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National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive Care 
This guideline was developed by the National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive 

Care (NCCNSC) on behalf of the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE).  The 

guideline was commissioned and funded by NICE and developed in accordance with NICE 

processes and methodologies. 

 

Based at the Royal College of Nursing, the NCCNSC is a partnership of organisations brought 

together for the purposes of supporting the development of NICE clinical practice guidelines.  The 

partnership is comprised of representatives from the following organisations:  

 

• Centre for Evidence-Based Medicine, University of York 

• Clinical Effectiveness Forum for Allied Health Professions 

• Healthcare Libraries, University of Oxford 

• Health Economics Research Centre, University of Oxford 

• Royal College of Nursing 

• UK Cochrane Centre. 

 

Disclaimer 
As with any clinical practice guideline, the recommendations contained in this guideline may not 

be appropriate in all circumstances.  A limitation of a guideline is that it simplifies clinical decision-

making (Shiffman 1997).  Decisions to adopt any particular recommendations must be made by 

practitioners in the context of: 

 

• Available resources 

• Local services, policies and protocols 

• The circumstances and wishes of the patient 

• Available personnel and devices 

• Clinical experience of the practitioner 

• Knowledge of more recent research findings 
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Terminology 
Where the term ‘carer’ is used, this refers to unpaid carers as opposed to paid careworkers. 

 

Abbreviations 
ARR: Absolute Relative Risk 

 
BNF: British National Formulary 
 
CAM: Complementary and Alternative Medicine 

 
CBT: Cognitive Behavioural Therapy 

 
CEAC: Cost-effectiveness acceptability curve 

 
CI: Confidence interval 

 
CRP: C-reactive protein - is used mainly as a marker of inflammation 

 

ESR: Erythrocyte Sedimentation Rate - is a non-specific measure of inflammation that is 

commonly used as a medical screening test. 

 
EMA: Anti-endomysium antibodies, inflammatory markers used in the diagnosis of Coeliac 

disease  

 

FBC: Full blood count 

 

FOB: Faecal occult blood 

 

GDG: Guideline development group 

 

GI: Gastrointestinal 

 
GP: General practitioner 

 

GRADE: Guidelines Recommendations Assessment Development Evaluation 

 

HRQoL: Health-related quality of life 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inflammation
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IBD: Inflammatory Bowel Disease, A general term for any disease characterized by inflammation 

of the bowel. Examples include colitis and Crohn's disease. Symptoms include abdominal pain, 

diarrhea, fever, loss of appetite and weight loss. 

 

IBS: Irritable Bowel Syndrome 

 

IBS-A: Irritable Bowel Disease with alternating symptoms of diarrhoea and constipation 

 

IBS-C: Irritable Bowel Disease with constipation as primary bowel dysfunction 

 
IBS-D: Irritable Bowel Disease with diarrhoea as the primary bowel dysfunction 
 
ICER: Incremental cost-effectiveness ratio 

 
LY: Life-year 

 
NHS: National Health Service 

 

NICE: National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence 

 

NNT: Number needed to treat 

 
OR: Odds ratio 

 
PCT: Primary Care Trust 

 
PEG: polyethylene glycol (macrogol) 
 
PSA: Probabilistic sensitivity analysis 

 

PSS: Personal Social Services 

 
QALY: Quality-adjusted life-year 

 

RCT: Randomised controlled trial 

 

RR: Relative risk 

 
SSRI: selective serotonin re-uptake inhibitors 
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TGTT: Total gut transit time. 

 

TTG: Anti-transglutaminase antibodies, inflammatory markers used in the diagnosis of Coeliac 

disease  

 
Organisations 
 
DoH  Department of Health 

 

NCCNSC  National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive Care 

 

NICE  National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence 

 

RCN  Royal College of Nursing 

 

 

General glossary 
Absolute risk reduction (Risk difference): The difference in event rates between two groups 

(one subtracted from the other) in a comparative study.   

 

Abstract: Summary of a study, which may be published alone or as an introduction to a full 

scientific paper. 

 

Acupuncture: An ancient Chinese technique involving the insertion of fine needles just under the 

skin in specific locations in order to relieve pain and treat a wide variety of complaints. Historically, 

acupuncture is one component of an overall program of Chinese medicine that includes theory, 

practice, diagnosis, physiology, and the use of herbal preparations. 
 

Adjustment: A statistical procedure in which the effects of differences in composition of the 

populations being compared (or treatment given at the same time) have been minimised by 

statistical methods. 

 
Algorithm (in guidelines): A flow chart of the clinical decision pathway described in the guideline, 

where decision points are represented with boxes, linked with arrows. 

 
Allocation concealment: The process used to prevent advance knowledge of group assignment 

in a RCT. The allocation process should be impervious to any influence by the individual making 

the allocation, by being administered by someone who is not responsible for recruiting 

participants. 
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Applicability: The degree to which the results of an observation, study or review are likely to hold 

true in a particular clinical practice setting. 

 
Arm (of a clinical study): Subsection of individuals within a study who receive one particular 

intervention, for example placebo arm. 
 

Association: Statistical relationship between two or more events, characteristics or other 

variables. The relationship may or may not be causal. 
 
Baseline: The initial set of measurements at the beginning of a study (after run-in period where 

applicable), with which subsequent results are compared. 

 
Behavioural  therapy: A generic term to describe forms of  psychological therapy based on the 

concept that the way we think about things affects how we feel and act. Behavioural therapy 

focuses on thinkingand behaviour and it aims to help people in the ways they act (behaviour).  

 
Bias: Systematic (as opposed to random) deviation of the results of a study from the ‘true’ results 

that is caused by the way the study is designed or conducted. 

 

Biofeedback: A technique in which an individual learns to consciously control involuntary 

responses such as heart rate, brain waves, and muscle contractions. Information about a normally 

unconscious physiologic process is relayed back to the patient as a visual, auditory, or tactile 

signal. These responses are electronically monitored and noted through beeps, graphs, or on a 

computer screen, which are seen and heard by the participant. 

 

Blinding (masking): Keeping the study participants, caregivers, researchers and outcome 

assessors unaware about the interventions to which the participants have been allocated in a 

study 

 

Bloating: Fullness or swelling in the abdomen that often occurs after meals 

 

Borborygmus: The rumbling noise produced by the movement of gas through the intestines. The 

plural of this word is borborygmi. 
 
Bristol Stool Form Scale: A validated, illustrated tool used to define stool type and consistency 

developed by Dr K W Heaton, Reader in Medicine at the University of Bristol. Copyright Norgine 

Ltd 2000.  

 

Carer (caregiver): Someone other than a health professional who is involved in caring for a 

person with a medical condition. 
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Case-control study: A study in which the amount of exposure to a potentially causative factor in 

a group of patients (cases) who have a particular condition is compared with the exposure in a 

similar group of people who do not have the clinical condition (the latter is called the control 

group). 

 

Clinical efficacy: The extent to which an intervention is active when studied under controlled 

research conditions.   
 

Clinical effectiveness: The extent to which an intervention produces an overall health benefit in 

routine clinical practice. 

 

Clinical impact: The effect that a guideline recommendation is likely to have on the treatment or 

treatment outcomes, of the target population. 

 

Clinical question: In guideline development, this term refers to the questions about treatment and 

care that are formulated to guide the development of evidence-based recommendations. 

 

Clinician: A healthcare professional providing healthcare, for example doctor, nurse or 

physiotherapist. 

 

Cochrane Library: A regularly updated electronic collection of evidence-based medicine 

databases, including the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. 

 
Cochrane Review: A systematic review of the evidence from randomised controlled trials relating 

to a particular health problem or healthcare intervention, produced by the Cochrane Collaboration. 

Available electronically as part of the Cochrane Library. 
 

Coeliac Disease: Coeliac disease (also called celiac disease, non-tropical sprue, c(o)eliac sprue 

and gluten intolerance) is an autoimmune disorder characterised by damage to all or part of the 

villi lining the small intestine. This damage is caused by exposure to gluten and related proteins 

found in wheat, rye, malt and barley, and to a lesser degree in oats.  

 

Cognitive Behavioural Therapy, also called Cognitive therapy: A relatively short-term form of 

psychotherapy based on the concept that the way we think about things affects how we feel 

emotionally. Cognitive therapy focuses on present thinking, behaviour, and communication rather 

than on past experiences and is oriented toward problem solving. It aims to help people in the 

ways they think (cognition) and in the ways they act (behaviour). 
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Cohort study: A retrospective or prospective follow-up study. Groups of individuals to be followed 

up are defined on the basis of presence or absence of exposure to a suspected risk factor or 

intervention. A cohort study can be comparative, in which case two or more groups are selected 

on the basis of differences in their exposure to the agent of interest. 

 

Co-morbidity: Coexistence of more than one disease or an additional disease (other than that 

being studied or treated) in an individual. 

 

Comparability: Similarity of the groups in characteristics likely to affect the study results (such as 

health status or age).  

 
Compliance: The extent to which a person adheres to the health advice agreed with healthcare 

professionals. May also be referred to as ‘adherence’. 

 

Concordance: An approach first used in the prescribing and taking of medicines but can be 

applied to many treatments in healthcare. It is an agreement reached after negotiation between a 

patient and a health care professional that respects the beliefs and wishes of the patient in 

determining whether, when and how medicines/treatments are to be taken. Although reciprocal, 

this is an alliance in which the health care professionals recognise the primacy of the patient's 

decisions about taking the recommended medications.  

 

Confidence interval (CI): The range of numerical values within which we can be confident that 

the population value being estimated is found.  Confidence intervals indicate the strength of 

evidence; where confidence intervals are wide they indicate less precise estimates of effects. 

 

Confounding: In a study, confounding occurs when the effect of an intervention on an outcome is 

distorted as a result of an association between the population or intervention or outcome and 

another factor (the ‘confounding variable’) that can influence the outcome independently of the 

intervention under study.   

 

Consensus methods: Techniques that aim to reach an agreement on a particular issue. Formal 

consensus methods include Delphi and nominal group techniques, and consensus development 

conferences. In the development of clinical guidelines, consensus methods may be used where 

there is a lack of strong research evidence on a particular topic. Expert consensus methods will 

aim to reach agreement between experts in a particular field. 

 

Constipation: A condition in which bowel movements are infrequent, hard and dry, and 

elimination of faeces is difficult and infrequent. 
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Consultation: The process that allows stakeholders and individuals to comment on initial versions 

of NICE guidance and other documents so their views can be taken into account when the final 

version is being produced. 

 

Cost-benefit analysis: A type of economic evaluation, which estimates the net benefit to society 

of an intervention as the incremental (difference in) benefit of the intervention minus the 

incremental (difference in) cost, with all benefits and costs measured in monetary units. If benefits 

exceed costs, the evaluation would be a basis for recommending the intervention.  

 
Cost-consequences analysis: A type of economic evaluation, whereby both outcomes and costs 

of alternative interventions are described, without any attempt to combine the results.  

 

Cost effectiveness: The cost per unit of benefit of an intervention. Benefits of different 

interventions are measured using a single outcome (for example, life-years gained, quality-

adjusted life-years gained, deaths avoided, heart attacks avoided, cases detected).    

 

Cost-effectiveness analysis: An economic study design in which alternative interventions are 

compared in terms of cost per unit of effectiveness. 

 
Cost-effectiveness model: An explicit mathematical framework, which is used to represent 

clinical decision problems and incorporate evidence from a variety of sources in order to estimate 

the costs and health outcomes. 
 
Cost-of-illness/economic burden studies: An analysis of the total costs incurred by a society 

due to a specific disease.  

 
Cost impact: The total cost to the person, the NHS or to society. 

 
Cost-minimisation analysis: A type of economic evaluation used to compare the difference in 

costs between programs that have the same health outcome.  

 

Costing study: The simplest form of economic study, measuring only the costs of given 

interventions.  

 
Cost-utility analysis: A form of cost-effectiveness analysis in which the units of effectiveness are 

quality-adjusted life-years (QALYs). 

 

Counselling: The skilled use of the relationship (between the counsellor and patient) to help the 

patient develop self-knowledge, self-esteem and the ability to take control of his or her own life. 

(The British Association of Counselling and Psychotherapy).  



Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 15 of 554 

 

Crohn’s Disease: A chronic inflammatory disease of the digestive tract and it can involve any 

part of it - from the mouth to the anus. It typically affects the terminal ileum as well as demarcated 

areas of large bowel, with other areas of the bowel being relatively unaffected. It is often 

associated with auto-immune disorders outside the bowel, such as rheumatoid arthritis. 
 

Cross sectional study: Examination of the relationship between disease and other variables of 

interest as they exist in a defined population assessed at a particular time. 

 

Data extraction tables: Tabulated presentation of data collected from individual studies. 

 

Decision problem: A clear specification of the interventions, patient populations and outcome 

measures and perspective adopted in an evaluation, with an explicit justification, relating these to 

the decision which the analysis is to inform. 

 

Decision analytic techniques: A way of reaching decisions, based on evidence from research. 

This evidence is translated into probabilities, and then into diagrams or decision trees that direct 

the clinician through a succession of possible scenarios, actions and outcomes. 

 

Delphi technique: A systematic interactive forecasting method based on independent inputs of a 

panel of selected experts over two or more rounds. Questions are usually formulated as 

hypotheses and experts are asked to comment. Each round of questioning is followed with the 

feedback on the preceding round of replies, usually presented anonymously. Thus the experts are 

encouraged to revise their earlier answers in light of the replies of other members of the group. It 

is believed that during this process the range of the answers will decrease and the group will 

converge towards the "correct" answer. After several rounds the process is complete and the 

median scores determine the final answer.  

 

Deterministic analysis: A deterministic analysis is one in which the best estimate for each 

parameter has been used to give a single estimate of cost-effectiveness. It is the opposite of a 

probabilistic sensitivity analysis (See sensitivity analysis).  

 

Diarrhoea: A condition in which the sufferer has frequent and watery or loose bowel movements 

(from the ancient Greek word διαρροή = leakage; lit. "to run through"). 

 
Differential Diagnosis: Distinguishing between two or more diseases and conditions with similar 

symptoms by systematically comparing and contrasting their clinical findings, including physical 

signs, symptoms, as well as the results of laboratory tests and other appropriate diagnostic 

procedures. See also Red Flags. 
 

http://www.answers.com/topic/forecasting-2
http://www.answers.com/topic/median-1
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Discounting: Costs and perhaps benefits incurred today have a higher value than costs and 

benefits occurring in the future. Discounting health benefits reflects individual preference for 

benefits to be experienced in the present rather than the future. Discounting costs reflects 

individual preference for costs to be experienced in the future rather than the present. 

 

Dominance: An intervention is said to be dominated if there is an alternative intervention that is 

both less costly and more effective. 

 

Dosage: The prescribed amount of a drug to be taken, including the size and timing of the doses. 

 

Drop-out: A participant who withdraws from a clinical trial before the end. 

 

Economic evaluation: Comparative analysis of alternative courses of action in terms of both their 

costs and consequences.  
 

Effect (as in effect measure, treatment effect, estimate of effect, effect size): The observed 

association between interventions and outcomes or a statistic to summarise the strength of the 

observed association.   

 

Effectiveness: See “Clinical effectiveness” 

 

Efficacy: See “Clinical efficacy” 

 
Endoscopy: A procedure that uses an endoscope to diagnose or treat a condition. There are 

many types of endoscopy; examples include colonoscopy, sigmoidoscopy, gastroscopy, 

enteroscopy, and esophogealgastroduodenoscopy (EGD).  

 

Epidemiological study: A study which looks at how a disease or clinical condition is distributed 

across populations, e.g. across geographical areas or over time, or between age groups. 

 

Evidence: Information on which a decision or guidance is based. Evidence is obtained from a 

range of sources including randomised controlled trials, observational studies, expert opinion (of 

clinical professionals and/or patients). 

 

Evidence table: A table summarising the results of a collection of studies which, taken together, 

represent the evidence supporting a particular recommendation or series of recommendations in a 

guideline. 

 

Exclusion criteria (literature review): Explicit standards used to decide which studies should be 

excluded from consideration as potential sources of evidence. 
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Exclusion criteria (clinical study): Criteria that define who is not eligible to participate in a 

clinical study. 

 

Expert consensus: See ‘Consensus methods’. 

 

Extra-colonic symptoms: IBS symptoms that are not directly associated with the GI tract but are 

not uncommon features of IBS e.g. low back pain, bladder symptoms, thigh pain, gynaecological 

symptoms 

 

Extrapolation: In data analysis, predicting the value of a parameter outside the range of observed 

values.   

 

False positive: Positive test diagnostic result in a subject who does not possess the attribute for 

which the test is conducted. The incorrect labelling of a healthy person following screening. 

 

Flatus: Gas or wind produced in the intestines, mostly as a result of the normal activity of bacteria 

in the bowel. 
 

Follow-up: Observation over a period of time of an individual, group or population whose relevant 

characteristics have been assessed in order to observe changes in health status or health-related 

variables. 

 

Functional Bowel Disorder: In medicine, the term functional bowel disorder refers to a group of 

disorders which are characterised by chronic abdominal complaints without a structural or 

biochemical cause that could explain symptoms. Functional bowel disorders include: * Functional 

dyspepsia* Non-cardiac chest pain (NCCP)* Chronic abdominal pain* Functional constipation* 

Irritable bowel syndrome (IBS). 
 

Generalisability: The extent to which the results of a study based on measurement in a particular 

patient population and/or a specific context hold true for another population and/or in a different 

context. In this instance, this is the degree to which the guideline recommendation is applicable 

across both geographical and contextual settings. For instance, guidelines that suggest 

substituting one form of labour for another should acknowledge that these costs might vary across 

the country. 

 

Generic name: The general non-proprietary name of a drug or device. 
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Global Improvement: A research study outcome measuring an overall improvement in a group of 

defined IBS symptoms (e.g. pain, bowel habit, quality of life). Each symptom is given a score and 

the aggregate of the scores from each symptom forms the global improvement score. 

 

Global improvement score: An aggregate score of groups of IBS symptoms used to measure 

changes in severity and frequency of symptoms before, during and after treatment interventions. 

 

Gold standard: A method, procedure or measurement that is widely accepted as being the best 

available, to which a new method is compared. 

 

Good Practice Points: Recommended good practice based on the clinical experience of the 

Guideline Development Group. 

 

Grey literature: Reports that are unpublished or have limited distribution, and are not included in 

the common bibliographic retrieval systems. 

 

Gut motility: A term referring to the contractions of the gastrointestinal tract (peristalsis). These 

contractions cause food to be pushed through the GI tract in a controlled fashion 

 

Harms: Adverse effects of an intervention. 

 

Health professional: Includes nurses, allied health professionals and doctors. 

 
Health economics: The study of the allocation of scarce resources among alternative healthcare 

treatments. Health economists are concerned with both increasing the average level of health in 

the population and improving the distribution of health. 

 

Health technology assessment: The process by which evidence on the clinical effectiveness 

and the costs and benefits of using a technology in clinical practice is systematically evaluated.  

 

Health-related quality of life: A combination of an individual’s physical, mental and social well-

being; not merely the absence of disease. 

 

Hydrogen Breath Test: Test for lactose intolerance that measures breath samples for too much 

hydrogen.  
 
Hypnotherapy: A deep state of relaxation is achieved through focused attention. While in this 

trance-like state, the unconscious mind is highly receptive to new perspectives and ideas. The use 

of imagery and positive suggestions at this time can help a client imagine and actually experience 
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herself in the future, as she desires to be. This may make the desired changes happen much 

faster and with less resistance, as a result of the hypnosis experience. 

 

Hypothesis: A supposition made as a starting point for further investigation. 

 

Idiopathic Constipation: Constipation is termed idiopathic when it cannot be explained by any 

anatomical, physiological, radiological or histological abnormalities. The exact aetiology is not fully 

understood but it is generally accepted that a combination of factors may contribute to the 

condition. 
 

Implementation: Introducing the use of the guidance recommendations in practice. 

 

Incidence: The number of new cases of illness commencing, or of persons falling ill during a 

specified time period in a given population. 

 

Inclusion criteria (literature review): Explicit criteria used to decide which studies should be 

considered as potential sources of evidence. 

 
Incremental analysis: The analysis of additional costs and additional clinical outcomes with 

different interventions. 

 

Incremental cost: The mean cost per patient associated with an intervention minus the mean 

cost per patient associated with a comparator intervention. 

 

Incremental cost effectiveness ratio (ICER): The difference in the mean costs in the population 

of interest divided by the differences in the mean outcomes in the population of interest. 

 

Incremental net benefit (INB): The value (usually in monetary terms) of an intervention net of its 

cost compared with a comparator intervention. The INB can be calculated for a given cost-

effectiveness (willingness to pay) threshold. If the threshold is £20,000 per QALY gained then the 

INB is calculated as: (£20,000 x QALYs gained) – Incremental cost 

 
Inflammatory Bowel Disease: General term for any disease characterized by inflammation of the 

bowel. Two of the most common Inflammatory Bowel Diseases are ulcerative colitis and Crohn's 

disease. Note: Not to be confused with Irritable Bowel Syndrome. 

 
Intervention: Healthcare action intended to benefit the patient, for example, drug treatment, 

surgical procedure, psychological therapy. 
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Indication (specific): The defined use of a technology as licensed by the Medicines and 

Healthcare products Regulatory Agency (MHRA). 

 

Intention-to-treat analysis (ITT analysis): An analysis of the results of a clinical study in which 

the data are analysed for all study participants as if they had remained in the group to which they 

were randomised, regardless of whether or not they remained in the study until the end, crossed 

over to another treatment or received an alternative intervention. 

 

Internal validity: The degree to which the results of a study are likely to approximate the ‘truth’ for 

the participants recruited in a study (that is, are the results free of bias?). It refers to the integrity of 

the design and is a prerequisite for applicability (external validity) of a study’s findings. 

 

Intrinsic: Factors present within the individual. 

 

Licence: An authorisation from the MHRA to market a medicinal product. 

 

Life-years gained: Average years of life gained per person as a result of the intervention.   

 

Logistic regression model: A data analysis technique to derive an equation to predict the 

probability of an event given one or more predictor variables. This model assumes that the natural 

logarithm of the odds for the event (the logit) is a linear sum of weighted values of the predictor 

variable. The weights are derived from data using the method of maximum likelihood. 

 

Meta-analysis: A statistical technique for combining (pooling) the results of a number of studies 

that address the same question and report on the same outcomes to produce a summary result. 

The aim is to derive more precise and clear information from a large data pool. It is generally more 

reliably likely to confirm or refute a hypothesis than the individual trials. 

 

Multivariate model: A statistical model for analysis of the relationship between two or more 

predictor (independent) variables and the outcome (dependent) variable. 

 

Narrative summary: Summary of findings given as a written description. 

 

Negative predictive value: The proportion of individuals with a negative test result who do NOT 

have the disease. 

 

Nominal group technique: A methodology for achieving team consensus quickly when the 

team is ranking several options or alternatives or selecting the best choice among them. The 

method basically consists of having each team member come up with his or her personal 

ranking of the options or choices, and collation of everyone's rankings into the team consensus.  
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Number needed to treat: The number of patients that who on average must be treated to prevent 

a single occurrence of the outcome of interest. 

 
Observational study: Retrospective or prospective study in which the investigator observes the 

natural course of events with or without control groups; for example, cohort studies and case–

control studies.   

 
Odds ratio: A measure of treatment effectiveness. The odds of an event happening in the 

treatment group, expressed as a proportion of the odds of it happening in the control group. The 

'odds' is the ratio of non-events to events. 

 

Off-label: A drug or device used treat a condition or disease for which it is not specifically 

licensed. 

 
Opportunity cost: The opportunity cost of investing in a healthcare intervention is the other 

healthcare programmes that are displaced by its introduction. This may be best measured by the 

health benefits that could have been achieved had the money been spent on the next best 

alternative healthcare intervention.   

 
Outcome: Measure of the possible results that may stem from exposure to a preventive or 

therapeutic intervention. Outcome measures may be intermediate endpoints or they can be final 

endpoints. 

 
Pain score: A research study outcome measuring changes in pain using an aggregate score of 

pain type, duration, frequency and severity. Scales used vary.  
 
p values: The probability that an observed difference could have occurred by chance, assuming 

that there is in fact no underlying difference between the means of the observations. If the 

probability is less than 1 in 20, the p value is less than 0.05; a result with a p value of less than 

0.05 is conventionally considered to be ‘statistically significant’. 
 
Peer review: A process where research is scrutinised by experts that have not been involved in 

the design or execution of the studies.   

 
Peristalsis: Synchronized or coordinated contraction of the muscles that propel food content 

through the gastrointestinal (GI) tract to facilitate normal digestion and the absorption of nutrients. 

Peristalsis is dependent upon the coordination between the muscles, nerves, and hormones in the 

digestive tract. 
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Placebo: An inactive and physically identical medication or procedure used as a comparator in 

controlled clinical trials. 
 
Positive predictive value: The proportion of individuals with a positive test result who actually 

have the disease. 

 

Prevalence: The proportion of persons with a particular disease within a given population at a 

given time. 

 

Prognosis: A probable course or outcome of a disease. Prognostic factors are patient or disease 

characteristics that influence the course. Good prognosis is associated with low rate of 

undesirable outcomes; poor prognosis is associated with a high rate of undesirable outcomes. 

