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Metformin does not prevent atherosclerotic cardiovascular
disease
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Abstract
The recent description of the mechanism of action of metformin at the cellular level offers the opportunity to revisit the question of whether or not metformin is
beneficial in patients with atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease (ASCVD). In the context of newer, larger trials which examined the role of glycemic management
in high risk patients with diabetes, the landmark UK Prospective Diabetes Study (UKPDS) and University Group Diabetes Program (UGDP) study are revisited. A
close re-examination of these trials reveals that the apparent finding of ASCVD benefit for metformin in the UKPDS is likely the result of trial design rather than
an antiatherogenic benefit from metformin.

The recent description of the cellular mechanism of action of
metformin offers the opportunity to re-visit the question of whether or
not this drug has any beneficial effect on atherosclerotic cardiovascular
disease (ASCVD)[1] In the 2012 consensus statement on managing
hyperglycemia, the American Diabetes Association (ADA) and
European Association for the Study of Diabetes (EASD) state that
metformin “may have some cardiovascular benefits and would appear
to be a useful drug in the setting of CAD.” [2] This opinion is popular in
clinical practice. The single citation offered by ADA/EASD in support
of a cardiovascular benefit of metformin is the UK Prospective Diabetes
Study (UKPDS) [3].But the UKPDS was a complicated trial with
varying degrees of glycemic control across multiple substudies [3-6].
The results are also now nearly 2 decades old and our understanding of
the impact of glycemic control on atherosclerosis has evolved. It is thus
fair to ask again whether or not metformin has any antiatherogenic
properties aside from its antihyperglycemic effects.

“tight” glycemic goal on sulfonylurea monotherapy (n=567 with 268
assigned metformin).[3] The findings of these substudies was that
metformin monotherapy was associated with a 39% reduction in
myocardial infarction (p=0.01) and a 36% reduction in all-cause mortality
(p=0.01) while metformin add-on therapy was associated with a 60%
increase in all-cause mortality (p=0.04) including a non-significant 79%
increase in fatal myocardial infarction (11.0% vs. 6.2%, p=0.14).

The UKPDS began recruiting patients in 1977, just several years
after the publication of the University Group Diabetes Program
trial (UGDP). The UGDP trial was specifically designed to study the
vascular effects of antihyperglycemic therapies in patients with adultonset diabetes [7]. In addition to tolbutamide and insulin, UGDP used
phenformin, a biguanide similar to metformin. In a surprise finding,
the phenformin arm was stopped early when a preliminary analysis of
study data showed a fourfold increase in cardiovascular death compared
to placebo (12.7% vs. 3.1%, p=0.04) [8] Compared to the insulin arms
of the trial, phenformin had a nearly twofold increase in cardiovascular
death although this finding was not statistically significant (12.7% vs.
6.8%, p=0.11) [8].

In an elegant series of experiments published in 2014, metformin
was found to inhibit a mitochondrial enzyme in hepatocytes which
affects the ratio of cytosolic NADH-NAD [9]. This results in an
inhibition of the conversion of lactate to pyruvate which subsequently
impairs hepatic gluconeogenesis. Could this molecular mechanism
plausibly affect the initiation or progression of ASCVD?

The adverse cardiovascular outcomes with phenformin were an
understandable cause of some concern for metformin. Thus when
UKPDS began recruiting just six years after the publication of the
phenformin findings of UGDP, it did so with a complicated protocol
involving two different metformin substudies, one of monotherapy
and one as a sulfonylurea add-on.
The monotherapy trial enrolled only overweight patients (n=1,704
with 342 assigned metformin) while the sulfonylurea add-on arm
enrolled the 13% of the study population who failed to achieve their
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So, a combined analysis of the clinical endpoints of the UGDP
and UKPDS suggests that in patients with adult-onset diabetes,
phenformin increases CV death while metformin increases mortality
when added to a sulfonylurea but reduces mortality and myocardial
infarction when used as monotherapy in overweight patients. Given
these apparent contradictions, does the new understanding of the
mechanism of action of metformin offer any insight into whether it
could be anti-atherogenic, pro-atherogenic or both?

Atherosclerosis is well understood to be a process of vascular
inflammation in response to the retention of atherogenic lipoprotein
particles in the artery wall [10]. While patients with diabetes are well
known to have a higher rate of ASCVD events compared to patients
without diabetes, the etiology is this greater atherosclerotic burden
is multifactorial and the role of hyperglycemia remains controversial
[11]. However, a drug which inhibits a hepatic enzyme to reduce
gluconeogenesis would not seem to offer any direct benefit on the

Correspondence to: Craig D Williams, Oregon State University/ OHSU College
of Pharmacy, 2730 SW Moody Ave, CL5CP, Portland, OR 97201, USA, Tel:
503.494.1598; Fax: 503.494.8797; E-mail: williacr@ohsu.edu
Received: August 22, 2017; Accepted: September 15, 2017; Published:
September 19, 2017

Volume 2(6): 1-2

Williams CD (2017) Metformin does not prevent atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease

known processes of atherosclerosis. While it is possible that additional
mechanisms of action will be discovered for metformin, that is unlikely
given the elegant experiments that led to the current discovery [1].
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