jacc.2017.04.042.

4.	 Mentz RJ, Anstrom KJ, Eisenstein EL, Sapp S, Greene SJ, Morgan S, et al. 
Effect of Torsemide vs Furosemide After Discharge on All-Cause Mortality 
in Patients Hospitalized With Heart Failure: The TRANSFORM-HF 

Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA. 2023;329(3):214-23. doi: 10.1001/
jama.2022.23924.

5.	 Abraham B, Megaly M, Sous M, Fransawyalkomos M, Saad M, Fraser R, 
et al. Meta-Analysis Comparing Torsemide Versus Furosemide in Patients 
With Heart Failure. Am J Cardiol. 2020 1;125(1):92-9. doi: 10.1016/j.
amjcard.2019.09.039.

6.	 Miles JA, Hanumanthu BK, Patel K, Chen M, Siegel RM, Kokkinidis DG. 
Torsemide Versus Furosemide and Intermediate-term Outcomes in 
Patients with Heart Failure: An updated Meta-analysis. J Cardiovasc Med 
(Hagerstown). 2019;20(6):379-88. doi: 10.2459/JCM.0000000000000794.

7.	 Murray MD, Deer MM, Ferguson JA, Dexter PR, Bennett SJ, Perkins SM, et 
al. Open-label Randomized Trial of Torsemide Compared with Furosemide 
Therapy for Patients with Heart Failure. Am J Med. 2001;111(7):513-20. 
doi: 10.1016/s0002-9343(01)00903-2.

References

7



Arq Bras Cardiol. 2024; 121(6):e20230825

Review Article

Teixeira et al.
Torsemide versus Furosemide for Heart Failure

8.	 Stroupe KT, Forthofer MM, Brater DC, Murray MD. Healthcare Costs 
of Patients with Heart Failure Treated with Torasemide or Furosemide. 
Pharmacoeconomics. 2000;17(5):429-40. doi: 10.2165/00019053-
200017050-00002.

9.	 Mentz RJ, Buggey J, Fiuzat M, Ersbøll MK, Schulte PJ, DeVore AD, et al. 
Torsemide Versus Furosemide in Heart Failure Patients: Insights from 
Duke University Hospital. J Cardiovasc Pharmacol. 2015;65(5):438-43. 
doi: 10.1097/FJC.0000000000000212.

10.	 Yamato M, Sasaki T, Honda K, Fukuda M, Akutagawa O, Okamoto 
M, et al. Effects of Torasemide on Left Ventricular Function and 
Neurohumoral Factors in Patients with Chronic Heart Failure. Circ J. 
2003;67(5):384-90. doi: 10.1253/circj.67.384.

11.	 López B, Querejeta R, González A, Sánchez E, Larman M, Díez J. Effects 
of Loop Diuretics on Myocardial Fibrosis and Collagen Type I Turnover 
in Chronic Heart Failure. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2004;43(11):2028-35. 
doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2003.12.052.

12.	 Tsutamoto T, Sakai H, Wada A, et al. Torasemide Inhibits Transcardiac 
Extraction of Aldosterone in Patients with Congestive Heart Failure. J Am 
Coll Cardiol. 2004;44(11):2252-3. doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2004.09.009.

13.	 Kasama S, Toyama T, Hatori T, Sumino H, Kumakura H, Takayama Y, et 
al. Effects of Torasemide on Cardiac Sympathetic Nerve Activity and 
Left Ventricular Remodelling in Patients with Congestive Heart Failure. 
Heart. 2006;92(10):1434-40. doi: 10.1136/hrt.2005.079764.

14.	 Sherif NA, Morra ME, Thanh LV, Elsayed GG, Elkady AH, Elshafay A, 
et al. Torasemide Versus Furosemide in Treatment of Heart Failure: A 
Systematic Review and Meta-analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials. 
J Eval Clin Pract. 2020;26(3):842-51. doi: 10.1111/jep.13261.

15.	 Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow 
CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 Statement: An Updated Guideline for 
Reporting Systematic Reviews. BMJ. 2021;372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.
n71.

16.	 Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, et al. 
Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions Version 
6.3. Hoboken: Cochrane Library; 2022. 

17.	 Sterne JAC, Savović J, Page MJ, Elbers RG, Blencowe NS, Boutron I, et 
al. RoB 2: A Revised Tool for Assessing Risk of Bias in Randomised Trials. 
BMJ. 2019;366:l4898. doi: 10.1136/bmj.l4898.

18.	 Page MJ, Higgins JPT, Sterne JAC. Assessing Risk of Bias Due to Missing 
Results in a Synthesis. In: Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston 
M, Li T, Page MJ, et al. Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of 
Interventions Version 6.3. Hoboken: Cochrane Library; 2022. 