 

Proprietary name: The brand name given by the manufacturer to a drug or device it produces. 

 

Psychotherapy: A set of techniques intended to cure or improve psychological and behavioural 

problems in humans. The commonest form of psychotherapy is direct personal contact between 

therapist and patient, mainly in the form of talking. 

 

Psychological interventions: The treatment of any condition by psychological means. This may 

utilise insight, persuasion, suggestion, reassurance, and instruction so that patients may see 

themselves and their problems more realistically and have the desire to cope effectively with them. 

There are many different psychological interventions, these include psychotherapy, biofeedback, 

cognitive behavioural therapy, family therapy, hypnotherapy, interpersonal therapy and 

psychodynamic therapy. 

 
Qualitative research: Research concerned with subjective outcomes relating to social, emotional 

and experiential phenomena in health and social care.   
 
Quality of life: See “Health-related quality of life”  

 

Quality adjusted life years (QALYs): An index of survival that is adjusted to account for the 

patient’s quality of life during this time. QALYs have the advantage of incorporating changes in 

both quantity (longevity/mortality) and quality (morbidity, psychological, functional, social and other 

factors) of life. Used to measure benefits in cost-utility analysis. The QALYs gained are the mean 

QALYs associated with one treatment minus the mean QALYs associated with an alternative 

treatment. 

 

http://www.medterms.com/script/main/art.asp?articlekey=31748
http://www.medterms.com/script/main/art.asp?articlekey=33207
http://www.medterms.com/script/main/art.asp?articlekey=32993
http://www.medterms.com/script/main/art.asp?articlekey=33205
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Quick reference guide (for a guideline): An abridged version of NICE guidance, which presents 

the key priorities for implementation and summarises the recommendations for the core clinical 

audience. 

 

Randomisation: Allocation of participants in a research study to two or more alternative groups 

using a chance procedure, such as computer-generated random numbers. This approach is used 

in an attempt to ensure there is an even distribution of participants with different characteristics 

between groups and thus reduce sources of bias. 

 

Randomised controlled trial (RCT): A comparative study in which participants are randomly 

allocated to intervention and control groups and followed up to examine differences in outcomes 

between the groups. The random allocation eliminates bias in the assignment of treatment to 

patients and establishes the basis for the statistical analysis. 

 
Recurrent: A symptom and/or sign that resolves then returns at least once. 
 
 
‘Red Flag’ symptoms: A warning term used to indicate further investigation of specific symptoms 

is warranted to identify potential differential diagnosis. 
 

Reference standard (or gold standard): An agreed standard, for example for a test or treatment, 

against which other interventions can be compared. 

 
Refractory IBS: people with IBS who do not respond to first line therapies after 12 months and 

who develop a continuing symptom profile. 

 

Relative risk: The number of times more likely or less likely an event is to happen in one group 

compared with another (calculated as the risk of the event in group A/the risk of the event in group 

B). 

 
Reliability/repeatability: The degree of agreement exhibited when a measurement is repeated 

under identical conditions. Reliability refers to the degree to which the results obtained by a 

measurement procedure can be replicated. 
 
Remit: The brief given by the Department of Health and Welsh Assembly Government at the 

beginning of the guideline development process. This defines core areas of care that the guideline 

needs to address.  

 
Resource implication: The likely impact in terms of finance, workforce or other NHS resources. 
 
Retrospective cohort study: A study in which a defined group of persons with an exposure that 

occurred in the past and an appropriate comparison group who were not exposed are identified at 
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a time later than when they were exposed and followed from the time of exposure to the present, 

and in which the incidence of disease (or mortality) for the exposed and unexposed are assessed.  

 

Review of the literature: An article that summarises the evidence contained in a number of 

different individual studies and draws conclusions about their findings. It may or may not be 

systematically researched and developed. 

 

Secondary benefits: Benefits resulting from a treatment in addition to the primary, intended 

outcome. 

 

Selection bias (also allocation bias): A systematic bias in selecting participants for study 

groups, so that the groups have differences in prognosis and/or therapeutic sensitivities at 

baseline. Randomisation (with concealed allocation) of patients protects against this bias. 

 

Sensitivity (of a test): The proportion of individuals classified as positive by the gold (or 

reference) standard, who are correctly identified by the study test. 

 

Sensitivity (of a search): The proportion of relevant studies identified by a search strategy 

expressed as a percentage of all relevant studies on a given topic. It describes the 

comprehensiveness of a search method (that is, its ability to identify all relevant studies on a given 

topic). Highly sensitive strategies tend to have low levels of specificity and vice versa. 

 

Sensitivity analysis: A means of representing uncertainty in the results of economic evaluations. 

Uncertainty may arise from missing data, imprecise estimates or methodological controversy. 

Sensitivity analysis also allows for exploring the generalisability of results to other settings. The 

analysis is repeated using different assumptions to examine the effect on the results.  

One-way simple sensitivity analysis (univariate analysis): each parameter is varied individually in 

order to isolate the consequences of each parameter on the results of the study.  

Multi-way simple sensitivity analysis (scenario analysis): two or more parameters are varied at the 

same time and the overall effect on the results is evaluated.  

Threshold sensitivity analysis: the critical value of parameters above or below which the 

conclusions of the study will change are identified.  

Probabilistic sensitivity analysis: probability distributions are assigned to the uncertain parameters 

and are incorporated into evaluation models based on decision analytical techniques (For 

example, Monte Carlo simulation). 

 

Specificity (of a test): The proportion of individuals classified as negative by the gold (or 

reference) standard, who are correctly identified by the study test. 
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Stakeholder: Those with an interest in the use of a technology under appraisal or a guideline 

under development. Stakeholders include manufacturers, sponsors, healthcare professionals, and 

patient and carer groups. 

 

Statistical power: The ability to demonstrate an association when one exists. Power is related to 

sample size; the larger the sample size, the greater the power and the lower the risk that a 

possible association could be missed. 

 

Stool: Solid waste that pass through the rectum as bowel movements. Stools are undigested 

foods, bacteria, mucus, and dead cells. 

 

Stool score: A research study outcome measuring changes in bowel habit using an aggregate 

score of stool type, stool consistency, stool frequency, complete evacuation. Scales used vary. 

 
Syndrome: A combination of signs and/or symptoms that forms a distinct clinical picture indicative 

of a particular disorder. 

 

Synthesis of evidence: A generic term to describe methods used for summarising (comparing 

and contrasting) evidence into a clinically meaningful conclusion in order to answer a defined 

clinical question. This can include systematic review (with or without meta-analysis), qualitative 

and narrative summaries. 

 

Systematic review: Research that summarises the evidence on a clearly formulated question 

according to a predefined protocol using systematic and explicit methods to identify, select and 

appraise relevant studies, and to extract, collate and report their findings. It may or may not use 

statistical meta-analysis.   

 

Total gastrointestinal transit time (TGTT): The length of time food takes to pass through the 

gastrointestinal tract from ingestion to excretion. It is estimated using radio opaque markers and 

can define three types of delay: right colon (colonic inertial), left colon and recto sigmoid. The 

exact type of delay may be an important basis for treatment. 
 
Time horizon: The time span used in the NICE appraisal which reflects the period over which the 

main differences between interventions in health effects and use of healthcare resources are 

expected to be experienced, and taking into account the limitations of supportive evidence. 

 

Treatment allocation: Assigning a participant to a particular arm of the trial. 

 

Treatment options: The choices of intervention available. 
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User: Any one using the guideline. 

 

Utility: A measure of the strength of an individual’s preference for a specific health state in 

relation to alternative health states. The utility scale assigns numerical values on a scale from 0 

(death) to 1 (optimal or ‘perfect’ health). Health states can be considered worse than death and 

thus have a negative value.   
 

Visceral hypersensitivity: Enhanced perception or enhanced responsiveness within the gut.  
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, KEY RECOMMENDATIONS and IBS 
ALGORITHM 

The National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (‘NICE’ or ‘the Institute’) commissioned 

the National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive Care (NCC-NSC) to develop 

guidelines on irritable bowel syndrome (IBS). This follows referral of the topic by the Department 

of Health and Welsh Assembly Government. This document describes the methods for 

developing the guidelines and presents the evidence and consensus based recommendations. It 

is the source document for the NICE (abbreviated version for health professionals); 

Understanding NICE Guidance, and; Quick Reference Guide versions of the guidelines which 

will be published by NICE. The guidelines were produced by a multidisciplinary guideline 

development group and the development process was undertaken by the NCC-NSC. 

 

The main areas examined by the guideline were during the: 

• IBS Positive Diagnosis 

• Red flags for suspected cancer and other morbidities 

• IBS Management focussed on lifestyle advice relating to diet and physical activity, drug and 

psychological therapies. 

• Referral and follow-up. 

 

This guideline covers areas relevant to the diagnosis and management of IBS reflecting the 

complete patient journey, from the person presenting with IBS symptoms, positive diagnosis and 

management, targeted at symptom control. The guideline incorporates Cochrane reviews, 

published NICE clinical and public health guidance, Health Technology Assessment reports, 

systematic and health economic reviews produced by the National Collaborating Centre for 

Nursing and Supportive Care. Recommendations are based on clinical and cost effectiveness 

evidence, and where this is insufficient, the GDG used all available information sources and 

experience to make consensus recommendations using nominal group technique.  

 

The care pathway reflects a logical sequencing to what is, in effect, tracking the progress of the 

patient from entry to primary care through to lifestyle adaptation and therapeutic intervention, 

enabling the person with IBS to learn to live with this chronic condition. The partnership that the 

person with IBS forms with their primary care clinician/team is key to this being a positive 

experience where shared decision making feature strongly in aiming for symptom control. This 

sequencing has enabled the Guideline Development Group (GDG), supported by the technical 

team, to look at the evidence reviews, understand the clinical context and consider the patient 

voice when shaping guidance. Patient experience is at the heart of development. Evidence 

published after June 2007 was not considered. 
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Healthcare professionals should use their clinical judgement and consult with patients when 

applying the recommendations. Recommendations aim to reduce variations in practice, thus 

improving patient outcomes related to both the diagnosis and continuous management of IBS. 

This guidance is intended to be the source document for primary care local policy development. 

Its success is dependent on the primary health care team and patients working in partnership in 

implementing key recommendations. The algorithm provides healthcare professionals, patients 

and carers to visualise the care pathway, summarising clinical and cost effective evidence and 

consensus decisions. 

 
Key recommendations  
The key recommendations were identified by the GDG as the recommendations that are the priorities 

for implementation. (The numbering corresponds to the abbreviated (NICE) version of the guideline). 

 

1.1.1.1 Healthcare professionals should consider assessment for IBS if the person reports having had 

any of the following symptoms for at least 6 months:  

• Abdominal pain or discomfort 

• Bloating 

• Change in bowel habit. 

 
1.1.1.2 All people presenting with possible IBS symptoms should be asked if they have any of the 

following “red flag” indicators and should be referred to secondary care for further investigation 

if any are present (see ‘Referral guidelines for suspected cancer’, NICE clinical guideline 27, 

for detailed referral criteria where cancer is suspected):  

• Unintentional and unexplained weight loss 

• Rectal bleeding 

• A family history of bowel or ovarian cancer 

• A change in bowel habit to looser and / or more frequent stools persisting for more than 6 

weeks in a person aged over 60 years. 
 

1.1.1.3 All people presenting with possible IBS symptoms should be assessed and clinically examined 

for the following “red flag” indicators and should be referred to secondary care for further 

investigation if any are present (see ‘Referral guidelines for suspected cancer’, NICE clinical 

guideline 27, for detailed referral criteria where cancer is suspected). 

• Anaemia   

• Abdominal masses 

• Rectal masses 

• Inflammatory markers for inflammatory bowel disease. 

If there is significant concern that symptoms may suggest ovarian cancer, a pelvic 

examination should also be considered. 
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1.1.1.4 A diagnosis of IBS should be considered only if the person has abdominal pain or discomfort 

that is either relieved by defaecation or associated with altered bowel frequency or stool form. 

This should be accompanied by at least two of the following four symptoms:  

• Altered stool passage (straining, urgency, incomplete evacuation) 

• Abdominal bloating (more common in women than men), distension, tension or hardness 

• Symptoms made worse by eating 

• Passage of mucus. 
  Other features such as lethargy, nausea, backache and bladder symptoms are common in 

people with IBS, and may be used to support the diagnosis. 

 
1.1.2.1 In people who meet the IBS diagnostic criteria, the following tests should be undertaken to 

exclude other diagnoses:    

• Full blood count (FBC) 

• Erythrocyte sedimentation rate (ESR) or plasma viscosity  

• C-reactive protein (CRP) 

• Antibody testing for coeliac disease (endomysial antibodies [EMA] or tissue 

transglutaminase [TTG]). 
 

1.1.2.2 The following tests are not necessary to confirm diagnosis in people who meet the IBS 

diagnostic criteria:  

• Ultrasound 

• Rigid/flexible sigmoidoscopy 

• Colonoscopy; barium enema 

• Thyroid function test 

• Faecal ova and parasite test 

• Faecal occult blood  

• Hydrogen breath test (for lactose intolerance and bacterial overgrowth). 

 

1.2.1.1 People with IBS should be given information that explains the importance of self-help in 

effectively managing their IBS. This should include information on general lifestyle, physical 

activity, diet and symptom-targeted medication. 

 

1.2.1.5 Healthcare professionals should review the fibre intake of people with IBS, adjusting (usually 

reducing) it while monitoring the effect on symptoms. People with IBS should be discouraged 

from eating insoluble fibre (for example, bran). If an increase in dietary fibre is advised, it 

should be soluble fibre such as ispaghula powder or foods high in soluble fibre (for example, 

oats). 
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1.2.2.4 People with IBS should be advised how to adjust their doses of laxative or antimotility agent 

according to the clinical response. The dose should be titrated according to stool consistency, 

with the aim of achieving a soft, well-formed stool (corresponding to Bristol Stool Form Scale 

type 4). 

 

1.2.2.5 Healthcare professionals should consider tricyclic antidepressants (TCAs)∗ ∗ as second-line 

treatment for people with IBS if laxatives, loperamide or antispasmodics have not helped. 

TCAs are primarily used for treatment of depression but are only recommended here for their 

analgesic effect. Treatment should be started at a low dose (5–10 mg equivalent of 

amitriptyline), which should be taken once at night and reviewed regularly. The dose may be 

increased, but does not usually need to exceed 30 mg. 

 

 

The IBS algorithm demonstrates the importance of positive diagnosis in providing an effective 

platform for both the person presenting with IBS symptoms and primary care clinician to work 

towards symptom control. It importantly identifies red flag symptoms, meaning in practice that 

the person would leave this guideline and be referred to secondary/tertiary care for further 

investigation. The emergence of any of the ‘red flags’during management and follow up should 

prompt referral for further investigation and/or referral into secondary care. 

 

                                                 
∗∗ At the time of publication (February 2008) TCAs did not have UK marketing authorisation for the 
indications described. Informed consent should be obtained and documented. 
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IBS Algorithm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PPPaaatttiiieeennnttt HHHiiissstttooorrryyy   aaannnddd  
   CCCllliiinnniiicccaaalll   EEExxxaaammmiiinnnaaatttiiiooonnn   
bbbyyy GGGPPP///PPPrrriiimmmaaarrryyy CCCaaarrreee   CCCllliiinnniiiccciiiaaannn

More than 12 months duration, consider 
psychological interventions: 

Hypnotherapy, Psychological therapy, CBT 

Symptom 
Control 

Continuing 
symptom profile  

DDDrrruuuggg TTThhheeerrraaapppyyy 
Consider single or combination therapies: 
Antispasmodics   
Antimotility agents (titrate dose) 
Laxatives (titrate dose) 
222nnnddd   lll iiinnneee Tricyclics (or SSRIs) 
 

LLLiiifffeeessstttyyyllleee::: DDDiiieeettt &&& PPPhhhyyysssiiicccaaalll AAAccctttiiivvviiitttyyy 
AAAsssssseeessssss   dddiiieeettt;;; reduce fibre intake; take 
soluble fibre and consider dietitian 
referral.  
AAAsssssseeessssss   llleeevvveeelll   ooofff   ppphhhyyysssiiicccaaalll   aaaccctttiiivvviiitttyyy,,, 
encourage increased levels of activity. 
PPPaaatttiiieeennnttt   iiinnnfffooorrrmmmaaatttiiiooonnn   rrreeesssooouuurrrccceee, with 
dietary, lifestyle and self help advice  

IIIBBBSSS MMMaaannnaaagggeeemmmeeennnttt  
Should be based on the nature and severity of symptoms and individual or combinations of 

medication, with lifestyle advice, directed at the predominant symptom/s. 

IIIBBBSSS PPPooosssiiitttiiivvveee   
DDDiiiaaagggnnnooosssiiisss   CCCrrriiittteeerrriiiaaa   

Investigations in PC  
• FBC 
(Anaemia) 
• ESR 
• CRP  
(Inflammatory Bowel Disease) 
• EMA or TTG 
(Coeliac Disease) 

RRReeeddd FFFlllaaaggg SSSyyymmmppptttooommmsss 
• Rectal bleeding 
• Unexplained unintentional weight 

loss 
• Family history of bowel/ ovarian 

cancer 
• Late onset (age over 60) 
Assess for anaemia, abdominal, pelvic 
(if appropriate) and rectal masses and 
inflammatory bowel disease 
Immediate referral to secondary care 

Person with any of these symptoms for at least 6 months     
 AAAbbbdddooommmiiinnnaaalll   pppaaaiiinnn///dddiiissscccooommmfffooorrrttt,,,   BBB llloooaaatttiiinnnggg,,,   CCChhhaaannngggeee   iiinnn   bbbooowwweeelll   hhhaaabbbiiittt...    

Follow up to evaluate 
response (timescale 
negotiated between 

clinician and patient) 

Not effectiveEffective
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2  PRINCIPLES OF PRACTICE 
The principles outlined below describe the ideal context in which to implement the 

recommendations contained in this guideline.  

 

These have been adapted from the NICE clinical practice guideline: Assessment and prevention 

of falls in older people (2004).  

 

2.1 Person-centred care 
• People who may have Irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) should be made aware of the 

guideline and its recommendations, and should be referred to the Understanding NICE 

Guidance version of the guideline. 

• People who may have IBS should be involved in shared decision–making about 

individualised IBS management strategies. 

• Healthcare professionals are advised to respect and incorporate the knowledge and 

experience of people who have been self managing this condition. 

• People who may have IBS should be informed about any potential risks and/or associated 

complications with IBS.   

 

2.2 Collaborative interdisciplinary approach to care 
• All members of the interdisciplinary team should be aware of the guidelines and all care 

should be documented in the patient’s health care records. 

• A collaborative, multi-disciplinary approach should be provided by appropriately trained 

professionals. 

• The roles of parents/carers and health professionals in implementing the guideline 

recommendations should be sensitively negotiated.  

 

2.3 Organisational issues 
• There should be an integrated approach to the diagnosis and management of IBS in 

Primary Care with a clear strategy and policy supported by management.  

• Care should be delivered in a context of continuous quality improvement, where 

improvements to care following guideline implementation are the subject of regular feedback 

and audit. 

• The health care team should have received appropriate training and have demonstrated 

their competence in the diagnosis and management of IBS.  

• Commitment to and availability of education and training are required to ensure that all staff, 

regardless of their profession, are given the opportunity to update their knowledge, and are 

able to implement the guideline recommendations.  



Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 33 of 554 

• People who have IBS should be cared for by personnel who have undergone appropriate 

training and who know how to initiate and maintain appropriate management of IBS. Staffing 

levels and skill mix should reflect the needs of patients. 

 

2.4 Background to the current guideline 
In January 2006, The National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive Care (NCC-

NSC) was commissioned by NICE to develop a clinical guideline on the diagnosis and 

management of Irritable Bowel Syndrome (IBS) for use in Primary Care in England and Wales.  

 
2.5 Clinical need for the guideline   

Irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) is one of the most common functional gastrointestinal disorders. 

It is a chronic, relapsing and often life-long disorder, characterised by the presence of abdominal 

pain/discomfort associated with defaecation, a change in bowel habit together with disordered 

defaecation (constipation or diarrhoea or both), the sensation of abdominal distension, and may 

include associated non-colonic symptoms. These morbidities may cause dehydration, lack of 

sleep, anxiety and lethargy which may lead to time off work, avoidance of stressful or social 

situations and significant reduction in quality of life. 

 

People may present with differing symptom profiles, most commonly ‘diarrhoea predominant’, 

‘constipation predominant’, and alternating symptoms. Clinical management will inevitably be 

directed by the presenting symptoms, but different symptom types may have differing prognoses 

that assist in determining the type and urgency of investigations and subsequent management. 

Symptoms sometimes overlap with other gastrointestinal (GI) disorders such as non-ulcer 

dyspepsia, or with coeliac disease. 

 

There are three possible diagnostic approaches which may be used; a diagnosis by excluding 

organic disease which may involve multiple investigative procedures; a diagnosis based on 

positive symptom criteria, resulting in a minimum of diagnostic tests; a diagnosis combining 

positive symptom based criteria with investigations to exclude ‘red flag’ symptoms. In practice 

diagnosis has been predominantly by exclusion of organic disease which has led to patients 

being subjected to investigations and tests which are not required to confirm IBS.  

 

Diagnosis and management of IBS can be frustrating for patients and clinicians. Both parties 

need to have a clear understanding of the current state of knowledge of IBS and recognition of 

the chronic nature of the condition. The implication is that the management of this condition may 

involve a long-term therapeutic partnership between the person with IBS and the primary care 

clinician. There may be many contributing factors to be taken into consideration. Associated 

non-colonic problems include functional urinary and gynaecological problems, gallbladder and 

stomach symptoms, back pain, migraine and depression. It has previously been shown that if a 

non-colonic feature of IBS is especially severe (for example, a gynaecological symptom) the 
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patient may be referred to the wrong speciality. This may result in unnecessary and sometimes 

costly investigations and/or delayed treatment. IBS is associated with a disproportionately high 

prevalence of abdominal and pelvic surgery, although the cause of this has not been 

established.   

 

IBS most commonly affects people between the ages of 20 and 30 years and is twice as 

common in women as in men. The prevalence of the condition in the general population is 

estimated to lie somewhere between 10 and 20%. Recent trends indicate that there is also a 

significant prevalence of IBS in older people; therefore, IBS diagnosis should be a consideration 

when an older person presents with unexplained abdominal symptoms. The true prevalence of 

IBS in the whole population may be higher than estimated, because it is thought that many 

people with IBS symptoms do not seek medical advice; NHS Direct online data suggest that 

75% of people using this service rely on self-care. In England and Wales, the number of people 

consulting for IBS is extrapolated to between 1.6 and 3.9 million. Evidence suggests that age 

and race have no consistent effect on the incidence of symptoms. Healthcare professionals 

need to be sensitive to and take into consideration cultural, ethnic and communication needs of 

people for whom English is not a first language or who may have cognitive and/or behavioural 

disabilities. Appropriate action should be taken to facilitate effective consultation.   

 

Causes of IBS have not been adequately defined, although gut hypersensitivity, disturbed 

colonic motility, post-infective bowel dysfunction or a defective antinociceptive (anti-pain) system 

are possible causes. Stress commonly aggravates the disorder and around half of IBS 

outpatients attribute the onset of symptoms to a stressful event. Lactose, gluten or other food 

intolerance is also identified as an antecedent. Colonic flora may be abnormal in IBS patients. 

People with IBS tend to alter their diet to alleviate symptoms of IBS, often this is self directed or 

guidance is sought from inadequately qualified nutritionists. Excluding individual foods or 

complete food groups without appropriate supervision can readily lead to inadequate nutrient 

intakes and ultimately malnutrition. In addition, symptoms often remain unresolved leading to 

further inappropriate dietary restriction. 

 

Primary care investigations may include: routine blood tests such as full blood count, urea and 

electrolytes, and liver function tests; tests for thyroid function, tissue transglutaminase anti-

endomysial antibodies (to exclude coeliac disease); inflammatory markers (to identify possible 

inflammatory bowel disease): stool microscopy; urinary screen for laxatives; and lactose 

tolerance testing. Other investigations such as gut transit studies (radiological tests to measure 

the time required for food to move through the digestive tract) and sigmoidoscopy (endoscopy of 

the lower part of the bowel) are routinely performed in secondary care. 

 

Patients are likely to be referred to a secondary care specialist if symptoms are atypical (for 

example, patients over 40 years with change in bowel habit and/or rectal bleeding), if GI or 

http://www.nhsdirect.nhs.uk/en.asp?TopicID=270
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ovarian cancer is suspected on clinical examination, or if there is a family history of GI or 

ovarian cancer. 

 

2.6 Management Issues 
The aetiology of IBS has not yet been established and as a result management focuses on the 

relief of symptoms. The symptom profile, as previously described, may vary and may require a 

combination of different modalities to achieve effective relief. These include diet and lifestyle 

interventions, patient education and self help, pharmacological interventions, behavioural and 

psychological therapies, complementary and alternative therapies. No single drug will alleviate 

the multiple symptoms often present in people with IBS. Management should focus on the 

predominant symptom which may require concomitant use of medications and other therapeutic 

interventions. This guideline will review the different therapies commonly used in the 

management of IBS.    
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3 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1. GUIDANCE 
1.1 DIAGNOSIS OF IBS 

Confirming a diagnosis of IBS is a crucial part of this guideline. The primary aim should be to 

establish the person’s symptom profile, with abdominal pain or discomfort being a key symptom. 

