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Complication of Pacemaker Implantation:
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1. Introduction

The implantation of permanent pacemakers is increasing year by year, and these devices are
constantly being improved. Atrial lead perforation is an infrequent but a critical
complication of pacemaker implantation. Recently, there have been increasing reports on
the complication with the advances made in imaging modalities, and moreover, computed
tomography scans can reveal delayed atrial lead perforation even in asymptomatic patients.
However, the details of this complication remain unclear, and it is difficult to decide an
appropriate strategy for the patients. This chapter thus focuses on this rare but increasing
complication of atrial lead following pacemaker implantation.

2. Overview of cardiac perforation following pacemaker implantation

Acute and late complications from pacemaker implantation occur in a variable percentage of
patients, ranging 3.2% to 7.5% (Ellenbogen et al., 2003; Healey et al., 2006; Lamas et al.,
2002). Cardiac perforation, which can lead to pericarditis, tamponade, or even death, is one
of the important complications. The incidence of perforation after permanent pacemaker is
reportedly between 0.3% and 1.2% (Aizawa et al., 2001; Ellenbogen et al., 2003; Mahapatra et
al., 2005). Most patients with a perforation complain of chest pain, dyspnea, and
hypotension, thus making such symptoms important clues to an accurate diagnosis.
Abnormal sensing or pacing parameters, and abnormal signs in chest radiography or
echocardiography also indicate cardiac perforation. Almost all such instances tend to occur
within 1 month after surgery, and the extraction of the lead is recommended when it is
identified (Khan et al., 2005). However, some reports have also described successfully
managed cases without extraction (Henrikson et al., 2006; Mahapatra et al., 2005).

3. Predictors of cardiac perforation following pacemaker implantation

There are several independent predictors of cardiac perforation following permanent
pacemaker implantation. Multivariate analysis of 4280 permanent pacemaker implantations
at the Mayo Clinic revealed that the use of a temporary pacemaker, helical screw leads, and
steroids are the independent predictors of a perforation, and elevated right ventricular
systolic pressure is protective against perforation (Mahapatra et al., 2005). The risk of using
screw-in leads has also been demonstrated in other case reports (Akyol et al., 2005; Dilling-
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Boer et al.,, 2003; Ho et al., 1999). A recent review article proposed several candidates in
addition to the risk factors of perforation; the type and the location of the leads, the heart
muscle characteristics, anticoagulation therapy, patient age, gender, and body
mass (Rydlewska et al., 2010). However, the Mode Selection in Sinus Node Dysfunction
trial, which was a prospective randomized trial included 2010 patients with sinus node
dysfunction, and a report by Laborderie et al.,, which was a retrospective study from a
French institution, could not demonstrate any predictors for cardiac perforation after
pacemaker implantation (Ellenbogen et al., 2003; Laborderie et al., 2008), and therefore the
early prediction or identification of such conditions continues to be a challenge.

4. Active-fixation atrial leads

An atrial lead is essential for dual chamber pacing, but dislodgement of this lead is not
infrequent (Ellenbogen et al., 2003; Lamas et al., 2002). In order to reduce the dislodgement
rate, active fixation (screw-in) leads have been developed and have grown in popularity
because of their reliability and the relative ease of placement at sites with the optimal pacing
and sensing thresholds, adding to lower dislodgement rates. However, active fixation leads
are associated with rare complications, including pericarditis, atrial lead perforation,
pericardial effusion with or without cardiac tamponade, and death. The leads increase the
chance of perforating the thin-walled right atrium, which averages 2mm in wall thickness
(Hirschl et al., 2007), compared to passive fixation. Several risk factors may be responsible
for the increased complication rate of screw-in leads (Srivathsan et al. 2003). Variations in
the anatomy of the right atrium, such as an extremely thin-walled or multi-lobed atrial
appendage may therefore play a role in the perforation. Previous reports have suggested
that the implantation of active-fixation leads in the right atrial free wall is one of the risk
factors responsible for increasing pericardial complications compared to the right atrial
appendage, however a study that included 1021 consecutive patients demonstrated that the
atrial lead tip in 3 of 4 cases of pericarditis after pacemaker implantation were directed
anteromedially to the area of the right atrial appendage (Sivakumaran et al., 2002). A
prospective randomized study showed a similar frequency of lead tip positioning in the
right atrial appendage and lateral atrial wall among patients with pericardial
complications (Luria et al., 2007). In addition, lead factors, such as the design and stiffness of
the helix may differ between manufactures and could be important. The experience of the
operator regarding pacemaker implantation is equally important. Over-screwing during
atrial lead fixation, abrupt lead withdrawal without unscrewing, and distal positioning of
the stylet while screwing should be avoided.