19.	 Deeks JJ, Higgins JPT, Altman DG. Analysing Data and Undertaking 
Meta-analyses. In: Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, 
Li T, Page MJ, et al. Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of 
Interventions Version 6.3. Hoboken: Cochrane Library; 2022.

20.	 RStudio. RStudio: Integrated Development for R [Internet]. Boston: 
RStudio Team; 2020 [cited 2024 Feb 22]. Available from: http://www.
rstudio.com/.

21.	 Review Manager Web. RevMan Web Version [Internet]. Hoboken: 
Cochrane Library; 2024 [cited 2024 Mar 13]. Available from: revman.
cochrane.org.

22.	 Balsam P, Ozierański K, Marchel M, Gawałko M, Niedziela Ł, Tymińska A, et al. 
Comparative Effectiveness of Torasemide Versus Furosemide in Symptomatic 
Therapy in Heart Failure Patients: Preliminary Results from the Randomized 
TORNADO Trial. Cardiol J. 2019;26(6):661-8. doi: 10.5603/CJ.a2019.0114.

23.	 Müller K, Gamba G, Jaquet F, Hess B. Torasemide vs. Furosemide in Primary 
Care Patients with Chronic Heart Failure NYHA II to IV--Efficacy and 
Quality of Life. Eur J Heart Fail. 2003;5(6):793-801. doi: 10.1016/s1388-
9842(03)00150-8.

24.	 Noe LL, Vreeland MG, Pezzella SM, Trotter JP. A Pharmacoeconomic 
Assessment of Torsemide and Furosemide in the Treatment of Patients with 
Congestive Heart Failure. Clin Ther. 1999;21(5):854-66. doi: 10.1016/
s0149-2918(99)80007-1.

25.	 Trippel TD, Van Linthout S, Westermann D, Lindhorst R, Sandek A, Ernst S, et 
al. Effect of Torasemide Versus Furosemide on Serum C-terminal Propeptide 
of Procollagen Type I (DROP-PIP Trial). Eur J Heart Fail. 2018;20(3):460-70. 
doi: 10.1002/ejhf.960.

26.	 López B, González A, Beaumont J, Querejeta R, Larman M, Díez J. 
Identification of a Potential Cardiac Antifibrotic Mechanism of Torasemide in 
Patients with Chronic Heart Failure. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2007;50(9):859-67. 
doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2007.04.080.

27.	 López B, Querejeta R, González A, Beaumont J, Larman M, Díez J. Impact 
of Treatment on Myocardial Lysyl Oxidase Expression and Collagen Cross-
linking in Patients with Heart Failure. Hypertension. 2009;53(2):236-42. 
doi: 10.1161/HYPERTENSIONAHA.108.125278.

28.	 Cosín J, Díez J. Torasemide in Chronic Heart Failure: Results of the 
TORIC Study. Eur J Heart Fail. 2002;4(4):507-13. doi: 10.1016/s1388-
9842(02)00122-8.

29.	 Writing Committee Members. 2022 AHA/ACC/HFSA Guideline for 
the Management of Heart Failure. J Card Fail. 2022;28(5):1-167. doi: 
10.1016/j.cardfail.2022.02.010.

30.	 McDonagh TA, Metra M, Adamo M, Gardner RS, Baumbach A, Böhm M, 
et al. 2021 ESC Guidelines for the Diagnosis and Treatment of Acute and 
Chronic Heart Failure. Eur Heart J. 2021;42(36):3599-726. doi: 10.1093/
eurheartj/ehab368.

31.	 Shah P, Patel H, Mithawala P, Doshi R. Torsemide Versus Furosemide in Heart 
Failure Patients: A Meta-analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials. Eur J Intern 
Med. 2018;57:38-e40. doi: 10.1016/j.ejim.2018.08.015.

32.	 Siddiqi AK, Javaid H, Ahmed M, Dhawadi S, Batool L, Zahid M, et al. Clinical 
Outcomes With Furosemide Versus Torsemide in Patients With Heart Failure: 
An Updated Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. Curr Probl Cardiol. 
2023;48(11):101927. doi: 10.1016/j.cpcardiol.2023.101927.

33. Singh S, Goel S, Duhan S, Chaudhary R, Garg A, Tantry US, et al. Effect of 
Furosemide Versus Torsemide on Hospitalizations and Mortality in Patients 
With Heart Failure: A Meta-Analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials. Am J 
Cardiol. 2023;206:42-8. doi: 10.1016/j.amjcard.2023.08.079.

*Supplemental Materials
For additional information, please click here.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License

8

http://abccardiol.org/supplementary-material/2024/12106/2023-0825_supplementary.pdf