It is also necessary to establish the quantity and quality of the pain or discomfort, identify its site 

(which can be anywhere in the abdomen) and whether this varies. This distinguishes IBS from 

cancer-related pain, which typically has a fixed site. 

 

When establishing bowel habit, showing people the Bristol Stool Form Scale (see Appendix D of 

the NICE version and Appendix I of this document) may help them with description, particularly 

when determining quality and quantity of stool. People presenting with IBS symptoms commonly 

report incomplete evacuation/rectal hypersensitivity, as well as urgency, which is increased in 

diarrhoea-predominant IBS. About 20% of people experiencing faecal incontinence disclose this 

only if asked. People who present with symptoms of IBS should be asked open questions to 

establish the presence of such symptoms (for example, ‘tell me about how your symptoms affect 

aspects of your daily life, such as leaving the house’). Healthcare professionals should be 

sensitive to the cultural, ethnic and communication needs of people for whom English is not a 

first language or who may have cognitive and/or behavioural problems or disabilities. These 

factors should be taken into consideration to facilitate effective consultation. 

 

1.1.1 Initial assessment 
1.1.1.1 Healthcare professionals should consider assessment for IBS if the person reports having had 

any of the following symptoms for at least 6 months:  

• Abdominal pain or discomfort 

• Bloating 

• Change in bowel habit. 

 
1.1.1.2 All people presenting with possible IBS symptoms should be asked if they have any of the 

following “red flag” indicators and should be referred to secondary care for further investigation 

if any are present (see ‘Referral guidelines for suspected cancer’, NICE clinical guideline 27, 

for detailed referral criteria where cancer is suspected).  

• Unintentional and unexplained weight loss 

• Rectal bleeding 

• A family history of bowel or ovarian cancer 

• A change in bowel habit to looser and / or more frequent stools persisting for more than 6 

weeks in a person aged over 60 years. 
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1.1.1.3 All people presenting with possible IBS symptoms should be assessed and clinically examined 

for the following “red flag” indicators and should be referred to secondary care for further 

investigation if any are present (see ‘Referral guidelines for suspected cancer’, NICE clinical 

guideline 27, for detailed referral criteria where cancer is suspected). 

• Anaemia   

• Abdominal masses 

• Rectal masses 

• Inflammatory markers for inflammatory bowel disease. 

If there is significant concern that symptoms may suggest ovarian cancer, a pelvic 

examination should also be considered. 

 
1.1.1.4 A diagnosis of IBS should be considered only if the person has abdominal pain or discomfort 

that is either relieved by defaecation or associated with altered bowel frequency or stool form. 

This should be accompanied by at least two of the following four symptoms:  

• Altered stool passage (straining, urgency, incomplete evacuation) 

• Abdominal bloating (more common in women than men), distension, tension or hardness 

• Symptoms made worse by eating 

• Passage of mucus. 
Other features such as lethargy, nausea, backache and bladder symptoms are common in 

people with IBS, and may be used to support the diagnosis. 
 
1.1.2 Diagnostic tests 
1.1.2.1 In people who meet the IBS diagnostic criteria, the following tests should be undertaken to 

exclude other diagnoses:    

• Full blood count (FBC) 

• Erythrocyte sedimentation rate (ESR) or plasma viscosity  

• C-reactive protein (CRP) 

• Antibody testing for coeliac disease (endomysial antibodies [EMA] or tissue 

transglutaminase [TTG]). 
 
1.1.2.2 The following tests are not necessary to confirm diagnosis in people who meet the IBS 

diagnostic criteria:  

• Ultrasound 

• Rigid/flexible sigmoidoscopy 

• Colonoscopy; barium enema 

• Thyroid function test 

• Faecal ova and parasite test 

• Faecal occult blood  

• Hydrogen breath test (for lactose intolerance and bacterial overgrowth). 
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1.2 CLINICAL MANAGEMENT OF IBS 
1.2.1 Dietary and lifestyle advice 
1.2.1.1 People with IBS should be given information that explains the importance of self-help in 

effectively managing their IBS. This should include information on general lifestyle, physical 

activity, diet and symptom-targeted medication. 

 

1.2.1.2 Healthcare professionals should encourage people with IBS to identify and make the most of 

their available leisure time and to create relaxation time. 

 

1.2.1.3 Healthcare professionals should assess the physical activity levels of people with IBS, ideally 

using the General Practice Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPPAQ; see Appendix J). People 

with low activity levels should be given brief advice and counselling to encourage them to 

increase their activity levels. 

 

1.2.1.4 Diet and nutrition should be assessed for people with IBS and the following general advice 

given. 

• Have regular meals and take time to eat. 

• Avoid missing meals or leaving long gaps between eating. 

• Drink at least eight cups of fluid per day, especially water or other non-caffeinated drinks, 

for example herbal teas. 

• Restrict tea and coffee to three cups per day. 

• Reduce intake of alcohol and fizzy drinks.  

• It may be helpful to limit intake of high-fibre food (such as wholemeal or high-fibre flour 

and breads, cereals high in bran, and whole grains such as brown rice). 

• Reduce intake of ‘resistant starch’ (starch that resists digestion in the small intestine and 

reaches the colon intact), which is often found in processed or re-cooked foods. 

• Limit fresh fruit to three portions per day (a portion should be approximately 80g). 

• People with diarrhoea should avoid sorbitol, an artificial sweetener found in sugar-free 

sweets (including chewing gum) and drinks, and in some diabetic and slimming products. 

• People with wind and bloating may find it helpful to eat oats (such as oat-based breakfast 

cereal or porridge) and linseeds (up to one tablespoon per day). 

 

1.2.1.5 Healthcare professionals should review the fibre intake of people with IBS, adjusting (usually 

reducing) it while monitoring the effect on symptoms. People with IBS should be discouraged 

from eating insoluble fibre (for example, bran). If an increase in dietary fibre is advised, it 

should be soluble fibre such as ispaghula powder or foods high in soluble fibre (for example, 

oats). 
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1.2.1.6 People with IBS who choose to try probiotics should be advised to take the product for at least 

4 weeks while monitoring the effect. Probiotics should be taken at the dose recommended by 

the manufacturer. 

 

1.2.1.7 Healthcare professionals should discourage the use of aloe vera in the treatment of IBS. 

 

1.2.1.8 If diet continues to be considered a major factor in a person's symptoms and they are 

following general lifestyle/dietary advice, they should be referred to a dietitian for advice and 

treatment, including single food avoidance and exclusion diets. Such advice should only be 

given by a dietitian. 

 

1.2.2 Pharmacological therapy 
 Decisions about pharmacological management should be based on the nature and severity of 

symptoms. The recommendations made below assume that the choice of single or 

combination medication is determined by the predominant symptom/s. 

 

1.2.2.1 Healthcare professionals should consider prescribing antispasmodic agents for people with 

IBS. These should be taken as required, alongside dietary and lifestyle advice. 

 

1.2.2.2 Laxatives should be considered for the treatment of constipation in people with IBS, but 

people should be discouraged from taking lactulose. 

 

1.2.2.3 Loperamide should be the first choice of antimotility agent for diarrhoea in people with IBS∗. 

 

1.2.2.4 People with IBS should be advised how to adjust their doses of laxative or antimotility agent 

according to the clinical response. The dose should be titrated according to stool consistency, 

with the aim of achieving a soft, well-formed stool (corresponding to Bristol Stool Form Scale 

type 4). 

 

1.2.2.5 Healthcare professionals should consider tricyclic antidepressants (TCAs)∗ ∗ as second-line 

treatment for people with IBS if laxatives, loperamide or antispasmodics have not helped. 

TCAs are primarily used for treatment of depression but are only recommended here for their 

analgesic effect. Treatment should be started at a low dose (5–10 mg equivalent of 

amitriptyline), which should be taken once at night and reviewed regularly. The dose may be 

increased, but does not usually need to exceed 30 mg. 

                                                 
∗ In certain situations the daily dose of loperamide required may exceed 16 mg, which at the time of 
publication (February 2008) was an out of licence dose. Informed consent should be obtained and 
documented. 
∗∗ At the time of publication (February 2008) TCAs did not have UK marketing authorisation for the 
indications described. Informed consent should be obtained and documented. 
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1.2.2.6 Selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRIs)∗ ∗ ∗ should be considered for people with IBS 

only if TCAs have been shown to be ineffective. 

 
1.2.2.7 Healthcare professionals should take into account the possible side effects when prescribing 

TCAs or SSRIs. After prescribing either of these drugs for the first time at low doses for the 

treatment of pain or discomfort in IBS, the person should be followed up after 4 weeks and 

then at 6–12 monthly intervals thereafter. 

 
1.2.3 Psychological interventions 
1.2.3.1 Referral for psychological interventions (cognitive behavioural therapy [CBT], hypnotherapy 

and/or psychological therapy) should be considered for people with IBS who do not respond to 

pharmacological treatments after 12 months and who develop a continuing symptom profile 

(described as refractory IBS). 

 

1.2.4 Complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) 
1.2.4.1 The use of acupuncture should not be encouraged for the treatment of IBS. 

 

1.2.4.2 The use of reflexology should not be encouraged for the treatment of IBS. 

 

1.2.5 Follow-up 
1.2.5.1 Follow-up should be agreed between the healthcare professional and the person with IBS, 

based on the response of the person’s symptoms to interventions. This should form part of the 

annual patient review. The emergence of any ‘red flag’ symptoms during management and 

follow-up should prompt further investigation and/or referral to secondary care. 

 

 

                                                 
∗∗∗ At the time of publication (February 2008) SSRIs did not have UK marketing authorisation for the 
indication described. Informed consent should be obtained and documented. 
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4 AIMS OF THE GUIDELINE 
The aims of the guideline are: 

• To evaluate and summarise the clinical and cost evidence relating to all aspects of the 

diagnosis and treatment of Irritable Bowel Syndrome (IBS). 

• To highlight gaps in the research evidence. 

• To formulate evidence-based cost effective clinical practice recommendations relating to the 

diagnosis and treatment of IBS.  

• To formulate consensus recommendations shaped around available evidence and expert 

GDG opinion in those areas of diagnosis and treatment of IBS where there is no clear 

clinical and cost effective evidence base.  

 

4.1 Who the guideline is for 
The guideline is of relevance to all people with IBS, carers for those people with IBS, primary 

healthcare professionals and social care staff that are involved in the care and/or support of 

those people diagnosed with IBS.  

 

4.2 Groups covered by the guideline 
Adults (18 years and older) who present to primary care with symptoms suggestive of IBS are 

covered by the guideline.  

 

4.3 Groups not covered by the guideline 
The following groups are not covered by the guideline: 

a) Patients with other gastrointestinal disorders such as non-ulcer dyspepsia or coeliac disease 

will not be covered, except when a co-morbidity has specific relevance to the management 

of IBS. 

b) Children and young people under 18 years of age.   

 

4.4 Healthcare setting 
It is recognised that the NHS is rapidly developing patterns of service delivery, with primary and 

secondary care borders blurring. The guideline will cover the care that is provided by primary 

healthcare professionals and it will indicate where secondary care referral is appropriate. The 

guideline is sensitive to the variations in commissioning of services relating to the diagnosis and 

treatment of IBS. The guideline recognises that there is current variation to service availability in 

both primary and secondary care across England and Wales, and at times will not state where 

care is accessed. 
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4.5 Diagnosis and management interventions covered by the guideline 
The following diagnostic and treatment interventions will be covered. They have been classified 

into logical coherent areas of the guideline, supported by clinical and cost effectiveness reviews, 

and are consistent with the patient algorithm which typically reflects the patient pathway.  

 
Diagnosis 
Positive Diagnosis utilises criterion based reference tools. Negative diagnosis uses exclusion 

diagnosis through negative test results. This is typically characterised by primary care clinicians 

requesting a raft of investigations to rule out other co-morbidities. Diagnosis also addresses the 

identification of red flags that may lead to an alternative diagnosis such as bowel cancer. This 

guideline is cross referenced to NICE clinical guideline 27 (Suspected Cancer Referral). 

 

Lifestyle: diet and exercise 
This section of the guideline reviews clinical and cost effectiveness evidence relating to patient 

lifestyle. It is focussed on shared care decision making between the primary care clinician and 

the person with IBS. This develops coping behaviours and modifies lifestyle relating to dietary 

input/changes and levels of exercise that work towards alleviating symptom based IBS profiles.  

 

Drug therapy 
This section of the guideline reviews clinical and cost effectiveness evidence relating to different 

pharmacological treatments options that are prescribed to alleviate symptom based IBS profiles.  

 
Referral and follow-up 
This section provides consensus based recommendations and narrative on the importance of 

referral and follow up once diagnosis has been made. This also incorporates clinical and cost 

effective reviews and recommendations on referral for people with intractable IBS, defined as a 

continuing symptom profile and lack of response to first line treatment interventions.  

 

4.6 Interventions not covered by the guideline 
If during the process of diagnosis for IBS another disease is suspected, further diagnosis and 

treatment of this disease will not be covered. Management and diagnosis of co-morbidity will not 

be covered. New drugs in development are not covered as they are not licensed for use.  

 

4.7 Guideline Development Group 
The guideline recommendations were developed by a Guideline Development Group (GDG) 

convened by the NICE-funded National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive Care 

(NCC-NSC) with membership approved by NICE. Members included representatives from 

patient groups; nursing; general practice and gastroenterology medicine; pharmacy; dietetics; 

public health; technical team from the NCC-NSC. 
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The GDG met 13 times between May 2006 and July 2007. All members of the GDG were 

required to make formal declarations of interest at the outset, and these were updated at every 

subsequent meeting throughout the development process. This information is recorded in the 

meeting minutes and kept on file at the NCC-NSC. The GDG declarations are recorded in 

Appendix K. 
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5 METHODS USED TO DEVELOP THE GUIDELINE 
5.1  Summary of development process 

The methods used to develop this guideline are based on those outlined by Eccles and Mason 

(2001). The structure of the recommendations sections (sections 6 to 11) (i.e. 

recommendations; evidence statements, evidence narrative and guideline development group 

commentary) came from McIntosh et al. (2001). 

 

The stages used in the development of this guideline were as follows:  

• Guideline scope development following referral from the department of health 

• NICE stakeholder review and feedback 

• Multidisciplinary guideline development group convened with formal appointment of the 

clinical lead and chair of the group by competitive interview 

• Establish key clinical questions 

• Identify sources of evidence 

• Retrieve potential evidence 

• Evaluate potential evidence relating to clinical and cost effectiveness, quality of life, for 

eligibility, quality and relevance 

• Extract relevant data from studies meeting methodological and clinical criteria 

• Interpret each paper, taking into account the results (including, where reported, 

beneficial and adverse effects of the interventions, cost, comfort and acceptability to 

patients), the level of evidence, the quality of the studies, the size and precision of the 

effect, and the relevance and generalisability of the included studies to the scope of the 

guideline 

• Analyse, where appropriate using statistical synthesis, the results reported in the studies 

• Prepare evidence reviews and tables which summarize and grade the body of evidence 

• Formulate conclusions about the body of available evidence based on the evidence 

reviews by taking into account the above factors  

• Agree final recommendations  

• Submit drafts (short version and full version) of guideline for feedback from NICE 

registered stakeholders 

• Consider stakeholders comments (GDG) 

• Submit final version of the guideline to NICE. 

 

NCC-NSC technical team members searched bibliographic databases for evidence, examined 

and quality assessed the evidence. The technical team compose successive drafts of the 

recommendations and guideline documents (including the full version of guideline; the NICE 

version and the quick reference guide), based on the evidence reviews and GDG input and 

deliberations. The GDG having interpreted the evidence formulated the recommendations. The 

NICE patient and public involvement programme produced the information for the public version, 
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using the NICE version of the guideline, in collaboration with the NCC-NSC. The general 

methods for the evidence reviews are reported in sections 5.2 and 5.3. This relationship 

between the clinical and cost effectiveness results, evidence statements and resulting 

recommendations, is reported for each review in sections 6 to 11.   

 

The search strategies for the reviews are presented in Appendix B. The included studies for 

each review are reported in Appendix C; the methodological assessments of the included 

studies are in Appendix D and the studies excluded from each review are listed in Appendix E. 

 
5.2  Clinical effectiveness review methods 

This section describes the methods of systematic reviewing that are common to all clinical 

effectiveness reviews of intervention studies. At the start of the guideline development process, 

a general protocol was discussed with the GDG which resulted in the selection criteria and 

approaches to analysis described below. Further details specific to the reviews are given for 

each review. 

 

Selection criteria  
The following selection criteria were to be applied to studies to determine their suitability for 

inclusion in the reviews 

 

Types of studies 
For intervention studies, the randomised trial (RCT) is the primary trial design. Quasi 

randomised studies could also be included (e.g. allocation by alternation, date of birth, etc). 

Where there is insufficient evidence from RCTs or quasi RCTs, cohort studies could be 

considered. 

 

Both parallel and crossover trial designs could be included in the guideline: in the former, 

patients are randomised to one of two (or more) interventions; in the latter, patients receive 

interventions in a randomised order, crossing over to the second (and third) interventions after a 

specified period (‘washout period’).  

 

Crossover trials are common in chronic conditions: they have the advantage that the patient acts 

as their own control, so there are no differences in baseline patient characteristics for each 

intervention, unlike parallel trials in which different patient groups receive the interventions. The 

crossover design is only appropriate when the condition is truly chronic (i.e. no progression or 

regression) and when the interventions make no permanent or slow decaying changes to the 

patient’s condition. Crossover trials have the disadvantage that effects of the second 

intervention may be influenced by those in the first period (carryover effects). To avoid errors of 

this type, better designed crossover trials have a washout period between interventions, in 

which the patient characteristics are allowed to return to the levels present before the first 
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intervention. Ideally, the characteristics are measured at intervals following the first intervention 

period, and the second intervention is delayed until the baseline values are retrieved, but, 

especially in older studies, this is usually approximated by the trialists using a ‘washout period’ 

they believe to be appropriate.  

 

Some studies do not have a washout period, and the GDG’s view was that crossover trials 

without washout periods should not be included, unless first period data are available – 

although, even this should be treated with caution, unless individual patient data are reported. 

For each review, the GDG decided if crossover trials were allowable, and, if so, defined the 

washout period. Factors taken into consideration included the lifetime of the intervention 

(especially for drugs). The washout period for each review is given in the methods section for 

that review. Trials with washout periods shorter than the pre-determined value should be 

excluded. Studies that do not state a washout period should be assumed to have none, and 

therefore should be excluded.   

 

Studies should be restricted to the English language, with the exception of studies translated for 

Cochrane reviews, but the date should not be restricted. 

 

Types of participants 
Participants should be adults (18 years and older). However, studies could be included if they 

had some participants slightly below 18 years, provided that the mean age indicated that the 

majority were adults. 

 

Participants should have a diagnosis of IBS. Suitable definitions included Rome I, Rome II or 

Manning criteria. Studies could also be included if the authors stated the patients had IBS, or if 

they described patients who had a set of symptoms suggestive of IBS. Studies reporting 

patients with single symptoms such as chronic constipation/diarrhoea in isolation should not 

usually be included. Studies could be included if a proportion of the patients had IBS, provided 

the IBS subgroup was reported separately, but such studies should be treated with caution 

unless the IBS subgroup members were separately randomised to treatments. 

 

All settings could be included, but those in secondary/tertiary care should be distinguished from 

those in primary care only. This decision was taken regardless of the date of the study (people 

who were outpatients 20 years ago would now be treated in primary care). 

 

Indirect evidence may be considered for some reviews, where direct evidence is not available, 

or is insufficient (for example, the use of laxatives in the treatment of constipation in non-IBS 

patients). In all cases, indirect evidence should be used to provide additional information, and its 

quality should be downgraded accordingly. Indirect evidence should not be combined in a meta-



Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 47 of 554 

analysis with direct evidence. The indirect evidence permitted is given in the methods section for 

each review. 

  

Types of intervention 
The interventions varied across reviews and are detailed at the beginning of each review. 

 

Interventions could be given in three different ways:  

• As short-term rescue medication (e.g. antimotility agents for acute diarrhoea episodes) 

• As a longer-term maintenance treatment (e.g. antispasmodics) 

• As a ‘one-off’ intervention or series of treatments at the start of the management period (e.g. 

psychotherapy). 

 

For the longer-term, maintenance interventions, the GDG specified a minimum acceptable 

period for the intervention. This was set at four weeks, and the reason for this was partly to take 

into account women’s menstrual cycles. Maintenance studies with intervention durations of less 

than four weeks should not be included. 

 
Types of outcome measures 
The GDG decided on a number of outcomes related to symptom control. These would either be 

measured as the number of patients with a particular feature (dichotomous outcomes) or as a 

mean measurement, preferably on a validated scale (continuous outcomes). The following 

outcomes were considered to be primary: 

• Global improvement of symptoms  

• Global symptom scores. 

 

Other outcomes were also considered important: 

• Abdominal pain  

• Bloating 

• Stool score/general improved bowel habit  

• Quality of life, using a validated scale 

• Adverse effects. 

 

The time of measurement and duration of follow-up should be recorded, together with 

information on whether the studies reported a change in symptoms from baseline, final values 

following treatment, or a mean value based on diary records. 

 

‘Global’ meant a measure that took into consideration a combination of the following IBS 

symptoms: pain, bloating and stool properties (e.g. frequency, consistency, ease of passage). 

Alternatively, the participants could have assessed their overall symptoms as 

improved/same/worse; provided this did not obviously refer to just one component of IBS, these 
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measurements could also be included in the ‘global’ category. Studies in which the authors 

labelled their outcomes as ‘global’ but in fact only measured one component should be analysed 

as single components. 

 

The GDG decided that different definitions of improvement should not be distinguished (e.g. 

100%, 75% improvement, slight, much), and that categorical outcomes should be dichotomised, 

e.g. grouping together ‘much improvement’ with ‘slight improvement’. 

 

For the individual symptom components, studies could record the number of people with that 

symptom at the end of the study or during the study, or they could record changes in symptoms 

over time, or a final symptom score at a particular time. For a positive outcome, the number of 

people with fewer symptoms (e.g. less pain) or the number with no symptoms should be 

recorded. For a negative outcome, the number with more symptoms (e.g. increased bloating), 

and the number of people with that symptom should be used. These two types of outcomes 

(absolute and increase/decrease) could be recorded on the same forest plot, but should not be 

combined in a meta-analysis. 

 

For continuous outcomes, we recorded the severity score of the symptom (negative outcome) or 

the improvement in the symptom score (positive outcome).   

 

Stool scores can have various formats: sometimes the raw values are recorded (e.g. stool 

frequency or consistency) or the severity may be assessed on a visual analogue scale. In the 

former, this measurement is only meaningful when the results are given separately for the 

different types of IBS - whether this is a positive or negative outcome depends on what type of 

IBS the person had. Therefore, if a study has people with a range of types of IBS, this type of 

raw value measurement should be disregarded. The severity score may be included as an 

acceptable outcome measure, as may the patient’s assessment of improved bowel habits. 

 

We note that the majority of these outcome measures are subjective and therefore, have 

potential for bias. 

 

SEARCH STRATEGY  
The search strategies and the databases searched are presented in detail in Appendix B. All 

searches were carried out on the following core databases: Medline, Embase, Cinahl (all using 

the OVID interface) and The Cochrane Library. Additional databases were searched for 

individual reviews where appropriate.  

 

For this guideline, a general set of terms was produced relating to IBS. The relevance of the 

terms diarrhoea and constipation was explored before they were included in the IBS filter. For 

each review, terms related to the intervention were combined with the set of IBS terms. Where 
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appropriate, study design filters (RCT and systematic review) were applied. Results were limited 

to papers published in English where possible. All searches were updated to June 2007. 

 

Hand-searching was not undertaken following NICE advice that exhaustive searching on every 

guideline review topic is not practical or efficient (Mason 2002). Reference lists of articles were 

checked for studies of potential relevance.  

 
METHODS OF THE REVIEW 
Sifting process  
Once the search had been completed, the following sifting process took place:  

• 1st sift: one reviewer sifted the title/abstract for articles that potentially met the eligibility 

criteria  

• 2nd sift: full papers were ordered that appeared relevant and eligible or where 

relevance/eligibility was not clear from the abstract 

• 3rd sift: full papers were appraised, generally by one reviewer using an inclusion criteria 

form, and this was checked where necessary by a second reviewer. 

 
Quality assessment and validity 
Once individual papers were retrieved, the articles were checked for methodological rigour 

(using quality checklists appropriate for each study design), applicability to the UK and clinical 

significance. Assessment of study quality concentrated on dimensions of internal validity and 

external validity. At this stage, some studies were excluded if the interventions were not licensed 

for use in the UK or they were not regularly used in the UK. Studies in which the interventions 

were obsolete were also excluded.  

 

Studies for which the methodological quality indicated a high potential for bias were included in 

the review, but were not included in the analysis.  
 