5. Differences among atrial lead types

Several types of atrial leads have been available, and active-fixation leads have advantages
and disadvantages. However, there is limited data to compare the atrial leads for the choice
of fixation (passive or active) or lead shape (J-shape or straight) (Van Herendael & Willems,
2009). A randomized comparison between 2 active-fixation, steroid-eluting, polyurethane-
insulated, bipolar atrial lead models that differed only in shape (J-shape or straight) showed
equally favorable performance profiles for 1 year of follow-up. Dislodgments were only
reported in the straight lead group in 5.9% of cases, while no dislodgments occurred in the J-
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shaped lead group. The rates of exit block and lead malfunction tended to be higher in the J-
shaped group. Pericardial complications occurred in both groups in 1% of cases (Glikson et
al., 2000). Moreover, those groups were followed over a b5-year period. Lead
macrodislodgment occurred in the straight lead group in another 1.9% of cases during the
additional follow-up, and lead malfunction and excessive pacing thresholds without
dislodgment occurred in the J-shaped lead group in 10.7% of cases and in the straight lead
group in 3.8% of cases (Luria et al., 2005). A prospective randomized comparison of the
performance of J-shaped atrial leads with or without active-fixation revealed significantly
lower pacing thresholds in the passive-fixation group at implantation, and this difference
persisted at 1-year follow-up. The duration of fluoroscopy during the implantation
procedure was significantly shorter in the passive-fixation group. Dislodgments were only
reported in the passive-fixation group in 2% of cases, while pericardial complications
occurred only in the active-fixation group in 6% of cases (Luria et al., 2007). Another report
also showed early dislodgment requiring subsequent lead repositioning to occur in 2.4% of
passive-fixation leads, but in none of the active-fixation leads. The incidence of pericarditis
following implantation of J-shaped active-fixation leads was 5% (Sivakumaran et al., 2002).
Passive-fixation leads are reported to have an excellent reliability and a very low incidence
of atrial lead perforation (Glikson et al., 1999), while no difference in the J-shaped leads and
straight leads in passive-fixation was demonstrated (Krupienicz et al., 2000).