Data abstraction  
Data from the included studies were extracted by one reviewer for each review, with random 

checking by a second reviewer, and entered into a Microsoft Access relational database that 

had been especially designed for the guideline. The use of the database provided a more 

structured extraction, for example, only certain choices could be made for some items, although 

free text fields were also used. The main advantage of using a database for this purpose is that 

a large amount of detail can be input, and then an overview obtained using database sorting 

procedures. The following data were extracted from each study:  

• Review being addressed 

• Study details: study design (RCT, quasi-randomised, cohort study, etc); parallel/crossover, 

washout period; country where trial conducted; setting; funding 

• Study quality  
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• Participants: age (mean and range), gender (ratio male:female), co-morbidities, 

inclusion/exclusion criteria, IBS diagnosis method, type of IBS, presence of bloating, 

presence of pain, measure of severity of IBS, symptom status at trial entry, length of time 

since diagnosis, duration of symptoms, ethnicity, socio-economic group, weight, post-

infective/non post-infective initiated IBS 

• Interventions: class (e.g. insoluble fibre) and sub-class (e.g. wheat bran), total amount per 

day, frequency/time of consumption, means of delivery (oral capsule, taken as a food, drink, 

etc), duration of treatment; concurrent treatment in both arms  

• Comparator: placebo (details of what it is), other control group, other intervention 

• Outcome: including follow-up period, scales used, definition of success (if using “improved”, 

“complete response”, etc)    

• Results for each outcome. 

 

If studies were published more than once, data were extracted from the most recent report 

where there were differences; otherwise all papers were used for data extraction. 

Masked assessment, whereby data extractors are blind to the details of journal, authors etc, was 

not undertaken.  

 
Appraisal of methodological quality  
The methodological quality of each trial was assessed by one reviewer and randomly checked 

by a second. The following quality items were assessed:  

• A priori sample size calculation:  

o Whether or not this was carried out 

• Method of generation of the randomisation sequence: 

o The means by which interventions are distributed amongst the participants  

o Whether the method was reported or unclear (i.e. no details given) 

o Whether the reported method was adequate, inadequate or partial 

 (Table 1) 

• Allocation concealment at randomisation:  

o The means of preventing the treatment assignment being known before the time of 

allocation 

o Whether the method was reported or unclear (no details) 

o Whether the reported method was adequate, inadequate or partial 

 (Table 1) 

• Baseline comparability of treatment groups: 

o For relevant risk factors 

• Patients stated to be blinded, especially for comparisons with placebo: 

o Blinding involves hiding the nature of the intervention from participants, clinicians and 

treatment evaluators after allocation has taken place 
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o Blinding may be not be possible depending on the nature of the interventions 

o Blinding may be more important for some outcomes than others (this is noted in the 

reviews) 

• Outcome assessor stated to be blinded 

• No loss to follow-up for each outcome:  

o Studies with at least 20% of data missing from any group were considered to be 

potentially biased 

o Those with moderate loss to follow up (20 to 50%) were considered in sensitivity 

analyses 

o Those with 50% or more patients missing from any one group were regarded as 

flawed and not analysed further 

• Intention to treat analysis: 

o Trial participants should be analysed in the groups to which they were randomised 

regardless of which (or how much) treatment they actually received, and regardless of 

other protocol irregularities 

o All participants should be included regardless of whether their outcomes were actually 

collected 

• For crossover trials, the washout period relative to the minimum for the review:  

o Studies in which the washout period was shorter than the minimum were not 

included, as were studies with no washout or none stated 

o Studies reporting first period only data as individual patient data were included 

• The intervention time relative to a minimum of 4 weeks or as defined for the particular 

 review: 

o Studies in which the intervention time was shorter than 4 weeks were usually 

excluded, but slightly shorter durations could be included in the absence of other 

data. 
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Table 1:  

Adequate Sequence Generation 
 Coin toss, throwing a dice, shuffling, drawing lots (from a container).  

Partial: drawing a card from a pack.  
 Computer- or calculator- generated sequence (including minimisation and biased-coin/urn 

design). Partial: “random permuted blocks”. 

 Random number table or statistical tables. Partial: random numbers, randomisation table. 

 Randomised Latin square design. 

 
Inadequate Sequence Generation 
 Randomised Latin square. For example, allocation by alternation, birthdate, day of week. 

 
Adequate Allocation Concealment  
 Central randomisation: with contacting details and/or statement that central office retained 

schedule; must apply to all patients. Partial: vague statement of central randomisation. 

 Independent 3rd party: allocates interventions and retains schedule, or statement that 

allocator has no knowledge of patients. Partial: 3rd party, but unclear treatment allocation. 

 3rd party cluster randomisation: 3rd party has no knowledge of clusters.  

Partial: unclear what 3rd party knew. 

 Different parties (including one of authors): should have no knowledge of the patients and 

retain the schedule. 

 Secure computer assisted method, e.g. locked file. Partial: as adequate, but unclear access. 

 Sequentially numbered, opaque, sealed envelopes - all required, else partial. 
 Serially numbered, identical containers, allocated sequentially - all required, else partial. 

 

Inadequate allocation concealment 
 For example, schedule known in advance, birthdate, case record number.  

 

 
Data synthesis  
Meta-analysis of similar trials, where appropriate, was carried out using The Cochrane 

Collaboration’s analysis software, Review Manager (Version 4.2). Trials were pooled using a 

fixed effects model and plotted on forest plots. Where there was significant heterogeneity, a 

random effects model was used as a sensitivity analysis. 

 

For dichotomous studies, we used the analyses reported by the authors, which was usually 

those reporting an outcome. Where there were incomplete data reported (more than 20% 

missing in any one group), we carried out sensitivity analyses, excluding these studies.  
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Where it was possible to combine studies, outcomes were summarised for dichotomous data 

using odds ratios (as default), relative risks (where the event rate in either arm was greater than 

20%), or Peto odds ratios (where there were studies with no events in one arm). Numbers 

needed to treat (with the control group rate to which they apply) were calculated from the risk 

difference, where appropriate. The number needed to treat (NNT) is the number of people who 

would have to be treated for one to have an improved outcome. 

 

For continuous data, weighted mean differences were used and where the studies reported 

measurements on different scales, standardised mean differences were used. Studies reporting 

final values and studies reporting change scores were combined if the scales used were the 

same, otherwise they were reported separately. Summary statistics and their 95% confidence 

intervals (95% CI) were reported where sufficient detail allowed their calculation.  

 

In some studies, the mean difference was given with a p-value for the difference; this allowed 

calculation of the standard error. Results from such studies could then be combined in a meta-

analysis with other studies reporting means and standard deviations: the standard error and 

mean difference were calculated for each study and then the studies pooled using the fixed 

effects generic inverse variance method in RevMan to give a weighted mean difference and 

95% confidence intervals. This procedure is only appropriate when the same scales are used or 

transformation between scales is possible. 

 

Crossover and parallel studies were analysed separately because there were insufficient data to 

calculate correlation factors. Trials were analysed by the conventional approach of treating the 

two arms of the crossover as if they were from a parallel trial with separate groups. Alternatively, 

if first period data were available, these were used in the analysis and the parallel and first 

period (pseudo-parallel) trials combined. 

 

Stratifications 
We planned a-priori to separate studies by the type of IBS, into patients with constipation 

predominant, diarrhoea predominant and alternating types. Studies that did not say or that 

considered all types of IBS together were treated as a separate group. Other stratifications were 

planned depending on the review.  

 
Subgroup analyses 
Randomised trials generally report four different types of subgroup analysis: 

• Between-trial, in which the studies are separated according to the particular variable 

considered (e.g. dose) 

• Within-trial subgroup analyses, with stratification of the participants by the particular 

characteristic (e.g. post-infective or not) followed by randomisation  
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• A-priori defined within-trial subgroup analyses, in which the participants were not stratified, 

but later separated according to pre-specified characteristics – these analyses should be 

included cautiously, because the interventions are not randomised to the subgroups  

• Post-hoc within-trial subgroup analyses, in which the participants were separated afterwards 

without pre-specification. 

 

All subgroup analyses are non-randomised comparisons between the different subgroups, 

however, types 1 and 2 are more reliable. Type 3 analyses can be included in meta-analyses 

with caution, but post-hoc within trial subgroup analyses were considered to be data-driven and 

were included only under exceptional circumstances. Most commonly in the guideline, the term 

‘subgroup analysis’ refers to between-study comparisons. 

 

Subgroup analyses were carried out in order to investigate heterogeneity or to investigate pre-

specified features. We assessed heterogeneity between trials by visual inspection of forest 

plots, noting where there was poor overlap of horizontal lines, and by using statistical measures: 

the χ2 
test for heterogeneity and the level of inconsistency, I2

 
 (I2= [(χ2 

– df)/ χ2] x 100%, where df 

is the degrees of freedom). We considered that there was heterogeneity if the p-value (for 

heterogeneity) was less than 0.1 and I2 was greater than 50%. Any heterogeneity was explored 

further and unexplained heterogeneous results were not used as the basis for 

recommendations.  

 

The following pre-specified factors were proposed for subgroup analyses:  

• Type of intervention (e.g. soluble fibre/insoluble/both) 

• Dose (defined for the particular review) 

• Duration of intervention 

• Post-infective/Non-post-infective 

• Symptom severity.  

 

Subgroup analyses specific to each review were also carried out, as appropriate.  

 
Sensitivity analyses 
Sensitivity analyses were carried out to investigate assumptions within the analyses. These 

included the following: 

• Methodological quality 

• Setting. 

 

For methodological quality, we paid particular attention to allocation concealment, loss to follow-

up and blinding of patients. We did not include studies with more than 50% loss to follow-up for 

a particular outcome in the analyses. Otherwise we carried out sensitivity analyses on studies 
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that had between 20 and 50% withdrawals from any group (or protocol deviations that were 

eliminated from the study’s analyses).  

 

Sensitivity analyses were also carried out where there were quasi-randomised studies (e.g. 

sequence generation by alternate allocation or date of birth) or inadequate allocation 

concealment. If these represented the only evidence, their quality was downgraded accordingly.  

 

Significance 

Sometimes the results were statistically significant, but small in size. In this case, the GDG 

decided on what was a clinically important difference in the summary statistics for a particular 

outcome. Some meta-analyses gave pooled summary statistics close to the null value. Where 

the confidence interval was narrow, we considered this to be ‘evidence for no significant 

difference’ between interventions and the approach became similar to that of an equivalence 

trial (Alderson 2004). Where the confidence interval was wide, there was considered to be 

insufficient information to determine if there was a difference between interventions. For most 

outcomes, the GDG judged what constituted a wide confidence interval; if there was any doubt, 

they decided there was uncertainty.  

 
General approach to reviewing 
The clinical effectiveness reviews seek to determine answers to a number of questions, which 

were investigated using the following comparisons: 

• Does the intervention work? (and is it harmful?):  

o Direct comparisons of intervention with placebo/none 

• Is there a dose effect? 

o Direct dose comparisons  

o Subgroup analyses (across trials) of intervention versus placebo, by dose 

• Is the duration of treatment important? 

o Direct comparisons of different durations 

o Subgroup analyses of intervention versus placebo, by duration 

• Is the intervention better than another treatment? 

o Direct comparisons  

o Subgroup analyses of interventions versus placebo, by type of intervention 

• Is the intervention useful as an adjunct to another treatment? 

o Direct comparisons (A + B versus B alone) 

• Are there (pre-specified) subgroups of patients for whom the intervention is more effective?  

o E.g. type of IBS (constipation, diarrhoea, alternating); severity of IBS 

o Subgroup analyses: preferably within trials (stratification then randomisation for each 

 subgroup) or across trials; less acceptably, within trials. 
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We note that the best type of information is from direct comparisons in which two values of the 

variable considered (e.g. dose 1 and dose 2) are randomised to different groups of people. 

However, some useful information can be obtained from between-study subgroup analyses. 

 
Grading evidence  
For some reviews, we used the GRADE‡ scheme (GRADE working group 2004) to assess the 

quality of the evidence for each outcome using the approach described below, and evidence 

summaries across all outcomes were produced.  

 

According to the GRADE scheme, evidence is classified as high, moderate, low or very low:  

• High - further research is very unlikely to change our confidence in the estimate of effect 

• Moderate - further research is likely to have an important impact on our confidence in the 

estimate of effect and may change the estimate 

• Low - further research is very likely to have an important impact on our confidence in the 

estimate of effect and is likely to change the estimate 

• Very low - any estimate of effect is very uncertain.  

 

The procedure adopted when using GRADE was: 

1. A quality rating was assigned, based on the study design – for example, RCTs started as 

high and observational studies as low.  

2. This rating was up or downgraded according to specified criteria: study quality, consistency, 

directness, preciseness and reporting bias. These criteria are detailed below. Criteria were 

given a downgrade mark of -1 or -2 depending on the severity of the limitations. 

3. The downgrade/upgrade marks were then summed and the quality rating revised. For 

example, a decrease of -2 points for an RCT would result in a rating of ‘low’. 

4. Wherever possible, reasoning was explained for the downgrade marks.  

 

Study quality 
Study quality is assessed against standard criteria, depending on the study design. For 

randomised trials, we took into account: the adequacy of allocation concealment; blinding of 

participants for comparisons and outcomes susceptible to bias; loss to follow-up and deviations 

from intention to treat. The GDG regarded blinding of participants to be important for the 

comparisons with placebo, but did not necessarily consider blinding of different active 

interventions to be critical. They did not consider blinding to be important for the psychological 

interventions, mainly because this was not possible to achieve. The majority of outcomes in the 

IBS guideline are subjective and therefore susceptible to bias. A downgrade mark of -1 was 

given for inadequate allocation concealment and for a loss to follow-up of more than 20% in any 

one arm or overall. A loss to follow-up of 50% or more was given a downgrade of -2 (but was 

more usually excluded from the analysis). If the evidence was a meta-analysis of several 
                                                 

‡ GRADE – Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation 
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studies, we took into consideration the proportion and weighting of poor quality studies, and in 

some instances carried out sensitivity analyses disregarding these studies and giving a separate 

rating for the new meta-analysis. 

 

Consistency 
When several RCTs have widely differing estimates of treatment effect (heterogeneity or 

variability in results) the results are regarded as inconsistent. We defined this as a p-value for 

heterogeneity less than 0.1 and an I2 value greater than 50%. Where this was the case, we gave 

a downgrade mark of -1. Where possible, we carried out pre-defined subgroup analyses to 

investigate heterogeneity and reported these results separately. Generally, we did not regard 

single trials (especially smaller ones) as having inconsistency unless there were a-priori defined 

subgroups showing widely different effects. 

 

Directness 
Directness refers to the extent to which the population, interventions, comparisons and outcome 

measures are similar to those defined in the inclusion criteria for the reviews. Indirectness is 

only relevant if there is a compelling reason to expect important differences in the size of the 

effect. For example, many interventions have more or less the same relative effects across 

patient groups, so extrapolation is possible and reasonable. There are various types of 

indirectness found in studies: 

• When the guideline-defined drugs differ from those in the studies, but are within the same 

class. Similar issues arise for other types of interventions, for example, different types of 

psychotherapy. 

• When there are no direct comparisons of interventions, investigators must make 

comparisons across studies. For example, we want to know the difference in effectiveness 

between interventions A and B, but we only have information on A versus placebo and B 

versus placebo.  

• Specifically for IBS, the GDG decided that a difference in setting – secondary care in the 

studies rather than primary care in the guideline – was a relevant indirectness factor. Their 

reasoning was supported by differences found in surveys of IBS in primary and secondary 

care (Miller 2006). 

 

Preciseness 
This is a rather subjective, but nevertheless important category. Evidence is considered to be 

imprecise if: 

• The sample size is small. This is a subjective measure and is more important in a single 

study. If there was a power calculation for that outcome and comparison, it was used to 

decide if a study was ‘small’. Otherwise we used the rule of thumb that if the study had less 

than 25 patients in any one arm, this was too small. The rationale for this was that below this 

size, assumptions about normal distributions become much less valid. However, if these 
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small studies were combined in a meta-analysis, we regarded their use as much more 

acceptable.  

• There are sparse data (only a few events and they are uninformative). 

• If confidence intervals are sufficiently wide that the effect estimate is consistent with both 

important harms and important benefits, and would lead to conflicting recommendations. 

This category requires the GDG to decide what are important harms and benefits for that 

outcome measure. Where the confidence intervals were very wide, we gave a downgrade 

mark of -2. 

 
Reporting bias 
Reporting bias occurs in two main ways: 

• Publication bias, in which papers are more likely to be published if their results are 

statistically significant. The existence of publication bias in the studies in a meta-analysis 

can be investigated in a limited way using funnel plots, in which the standard error is plotted 

against the log odds ratio, the log relative risk or the mean difference. Asymmetry is 

indicative of reporting bias. This method is usually only useful when there are at least five 

studies. Industry sponsored studies are also regarded as potentially biased. 

• Outcome bias, in which authors do not report some outcomes (probably because they have 

non-significant results), even though they say in the methods section that they have 

measured them. 

 

We note that the GRADE approach, although rigorous, still requires judgements to be made, for 

example, what is a ‘wide’ confidence interval; what is a ‘small’ study; how important is blinding of 

patients for a particular outcome; how serious is it that the study population is treated in 

secondary care rather than primary? We have indicated how we considered these difficulties in 

the bullet points above, and the GDG made judgements as appropriate. 

 

Evidence Statements 
The GRADE summary (where used) was condensed into evidence statements, which are based 

on the quantity and quality of the evidence as shown in Table 2. Sometimes the evidence 

statements summarised more than one outcome measure. Where there were no GRADE 

summaries, evidence statements were made based on the analyses. 

 



Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 59 of 554 

Table 2:          Evidence statements 

 
  Description 

  
  Quality 

  
  Quantity 
 

  
  Strong evidence 

  

  Good quality 

  
  Large amount of 
data /   
  meta analysis 

  
  Good evidence  
 

  

  Good quality 

 

 
  Moderate evidence 

    
  Reasonable amount 

  
  Fair evidence 
 

  

  Acceptable 

quality 

  

  
  Limited evidence 

    
 Not much evidence:  
  trial < 50 people 

  
  Weak evidence 

  

  Poor quality 

  

  
  Insufficient evidence 

   Not enough 
evidence to  
 judge: trial size < 20  
 people or wide 
confidence 
 interval 

 
 

Generally, for randomised trials, a GRADE rating of ‘good’ equated with the wording ‘good’ or 

‘strong’ evidence; a rating of ‘moderate’ with ‘fair’ evidence; a rating of ‘low’ was given the 

wording ‘weak’ evidence and a rating of ‘very low’ was described as ‘insufficient’ evidence. 

 
5.3  Cost effectiveness review methods   

Health economic evidence is useful in guideline development as it assesses the costs and 

benefits of alternative courses of action which could be recommended within the guideline. Cost-

effectiveness evidence can be used to determine whether a particular recommendation would 

result in the efficient use of NHS resources by considering whether it achieves additional health 

gain at an acceptable level of cost. Whilst cost-effectiveness is an important consideration for all 

recommendations made within the guideline, two areas were identified as being priority areas 

for which cost-effectiveness evidence would have particular importance for informing 

recommendations. These were identified by the health economist in conjunction with the GDG 

after consideration of the importance of each clinical question in terms of the number of patients 

likely to be affected and the impact on costs and health outcomes for those patients. 
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The use of tests to exclude alternative diagnoses in people with IBS-like symptoms was 

considered to be a high priority area for economic evaluation for the following reasons: 

diagnostic testing has the potential to result in earlier diagnosis of organic disease which may 

improve health outcomes; the widespread use of tests may have significant cost implications; 

the use of tests may result in unnecessary anxiety for patients, particularly if the rate of false 

positive results is high; invasive tests may have adverse consequences for patients in terms of 

complications.  

 

The use of pharmacological and behavioural interventions in the management of IBS was also 

identified as a high priority area for economic evaluation. Pharmacological interventions were 

identified as an area of high priority because the ongoing use of these interventions in a large 

number of IBS patients would have significant implications for the use of NHS resources. 

Behavioural interventions were identified as an area of high priority because these are not 

widely used at present in the management of IBS and therefore significant additional resources 

may be required if these are recommended for widespread use. 

  

Two approaches were employed to provide cost-effectiveness evidence for the GDG to consider 

when making recommendations. Firstly, a review of the health economic literature was carried 

out and relevant health economic evidence was presented to the GDG. Secondly, further 

economic analysis was carried out in the priority areas where there was insufficient evidence 

available from the published literature to inform recommendations and where there was 

sufficient evidence to demonstrate the clinical effectiveness for the intervention or diagnostic 

strategy. This further economic analysis was conducted in the form of a cost-effectiveness 

analysis where the additional benefits were measured in terms of quality-adjusted life-years 

(QALYs) and the additional costs were assessed from an NHS and personal social services 

perspective. The GDG considered the incremental cost per QALY for alternative management 

and diagnostic strategies alongside the clinical effectiveness evidence when formulating 

recommendations. Where one clinical strategy was clearly more effective and less costly than 

another it was considered cost-effective. Where one strategy was more effective but also more 

costly, the incremental cost per QALY was estimated and this was compared to a cost-

effectiveness threshold of £20,000 to £30,000 per QALY in line with the principals laid out in the 

NICE Guidelines Manual (NICE 2007). For those clinical questions not prioritised for economic 

analysis, the GDG considered the likely cost-effectiveness of associated recommendations by 

making a qualitative judgement on the likely balance of costs, health benefits and any potential 

harms. 
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5.3.1 Economic literature review methods 
 Background 

The diagnostic review described in chapter 6 provides evidence on several criterion based 

reference tools that are useful in the diagnosis of IBS in patients who do not have “red-flag” 

symptoms. However, some patients meeting the diagnostic criteria for IBS, following the 

application of a criterion based reference tool, may have another disease which has similar 

symptoms to IBS, such as inflammatory bowel disease (Crohn’s disease and ulcerative colitis), 

coeliac disease or lactose intolerance. In some patients these conditions may be mistakenly 

diagnosed as IBS and sometimes they may be present alongside IBS. The health economic 

review aimed to assess whether further diagnostic testing to identify patients with alternative 

diagnoses is cost-effective in patients meeting the diagnostic criteria for IBS who do not have 

any “red-flag” symptoms. 

 

The clinical effectiveness reviews presented in Chapters 7 to 10 assess the effectiveness of 

various interventions which may be useful in the management of IBS. The economic review 

aimed to assesses the cost-effectiveness of these interventions to manage IBS based on the 

published literature. Whilst pharmacological interventions and behavioural interventions were 

identified by the GDG as being priority areas for which cost-effectiveness evidence would have 

particular importance for informing recommendations, this review was not restricted to these 

interventions and evidence was included on any of the management interventions covered by 

this guideline.  

 
 OBJECTIVES 

 To determine the cost-effectiveness of tests to identify alternative diagnoses in patients 

meeting the diagnostic criteria for IBS who do not have any “red-flag” symptoms. 

 To assess the cost-effectiveness of interventions used in the management of IBS. 

 

 SELECTION CRITERIA 
 Types of studies 

The types of studies included in the review were trial or model based economic evaluations 

including cost-effectiveness analyses, cost-utility analyses and cost-benefit analyses. Cost-

minimisation studies were excluded except where therapeutic equivalence had been 

demonstrated. 

 
Population 

 The population considered was patients meeting the diagnostic criteria for IBS who do not 

 have any “red-flag” symptoms. 
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Types of intervention 
 The following interventions were considered: diagnostic tests for inflammatory bowel disease; 

 coeliac disease; lactose intolerance; all interventions used in the management of IBS. 

 
 Outcomes 
 The outcomes assessed by the review were: cost per QALY; cost per LY; cost per correct 

 diagnosis; cost per unit of clinical effect; cost-benefit ratio; net benefit.  

 

 SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
 Searches were performed on the MEDLINE database for objective 1 using the strategy given 

 in appendix B. Specific searches were also performed on the NHS EED database using the 

 MeSH terms for inflammatory bowel disease (exploded to include Crohn’s disease and 

 ulcerative colitis), lactose intolerance and coeliac disease. Free-text searching on the NHS  EED 

 database was explored but did not yield any further relevant papers. 

 

 Searches were performed on the MEDLINE database for objective 2 using the strategy in 

 Appendix B. Specific searches were also performed on the NHS EED database using the 

 MeSH term for irritable bowel syndrome which yielded two further papers. Free-text searching 

 on the NHS EED database was explored but did not yield any further relevant papers.  

 

 Included papers 
 The search results for both objectives were sifted together to allow identification of any cross-

 relevant information. Twenty-five papers were retrieved in full, of which 10 addressed the cost-

 effectiveness of management strategies (objective 2), with 4 included in the review, and 15 

 addressed the cost-effectiveness of tests to identify alternative diagnoses (objective 1), with 4 

 included in the review. Excluded papers and the reasons for exclusion are detailed in 

 Appendix E. The most common reasons for exclusion were that the paper was not an 

 economic evaluation or that it considered an inappropriate population. Included studies were 

 reviewed by the health economist and the quality of each study was critically appraised using 

 a validated check-list for economic analyses (Drummond 1997). Each study is discussed 

 under the clinical question it addresses within chapters 6 to 10 of the guideline. The 

 characteristics of the included studies are given in Appendix C and the details of the quality 

 assessment are provided in of Appendix D.  

 

5.3.2 Cost-effectiveness modelling methods 
Having considered the published clinical and cost-effectiveness evidence on the use of 

diagnostic tests in people with IBS, the GDG decided that further economic analysis was 

needed to determine the cost-effectiveness of serological tests for coeliac disease in people 

meeting the IBS diagnostic criteria compared to initiating IBS management without testing for 

coeliac disease. This was done by adapting one of the published economic analyses to make it 



Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 63 of 554 

more applicable to the NHS in England and Wales. Further details on the cost-effectiveness 

analysis carried out for this area of the guideline is provided in Chapter 6. 

 

There was insufficient cost-effectiveness data identified from the published literature to allow the 

GDG to determine whether each of the various management interventions were cost-effective. 

An economic analysis was carried out to estimate the cost-effectiveness of pharmacological 

interventions and behavioural interventions in the management of IBS as these had been 

identified by the GDG as areas where cost-effectiveness evidence would be particularly 

important in informing recommendations. The remainder of this chapter describes the methods 

used in this economic analysis. The results are presented in the relevant chapter subsection for 

each pharmacological intervention and behavioural therapy. 

 

 The general approach 
 Two models were developed to estimate the cost-effectiveness for different types of IBS 

 management interventions: 

o A long-term maintenance therapy model for pharmacological interventions which are 

taken on a regular basis such as laxatives, anti-motility agents, antispasmodics, 

tricyclics and SSRIs.  

o A “one-off” intervention model for behavioural interventions (CBT, psychotherapy and 

hypnotherapy) which are given over a defined period with the expectation that benefit 

continues beyond the intervention period.  

 Modelling was carried out using the best available evidence 

 Assumptions made in the model have been described explicitly. The validity of these 

assumptions was discussed with the GDG during the development of the model and the 

interpretation of the cost-effectiveness results 

 The importance of model assumptions was examined through univariate sensitivity analysis 

 Parameter uncertainty was explored by carrying out a probabilistic sensitivity analysis (PSA) 

 Limitations of the analysis are explicitly discussed alongside the cost-effectiveness results. 

 

Identifying evidence on prognosis, resource use and quality of life 
 A rapid literature review was carried out to identify data which could be used to inform the 

 health economic modelling. This review had three objectives: 

 To identify cohort studies providing prognostic data which could be used to inform the health 

economic model by determining health states which could be used to describe the natural 

history of IBS 

  To identify quality of life data measured in people with IBS and determine what factors 

influence quality of life in IBS and how estimates of quality of life could be incorporated to 

reflect the natural history of IBS or the impact of interventions on quality of life in the 

economic model  
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  To identify estimates of health care resource use and costs for people with IBS and 

determine what factors influence resource use in IBS and how estimates of resource use 

could be incorporated to reflect the natural history of IBS or the impact of interventions on 

resource use in the economic model. 

 

The methods and results of this review are described in Appendix F. Where the data from this 

review has been used to inform the economic model it has been discussed in the relevant 

methods section below. 

 
Key assumptions 
 The model used estimates of clinical effectiveness that were obtained from the systematic 

reviews of RCTs. These clinical effectiveness reviews combined the results from studies 

across the whole class (e.g. all antispasmodics), but also examined subgroups of that class 

(e.g. antimuscarics and direct-action smooth muscle relaxants). The model used a 

combined estimate of clinical effectiveness across the whole class unless there was 

evidence to demonstrate a significant difference in effectiveness between sub-groups or 

between interventions (e.g. individual drugs).  

 Clinical effectiveness was estimated in the model by considering the proportion of patients 

who experienced a global improvement of symptoms. This was the primary outcome of the 

clinical effectiveness review and was also considered by the GDG to be closely related to an 

improvement in quality of life across the many different interventions considered by the 

economic model. Where evidence on global improvement of symptoms was unavailable, a 

symptom specific response rate was used after discussion with the GDG as to which of the 

available outcomes was most relevant. The efficacy data used for each individual class of 

interventions is discussed within the relevant chapter sub-section for that intervention.  

 Cost-effectiveness was estimated for each IBS subtype (e.g. IBS-D/C/A) for which there was 

evidence of clinical effectiveness or for the population as a whole if trials did not show a 

difference in effectiveness between subgroups or did not provide effectiveness evidence by 

subgroup. The GDG considered whether the estimated cost-effectiveness was likely to 

apply equally to all IBS subtypes when formulating recommendations. 

 Interventions which did not have sufficient evidence to demonstrate clinical effectiveness 

were excluded from the cost-effectiveness analysis. This judgement was made by the GDG 

after considering the clinical effectiveness evidence for each intervention. 

 The model for long-term maintenance therapies estimated the cost-effectiveness of initiating 

therapy with interventions from within a particular class using a defined patient pathway. 

This management strategy was compared to a “no treatment” alternative in which patients 

were not given any specific intervention and were not advised to return for follow-up. The 

“no treatment” alternative provided a common baseline, against which the costs and 

benefits of interventions from different classes could be assessed. 
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 The model for “one-off” interventions considered the addition of psychological interventions 

to usual care compared to usual care alone in patients with refractory IBS. The population 

and comparator were selected to reflect the available RCT evidence on the clinical 

effectiveness of psychological interventions. The RCTs for these behavioural interventions 

were considered by the GDG to be representative of patients with refractory IBS. In the 

majority of these trials ongoing IBS drug therapy was continued in both arms of the trial. The 

GDG interpreted these RCTs as reflecting the clinical effectiveness of adding behavioural 

therapy to usual care rather than replacing usual care with behavioural therapy. 

 The cost-effectiveness of initiating therapy with either interventions from class A or 

interventions from class B was assessed where these represented mutually exclusive 

alternatives. Direct evidence comparing interventions from different classes was used where 

available. Otherwise, an indirect comparison was made using “no treatment” as the common 

comparator. However, these indirect comparisons should be treated with caution as they 

were not based on randomised comparisons and may be subject to bias. 

 The majority of the pharmacological interventions are used to treat a specific aspect of the 

individual’s symptom profile and can therefore be used in combination if more than one 

symptom is problematic. In this case they are not mutually exclusive alternatives and the 

incremental cost-effectiveness of one compared to the other has not been estimated.  

 
Cost-effectiveness of intermittent use of maintenance treatments 
 The intermittent use of maintenance treatments was considered by scaling drug costs and 

benefits by the proportion of days on which the treatment is used. 

 If two interventions are used intermittently but not concurrently, for example laxatives and 

anti-motility agents in patients with IBS-A, the costs and benefits of each intervention were 

scaled according to the proportion of days on which they were used and the total costs and 

benefits have been summed across both interventions. The assumption here was that the 

benefit gained from treating a particular IBS symptom which was present on some days was 

independent of the benefit gained from treating another IBS symptom which was present on 

other days.  

 

Cost-effectiveness of combined use of maintenance treatments 
 The combined use of two interventions from different classes concurrently was not explicitly 

modelled as there was no direct evidence on the use of combined versus single 

interventions in the management of IBS. The cost-effectiveness of using maintenance 

treatments in combination was considered qualitatively by the GDG based on the cost-

effectiveness evidence for individual treatments and the likely additive effects of the 

interventions on costs and benefits.  
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Determining the clinical pathway for maintenance interventions 
In order to estimate the cost-effectiveness of maintenance interventions it was necessary to 

quantify the costs associated with prescribing and monitoring interventions and an appropriate 

time-frame for the analysis in terms of the duration over which costs and benefits were expected 

to differ as a result of a decision by a health care professional to initiate a particular a 

intervention. 

 

There was evidence from the prognostic data reviewed in Appendix G that a patient’s 

predominant symptom may change over medium term intervals (1-3 months) resulting in them 

switching between IBS subtype classifications. Evidence from Drossman (2005) showed that 

only 24.2% of patients remained in their baseline subtype over the study duration of 15 months. 

This suggests that any long-term maintenance therapy should be regularly reviewed to assess 

its continued relevance to the patient’s evolving symptom profile. On the basis of this evidence 

the model was developed to consider periods of 6 months. In the first 6 months we estimated 

the cost-effectiveness of initiating a long-term maintenance therapy. We then estimated the 

cost-effectiveness of continuing the intervention for another 6 months in individuals who 

continue to experience a therapeutic benefit from the intervention. 

 

The clinical pathway modelled is described in detail below and summarised in Figure 1 using 

antispasmodic therapy as an example. A slightly modified patient pathway has been used for 

tricyclics and SSRIs as these interventions require more frequent follow-up. This is described in 

detail in the tricyclics and SSRI section of Chapter 8.  
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Figure 1. Patient pathway for maintenance therapies illustrated for antispasmodics 
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Clinical pathway for maintenance model (See Figure 1 above) 

 Patients initially receive the lowest cost intervention from within a class if there is no 

difference in effectiveness within the class (if there is a difference, each of the alternative 

interventions has been considered to estimate which is the most cost-effective to use first). 

 Patients who demonstrate a successful response after 1 month continue on therapy until 6 

months after treatment was initiated. 

 Patients who do not respond switch to the next lowest cost therapy and response is 

assessed again after 1 month. 

 The number of switches is limited by the number of effective interventions available.  

 All patients receiving pharmacological maintenance interventions are reviewed after 6 

months to assess whether the class of intervention is still relevant to the symptom profile. 

 The above treatment pathway was compared to a “no treatment” alternative in which 

patients are not given any specific intervention and are not advised to return for follow-up. 

 An analysis was undertaken to assess the maximum number of switches that are cost-

effective by considering the additional cost and benefit of each additional switch of therapy. 

 Probability of response to each subsequent intervention within a class was assumed to be 

independent of the response to previous interventions. A sensitivity analysis using lower 

response rates of 50% and 0% was carried out to test the impact of this assumption on cost-

effectiveness. 

 It was assumed that there is no fall off in treatment effect during the six month period for 

patients who have responded during the first month. This is an approximation, as some 

patients may experience a reduction in efficacy over time and may withdraw from treatment 

but the impact of this on cost-effectiveness is likely to be small given that treatment is 

reviewed every 6 months and patients are likely to discontinue therapy if it is no longer 

effective. 

 It was assumed that the treatment effects do not persist after an intervention has been 

discontinued. This means that patients who stop therapy are assumed to return to their 

previous health state and patients who switch therapy do not experience the combined 

effects of both therapies in the cross-over period.  

 
Clinical pathway for one-off interventions 
 One-off interventions are given over a defined period with the expectation that benefit 

continues beyond that period.  

 Follow-up data from trials were used to estimate the rate of fall-off in effectiveness and the 

time until no further benefit is expected. This determined the duration of the cost-

effectiveness analysis. 

 The number of patients responding over the duration of intervention and follow-up was fitted 

to the data available from the RCTs. Between the time points for which data is available we 

have assumed that the rate of change in effect is constant.  
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 Where the evidence was equivocal, such that alternative assumptions on the rate of fall-off 

in effectiveness could be justified, these alternative assumptions were considered in 

sensitivity analysis to assess how they alter the cost-effectiveness.   

 Where the duration of continued effectiveness is over 1 year, discounting at 3.5% was 

applied to estimate the net present value of future costs and benefits. 

 

Estimating the benefits associated with response to treatment 
 In order to estimate cost-effectiveness it was necessary to estimate the benefits associated 

with treatment. In general these may be a gain in duration or quality of life, or a reduction in 

NHS resource use (such as fewer GP consultations). 

 There was evidence from the literature review detailed in Appendix G to show that HRQoL is 

lower in patients with IBS than in matched controls (Akehurst 2002) and that HRQoL varies 

significantly by symptom frequency and severity but not by IBS subtype (El-Serag 2002). 

Akehurst (2002) found that resource use was significantly higher in patients with IBS than 

matched controls, but the evidence on resource use by symptom frequency, severity or IBS 

subtype was inconsistent (see Appendix G). We assumed in the model that patients 

responding to treatment experience a gain in health related quality of life but no reduction in 

resource use unless there was direct evidence from RCTs to demonstrate reduced resource 

use. We did not consider survival gains as IBS management interventions are not expected 

to affect survival. 

 Utility is a measure of health related quality of life where a score of 1 represents full health 

and a score of 0 is a health state equivalent to death. Using the data presented in Mearin 

(2004) we estimated health state utility scores for high and low severity symptoms by 

aggregating scores across the IBS subtypes for patients with high frequency symptoms 

(present >50% of the time). This gave an estimated mean health state utility of 0.704 for 

patients with high severity symptoms and 0.775 for patients with low severity symptoms. We 

assumed that the utility gain associated with response to treatment was equivalent to an 

improvement in symptom severity (high to low severity). This was equivalent to an additional 

0.071 QALYs per year of continued response (Mearin 2005). For comparison, an additional 

0.135 QALYs would represent a complete resolution of IBS symptoms (Akehurst 2002). Our 

method for estimating QALY gain is quite crude as it assumes that all patients who 

experience a therapeutic response have the same increase in HRQoL and it does not 

distinguish between varying degrees of improvement in HRQoL. Where possible, we have 

used an improvement in global symptoms to determine whether there has been a 

therapeutic response to treatment in order to prevent bias being introduced by the use of 

different outcomes for different interventions. 

 Given the limitations of the approach used to estimate QALY gains, a threshold analysis 

was also carried out to estimate the minimum treatment associated QALY gain for which 

treatment is still cost-effective. 
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 Adverse effects were not explicitly included in the model. Many of the adverse outcomes of 

interest considered in the adverse effects review (see section 8.5) were very similar to the 

symptoms of the IBS itself and were also considered within the effectiveness outcomes. It is 

likely that these adverse effects would have been captured by the clinical effectiveness 

estimate as this was based on global symptom score improvement. Therefore, patients who 

experienced a worsening of their IBS symptoms as a result of a specific intervention would 

be considered to have not responded to that intervention in the model and would 

discontinue that treatment. No other adverse effects were identified by the GDG as having 

the potential to significantly impact on costs and quality of life for the interventions 

considered by the economic model.  

 
Estimating the costs of the patient pathway 
 Costs were considered from an NHS and PSS (Personal Social Services) perspective and 

included: drug costs for prescribed medications, consultation costs for the behavioural 

therapies and consultation costs for initiating and monitoring pharmacological interventions. 

 Drug costs were based on the doses used in clinical trials and it was assumed that the 

lowest cost preparation would be prescribed regardless of whether this is proprietary or 

generic. Drug costs were based on the published costs given in the British National 

Formulary (Joint Formulary Committee 2007).  

 Sensitivity analysis was carried out to consider whether the cost-effectiveness would be 

significantly different if the most costly preparation were to be used. 

 Sensitivity analysis was carried out on alternative doses to those used in the trials where the 

GDG advised that these alternative doses were likely to be equally efficacious and more 

relevant to clinical practice. 

 The cost of non-pharmacological interventions was estimated using the duration of clinical 

contact time required to deliver the intervention and the reference costs (Netten 2006) for 

face-to-face time with the relevant healthcare professional.   

 

Estimating the probability of an improvement in global symptoms 
 The probability of response was taken from the clinical effectiveness review using the 

probability of an improvement in global symptoms, unless this was unavailable. In that case 

an alternative symptom specific response rate was used after discussion with the GDG as to 

which of the available outcomes was most relevant. The efficacy data used for each 

individual class of interventions is discussed within the relevant chapter sub-section for that 

intervention.  

 In the management intervention model, the cost-effectiveness was dependent on (i) the 

number of additional patients who respond in the treatment arm compared to the control 

arm, and (ii) the number failing to respond to treatment as these patients incur one month of 

treatment cost without benefit. In the one-off intervention model, the cost-effectiveness was 
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also dependent on the probability of response in the comparator arm as this determines the 

absolute difference in response rates and therefore the clinical benefit.  

 There was evidence from cohort studies that some patients experience an initial 

improvement in symptoms without any specific intervention. This may be a non-specific 

treatment effect following diagnosis and reassurance or it may be that symptoms fluctuate 

naturally and patients consult when their symptoms are particularly bad but symptoms then 

improve without any intervention. There was also evidence from randomised controlled trials 

that some patients in the placebo arms of controlled trials experienced an improvement in 

symptoms.  

 Therefore we assumed a non-zero response rate in the no treatment arm of the model. 

 The probability of moving from a high to low symptom severity state estimated from the 

Mearin (2004) cohort study (45%) was used to estimate the response rate in the no 

treatment arm in the base case analysis, except where the population was deemed to be 

refractory. 

 The RCTs for behavioural interventions (CBT, psychotherapy and hypnotherapy) were 

considered to be representative of patients with refractory IBS. In the majority of these trials 

ongoing IBS drug therapy was continued in both arms of the trial. The mean response rate 

from the comparator arms of these trials (25%) was used to estimate the proportion of 

patients with refractory IBS that experienced an improvement in global symptoms under 

usual care which included the continuation of any ongoing drug therapy. 

 A sensitivity analysis was carried out using the average response rate in the placebo arm of 

the RCTs. The response rate in the comparator arm of the RCTs varied from 0% to 71% 

over the studies used to estimate efficacy for the economic model with a mean value of 

47.5%. The studies from the laxative review could not be used to estimate the placebo arm 

response rate as a different outcome was used to determine response for this intervention. 

However, the response rate using the alternative outcome was similar to that found in the 

other studies for the standard outcome. 

 For refractory patients, the mean response rate from the control arms of the CBT trials (9%) 

was used in a sensitivity analysis to examine the impact of assuming a lower response rate 

in refractory patients continuing usual care.  

 A sensitivity analysis was carried out assuming zero response in the no treatment arm but 

maintaining the absolute difference in response between treatment and no treatment from 

the basecase analysis. 

 

Probabilistic sensitivity analysis (PSA) is used to provide an estimate of the uncertainty in the 

cost per QALY estimate due to uncertainty in the model parameters used to estimate the cost-

effectiveness. The most obvious example of parameter uncertainty in the model was the 

confidence intervals surrounding the clinical effectiveness estimates, but other parameters used 

in the model which were based on empirical measurement also had some uncertainty 

associated with them. We carried out a PSA which considered the parameter uncertainty around 



Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 72 of 554 

the clinical effectiveness estimates, the response rate in the comparator arm, the utility gain 

associated with a response to treatment and the costs of psychological interventions due to 

variation in the number and duration of sessions used in the RCTs. Where direct evidence from 

the RCTs on resource use reduction was applied in the model, the parameter uncertainty 

around this was also estimated in the PSA. The reference costs for pharmaceutical interventions 

and clinical contact time with health care professionals were assumed to be fixed in the model, 

as was the discounting rate which was fixed by the NICE “reference-case” for economic 

evaluations (NICE 2007). In the PSA we characterised the parameter uncertainty by using a 

probability distribution to describe each of the parameters, details of which can be found in 

Appendix H.  We then sampled from each distribution independently under the assumption that 

there was no correlation between the different input parameters. However, the same random 

number set was used to sample common parameters across the different cost-effectiveness 

comparisons to prevent sample bias being introduced when comparing the incremental cost-

effectiveness of two interventions. We then calculated the model outcomes (incremental costs, 

incremental QALY gains) for each set of sampled parameters and used these to estimate the 

uncertainty surrounding the cost per QALY estimate. 

 

We based our PSA on 1000 samples of the parameter distributions. The results are presented 

as cost-effectiveness acceptability curves which show the proportion of samples that resulted in 

a cost per QALY value below various thresholds. It should be noted that the PSA did not 

account for uncertainty around the model assumptions and these were explored separately 

using univariate sensitivity analysis. Table 1 gives the basecase parameters that were used in 

estimating the cost-effectiveness of all of the pharmacological and behavioural interventions. 

Parameters that were specific to each intervention, such as efficacy estimates and intervention 

costs, are tabled in the relevant section of Chapters 8 and 9.  

 

Table 1: Base case parameters applied in the economic model for all interventions 

Description Mean (95%CI) Evidence 

Utility gain associated with a 
response to treatment 

0.071 (0.02 -0.147) 
 

Mearin (2004), difference 
between high and low 
intensity symptoms  

Response rate for no treatment 
arm  

45% (33% - 57%) 
 

Mearin (2004), 1 month 
probability of transition from 
high to low intensity 
symptoms  

Response rate for usual care in 
people with refractory IBS  

25% (19% - 32%) 
 

Comparator arms of RCTs in 
psychological interventions* 

Discounting rate for costs and 
benefits 

3.5% NICE (2007), NICE reference 
case value 
 

Cost for GP appointment to 
initiate intervention / review 
medication 

£18  Netten (2006), GP cost per 
surgery consultation 
(excluding qualification and 
direct care staff costs) 

  * Psychological interventions includes CBT, psychotherapy and hypnotherapy 
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5.4 Submission of evidence 
No formal request was made for submission of evidence. 

 

5.5 Formulating recommendations and determining key recommendations 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
Each review summarises the evidence, and the GDG are asked to interpret the evidence before 

drafting recommendations. In each case, this includes a consideration of the clinical and cost 

effectiveness evidence; an indication of the factors the GDG took into account, including the 

balance between benefits and harms; the GDG’s reasoning and conclusions, and, where 

relevant, the level of agreement amongst the group. 
 

This is reported in each individual review section, illustrating the relationship between published 

clinical and cost effective evidence and recommendations for clinical practice. 

 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 
Methodology 
There are generally three main methods reported for developing consensus. These are Delphi, 

consensus development panels and nominal group processes (Bowling 2002). The nominal 

group technique (NGT) was originally developed by Delbecq et al (1971) as an organisational 

planning tool. The methodology allows individuals to work in the presence of others, but verbally 

interaction is prevented, enabling consensus to be developed without the social pressures 

normally exerted through open dialogue (Zastrow and Navarre 1977). Individual ideas are 

shared within the group, with facilitated discussion enabling the group to see how individuals are 

expressing their ideas. Normal practice is for the facilitator to then ask the group to prioritise, 

with aggregated rankings recorded. This methodology works extremely well towards the end of 

guideline development, particularly in relation to developing consensus agreement.  

 

The GDG having worked together for the previous 12 meetings had become a mature working 

group; individuals within the group were able to express their views relating to key 

recommendations within a social setting (the last GDG meeting). This was important for the 

group, who were able to use this experience and the content of discussion to then go into a 

round of voting to move agreed recommendation into a potential top 10 list, which reflected the 

key priorities for the guideline. Iteration is usual within consensus methodology, and a second 

round of voting was necessary in order to gain full consensus within the group. 

 

Process 
The GDG was asked to vote on key recommendations by secret email ballot using an Excel 

spreadsheet. This incorporated the full list of recommendations and votes were allocated to the 

group, in order to try and determine the key priorities for the guideline. Developing consensus 

through validated instruments is key to ensure that the final list of up to ten key 
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recommendations fully reflect the group as a whole. This enables all constituent members of the 

group to have equal weighting of opinion as their opinion moves towards a consensus group 

position. Typically, NGT works well for small groups, with 12 to 15 people widely acknowledged 

in the literature as the maximum number of people involved in this process. 

 

Results in round 1: 15 GDG members voted (100%), but one voting paper was spoiled and we 

were unable to obtain clarification from this member. Therefore results were based on a 93% 

representive opinion of the GDG relating to Round 1 voting.  

 

The results for this round of voting are seen below in table 1. 

Table 1. 
IBS key recomendations vote - round 1
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All recommendations with more than 50% of the vote were selected automatically as key 

recommendations; i.e. screening question, red flags, positive diagnosis, other diagnostic tests, 

tests that should not be done, fibre, and tricyclics. This gave seven recommendations, but the 

next highest results gave four recommendations with 7 votes. This determined the need for a 

second round of voting. Those recommendations with 2 or fewer votes were excluded, and the 

GDG were asked to choose three of nine recommendations. Between the two rounds, two 

recommendations were combined (the two relating to titration of medication doses) and the 

patient information recommendation was revised. 
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Results in round 2: 14 of 15 GDG members voted and one member only voted for two 

recommendations. Results are based on 93% group representive opinion of the GDG. 

2nd round voting
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In analysing the voting for round 2, two further recommendations were selected: patient 

information and titrating doses of laxatives and antimotility agents. Two other recommendations 

had six votes each, general diet and psychological interventions and it was decided to exclude 

both of them, leaving the following nine key recommendations.  

 

Summary 
The NGT worked well in developing consensus opinion, reflected by the key recommendations 

emergent from the process. The nine key recommendations represent the heart of the full 

guideline and full guideline recommendations. They articulate the evidence supporting the key 

areas of healthcare practice that will be shaped by the guideline, providing the possibility with 

effective implementation for people with IBS symptoms being properly diagnosed and managed 

within primary care. 
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6 DIAGNOSIS 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) is a chronic, relapsing and often life-long disorder. It is 

characterised by the presence of abdominal pain associated with defaecation, or a change in 

bowel habit together with disordered defaecation (constipation or diarrhoea or both), and the 

sensation of abdominal distension. Symptoms sometimes overlap with other gastrointestinal 

disorders such as non-ulcer dyspepsia, or with coeliac disease. Diagnosis of IBS has proven 

difficult historically for many reasons, not least that traditionally an exclusion diagnostic 

approach has been selected by clinicians. Each year, typically approximately 10% of the 

population will experience IBS symptoms, with up to half of these presenting to primary care 

clinicians. In reviewing the literature, it is clear that in the absence of gold standard diagnostic 

criteria, several criterion referenced diagnostic tools have emerged over the last two decades. 

These have been used in both prevalence and incidence studies, and have proven to be useful 

for clinicians in enabling them to provide a diagnosis for those patients presenting with IBS 

symptoms. These criteria have also allowed for standardisation of IBS diagnosis in research. 