6. Late lead perforation following pacemaker implantation

Late complications of pacemaker implantation that are well recognized include infection,
failure of the atiral or ventricular lead to pace or sense appropriately, erosion of the pulse
generator, and subclavian vein thrombosis. Delayed lead perforation has been defined as
migration and perforation after one month of implantation. This complication has been
reported to occur in 0.1-0.8% of pacemaker and 0.6-5.2% of implantable cardioverter
defibrillator implantations (Khan et al., 2005; Polin et al., 2006), while recent progress in
diagnostic imaging has increased the number of case reports on late lead perforation.
Computed tomography is becoming a gold standard used for the diagnosis of a perforation,
and asymptomatic perforation cases identified on the scans have been described extensively
in the literature. A retrospective investigation of 100 consecutive patients with permanent
pacemakers or implantable cardiac defibrillators who underwent multidetector computed
tomography revealed that 15% of patients had a lead perforation, and the perforation rate of
active- and passive-fixation atrial leads were 12% and 25%, respectively (Hirschl et al., 2007).
This common phenomenon was confirmed by an autopsy study. Myocardial perforation or
penetration by an electrode was recognized in 5.3% of 111 autopsy cases of patients 60 years
of age or over with an implanted pacemaker. The perforation rate was 27.3% in active-
fixation atrial leads, and 0% in 10 passive leads. All the atrial leads perforated through the
right atrial appendage but did not reach the outside of the pericardium (Ishikawa et al.,
1999). In the diagnosis of delayed lead perforation, failure of pacing or sensing of the lead is
an important clue. A recent report revealed that detection of lead dysfunction by an
automatic home-monitoring system had fast and possibly life-saving capabilities for severe
lead perforation (Spencker et al.,, 2007). Usually, the lead parameters, in particular the
pacing threshold, will show a significant change following lead perforation, while many
reports have demonstrated normal electrophysiological parameters. Hirschl et al. showed
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that perforated leads did not show significant difference from nonperforated leads in the
impedance, and the pacing threshold of all the perforated leads except for one was
categorized as low (Hirschl et al., 2007). A larger part of the electrode may have been in
contact with the atrial myocardium, resulting in a lack of change in the lead parameters.
Therefore, we should be aware that pacemaker malfunction may indicate perforation, but
normal parameters do not exclude a perforation. Risk factors for late perforation have not
yet been fully defined, although Polin et al suggested that active fixation leads and
anticoagulation therapy may represent predictors for the long-term development of a
perforation (Polin et al., 2006). Freedom from symptoms also does not exclude the
possibility of there being a perforation, as almost all of the patients were asymptomatic.
Therefore, an important question remains how we follow these patients with pacemakers
and track down such delayed perforation cases. Interestingly, late lead perforation is
characterized by a low rate of tamponade or death (Khan et al.; 2005), although the
mechanism underlying subclinical late perforation has not been elucidated.

7. Management of a late lead perforation

A proper management strategy for a late lead perforation remains controversial and should
vary among individuals. Altered pacemaker parameters and pericardial complications are
the main factors that should be used to decide the strategy. Pacing or sensing failure
requires lead repositioning or a new lead insertion for appropriate functioning of the
pacemaker. Cardiac tamponade caused by lead perforation requires emergency
percutaneous pericardiocenthesis with placement of a drainage catheter. After the
stabilization, percutaneous extraction in the operating room with echocardiographic
monitoring during and/or after the procedure with the cardiosurgical team backup is one of
recommended strategies that can be used instead of conventional open heart lead removal
(Geyfman et al., 2007; Laborderie et al., 2008), although this management is classified as a
class III indication in the Heart Rhythm Society expert consensus (Wilkoff et al., 2009). Khan
et al. reported successful removal of atrial leads in 2 cases of delayed lead perforation with
cardiac surgery backup (Khan et al.; 2005). On the other hand, Polin et al. reported that 4 of
5 patients with cardiac tamponade that occurred over 30 days after pacemaker implantation
were successfully managed conservatively without lead manipulation at a mean follow-up
of 31 months (Polin et al., 2006). Henrikson et al. also demonstrated that a patient with an
asymptomatic atrial lead perforation 2 weeks after the implantation was doing well at 1-year
follow-up without lead extraction (Henrikson et al., 2006). Although the conservative
strategy seems to be reasonable for patients without need of lead repositioning, one case
report showed chronic severe pericarditis following acute pericarditis after pacemaker
implantation resulted in the lead extraction (Ellenbogen et al., 2002), and another reported
an asymptomatic patient with a perforated atrial lead that had to have the lead removed 2
years after the pacemaker implantation (Trigano & Caus, 1996). In addition, a recent report
demonstrated that a successful surgical repair in a patient with a perforated right atrial lead
migration into the right lung 1 year after the replacement of atrial lead (O'Neill et al., 2010).
Although there was no imaging evidence of perforation just after the implantation in these
cases, the perforation might have occurred either during or soon after the operation, and
thereafter develop progressively over a longer period. A lack of long-term follow-up data
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remains an important concern that may influence the use of conservative management
without lead extraction.