 
Definition 
For the purpose of this guideline, IBS is defined using the Rome II criteria, used mainly in the 

context of research. The Rome group is a pan-European clinician group that have met for the 

last decade, seeking to provide both clarity and direction for clinicians and patients alike.  

 

The Rome II criteria characterises IBS as:  

• At least 12 weeks (which need not be consecutive), in the preceding 12 months, of 

abdominal discomfort or pain with two of the following three features: 

o Relief by defaecation 

o Onset associated with a change in frequency of stool 

o Onset associated with a change in stool appearance. 

 
The IBS population 
IBS most commonly affects people between the ages of 20 and 30 years and is twice as 

common in women as in men. The prevalence of the condition in the general population in the 

UK is estimated to lie somewhere between 10 and 20%. Recent trends indicate that there is also 

a significant prevalence of IBS in older people; therefore, IBS diagnosis should be a 

consideration when an older person presents with unexplained abdominal symptoms. Because 

incidences of other conditions with similar symptoms are higher in the elderly population, use of 

certain diagnostic tests is warranted. Co-morbid conditions and poly-pharmacy are common in 

this patient population. The true prevalence of IBS in the whole population may be higher than 

estimated, because it is thought that many people with IBS symptoms do not seek medical 

advice; NHS Direct online data suggest that 75% of people using this service rely on self-care. 

In England and Wales, the number of people consulting for IBS is extrapolated to between 1.6 

http://www.nhsdirect.nhs.uk/en.asp?TopicID=270
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and 3.9 million. Evidence suggests that age and race have no consistent effect on the incidence 

of symptoms. Healthcare professionals need to be sensitive to and take into consideration 

cultural, ethnic and communication needs of people for whom English is not a first language or 

who may have cognitive and/or behavioural disabilities. Appropriate action should be taken to 

facilitate effective consultation.   

 
Investigations commonly requested by clinicians 
Primary care investigations are likely to include: routine blood tests such as full blood count, 

urea and electrolytes, liver function tests; tests for thyroid function, tissue transglutaminase anti-

endomysial antibodies (test for coeliac disease); inflammatory markers, stool microscopy; 

urinary screen for laxatives; and lactose tolerance testing. Other investigations such as gut 

transit studies (radiological tests to measure the time required for food to move through the 

digestive tract) and sigmoidoscopy (endoscopy of the lower part of the bowel) are routinely 

performed in secondary care. Determining the criteria for such requests and appropriate referral 

into secondary care will be addressed in the guideline.  

 
The need for effective diagnosis – clarifying concepts 
IBS is associated with a disproportionately high prevalence of abdominal and pelvic surgery, 

although the cause of this has not been established.  Diagnostic test methodology has 

traditionally been applied when comparing a new or alternative test with the acknowledged gold 

standard reference.  

 

Gold standard reference points aim to represent the ‘truth’, and when a test is carried out there 

are four possible outcomes. These are: 

1. True positive (detects disease when present) 

2. False positive (detects disease when it is absent) 

3. True negative (can identify absence of disease) 

4. False negative (can identify someone as being disease free when they have it). 

 

It is widely acknowledged within the literature that there is no gold standard reference for the 

diagnosis of IBS, which means that comparison of definitive diagnostic tests remains difficult. 

Diagnostic criteria in themselves can be seen as having enormous value, and these could be 

directly compared in other disease areas to the gold standard reference. In this narrative review 

of 170 studies/papers, comparisons of criteria are made against a definitive diagnosis of IBS 

through clinician expertise, augmented by a whole battery in many cases of diagnostic 

investigations. 

   

In measuring accuracy of diagnostic test/criteria, two measures are used. These are sensitivity 

and specificity. 
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Sensitivity 
This is a measure (usually expressed as a % of the total population that the test is applied to) 

that indicates how good the test is in identifying people with the disease. 

 

Specificity 
This is a measure (usually expressed as a % of the total population that the test is applied to) 

that indicates how good the test is in identifying people without the disease. 

 

Problems associated with using these as single measures are acknowledged, as they are 

difficult to interpret for individual patients. For example, if a test has a sensitivity of 85%, what if I 

am one of the 15% that the test has failed to identify. In real world situations, what patients and 

clinicians generally want to know is ‘If this test is positive, does it mean that I have a positive 

diagnosis?’  or; ‘If this test is negative, does this mean that I do not have the disease?’  

 

What may be more useful is for these single measures to be expressed as a probability; a 

likelihood of accuracy. Again this is expressed as a %, with positive tests measured against a 

whole study population who had the test. For example, 37 positive results out of 100 would be a 

37% prediction, expressed as a positive predictive value (PPV) of 37% (Dawes et al, 2005). This 

can be viewed from the reverse perspective; how many negative tests were recorded out of the 

total study population who had the test. For example 63 negative results out of 100 would be a 

63% prediction, expressed as negative predictive value (NPV) of 63%. Using real data (Steurer 

2002), of 1000 women who received a positive mammogram result, 90 actually had breast 

cancer, meaning that the PPV for mammography is 9%. Converted to probability, this means 

that women have a 1 in 11 chance of having breast cancer if they have a positive mammogram 

result. Of the 12,102 negative mammogram results, 12,090 did not have breast cancer (meaning 

that 12 did have breast cancer). This means that the NPV for mammography is 99.9%. 

Converted to a probability, this means that women have a 1 in 1000 chance of having breast 

cancer if they receive a negative mammogram result. This is extremely useful to clinicians in 

trying to establish risk and/or probability of a disease in a particular individual, enabling them to 

articulate this to the person seeking consultation. 

 
Odds ratios 
This is another way of measuring test accuracy (see Appendix 2 of this chapter). Its real value is 

in estimating test accuracy. This is calculated using test Likelihood Ratio’s (LR) by taking the 

positive LR and dividing this by the negative LR. Likelihood ratios are useful in estimating the 

value of diagnostic tests, and as a general principle, the higher the likelihood ratio the more 

useful that test will be. A high odds ratio is an indicator of a good diagnostic test. 
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A main aim of the guideline  
One of the main aims of this guideline is to identify diagnostic criteria for people presenting with 

symptoms suggestive of IBS and to ensure that primary care clinicians and people who may 

have IBS have a reference tool that is both sensitive and specific, with high predictive value of 

the syndrome. This is an area of healthcare practice which is currently absent, and creates great 

uncertainty for both clinicians and people who may have IBS. 

 
OBJECTIVES 
1. To determine the effectiveness of diagnostic criteria for people with IBS. 

2. To determine the clinical utility of diagnostic tests to exclude alternative diagnoses in people 

meeting the diagnostic criteria for IBS.  

 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria for this systematic narrative review was to analyse all relevant literature 

related to diagnosis of IBS. Due to the absence of a gold standard reference for this disease, 

diagnostic review methodology was not applicable. On this basis, the GDG accepted that a 

systematic narrative review was the best way of measuring current practice against peer 

reviewed literature. This review formed the basis for GDG consensus discussions and 

recommendations for diagnosis of IBS. Studies identified were then quality assessed. Studies 

included in the review importantly had to have used a criterion referenced diagnostic tool, 

studies that failed to do so were excluded from the review. This ensured that all relevant studies 

provided the evidence base in validating a diagnostic tool, enabling primary care clinicians to 

make a positive IBS diagnosis around symptom recognition. 

 
Types of studies 
All published literature on IBS diagnosis was included. This resulted in a large search and, post-

sifting, a large number papers being reviewed for potential inclusion in the review. 

 

SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF THE LITERATURE 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additional databases 

were not searched for this review. A sensitive search strategy was employed, as recommended 

by Haynes and Wilczynski (2004) in determining optimal search strategies for retrieving 

scientifically strong studies of diagnosis. The search strategies are listed in Appendix B. 

 
METHODOLOGY 
The benefits of a systematic narrative review of the clinical evidence in the absence of 

diagnostic test studies are highlighted by Oxman and colleagues. Applying the quality assurance 

principles advocated by Oxman (1994), a valid review article can provide the best possible 

source of information that can lay a foundation for clinical decisions to be made. There is 
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argument that focused narrative reviews for individual outcomes, in this case, IBS diagnosis, are 

more likely to provide valid results that are useful for clinicians. 

 

STRUCTURE OF THE REVIEW 
Having provided the background and context for this review, diagnostic criteria are presented 

that emerge from the systematic narrative review of the literature. Data is presented in three 

main sections of the review. 

 

In the first section, the evidence relating to the use of criterion based tools in the diagnosis of 

IBS is presented and discussed. The effectiveness data for each tool is summarized in Table 1 

and specificity, sensitivity and positive predictive value of the criteria are reported where 

available. Studies included in the table illustrate how research has validated the use of these 

tools, where the criteria used is matched against a clinical reference standard (in all studies this 

was an expert gastroenterologist) by using specificity, sensitivity and positive predictive value 

data. The excluded studies are listed in Appendix E and are excluded on the basis that no 

criterion reference tool was used. This systematic narrative review is followed by a description of 

an interactive exercise used by the GDG to assess the strengths and weaknesses of each of the 

identified tools.  

 

In the second section, the evidence relating to the utility of tests to exclude alternative diagnoses 

is presented and discussed. This is followed by a review of the economic literature for diagnostic 

testing and an adaptation of one of the cost-effectiveness models identified in the economic 

literature review.  

 
IBS DIAGNOSTIC CRITERIA 
The use of diagnostic criteria has merged over the last three decades, with leading GI 

specialists such as Manning and Kruis leading the way. Such diagnostic criteria were 

forerunners to a consensus process amongst leading clinicians which became known as the 

Rome process. Rome III is the latest iteration and builds on the validated work from authors, in 

particular the Manning criteria. 

 
Pre-Rome 

The first paper to address diagnostic criteria for IBS was a working team report published in 

1989 for the 1988 International Congress of Gastroenterology in Rome, Italy. This is 

acknowledged as the Rome criteria. 

 

Establishment of Rome Committee Process 

Following the 1989 publication, a committee was set up the same year to develop for the first 

time a classification system for all the 21 functional gastro intestinal disorders (FGID). This 

report was published in 1990 heralding the beginning of the Rome Criteria process. The criteria 
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for IBS in 1989 did not feature pain as a symptom, which is now a current ROME criteria 

requirement for the diagnosis of IBS.  

 

Rome I  
From 1990-1995, seven committees formed to elaborate on the 1990 classification system. 

Knowledge of this classification system was quite limited, since the journal had a small 

circulation and was not listed in MEDLINE. The committee however were able to publish a book 

which featured the updated Rome I criteria in 1992 and it was the first time that pain was 

required for the diagnosis.  

 
Rome II  
By 1995, interest had grown from both clinicians and the pharma industry. Funding was secured 

from industry to support the development of Rome II. The number of committees was expanded, 

with wider international contributions forming the basis of this updated set of criteria. Emerging 

from this process, the criteria were available from 1999 and first published in 2000.   

 
Rome III  
Because of the success of the Rome II process, funding support from industry was forthcoming 

to maintain this consensus process. A co-ordinating committee was formed in 2001 for Rome III 

(Drossman, Corazziari, Delvaux, Spiller, Talley, Thompson and Whitehead). Work began in May 

2003, leading to publication of new criteria in 2007. 
 
Kruis criteria 
The aim of the original study was to create a scoring system for IBS diagnosis incorporating 

history, physical examination and some basic investigations (ESR and blood count). 

 
1Validated criterion reference tool reviewed and acknowledged as used within practice 
over the last 3 decades. 
Kruis patient questionnaire 

1. Did you come because of abdominal pain?  No Yes 

Do you suffer from flatulence?   No Yes 

Do you suffer irregular bowel movements?  No Yes 

 

2. Have you experienced this for > 2years?      No Yes 

 

3. How can your abdominal pain be described: burning, cutting, very strong, terrible, feeling 

of pressure, dull, boring, not so bad? 

 

                                                 
1 In the absence of a gold standard, the reference standard was expert gastroenterologist 
diagnosis. 
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4. Have you alternating diarrhoea/constipation? No  Yes 

 

5. Have your stools any of the following properties? Pencil-like; rabbit pellets; hard in the 

first portion and looser in the second portion; mucus? 

 

 If the patient answers yes in any of sections of each question, a scoring system is allocated as 

 follows: 

 

Question 1  34 points 

Question 2  16 

Question 3  23 

Question 4  14 

Question 5 carries no score. 

Total score possible 87 points. 

 

The patient questionnaire is then validated by the clinician who can subtract from the original 

total if they identify markers or indicators of disease, potential red flags.  

 
Kruis clinician questionnaire 

1. Abnormal physical findings, and/or history for alternative   

diagnosis of IBS      No Yes 

2. ESR > 20mm/2hr      No Yes 

3. Leucocytosis > 10.000/ccm     No Yes 

4. Haemoglobin F < 12g/ M < 14g    No Yes 

5. History of blood in stool     No Yes 

6. Fever ( > 38.5) in the last week    No Yes 

7. Underweight      No Yes 

8. Loss of weight > 5kg in last 6 months   No Yes 

 

If the clinician answers yes to questions 1 – 5, a scoring system is allocated as follows: 

 

Question 1  - 47 points 

Question 2  - 13 

Question 3  - 50 

Question 4  - 98 

Question 5  - 98 

Questions 6 – 8 carry no score. This is then subtracted from the original patient score. 

 
Manning criteria  
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The patient should present with at least 2 of the following symptoms for an IBS diagnosis to be 

made: 

• Onset of pain associated with more frequent bowel movements 

• Onset of pain associated with more loose bowel movements 

• Relief of pain with defaecation 

• Abdominal distension 

• Sensation of incomplete evacuation with defaecation 

• Passage of mucus. 

 

Rome Criteria  

At the 13th International Congress of Gastroenterology in Rome in 1988 a group of physicians 

defined criteria to more accurately diagnose IBS. The Rome criteria are:  

 

The patient should present with 3 months of continuous or recurring symptoms of abdominal 

pain or irritation that:  

• May be relieved with a bowel movement 

• May be coupled with a change in frequency, or  

• May be related to a change in the consistency of stools. 

 

Two or more of the following are present at least 25 percent (one quarter) of the time: 

• A change in stool frequency (more than 3 bowel movement per day or fewer than 3 

bowel movements per week)  

• Noticeable difference in stool form (hard, loose and watery stools or poorly formed 

stools)  

• Passage of mucous in stools 

• Bloating or feeling of abdominal distention 

• Altered stool passage (e.g. sensations of incomplete evacuation, straining, or urgency). 

 

Rome I criteria (1992) 
The patient should present with at least 3 months of continuous or recurrent symptoms for an 

IBS diagnosis to be made: 

 

Abdominal pain or discomfort, which is: 

• Relieved with defaecation 

• and/or associated with altered bowel frequency 

• and/or associated with altered stool consistency 

• and/or two or more of the following, on at least 1/4 of days: 

• Altered stool frequency 

• Altered stool form 

• Altered stool passage (straining, urgency or tenesmus) 
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• Passage of mucus 

• Usually with bloating or a feeling of abdominal distension. 

 
Rome II criteria  
The Rome II Criteria, published in 2000, were developed by 10 multinational working teams that 

collaborated over 4 years to arrive at a consensus for symptom-based diagnostic standards.  

 

Twelve weeks* or more in the past 12 months of abdominal discomfort or pain that has 2 out 

of 3 features: 

• Relieved with defaecation 

• Associated with a change in frequency of stool 

• Associated with a change in consistency of stool. 

*The twelve weeks need not be consecutive 

 

The following are supportive, but not essential to the diagnosis. One or more are usually 

present. They add to the clinician’s confidence that the intestine is the origin of the 

abdominal pain. The more of these symptoms that are present, the greater the confidence 

with an IBS diagnosis: 

• Abnormal stool frequency (> 3/day or < 3/week) 

• Abnormal stool form (lumpy/hard or loose/watery) > 1/4 of defaecations 

• Abnormal stool passage (straining, urgency or feeling of 

• incomplete evacuation) > 1/4 of defaecations 

• Passage of mucus > 1/4 of defaecations 

• Bloating or feeling of abdominal distension > 1/4 of days. 

 

ROME III Diagnostic Criteria*  
Recurrent abdominal pain or discomfort** at least 3 days/month in last 3 months associated 

with two or more of criteria #1 - #3 below:  

Pain or discomfort at least 2-3 days/month (question 1>2) 

For women, does pain occur only during menstrual bleeding? (question 2=0 or 2) 

 

1. Improvement with defaecation  

Pain or discomfort gets better after BM at least sometimes (question 4>0)  

2. Onset associated with a change in frequency of stool  

Onset of pain or discomfort associated with more stools at least 

sometimes (question 5>0), OR Onset of pain or discomfort associated 

with fewer stools at least sometimes (question 6>0)  

3. Onset associated with a change in form (appearance) of stool  
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Onset of pain or discomfort associated with looser stools at least 

sometimes (question 7>0), OR Onset of pain or discomfort associated wit 

harder stools at least sometimes (question 8>0)  

* Criteria fulfilled for the last 3 months with symptom onset at least 6 months prior to 

diagnosis  

Yes. (question 3=1)   

**”Discomfort” means an uncomfortable sensation not described as pain.  

In pathophysiology research and clinical trials, a pain/discomfort frequency of at 
least two days a week is recommended for subject eligibility.    

Pain or discomfort more than one day per week (question 1>4)  

 
How to use the questionnaire?  

 

Criteria for IBS-C  

(question 9>0)  and (question 10=0)  

Criteria for IBS-D  

(question 9=0)  and (question 10>0)  

Criteria for IBS-M  

(question 9>0)  and (question 10>0)  

Criteria for IBS-U  

(question 9=0)  and (question 10=0)  
 
 
The timely publication of ROME III is beneficial to this guideline, it brings together many studies 

that have incorporated ROME criteria, and this latest iteration closely aligns the thinking of the 

GDG, in particular in relation to the implementation of diagnostic criteria for primary care 

clinicians to use.  
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ROME III Criteria - Questionnaire 
1. In the last 3 months, how often did you 
have discomfort or pain anywhere in your 
abdomen?  

0 Never →  
1 Less than one day a month 
2 One day a month  
3 Two to three days a month  
4 One day a week  
5 More than one day a week  
6 Every day  

Skip remaining 
questions  

2. For women: Did this discomfort or pain 
occur only during your menstrual bleeding 
and not at other times?  

0 No  
1 Yes  
2 Does not apply because I have 
had the change in life 
(menopause) or I am a male  

 

3. Have you had this discomfort or pain 6  
months or longer?  

0 No  
1 Yes  

 

4. How often did this discomfort or pain 
get better or stop after you had a bowel 
movement?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

 

5. When this discomfort or pain started, 
did you have more frequent bowel 
movements?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

 

6. When this discomfort or pain started, 
did you have less frequent bowel 
movements?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

 

7. When this discomfort or pain started, 
were your stools (bowel movements) 
looser?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

 

8. When this discomfort or pain started, 
how often did you have harder stools?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

 

9. In the last 3 months, how often did you 
have hard or lumpy stools?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

Alternative scale:  
0 Never or rarely  
1 About 25% of the time  
2 About 50% of the time  
3 About 75% of the time  
4 Always, 100% time 

10. In the last 3 months, how often did 
you have loose, mushy or watery stools?  

0 Never or rarely  
1 Sometimes  
2 Often  
3 Most of the time  
4 Always  

Alternative scale:  
0 Never or rarely  
1 About 25% of the time  
2 About 50% of the time  
3 About 75% of the time  
4 Always 100%  time  
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Table 1: Summary Table of Diagnostic Papers with diagnostic data provided (reference 
standard was expert gastroenterologist diagnosis) 

 

Criteria used 
in study 

Study authors/Name 
of study 
 

N= (if 
appropriate) 

Sensitivity/Specificity 
Se=           Sp= 

Predictive 
value (PPV) 

Kruis 
 
 

Kruis et al 1984 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dogan and Unal 
1996a,Turkey 
 
 
 
Frigerio et al 1992 Italy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Osset et al 1991 Italy 

N=108 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N=347 
 
 
 
N=1257 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quoting from 
Kruis 1984 

Se= 83% 
Sp = 97% 
Accuracy if score > 44 
is 99% 
 
 
 
 
Se= 81% 
Sp= 91% if score of 44 
points was positive 
 
Se= 47% in men, 60% 
in women 
Sp= 94% men, 95% 
women 
 
 
 
Se= 83% 
Sp= 97% 
99% accurate if score is 
> 44 points 
 

Based on IBS 
prevalence if 
score is >  44 
10% 87.1% 
30% 96.4% 
50% 98.4% 
 
 
PPV= 90% 
 
 
 
PPV= 54% 
men, 82% 
women 
Negative 
Predictive 
value 91.6% 
men -87.3% 
women 

 Dogan and Unal 
1996b,Turkey : 
Manning discriminated 
IBS from OGD  
 
Rao et al 1993 
 
 
Talley et al 1990 
 

N=347 
 
 
N=123 
 
 
N=361 

Se= 90% 
Sp= 87% if > 3 positive. 
 
Se=67% 
Sp=93% 
 
Se= 42% 
Sp= 85% 
 

PPV=87% 
 
 
 
PPV=93.4% 

Manning + 
Kruis 
 
 

Dogan and Unal 
1996c,Turkey: 
Correlation significant 
in IBS r=0.714 p=<0.05 
but not in OGD r = 
0.190 p=>0.05 
 

N=347 
 

Se= 80% 
Sp= 97% 
 

PPV=96% 

Manning 
(3/6) 
 
 

Jeong et al 1990 
 
Smith 1992 
Manning > ¾ 

N=172 
 
N=109 

Se= 67% 
Sp= 70% 
Se= 63% 
Sp= 85% 
 

 

Manning 
(>3/6) 
 
 

Talley et al 1990 
 
Kruis et al 1984 

N= ?? 
 
N=479 

Se= 84% 
Sp= 76% 
Se= 64% 
Sp= 99% 
 

 
 
94% 

Rome  
 

Saito et al 2003a, USA 
 

Prevalence 
Cohort study 

Prevalence rates by 
criteria: 
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Vanner et al 1999 

1st  survey  
1987n=1121 
2nd survey 1989 
3rd survey 1992 
n=892 
response 
n=643 (72%) 
 
N=384 
(retrospective) 
 
N=95 

Rome (1989) 27.6 per 
100 (95%CI:23.6-31.5) 
Rome (1990) 5.1 per 
100 (95%CI:3.2-7.1) 
 
 
 
 
Se= 63% 
Sp= 100% 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
98% 
 

Rome I 
 
 

Saito et al 2003b, USA 
 
 
 
Chey et al 2002a, USA 
Mearin et al 2001a 
Spain 
Patients diagnosed 
with Manning, Rome I 
and Rome II. > 2/3 of 
subjects fulfilling 
Manning or Rome I 
would not be 
diagnosed as having 
IBS if using RomeII. 
  

 
 
 
 
N= 1014 
women 
 
 
N=281 

Rome I (1992) 6.8 
per100 (95%CI 4.7-8.9) 
 
 
Se=83% 
Sp= not given 
 
Se/Sp = not given 

Good 
agreement 
between 
Rome I and II 
( >95% 
Kappa >0.68) 
 

Rome II 
 
 
 

Saito et al 2003c, USA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chey et al 2002b, USA 
Difference in sensitivity 
seemed to be 
attributable to more 
restrictive time 
requirement for pain 
with Rome II  
 
Boyce et al 2000, 
Australia (prevalence 
study) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N=1014 women 
 
 
 
N=2910 

Rome II (1999) 5.1 per 
100 (95% CI:3.1-7.0) 
 
 
 
 
 
Se= 47% 
Sp=not given 
 
 
 
See table 2 in paper 
 

Rome II and 
Rome ( 79% 
kappa 0.29) 
Rome II more 
restrictive. 
Results 
similar for 
other studies 
Mearin et al, 
Thompson et 
al  Chey et al 
 
If different 
thresholds 
are used 
subjects 
identified are 
not the same. 
Manning 
identified less 
severe 
symptoms. 
Treatment 
would be no 
different 
using any 
criteria. 
 

BDQ (Talley 
et al ) 
Validated 
q’aire for 

Bijkerk et al 2003, 
Netherlands 

N= 99 All patients had 
diagnosis of IBS but 
only18% (n=14) met 
Rome II  
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identifying 
IBS 

GP diagnosis based on 
Bloating (87%) and 
absence of alarm 
features (87%) rather 
than diagnostic criteria. 
GP diagnosis correlated 
most closely with 
Manning. GP’s reported 
tests to exclude organic 
disease in pts over 50.  
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RESULTS OF THE REVIEW AND DISCUSSION 
Of the 170 papers reviewed, 45 were excluded as no diagnostic criteria were used in the study 

population, or they were discussion/professional papers highlighting aspects of care relating to 

IBS, of which diagnosis was mentioned. Of the remaining 125 papers, 18 studies provided 

useful data which has been extracted and presented in Table 1. The remaining papers all 

provided useful background information on the use of diagnostic criteria; many studies used the 

reference criteria as a way of measuring prevalence and incidence of IBS in general 

populations. Literature was drawn from a wide international base, with Europe, North America 

and South East Asia providing the main source of data. 

 

Issues to consider 
From this extensive review of the literature, a number of key observations have emerged which 

the GDG will need to consider in moving towards consensus opinion as to how IBS is 

diagnosed; which criteria to use in diagnosing IBS and how this potentially will move clinicians 

away from an exclusion diagnostic approach towards positive diagnosis of IBS, management 

and patient follow-up. Of significance is the potential cost saving to the NHS of tests that are 

routinely requested but prove to be of little added value. 