8. Our experience

We have recently reported an asymptomatic case of atrial lead perforation which developed
5 years after pacemaker implantation (Sadamatsu et al.,, 2009). The patient underwent a
pacemaker implantation for sick sinus syndrome via the right subclavian vein (Fig.1A).
Because of right breast cancer, the pacemaker and the leads were removed, and new ones
were implanted via the left subclavian vein (Fig.1B). Although computed tomography scans,
which we examined retrospectively, had already clearly demonstrated a perforation 9
months after the replacement (Fig.2B), another 3 years had passed until we actually noticed
the complication because she remained asymptomatic and the lead parameters did not
change. Transient pacing failure and the imaging findings (Fig.1EF) made us the diagnosis
of perforation, but the patient was asymptomatic and the rhythm became atrial fibrillation.
We therefore managed her condition conservatively by switching the mode from DDD to
VVI at first. However, the lead perforation progressed (Fig.1GH, Fig.2CD) and, as a result,
open surgery was performed to remove the lead. The lead penetrated the pericardium
enclosed in fibrous adhesions. This case suggests that computed tomography for evaluating
lead perforation is useful and may be the most effective modality for detection, especially at
the earliest possible stage of this complication. Moreover, this case throws some doubt on
the safety of conservative management without extraction, and also supports the use of a
management algorithm (Ellenbogen et al.,, 2002; Geyfman et al., 2007), for either the
extraction or repositioning of the perforated lead under either fluoroscopic or
echocardiographic guidance.

9. Mechanism underlying the delayed pericardial complications

The precise mechanism responsible for such late progression remains unclear, and the
mechanism(s) for delayed pericardial effusion and tamponade also have not been
elucidated. Surgical and autopsy findings of late atrial lead complications did not reveal any
perforation in the atrial wall, which had been observed in the imaging findings (Aizawa et
al., 2001; Ishikawa et al., 1999; Kono et al., 2008). These observations seem consistent with
the low rate of tamponade or death in late perforation and the successful management with
repositioning of the perforated atrial lead. Several recent reports have led to some
speculation about the mechanism of pericardial complications. One of the proposed causes
is that atrial perforation with partial protrusion of the distal aspect of the fixation screw into
the pericardial cavity causes pericardial irritation (Sivakumaran et al., 2002). Another
possibility is torsion by the perforated helix on the visceral pericardium during cardiac
contraction, which opens a perforation gap allowing for intermittent oozing of blood into
the pericardial space out of the right atrium (Geyfman et al., 2007). In addition, a perforation
might be sealed by a combination of the lead itself, muscle contraction, and fibrosis, because
of the small cross-sectional area of the perforation and the low pressure of the right atrium
(Hirschl et al., 2007). On the other hand, the atrial leads in some cases perforate the
pericardium completely, and further perforation of the leads would harm other organs, such

www.intechopen.com



338 Modern Pacemakers - Present and Future

as the lungs. It is also possible that constant mechanical pressure from the screw could also
ultimately culminate in the occurrence of a sudden late myocardial perforation (Ellenbogen
et al., 2002).

Fig. 1. Chest X-rays. Compared to the image before the replacement of the pacemaker (A),
the image taken 1 week after the replacement (B) showed only a focal protrusion from the
right side of cardiac silhouette (arrowheads) and the lateral image (C) did not show any
abnormalities. The image taken 2 years later had no serial change (D), however the image
from 3 years and 9 months later (a lateral view; F) clearly showed atrial lead protrusion,
while the lead changed to tip-tilted on the frontal view (E). One year later, both of frontal
(G) and lateral views (H) demonstrated the progression of atrial lead protrusion. The arrows
indicate the distal tip of the atrial lead. (From Sadamatsu K, et al. (2009). Progressive atrial
lead perforation developed 5 years after pacemaker replacement. | Cardiol, 53,150-153)