 

Diagnostic thresholds 
Clinicians need to be able to determine whether a person has IBS (or not). Balance between 

missing the diagnosis and over diagnosing is a possibility because criteria may be too vague. 

Thresholds can be set across different parameters. These include: 

• Severity of  bowel symptoms 

• Symptom count – either all symptoms given equal weight (e.g. Manning – 2 or more 

symptoms being given equal weight) or identified symptoms being considered as essential 

with others considered as accessory symptoms (Rome I) 

• Duration threshold in combination with symptom count (Rome II) and symptom frequency 

appears to be highly relevant (Mearin 2003) 

• Rome II requires the presence of both abdominal pain and changes in bowel habit  and 

duration of symptoms (at least 12 weeks in last 12 months) 

• Rome considers abdominal pain and changes in bowel habit independently and no 

minimum duration of symptoms 

• Kruis developed according to symptoms and evaluation of lab tests 

• Following a positive diagnosis of IBS based on clinical criteria clinicians can be reassured 

that the diagnosis is durable. (Adeniji 2004, follow-up of 196 patients with a diagnosis of IBS 

between 1989-92 35/86 pts had had further diagnostic investigations without diagnosis 

changing) 

• Prevalence of IBS measured across a New Zealand population cohort (N=980) using 2 of 

the manning criteria emerged as 18.1%. This decreased to 10.3% if 3 or more of the 
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Manning criteria were used to identify an IBS diagnosis. This then fell to 3.3% when 4 or 

more of the criteria were used (Barbezat 2002). 

 

A key question for the GDG was “Should a positive diagnostic approach include severity 

threshold or disabling threshold?”  

 
What happens to patients who do not meet Rome II? 

• How important is diagnostic precision for clinicians (this is a different priority for research)? 

Is the priority to exclude structural cause and/or red flags for symptoms? 

• Would treatment be different if patients were diagnosed using Manning or Rome? Does this 

matter? 

• Do they have alternative diagnosis (eg FBD) and/or go for lots of investigations and then 

turn out to be IBS? 

• Manning: discriminates upper GI disease from IBS but not IBD (3 or more Manning criteria 

were frequent in patients with ulcerative colitis in remission (Isgar 1983). 

• Kruis: was not able to discriminate IBS from organic GI Disease (Frigerio 1992). 

 

Clinician ignorance of IBS diagnostic criteria 

• An Italian study (Bellini 2005) of 28 generalist GPs – 17 judged knowledge of IBS to be 

insufficient but only three thought that further education might be useful. Ten GPs were 

familiar with Rome II prior to the study; 19 agreed with Rome II criteria when they used them 

as part of the study. They reported satisfactory management in approximately 60% of 

patients. 

• Important symptoms for this group – Primary symptoms: changes in bowel habit, abdominal 

pain relieved by evacuation, bloating. Secondary symptoms: difficult or incomplete 

evacuation, passing mucous with BM. 

• Following clinical evaluation GPs ordered further investigations in large numbers of patients. 

GPs with more than 20yrs experience requested less investigations than younger 

colleagues (p= 0.001). 168/229 patients had routine bloods, 30 – abdominal ultrasound, 87 

FOB, 83 faecal analyses, 81 – Thyroid Function, 70 – lower GI endoscopy.  

• All agreed that counselling, reassurance, information about natural course of condition and 

suggestions for coping strategies were first step in management. Patients with diarrhoea 

were prescribed wider ranging therapeutic interventions and perceived to be in more need 

of further investigations than those with constipation.  

• In 145/229 cases referral to at least one specialist was made (GI specialist most common 

but gynaecological referral for 19% of women). Referral did not vary with clinical 

presentation and the most common reasons for referral were diagnostic confirmation, 

patient need for reassurance and patient request. 
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• Patients frequently attribute food intolerance (37%) and stress (43%) as the causes of IBS. 

GPs consider stress (71%), fibre deficiency (83%) and disturbed motility (62%) as most 

important factors (Bijkerk 2003). 

• Helpful clues to aid diagnosis: symptoms chronic or recurrent; pain is variable in location 

and timing; D and C may alternate; onset sometimes follows GI tract infection; findings on 

physical examination are usually normal except for abdominal tenderness (Paterson 1999, 

Canadian IBS position statement). 

• USA Primary Care practice based diagnostic evaluations differ significantly from speciality 

expert opinion based guidelines. Implementation of speciality guidelines in Primary Care 

would increase utilisation but with limited improvement of diagnostic outcomes (Yawn 2001).   

• Patients under 50 yrs of age who meet Manning and have no red flags require no 

investigations (Paterson et al 1999 Canadian IBS position statement). 

• Patient expectations: reassurance, counselling, pharmacotherapy, diagnostic tests and 

referral to specialist. Dietary interventions were considered less important. Most people with 

IBS in this study stated that improvement in worst symptom should be target of treatment. 

Global improvement and QoL were considered much less important as treatment goal. 

• A British study in general practice (n=400) Gladman and Gorard (2003) Sent a 

questionnaire to a random selection of 200 GPs and 200 clinician members of British 

Society of Gastroenterologists asking about their knowledge of functional GI disorders and 

their knowledge and use of Manning and Rome criteria for diagnosis. 68/137 GPs believed 

functional GI disorders were psychosomatic compared to 36/167 of consultants (p=<0.001). 

Consultants believed that understanding had increased over last 20 years; 50%GPs 

believed it had not changed. Both believed diagnosis and management had not improved in 

past 20 years. Only 29/137 GPs had heard of Manning; 16/137 of Rome compared to 

134/166 and 139/167 Consultants respectively (p=0.0001). Only 18 GPs used either 

Manning or Rome in practice and despite increased awareness only 40% consultants used 

one or other diagnostic criteria in their practice. 

 

Many studies of IBS and developed guidelines to date have been produced by specialists who 

had seen patients with particularly severe or intractable symptoms. This clinical guideline was 

developed from a different starting point, with the essential focus being in primary care. All 

development and implementation must be framed with questions of applicability to General 

Practice.  

 
The GDG noted that GPs consider Rome II too complicated and more suited for use in 

secondary care or for research purposes (Thompson 1997; Bellini 2005). The need for a 

pragmatic useful diagnostic tool was felt to be the most important aspect to the review. As the 

majority of IBS patients are treated by GPs, any recommendations for the use of diagnostic 

criteria should ensure that their ease of use by GPs in their practice is established, rather than 
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expecting GPs to use criteria that do not apply in the reality of day-to-day practice (Corsetti and 

Tack 2004). 

 

What is the role of red flag symptoms alongside diagnostic criteria IBS diagnosis? 

• The Manning criteria do not consider red flag symptoms. The addition of red flag symptoms 

seems to enhance diagnostic accuracy (Paterson 1999, Canadian IBS position statement). 

The GDG considered this aspect of the review at length, recognising the need for 

recommendations supporting the IBS algorithm to ensure that red flag symptoms take the 

patient out of this guideline and into other related NICE guidance. 

• The addition of red flags to the Manning criteria increases the PPV of Manning and Rome I 

and II (Vanner 1999; Hammer 2004). 

• Red flag symptoms – these seem to enhance original criteria and importantly relate this 

guidance to other relevant NICE guidelines, in particular NICE Clinical Guideline 27 

‘Suspected Cancer Referral’ published in 2005. 

 
Discussion 
The need for clinicians to be guided in the diagnosis of IBS has emerged as a strong recurrent 

theme in this systematic narrative review. The seminal work of Manning laid a foundation to 

enable clinicians to be guided by such criteria in attempting to provide direct answers to patients 

presenting with a range of symptoms. This work has undoubtedly influenced the development of 

thinking within the Rome group, and the Rome criteria recently published as Rome III reflects 

the benefit of validation of the key aspects of the criteria and pragmatic decisions relating to the 

length of presenting symptom such as pain (6 months). The use of available diagnostic criteria 

summarised in this review (Table 1) have typically been augmented by further diagnostic 

investigations that have limited or no benefit and these add considerable costs to the NHS.  

 

The use of consensus agreement regarding the recommendation of single diagnostic criteria 

serves three main purposes: 

• Increased patient confidence through positive diagnosis 

• Increased clinician confidence 

• Potential for considerable NHS disinvestment in avoiding unnecessary investigations and 

referrals to multiple specialities.  

 
When looking at combinations of possible criteria used in the available diagnostic tools 

reviewed, the emergence of Rome III has proven to be timely in relation to guideline 

development. It features strengths of previous diagnostic criteria, while minimising weaknesses 

of reviewed tools. 

 

Key questions that emerge from the literature aim at identifying a gold standard or best 

reference tool. The challenge is that when thresholds differ, results are inconsistent. For 
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clinicians, diagnostic precision of IBS is often of low priority when compared to excluding other 

structural cause. This is a conceptual misinterpretation which can be explained as under-

confident application of clinical examination and clinical history interpretation. Perhaps of 

significant note, regardless of which criteria were used in included studies in the review, 

treatment rarely differed against symptom profiles. 

 

Over a decade ago, Jeong and colleagues having identified that Manning had reasonable 

specificity, called for better diagnostic criteria with improved accuracy to be developed. The road 

to Rome and the subsequent development of international consensus over the last 15 years has 

been useful in predetermining consistency in research application. It however, may have 

distracted from refinement of a tool that is easy and straightforward to use for primary care 

clinicians.  

 

What clearly emerges from the literature is that with careful history and physical examination, 

positive diagnosis of IBS is possible. This, augmented by simple laboratory investigations to rule 

out more serious underlying pathology in the absence of red flag symptoms, would seem to be a 

step forward for both clinicians in diagnostic practice and patients in receiving timely 

interventions. 

 

Perhaps it is fitting to highlight within this review that clinicians have been seeking to change the 

way that they think about diagnostic approaches in relation to this chronic syndrome. The 

Manning (1978) paper titled “Towards a positive diagnosis of Irritable Bowel Syndrome’ clearly 

indicates a diagnostic aim, this over the last three decades has been lost, with negative 

diagnosis by ruling out other conditions being the predominant clinician approach. Returning to 

the original aim of Manning and colleagues by seeking to influence the behaviour of primary 

care clinicians in the way that they think and approach diagnosis of people presenting with IBS 

symptoms is an important objective of this guideline.  

 

GDG interpretation of the review and application of the guideline 
General practitioner (GP) training has focussed on the importance of what happens within a 

typical patient consultation. This is usually recorded and analysed to enable new GPs to reflect 

on the detail within the consultation, in particular the quality of verbal and non-verbal behaviour, 

the sequencing of questions and information gathered to enable diagnosis.  This is based 

around simulation and objective structured clinical examination methodology and has effectively 

enabled GP trainees to experience and develop understanding related to the importance of 

clinical history prior to physical examination. Using this approach, the NCC-NSC planned an 

interactive session for the GDG to fully engage with relevant issues. This was felt to be 

important in demonstrating that in guideline development, the GDG had explored the utility of 

different criteria that would then inform any consensus recommendations and lay the foundation 

for a positive implementation experience.  
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In order to test the utility of different criteria, NCC-NSC staff ran an interactive diagnostic 

simulation with members of the GDG. A number of typical IBS patient profiles were written by 

the technical team, which were then shared with four subgroups of the GDG. Details of the 

patient profiles are listed in Appendix 3 to this chapter. 

 

Sub group constituency: 

• Primary or secondary care doctor and/or 

• Primary or secondary care nurse and/or 

• Allied health professional (eg. Dietician or pharmacist) and/or 

• Patient representation allocated to comment and input across the four groups. 

 

One patient profile randomly selected from the total number of prepared patient profiles were 

randomly allocated to each of the GDG subgroups. Each group then had to discuss the use of 

allocated diagnostic criteria and elect one member of the group to role-play a GP consultation, 

responding to the simulated patient profile. Group A were asked to use Kruis Criteria; Group B 

were asked to use Manning criteria; Group C were asked to use Rome criteria;Group D were 

asked to use Rome II criteria. 

 

Each group selected a physician to role-play the consultation, timed at a typical 8 minute 

general practitioner consultation. Two groups selected their GP member, with the other group 

selecting the GDG clinical lead who is a Gastroenterologist. Members of the NCC-NSC team 

role-played the four different patients. ROME III at the time of the patient simulation was 

unpublished, and therefore was unable to be used in this exercise. During each of the four role-

plays, GDG members were asked to observe the consultation and record their observations. 

These typically related to the ease and logical progression of the consultation, shaped by the 

diagnostic criteria. This simulation enabled the GDG to both interpret the evidence and evaluate 

how easily the criterion reference based tool could work within a busy primary care environment.  

 

The NCC-NSC technical team transcribed the detail within each of the GP consultations and 

recorded the information gathered from the patient using each of the three criteria referenced 

tools. The content was analysed and grouped in emerging themes (see Table 1) to enable the 

group to fully understand what was possible in recreating the primary care consultation. 

Typically patients are reticent to come and see a primary care clinician with issues relating to 

bowel habit/function, and this reticence was simulated with behaviours that demonstrated both 

hesitancy and embarrassment.  

 

Observations were recorded from three main areas for feedback: 

1. How the GDG clinician felt using the diagnostic criteria allocated to them. 

2. How GDG members felt each of the diagnostic criteria worked in this simulated patient 

consultation. 
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3. How the NCC team member felt when role playing the IBS patient, in relation to the 

sequencing of ideas and extracting of important patient information, facilitating an effective 

diagnosis. 

 

This was a powerful exercise in embedding the evidence review into a simulated patient-

clinician exchange. The importance of ensuring that the guideline recommendations are able to 

be effectively implemented into routine primary care is clearly important in ensuring that current 

variations in diagnosing IBS are addressed. 

 

Outcomes from the evidence review and diagnostic criteria simulated exercise were: 

• A strong evidence base for the use of diagnostic criteria with good predictive value. 

• Expert (GDG) evaluation of how potential tools could enable primary care clinicians to make 

a positive diagnosis of IBS, supported by a limited number of investigations that may 

augment an IBS positive diagnosis. 

• Agreement of evidence based positive diagnostic criteria for use in primary care which 

reflects current evidence. 

• A contemporised Manning criteria which are consistent with ROME III criteria.  

• The decision to refer to agreed criteria as ‘Positive Diagnostic Criteria’.  

 
KRUIS (A SCORE OF >44 = IBS)  

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

VERY SPECIFIC NEEDS OTHER TESTS – TIME AND COST 
IMPLICATIONS 

 TOO MANY QUESTIONS 

 SCORING CONFUSING 

 COUNTER INTUITIVE – CLOSED QUESTIONS 

 OMISSION – RELIEF OF PAIN BY 
DEFAECATION 

 PATIENT NOT REASSURED – NO DIAGNOSIS 

 NO WAY TO EXPLORE EXTRA COLONIC 
SYMPTOMS 
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MANNING (> 3 CRITERIA = IBS) 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

SIMPLICITY VERY ‘PAIN’ FOCUSSED – NO MENTION OF 
DISCOMFORT 

CLEAR QUESTIONS NO RED FLAGS 

INSPIRED CONFIDENCE DOESN’T MENTION CONSTIPATION 
SPECIFICALLY 

EASIEST TO USE IN WORKING 
PRACTICE 

LANGUAGE OLD FASHIONED 

TIMESCALES OMISSION – FLATUS 

 NOT NATURAL FLOW 

 ? VALIDITY OF DIAGNOSIS FROM 2 
SYMPTOMS 

 

ROME I 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

SIMILAR TO MANNING APPLICATION – TIME TAKEN 

ENABLED DIAGNOSIS COMPLEXITY 

 COUNTER INTUITIVE – CLOSED QUESTIONS 

 

ROME II 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

THOROUGH CONSULTATION APPLICATION – TIME TAKEN 

REASSURING FOR PATIENT COMPLEXITY 

 MISSED DIAGNOSIS 

 DID NOT INFLUENCE FINAL DIAGNOSIS – 
USED CLINICAL JUDGEMENT 

 COUNTER INTUITIVE – CLOSED QUESTIONS 

 

 

GDG DISCUSSION 
Following the simulated consultation, members of the GDG discussed the high importance of 

good communication in establishing the clinician-patient relationship. Typically, the evidence 

demonstrates that diagnostic tendency within primary care is for an exclusion diagnostic 

approach which is experienced as a negative diagnosis by people with IBS. This can be time 

consuming, sub-optimal and cost inefficient in relation to unnecessary investigations that are 

likely to add little or no benefit to predictive value, and can mean that patients are subject to 

inappropriate referrals to other specialities such as gynaecology. The GDG reflected the 

importance of language used in the first meeting between people with IBS symptoms and 

primary care clinicians,  supporting the positive diagnostic approach of ‘you have IBS’ as 

opposed to ‘all investigations are negative and you have nothing else wrong with you, it must be 
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IBS’. This exclusion diagnosis approach is widely reported as typical in the patient population, 

supported by both patient representatives on the GDG.  

 

Themes emerging from the exercise and focussed GDG discussion 

• IBS is a lifelong condition that needs to be managed effectively. 

• Symptoms that are most crucial in diagnosis are pain/discomfort relieved by bowel 

movement, bloating (more common in women; men describe it as abdominal tension) and 

disordered bowel habit. It was noted that language in the Manning criteria needed to be 

contemporised; this was discussed and agreed, e.g. pain was contemporised to 

pain/discomfort. 

• Pain/discomfort induced by eating is also common symptom. 

• Extra-colonic symptoms were commonly reported in secondary care – with good discussion 

around their prevalence in primary care. 

• The severity of the condition may or may not be useful as a threshold. Whilst high sensitivity 

maybe attractive, it is important not to miss patients by having too high an exclusion criteria, 

as reported in the evidence for Rome II, and supported by the simulated consultation 

feedback and analysis. 

• IBS co-exists with other conditions. The possibility of missing inflammatory bowel disease 

initially would not be perceived by the GDG as problematic 

• There is clear evidence supporting diagnostic criterion based reference tools, but their use 

in practical clinical settings has been reported to be difficult, this was noted by the group and 

it was felt that published criteria in this guideline should reflect the validated tools, but 

ordered in such a way that ensures that the tool is intuitive for clinicians to use. It should 

also facilitate the type of discussion that enables a full history to emerge. 

• The individual patient story is very important, emphasising the need for the primary care 

clinician to focus on the most severe symptom while also establishing other related 

symptoms. 

 

Published evidence from the diagnostic tools has shaped recent diagnostic approaches for IBS. 

Whorwell (2006) refers to this as a diagnostic triad, seen below: 

• Pain/discomfort – quality and quantity 
Site of pain: in IBS it can be anywhere in the gut. If the site of pain varies it is unlikely to be 

cancer (tumour fixed). Need to distinguish this IBS pain discomfort from that caused by gall 

bladder disease. IBS patients do not tolerate abdominal surgery well. 

 

• Bowel habit – quality and quantity  
Giving patients’ descriptive examples (e.g. like porridge, rabbit pellets) and using the Bristol 

Stool Form Scale helps. Incomplete evacuation is reported, creating rectal hypersensitivity. 

Urgency is increased in Diarrhoea; prevalence for those incontinent is 20% (patients often 

do not disclose unless asked directly). 
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• Bloating in women  
(Absence of bloating in women = red flag) Less common in men, although they may report 

that the abdomen is tight/hard. 

 

The diagnostic triad clearly reflects the valuable work published by Manning and the Rome 

group. It also highlights the importance of the extra-colonic features that maybe reported by 

people presenting with IBS symptoms, typically these include nausea, low back pain, bladder 

symptoms and thigh pain. 

 

The GDG agreed that primary care clinicians should ask open questions to establish the multiple 

features of the syndrome, recognising that a potential conflict may exist within Primary Care in 

terms of the time available to the clinician in exploring the whole range of presenting symptoms.   

 
Diagnostic certainty 
In establishing the sensitivity and specificity of different diagnostic criteria by using a clinical 

reference standard (expert gastroenterologist diagnosis), looking at a pragmatic diagnostic 

reference tool appears to be of great value to the primary care clinician. The advent of ROME III 

during the development of this guideline was both timely and beneficial in shaping the and 

further strengthening the diagnostic criteria agreed within final recommendations. Of equal 

value, is the provision of clear economic evidence relating to supplementary diagnostic tests. 

 

UTILITY OF TESTS TO EXCLUDE ALTERNATIVE DIAGNOSES 
In order to determine the utility of diagnostic tests used to exclude alternative diagnoses in 

people meeting symptom based criteria for IBS, we needed evidence on the pre-test probability 

of organic GI disease in people meeting IBS diagnostic criteria and the accuracy of diagnostic 

tests in identifying organic GI disease. A published systematic review by Cash (2002) was 

identified which considered the utility of diagnostic tests by evaluating the evidence in these two 

areas. The selection criteria for the review were: 

• Use of a cohort of IBS patients explicitly diagnosed via symptom based criteria (a priori). 

• Performance of common diagnostic tests with either blinded comparison with gold standard. 

• Results quantified as normal or abnormal with abnormal test resulting in alternative 

diagnosis of organic disease. 

 

Six studies were included in the Cash (2002) systematic review and these were quality 

assessed using eight quality criteria (Hamm 1999; Tolliver 1994; Pimental 2000; Sanders 2001; 

Francis 1996; MacIntosh 1992). All were prospective cohorts of consecutive patients. All were in 

secondary care, except Hamm (1999) which did not state whether the participants were in 

primary or secondary care. The patients in Hamm (1999) were all enrolled in a treatment trial. 

One study had a control group of healthy volunteers (Sanders 2001). In addition to these six 
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studies our search identified two further studies which had been published since the systematic 

review and which met the inclusion criteria (Sanders 2003; Pimentel 2003). Each study used 

different criteria for recruiting patients. These are summarised as follows: 

• Referral for abdominal pain not previously evaluated (Tolliver 1994) 

• Diagnosis of IBS made at first attendance and evaluated within 6 months (Francis 1996) 

• Enrolment in treatment trial i.e. not all recent diagnosis (Hamm 1999) 

• Referral for altered bowel habit or requesting investigation to reassure following clinical 

diagnosis of IBS (Sanders 2001) 

• Referral for breath testing (Pimentel 2000) 

• All patients attending gastroenterology practice (MacIntosh 1992) 

• Primary care attendees, including people entering GP surgery for any reason (Sanders 

2003) 

• Advertisement within community and IBS support groups (Pimentel 2003). 

 

The study characteristics and results are summarised in Tables 3 to 10 below for each class of 

diagnostic test. The number of abnormal test results is reported alongside the alternative 

diagnoses resulting from these tests. Where the tests were not given to the whole study cohort 

this has been noted. For lactose intolerance and bacterial overgrowth we have noted in Table 4 

10 whether the diagnosis was confirmed by an improvement in symptoms following treatment, 

as an abnormal hydrogen breath test result does not provide a definitive diagnosis of either 

condition. 

 

Table 2 is reproduced from Cash (2002) and summarises the evidence on the pre-test 

probability of organic GI disease from the 6 studies included in the systematic review. This is 

compared to general population data presented by Cash (2002), although it was not clear how 

the general population sample was defined. In addition to the data presented by Cash, Sanders 

(2003) reported a general population prevalence of 1% for coeliac disease in people recruited 

from a UK primary care setting and a prevalence of 3.3% in people meeting IBS diagnostic 

criteria.  

 
Table 2: Pre-test probability of organic GI disease in people meeting symptom based 
criteria for IBS and in the general population 

Organic GI disease IBS patients (%) General population (%)  
Colitis/IBD 0.51-0.98 0.3-1.2 
Colorectal cancer 0 – 0.51 4-6 
Celiac disease 4.67  0.25-0.5 
Gastrointestinal infection 0-1.7 N/A 
Thyroid dysfunction 6 5-9 
Lactose malabsorption 22-26 25 

 
 

The evidence on the clinical utility of tests for alternative diagnoses in patients meeting IBS 

diagnostic criteria can be summarised as follows: 
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• The pre-test probability of organic disorders, including colon cancer, inflammatory bowel 

disease, thyroid disease and lactose malabsorption was no different in IBS populations 

when compared to the general population. 

• One exception was coeliac disease which did appear to higher incidence amongst the IBS 

population. 

• In the IBS population, common investigations including endoscopy of the colon, ultrasound, 

stool ova and parasite testing, faecal occult blood, thyroid function testing and hydrogen 

breath testing for lactose intolerance and bacterial overgrowth were unlikely to lead to the 

diagnosis of organic disease. Rectal biopsy was also demonstrated to be ineffective.  

  

“It is amazing to see the expensive, dangerous and extensive workups to which healthy patients 

are subjected by physicians searching for an organic cause in patients who obviously suffer 

from IBS.” Jeong et al (1993). Repeated testing can also undermine patient confidence in a 

positive IBS diagnosis.  
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Table 3: Colonic evaluation 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Hamm (1999) Rome criteria met for at least 

6 months, and no colonic 
endoscopic exam in 
previous 2 years. i.e. not all 
recent diagnosis 

Age <50: Flexible 
sigmoidoscopy 
Age >50: 
Colonoscopy or 
flexible 
sigmoidoscopy plus 
barium enema  

None 7/306 (2%) 
 
1146 patients not 
tested 

3 IBD 
1 colonic obstruction 
3 colonic polyps without malignancy 

Tolliver 
(1994) 

International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

Air contrast barium 
enema, flexible 
sigmoidoscopy and / 
or colonoscopy.   