10. Conclusion and future research

Atrial lead perforation, especially late onset perforation, is an infrequent phenomenon.
However, recent imaging modalities have revealed that the complication is not as rare as
has been previously reported, and the available data and knowledge are limited. The use of
active-fixation atrial leads is an independent predictor for cardiac perforation following
pacemaker implantation, even though the dislodgment rate is low. In addition, active-
fixation leads may also be a risk factor for late lead perforation. In the diagnosis of the
perforation, patients are often asymptomatic, and the lead parameters are also normal in
many cases. Computed tomography can reveal the perforated lead, however the imaging
examination is not appropriate for the routine follow-up. Therefore an important question
remains how we follow these patients with pacemakers and track down such perforation
cases. Although the proper management strategy remains controversial, percutaneous
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Fig. 2. Computed tomography. (A) Before the replacement of the pacemaker, the scan
showed right breast cancer (asterisk) and an atrial lead (arrows). (B) Nine months after the
replacement, the new atrial lead (arrows) was screwed in almost the same position as the
previous one, and had perforated the right atrial appendage. (C, D) Four years later,
consecutive scans clearly showed the progression of the perforated atrial lead (arrows).
(From Sadamatsu K, et al. (2009). Progressive atrial lead perforation developed 5 years after
pacemaker replacement. | Cardiol, 53,150-153)

extraction of the perforated lead in the operating room with a cardiosurgical team backup
may be appropriate. Conservative management without extraction is also one of the
proposed strategies, however, the long-term safety of this strategy is unknown. Therefore,
we should be aware of the potential occurrence of late atrial lead perforation in daily
practice for pacemaker follow-up, and large multicenter investigations with long-term
follow-up are needed to clarify the details and outcome of this complication.

11. References

Aizawa K, Kaneko Y, Yamagishi T, Utsugi T, Suzuki T, Ishikawa S, Otaki A, Morishita Y,
Hasegawa A, Kurabayashi M, Nagai R. (2001). Oozing from the pericardium as an
etiology of cardiac tamponade associated with screw-in atrial leads. Pacing Clin
Electrophysiol, 24, 381-383

Akyol A, Aydin A, Erdinler I, Oguz E. (2005). Late perforation of the heart, pericardium,
and diaphragm by an active-fixation ventricular lead. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 28,
350-351

www.intechopen.com



340 Modern Pacemakers - Present and Future

Dilling-Boer D, Ector H, Willems R, Heidbtichel H. (2003). Pericardial effusion and right-
sided pneumothorax resulting from an atrial active-fixation lead. Europace, 5, 419-
423

Ellenbogen KA, Wood MA, Shepard RK. (2002). Delayed complications following
pacemaker implantation. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 25, 1155-1158

Ellenbogen KA, Hellkamp AS, Wilkoff BL, Camunas JL, Love JC, Hadjis TA, Lee KL, Lamas
G. (2003). Complications arising after implantation of DDD pacemakers: the MOST
experience. Am | Cardiol, 92, 740-741

Geyfman V, Storm RH, Lico SC, Oren JW 4th. (2007). Cardiac tamponade as complication of
active-fixation atrial lead perforations: proposed mechanism and management
algorithm. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 30, 498-501

Glikson M, Hyberger LK, Hitzke MK, Kincaid DK, Hayes DL. (1999). Clinical surveillance of
a tined, bipolar, J-shaped, steroid-eluting, silicone-insulated atrial pacing lead.
Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 22, 1079-1081

Glikson M, Yaacoby E, Feldman S, Bar-Lev DS, Yaroslavtzev S, Granit C, Rotstein Z,
Kaplinsky E, Eldar M. (2000). Randomized comparison of J-shaped and straight
atrial screw-in pacing leads. Mayo Clin Proc, 75, 1269-1273

Healey JS, Toff WD, Lamas GA, Andersen HR, Thorpe KE, Ellenbogen KA, Lee KL, Skene
AM, Schron EB, Skehan JD, Goldman L, Roberts RS, Camm A]J, Yusuf S, Connolly
SJ. (2006). Cardiovascular outcomes with atrial-based pacing compared with
ventricular pacing: meta-analysis of randomized trials, using individual patient
data. Circulation, 114, 11-17

Henrikson CA, Leng CT, Yuh DD, Brinker JA. (2006). Computed tomography to assess
possible cardiac lead perforation. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 29, 509-511

Hirschl DA, Jain VR, Spindola-Franco H, Gross JN, Haramati LB. (2007). Prevalence and
characterization of asymptomatic pacemaker and ICD lead perforation on CT.
Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 30, 28-32

Ho WJ, Kuo CT, Lin KH. (1999). Right pneumothorax resulting from an endocardial screw-
in atrial lead. Chest, 116, 1133-1134

Ishikawa K, Chida K, Taniguchi T, Watanabe C, Ohkawa S. (1999). Myocardial perforation
and/or penetration by a permanent endocardial electrode of the pacemaker in
autopsy cases. | Arrhythmia, 15, 39-44 [in Japanese]

Khan MN, Joseph G, Khaykin Y, Ziada KM, Wilkoff BL. (2005). Delayed lead perforation: a
disturbing trend. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 28, 251-253

Kono K, Todoroki M, Karasawa T, Ito I, Tadokoro K, Shinbo G, Horinaka S, Matsuoka H,
Mochizuki Y. (2008). Delayed pericarditis associated with an implantable
cardioverter defibrillator implantation using an active-fixation atrial lead. Pacing
Clin Electrophysiol, 31, 621-623

Krupienicz A, Karczmarewicz S, Marciniak W, Gnitka A, Kutakowski P, Adamus J. (2000).
Passive-fixation J-shaped versus straight leads in atrial position: comparison of
efficacy and safety. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 23, 2068-2072

Laborderie ], Barandon L, Ploux S, Deplagne A, Mokrani B, Reuter S, Le Gal F, Jais P,
Haissaguerre M, Clementy ], Bordachar P. (2008). Management of subacute and

www.intechopen.com



Complication of Pacemaker Implantation: An Atrial Lead Perforation 341

delayed right ventricular perforation with a pacing or an implantable cardioverter-
defibrillator lead. Am | Cardiol, 102, 1352-1355

Lamas GA, Lee KL, Sweeney MO, Silverman R, Leon A, Yee R, Marinchak RA, Flaker G,
Schron E, Orav EJ, Hellkamp AS, Greer S, McAnulty ], Ellenbogen K, Ehlert F,
Freedman RA, Estes NA 3rd, Greenspon A, Goldman L; Mode Selection Trial in
Sinus-Node Dysfunction. (2002). Ventricular pacing or dual-chamber pacing for
sinus-node dysfunction. New Engl | Med, 346, 1854-1862

Luria D, Bar-Lev D, Gurevitz O, Granit H, Rotstein Z, Eldar M, Glikson M. (2005). Long-
term performance of screw-in atrial pacing leads: a randomized comparison of J-
shaped and straight leads. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 28, 898-902

Luria DM, Feinberg MS, Gurevitz OT, Bar-Lev DS, Granit C, Tanami N, Eldar M, Glikson M.
(2007). Randomized comparison of J-shaped atrial leads with and without active
fixation mechanism. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol, 30, 412-417

Mahapatra S, Bybee KA, Bunch TJ, Espinosa RE, Sinak L], McGoon MD, Hayes DL. (2005).
Incidence and predictors of cardiac perforation after permanent pacemaker
placement. Heart Rhythm, 2, 907-911

O'Neill R, Silver M, Khorfan F. (2010). Pneumopericardium with cardiac tamponade as a
complication of cardiac pacemaker insertion one year after procedure. | Emerg Med,
[Epub ahead of print]

Polin GM, Zado E, Nayak H, Cooper JM, Russo AM, Dixit S, Lin D, Marchlinski FE, Verdino
RJ. (2006). Proper management of pericardial tamponade as a late complication of
implantable cardiac device placement. Am | Cardiol, 98, 223-225

Rydlewska A, Matecka B, Zabek A, Klimeczek P, Lelakowski J, Pasowicz M, Czajkowski M,
Kutarski A. (2010). Delayed perforation of the right ventricle as a complication of
permanent cardiac pacing - is following the guidelines always the right choice?
Non-standard treatment - a case report and literature review. Kardiol Pol, 68, 357-
361

Sadamatsu K, Enomoto N, Tsuji M, Tashiro H. (2009). Progressive atrial lead perforation
developed 5 years after pacemaker replacement. | Cardiol, 53, 150-153

Sivakumaran S, Irwin ME, Gulamhusein SS, Senaratne MP. (2002). Postpacemaker implant
pericarditis: incidence and outcomes with active-fixation leads. Pacing Clin
Electrophysiol, 25, 833-837

Spencker S, Mueller D, Marek A, Zabel M. (2007). Severe pacemaker lead perforation
detected by an automatic home-monitoring system. Eur Heart |, 28, 1432

Srivathsan K, Byrne RA, Appleton CP, Scott LR. (2003). Pneumopericardium and
pneumothorax contralateral to venous access site after permanent pacemaker
implantation. Europace, 5, 361-363

Trigano AJ, Caus T. (1996). Lead explantation late after atrial perforation. Pacing Clin
Electrophysiol, 19, 1268-1269

Wilkoff BL, Love CJ, Byrd CL, Bongiorni MG, Carrillo RG, Crossley GH 3rd, Epstein LM,
Friedman RA, Kennergren CE, Mitkowski P, Schaerf RH, Wazni OM; Heart
Rhythm Society; American Heart Association. (2009). Transvenous lead extraction:
Heart Rhythm Society expert consensus on facilities, training, indications, and

www.intechopen.com



342 Modern Pacemakers - Present and Future

patient management: this document was endorsed by the American Heart
Association (AHA). Heart Rhythm, 6, 1085-1104

Van Herendael H, Willems R. (2009). Contralateral pneumothorax after endocardial dual-
chamber pacemaker implantation resulting from atrial lead perforation. Acta
Cardiol, 64, 271-273

www.intechopen.com



Modern Pacemakers - Present and Future

MODERN PACEMAKERS

PRESENT AND FUTURE Edited by Prof. Mithilesh R Das

Edbrest by Witileuh Kumar Daa

ISBN 978-953-307-214-2

Hard cover, 610 pages

Publisher InTech

Published online 14, February, 2011
Published in print edition February, 2011

The book focuses upon clinical as well as engineering aspects of modern cardiac pacemakers. Modern
pacemaker functions, implant techniques, various complications related to implant and complications during
follow-up are covered. The issue of interaction between magnetic resonance imaging and pacemakers are
well discussed. Chapters are also included discussing the role of pacemakers in congenital and acquired
conduction disease. Apart from pacing for bradycardia, the role of pacemakers in cardiac resynchronization
therapy has been an important aspect of management of advanced heart failure. The book provides an
excellent overview of implantation techniques as well as benefits and limitations of cardiac resynchronization
therapy. Pacemaker follow-up with remote monitoring is getting more and more acceptance in clinical practice;
therefore, chapters related to various aspects of remote monitoring are also incorporated in the book. The
current aspect of cardiac pacemaker physiology and role of cardiac ion channels, as well as the present and
future of biopacemakers are included to glimpse into the future management of conductions system diseases.
We have also included chapters regarding gut pacemakers as well as pacemaker mechanisms of neural
networks. Therefore, the book covers the entire spectrum of modern pacemaker therapy including implant
techniques, device related complications, interactions, limitations, and benefits (including the role of pacing
role in heart failure), as well as future prospects of cardiac pacing.

How to reference
In order to correctly reference this scholarly work, feel free to copy and paste the following:

Kenji Sadamatsu (2011). Complication of Pacemaker Implantation: An Atrial Lead Perforation, Modern
Pacemakers - Present and Future, Prof. Mithilesh R Das (Ed.), ISBN: 978-953-307-214-2, InTech, Available
from: http://www.intechopen.com/books/modern-pacemakers-present-and-future/complication-of-pacemaker-
implantation-an-atrial-lead-perforation

INTECH

open science | open minds

InTech Europe InTech China

University Campus STeP Ri Unit 405, Office Block, Hotel Equatorial Shanghai

Slavka Krautzeka 83/A No.65, Yan An Road (West), Shanghai, 200040, China

51000 Rijeka, Croatia FE EBHIERFEK6SS EEPrRE ARG DA 4058 7T
Phone: +385 (51) 770 447 Phone: +86-21-62489820

Fax: +385 (51) 686 166 Fax: +86-21-62489821

www.intechopen.com



www.intechopen.com



© 2011 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This chapter is distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-
ShareAlike-3.0 License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction for
non-commercial purposes, provided the original is properly cited and

derivative works building on this content are distributed under the same
license.