None 43 abnormalities 
in 23 patients (all 
196 tested) 

2 which could be cause of IBS symptoms 
1 IBD 
1 cancer 
 

MacIntosh 
(1992) 

IBS patients referred to 
secondary care, (89% 
fulfilled Manning 3 or more 
and 84% fulfilled Rome 
criteria) 

Sigmoidoscopy,  
colonoscopy, 
phosphate enema, 
rectal biopsy 

None 0/89 (all patients 
tested) 

None 

Francis 
(1996) 

Patients evaluated within 6 
months of diagnosis, met 
Rome criteria and normal 
stool exam, haematological 
and biochemical indices 
including ESR.  

Sigmoidoscopy in all, 
plus barium enema or 
colonoscopy in over 
45 year olds. 

None 0/125 (all patients 
tested) 

None except diverticular disease 

 
Table 4: Lactose intolerance  

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Hamm (1999) Rome criteria met for at least 

6 months. Not all recent 
diagnosis 

Hydrogen breath test  None – ideally 
should report 
response to 
lactose restricted 
diet 

23% of 1122 
patients 
 
330 not tested 

Unconfirmed lactose intolerance as no 
response to treatment recorded 

Tolliver 
(1994) 

International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

Hydrogen breath test 3 year follow-up 
to assess 
symptoms 

48/186  
(10 not tested, 
doesn’t state 
why) 

Possible lactose malabsorption but no 
difference in symptoms at 3 years 
compared to those without diagnosis  
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Table 5: Thyroid function 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Hamm 
(1999) 

Rome criteria met for at least 
6 months and without test in 
previous 12 months. Not all 
recent diagnosis 

TSH and thyroxine   None – ideally 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

67/1209 (6%)  
 
3% hypo and 3% 
hyper 

Hypo or hyperthyroidism 

Tolliver 
(1994) 

International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

T3 T4 TSH None – ideally 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

1/171, author 
states this 
provided no 
useful clinical 
information 
 
25 not tested 

Not clear  

 
 
Table 6: Stool tests 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Hamm (1999) Rome criteria met for at least 

6 months and without test in 
previous 3 months. Not all 
recent diagnosis 

Faecal ova and 
parasite test   

None – ideally 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

19/1154 (2%) 
 
298 not tested 

Enteric infection of unconfirmed clinical 
significance  

Tolliver 
(1994) 

International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

Occult blood and 
parasites 

Occult blood - 
structural 
evaluation 
Parasites – none, 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

Occult blood 
15/183 
(13 not tested) 
 
Parasites 0 /170 
(26 not tested) 

1 Hemorrhoids, 2 annal fissures, 1 
melanosis coli 
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Table 7: Other laboratory tests 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Tolliver 
(1994) 

International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

FBC, HgB, ESR, 
Chemistry panel, 
urine analysis 

None FBCand HgB; 
0/196 
Chemistry: 2/196 
Urine: 4/157 
(39 not tested_ 
 

No useful clinical information  

Sanders 
(2001) 

Rome II without “sinister 
symptoms” of  weight loss, 
rectal bleeding, nocturnal 
diarrhoea or anaemia 
 
(2ndary care) 

FBC, ESR, blood 
urea nitrogen, serum 
electrolyte conc, 
thyroid function, 
CRP, blood glucose.  

 CRP: 2/300 
ESR: 1/300 
Liver function: 
2/300 
Anaemia: 1/300 
All patients tested

3 IBD (abnormal CRP / ESR) 
2 excess alcohol ( IBS symptom response 
to reduced intake not reported) 
Anaemia was secondary to coeliac 
disease 
 
 

 

Table 8: Coeliac screening 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Sanders 
(2001) 

Rome II without “sinister 
symptoms” of  weight loss, 
rectal bleeding, nocturnal 
diarrhoea or anaemia 
 
(2ndary care) 

IgA and IgG 
antiglandin, 
endomysial antibody  

Duodenal biopsy 66/300 
 
All patients tested

14 Coeliac disease confirmed by biopsy, 
1 positive serology but refused biopsy 
Response to diet not reported 
 

Sanders 
(2003) 

Primary care cross-sectional 
study, IBS diagnosis from 
Rom II (subgroup of whole 
cross-sectional cohort) 

IgG/IgA antiglandin 
and EMA 

Small bowel 
biopsy, and 
follow-up after 
diet 

Positive tests not 
reported for IBS 
subgroup 
 
All patients tested

4/123 IBS patients had coeliac disease, 
all responded to diet 

 

Table 9: Ultrasound 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Francis 
(1996) 

Patients evaluated within 6 
months of diagnosis, met 
Rome criteria and normal 
stool exam, haematological 
and biochemical indices 
including ESR.  

Ultrasound of 
abdomen and pelvis 

None 22/125 (18%) 
 
All patients tested

No change to IBS diagnosis  
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Table 10: Bacterial overgrowth 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 
Pimentel 
 (2000) 

Referred for lactulose 
hydrogen breath test 
Rome I criteria. Excluded if 
evidence of rapid transit 

Hydrogen breath test  Reported 
symptom 
resolution and 
repeat test result 
but only in 
minority of 
treated patients 

157 of 202 (78%) 
 

Only 47 had repeat test to confirm 
response to therapy 
25 achieved eradiation and 45% of these 
no longer met Rome criteria 

Pimentel 
(2003) 

Community and IBS support 
group advertisement, Rome 
criteria 

Hydrogen breath test  Reported 
symptom 
response and 
repeat test 
results 

84% of 111 had 
positive first test 

20% of those with positive test and 
antibiotic treatment achieved normal 
second test, symptom improvement 
associated with treatment and normal 
second test 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 106 of 554 

ECONOMIC EVIDENCE ON DIAGNOSTIC TESTS TO IDENTIFY ALTERNATIVE 
DIAGNOSES 
Of the four included studies, two consider the cost-effectiveness of screening for coeliac disease 

in the IBS population, one considers the cost-effectiveness of endoscopy in the IBS population 

and one considers the cost-effectiveness of diagnostic strategies for IBD in patients who do not 

meet the Rome criteria for IBS. The characteristics of the included studies are given in Appendix 

C. All four were model based economic evaluations with two considering the short-term 

diagnostic period (Suleiman 2001; Dubinsky 2002) and two considering patient outcomes over 

longer time-frames of 10 years or more (Spiegel 2004; Mein 2004). The quality of each study 

has been critically appraised using a validated check-list for economic analyses and details are 

provided in Appendix D. Due to variation in the interventions and populations considered, each 

study will be discussed separately. 

 
Mein (2004) 
The primary aim of this study was to assess the cost-effectiveness of coeliac disease testing in 

patients with suspected irritable bowel syndrome in the US health care system. This was done 

by using a decision tree to estimate the number of coeliac disease cases detected, QALYs 

gained and costs resulting from three testing strategies and comparing these to no testing. The 

three strategies were; tissue transglutaminase antibody (TTG), antibody panel, or upfront 

endoscopy with biopsy. All positive serological tests were followed by endoscopy with small 

bowel biopsy and the potential complications of this procedure were accounted for. All positive 

upfront endoscopies were assumed to be confirmed by an antibody panel. Long-term treatment 

costs were assumed similar between patients with IBS and those diagnosed with coeliac 

disease. The increase in health-related quality of life associated with correctly diagnosing 

coeliac disease in patients with suspected IBS and initiating a gluten-free diet was estimated 

indirectly by comparing utility estimates for treated and untreated coeliac disease and IBS 

measured in different populations. This is less reliable than direct utility measurement as it 

combines estimates from different populations. However, the uncertainty surrounding this 

parameter has been adequately examined in a sensitivity analysis. The authors stated that they 

used conservative assumptions to deliberately bias the model against testing for coeliac 

disease. These included assuming no reduction in resource use or increase in life-expectancy 

following correct diagnosis of coeliac disease and initiation of treatment. The base case 

prevalence for coeliac disease in patients with suspected IBS was 3% and was varied from 1 to 

5% in a sensitivity analysis. 

 

The probabilistic model estimated that testing with TTG would detect 28 out of 30 cases present 

in a population of 1000 individuals but testing with a full antibody panel would only detect one 

further case. The median incremental cost per case detected was $6,700 (interquartile range 

$4,800 - $9,700) for TTG vs no testing and $12,300 ($8,900 - $17,700) for antibody panel vs no 

testing. The incremental cost per case detected for antibody panel vs TTG was $167,000 
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($110,000 - $279,000). The incremental cost per QALY was $11,200 ($7,200 - $17,900) for TTG 

vs no testing and $20,900 ($13,500 – $34,300) for antibody panel vs no testing. The incremental 

cost per QALY for antibody panel vs TTG was $287,000 ($99,400 - $675,000). The upfront 

biopsy strategy resulted in a lower QALY gain and higher costs than TTG testing and was 

therefore dominated by TTG testing. In the one-way deterministic sensitivity analysis, reducing 

the prevalence to 1% increased the cost per QALY of TTG vs no testing from $7,400 to $19,900 

and decreasing the utility gain associated with treatment from 0.024 to 0.01 increased the cost 

per QALY to $17,900. This demonstrates that whilst the cost-effectiveness results are sensitive 

to changes in these parameters, the TTG testing strategy is still cost-effective compared to no 

testing at the thresholds considered ($50,000 to $100,000 per QALY). 

 

This study provided evidence that TTG testing followed by confirmatory endoscopy with biopsy 

would be cost-effective in patients with suspected IBS in the US health-care system. We 

converted the cost per QALY directly from 2003 US$ to 2006 UK£ using Health Care 

Purchasing Power Parity rates (2003 PPP rates UK/US = 2317/5711, OECD 2006) and Hospital 

and Community Health Services Pay and Pricing Index (2006/2003 = 241.3/224.8 (Netten 2006) 

and this gave a cost per QALY for TTG vs no testing of £4,900. This is a crude estimate as it 

assumes that each component of the total cost has an equal weighting in both counties, which 

may not be true due to differences in the health care systems between the US and UK. 

However, the relatively low value of this estimate compared to typical UK thresholds of £20,000 

to £30,000 per QALY, suggests that this intervention may also be cost-effective from a UK NHS 

and PSS perspective. 

 

Spiegel (2004) 
This aim of this study was to assess the cost-effectiveness of screening for coeliac disease in 

patients fulfilling the Rome II criteria for diarrhoea predominant IBS (IBS-D) in the US health 

care system. A strategy of screening for coeliac disease using serological tests followed by 

confirmatory endoscopy with biopsy was compared with a strategy of initiating IBS therapy 

without screening for coeliac disease. This was done using a decision tree to estimate the 

number of patients receiving appropriate therapy for either IBS or coeliac disease, the number of 

missed coeliac disease diagnoses and the number of patients for whom IBS treatment was 

delayed due to coeliac disease testing. It was assumed that 1 in 4 clinicians eventually test for 

coeliac disease in patients who do not respond to empiric IBS treatment, resulting in an average 

diagnostic delay of 6 months. A Markov model was then used to estimate transitions between 

states of symptomatic improvement and remission once patients have begun treatment for 

either IBS or coeliac disease. The analysis was based on a generic serological test using data 

which reflected the range of serological tests available (anti-EMA and anti-TTG IgA antibodies). 

The results are presented in terms of the cost per additional patient with symptomatic 

improvement after 10 years. The authors state that the model was deliberately biased in favour 

of IBS treatment without testing for coeliac disease in order to place the burden of proof for cost-
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effectiveness on coeliac testing. This was done by using estimates from the unfavourable end of 

the range presented in the literature for the following parameters; coeliac disease prevalence, 

sensitivity and specificity of tests for coeliac disease, rate of coeliac disease testing in patients 

not responding to empiric IBS therapy, IBS treatment effectiveness and cost. For example, IBS 

treatment was assumed to be effective in 75% of patients based on the effectiveness of 

alosetron but the cost of therapy was assumed to be $45 per month which is similar to the cost 

of loperamide. The model also assumed that 30% of the population with coeliac disease had 

“latent” or “potential” coeliac disease which would not be detected by small bowel biopsy but 

would have the potential to benefit from a gluten free diet. It also assumed that 5% of the 

population with coeliac disease would have concurrent IgA deficiency which would render 

serological screening for IgA antibodies ineffective. These assumptions were based on limited 

data but were included to bias the model against testing for coeliac disease and their impact 

was explored through sensitivity analyses.  

 

The deterministic base case model estimated that testing for coeliac disease resulted in 51.6% 

of the cohort achieving symptomatic improvement at 10 years, whilst initiating IBS therapy 

without testing for coeliac disease resulted in 50.9% of the population achieving symptomatic 

improvement. The incremental cost was $77 per patient resulting in a cost per additional 

symptomatic improvement after 10 years of $11,000. The probabilistic model resulted in a 

median cost per symptomatic improvement of $12,983 (95% CI: Dominating to $41,031). The 

results were sensitive to the prevalence of coeliac disease in the population considered. The 

cost-effectiveness ratio was under $50,000 when the prevalence was >1% and screening 

dominated no screening (resulted in more health gain at reduced cost) when the prevalence was 

over 8%. 

 

These results were difficult to interpret as they were presented for the US health care system 

and did not provide benefits measured in QALYs. The aim of a Markov model is usually to 

determine the proportion of time a patient spends in each health state over the duration of the 

model and to use this to estimate their aggregate health gain over the time-horizon considered. 

This analysis did not present results in terms of the time spent in the symptom remission state, 

but instead presented the results in terms of the number of patients in this state at the end of the 

model, which may not accurately reflect the amount of health benefit accrued over the duration 

of the model. It was therefore less useful in determining whether testing for coeliac disease is 

cost-effective compared to no testing than the evidence provided by Mein (2004). 

 

Dubinsky (2002) 
This study examined the cost-effectiveness of initial serodiagnostic screening followed by 

standard invasive testing, compared to standard testing alone in patients presenting with 

symptoms suggestive of IBD from a third-party payer perspective in the US health care system. 

The authors state that the population considered by this analysis was patients presenting with 
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symptoms which did not meet the Rome I criteria for IBS. As the aim of this review is to consider 

the cost-effectiveness of testing for alternative diagnoses in patients meeting the diagnostic 

criteria for IBS, following the application of a criterion based reference tool, this study was not 

directly relevant to the target population. We would expect the patient population meeting the 

diagnostic criterion for IBS to have a lower prevalence of IBD. As the analysis considered a wide 

range of prevalence values (5% to 75%) in a sensitivity analysis, the results for the lower end of 

this prevalence range were considered to have some relevance to the target population. 

 

The decision analytic model considered six alternative diagnostic strategies. Two levels of 

serodiagnostic screening were evaluated. In the primary screening strategy (PR 1) patients 

received a primary assay followed by a gold standard invasive diagnostic test if the primary 

screen was positive or if a negative primary screen was followed by persistent symptoms. In the 

sequential screening strategy (SS 1) a positive primary assay was followed by a confirmatory 

assay and if this was positive it was followed by a gold standard test. Negative results followed 

by persistent symptoms were investigated using the gold standard test as in the primary screen. 

These were compared to gold standard testing upfront (GS 1) which consisted of colonoscopy 

with biopsies and histological examination as well as a barium upper GI series and small bowel 

follow-through. Three additional strategies were also considered in which the first three 

strategies were extended to include a second gold standard test in patients with persistent 

symptoms following the first gold standard test (PS 2, SS 2 and GS 2). The proportion of 

patients returning with persistent symptoms due to IBS not meeting the Rome I criteria or other 

causes of symptoms was assumed to be 50% based on expert opinion and varied from 0 to 

100% in a sensitivity analysis. A decision tree model was used to estimate the accuracy and 

cost of each of the six strategies. No costs or health benefits following diagnosis were 

estimated. An incremental cost-effectiveness analysis was also presented which compared the 

relative cost-effectiveness of the six competing strategies.  

 

In the basecase model all of the serodiagnostic strategies had lower costs and higher diagnostic 

accuracy than the gold standard strategies. The SS 1 strategy had the lowest cost and a 

diagnostic accuracy of 96.95%. The SS 2 strategy cost $20.30 more per patient but had a 

slightly higher diagnostic accuracy of 97.90% resulting in a cost per % increase in accuracy of 

$2,137. The SS 1 strategy dominated all other strategies by having higher accuracy and lower 

cost and also resulted in the lowest number of invasive procedures out of all six strategies (610 

for SS 1 vs 1000 for GS 1 and 1010 for GS 2). In the cost sensitivity analysis, standard invasive 

testing was more cost-effective when the costs of testing were varied outside of the plausible 

range considered by the sensitivity analysis.  

 

Standard invasive testing was more cost-effective when the prevalence of IBD was varied to 

>76%, or when the proportion of patients with persistent symptoms was varied to over 89%. 
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These results suggest that serodiagnostic screening for IBD in patients with “atypical” IBS 

symptoms would be less costly and more effective than immediate gold standard invasive 

testing. These results are based on cost data from the US and the conclusions may be different 

in a UK analysis if the relative costs of invasive and non-invasive testing are significantly 

different. Whilst these results apply to patients with “atypical” IBS who do not meet the Rome I 

criteria, the sensitivity analyses carried out demonstrate that they will apply equally to groups 

with lower prevalence rates of IBD, provided that less than 89% of patients are given the gold 

standard test after returning with persistent symptoms following a negative serodiagnostic test. 

This study does not address whether further testing in patients returning with persistent 

symptoms is beneficial but assumes that this occurs in practice regardless. This number may be 

higher or lower in the group meeting the diagnostic criteria for IBS depending on the confidence 

placed on the positive diagnosis. This study did not address whether these strategies for 

diagnosing IBD are cost-effective compared to a strategy of initiating IBS treatment, following a 

positive IBS diagnosis, without excluding IBD. It therefore did not demonstrate the cost-

effectiveness of serological testing for IBD in patients meeting diagnostic criteria for IBS. 

 

Suleiman (2001) 
The aim of this study was to assess the incremental cost-effectiveness of endoscopic 

procedures in the work-up for IBS. It did not consider the incremental cost-effectiveness of a 

specific test for an alternative diagnosis in patients with IBS, but considered the increase in 

diagnostic probability achieved by using various sequences of tests to exclude alternative 

diagnoses. These tests included; hydrogen breath test to exclude lactase deficiency or bacterial 

overgrowth, flexible sigmoidoscopy and colonoscopy to exclude inflammatory colitis, diverticular 

disease and colon cancer, and small bowel follow-through to exclude small bowel cancer. A 

decision tree was used to estimate the probability of IBS in the remaining population following 

each diagnostic test. Various sequences of tests were considered but each began with a clinical 

history, physical examination and laboratory tests. The costs of further testing following false 

positive tests and the costs and health impact of delayed diagnosis of IBS or alternative 

diagnoses were not considered. The authors presented incremental cost-effectiveness ratios 

(ICERs) for flexible sigmoidoscopy and colonoscopy in terms of the incremental cost per 1% 

increase in IBS probability, but these figures considered the cost in the individual and did not 

take into account the number of patients who would be tested at each stage of the diagnostic 

sequence. The authors also presented average cost-effectiveness ratios, “ACERs” which gave 

the cost of the whole diagnostic sequence in a cohort of patients divided by the number of 

correct diagnoses. 

 

The model demonstrated that lower ACERs are achieved by using flexible sigmoidoscopy after 

rather than before hydrogen breath testing and small bowel follow-through. The same was found 

for colonoscopy in the absence of a previous flexible sigmoidoscopy. The results demonstrated 

that carrying out colonoscopoy without flexible sigmoidoscopy at the end of the diagnostic 
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sequence would result in a lower ACER than carrying out colonosocopy following flexible 

sigmoidoscopy at the end of the diagnostic sequence. 

 

The relevance of these results to this review was limited as the study did not consider the 

incremental cost-effectiveness of testing for a specific alternative diagnosis in patients meeting 

IBS diagnostic criterion. However, it did demonstrate that the cost of diagnostic testing can be 

reduced by using more costly interventions at the end of a diagnostic sequence without 

changing the number of correct diagnoses. The clinical outcomes did not vary when the ordering 

of tests was varied due to the assumption that each test is independent of the next. In practice 

this may not be strictly true and there may be some dependence resulting in slightly different 

clinical outcomes depending on the test sequencing. However, it is still likely that lower costs 

would be achieved in practice by using more costly invasive investigations at the end of the 

diagnostic sequence as this would reduce the number of people who require these invasive 

tests. This would also minimise adverse health outcomes due to complications. 

 

Summary 
There was some relevant published literature concerning the cost-effectiveness of screening for 

coeliac disease in patients with suspected IBS. The study by Mein (2004) provided a cost per 

QALY for coeliac testing vs no testing from a US perspective. Whilst this could not be applied 

directly to the population under consideration, due to differences in the health care systems 

between the US and the UK, the low cost per QALY suggested that this intervention may also 

be cost-effective from a NHS and PSS perspective. The studies by Dubinsky (2002) and 

Suleiman (2001) did not consider directly whether further diagnostic testing would be cost-

effective in patients meeting diagnostic criteria for IBS compared to no further diagnostic testing. 

They did provide some evidence that where diagnostic testing does take place, it is cost-

effective to use less costly and less invasive tests first in the diagnostic sequence with positive 

results confirmed by standard invasive testing compared to invasive testing early in the 

diagnostic sequence. 

 

Having considered the evidence on the clinical utility of diagnostic tests in patients meeting IBS 

diagnostic criteria, the GDG decided that there was insufficient evidence of clinical utility to 

warrant further economic analysis on the cost-effectiveness of diagnostic testing, except for 

serological testing for coeliac disease. It was not considered necessary to carry out further 

economic analysis to estimate the cost-effectiveness of routine laboratory investigations, such 

as FBC, ESR and CRP. They are unlikely to result in a significant cost burden for the NHS and it 

would be difficult to estimate their cost-effectiveness due to their non-specific nature which 

means that an abnormal result may be due to a variety of causes. Therefore, further economic 

modelling focused on the cost-effectiveness of serological testing for coeliac disease. 
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Cost-effectiveness of screening for coeliac disease in patients meeting IBS diagnostic 
criteria – adaptation of a published economic evaluation 
Further analysis was carried out to adapt the cost-effectiveness estimate provided by Mein 

(2004) to make it more applicable to the NHS in England and Wales. UK specific data was 

obtained for the prevalence of undiagnosed coeliac disease, diagnosis costs, and HRQoL and 

ongoing resource use for individuals with IBS. A discounting rate of 3.5% was applied to both 

costs and QALYs in line with the NICE reference case for cost-effectiveness analysis (NICE 

2007). Mein (2004) did not consider the additional cost of gluten-free foods in their analysis, but 

as gluten-free foods can be prescribed through the NHS this cost was also considered in our 

analysis. Mein (2004) did not allow for any increased life-expectancy that may result from 

adherence to a gluten-free diet in patients diagnosed with coeliac disease. This was considered 

to be overly conservative as one of the main aims of adherence to a gluten-free diet in coeliac 

disease is to reduce the risk of malignant diseases associated with coeliac disease such as 

Non-Hodgkin Lymphoma (West 2004). The model was therefore adapted to include an 

estimated survival difference between patients with diagnosed and undiagnosed coeliac 

disease. The economic model reported by Mein (2004) compared serological testing for IgA 

tissue transglutaminase (TTG) antibodies against a strategy of no testing. However IgA EMA 

testing is more commonly used in the UK than IgA TTG so this was used in the UK adaptation 

and TTG was considered in a sensitivity analysis.  

 

The prevalence of undiagnosed coeliac disease in patients meeting IBS diagnostic criteria was 

taken from a cross-sectional study conducted in a UK primary care setting (Saunders 2003). 

The study population was randomly sampled from all adults entering the GP premises on study 

days. A subgroup of individuals meeting the ROME II diagnostic criteria for IBS was identified. 

The prevalence of undiagnosed coeliac disease was 3.3% (4/123) in individuals who fulfilled the 

ROME II criteria for IBS. This estimate was used in the model as the prevalence of undiagnosed 

coeliac disease in patients meeting IBS diagnostic criteria. The prevalence from the primary 

care sample as a whole (1%) was used in a sensitivity analysis as the expected lower limit for 

the prevalence in the IBS population. 

 

Sensitivity and specificity values for IgA EMA were taken from a published health technology 

assessment which included a systematic review of autoantibody testing in children with type I 

diabetes (Dretzke 2004). This systematic review included studies carried out in symptomatic 

populations or populations at a higher risk of developing coeliac disease but not exclusively type 

I diabetes. The sensitivity and specificity estimates used in the model were the Q values (overall 

best test performance with equal sensitivity and specificity) from the well-described studies as 

given in Table 17 of Dretzke (2004).  

 

The NHS cost of an IgA EMA antibody test was also taken from Dretzke (2004). The cost of 

esophagogastroduodenoscopy (EGD) with biopsy to confirm coeliac disease was taken from the 
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NHS references costs (2005-06) for day case endoscopic procedures on the stomach or 

duodenum (Department of Health 2006). The cost for an EGD with complications was assumed 

to be equal to the NHS reference cost for the same procedure as a non-elective in patient 

(average length of stay of 1 day). The cost of care for IBS was taken from a study by Akehurst 

(2002) which estimated the NHS costs for IBS patients and matched controls. As in the cost-

effectiveness analysis by Mein (2004), it was assumed that the NHS costs of managing coeliac 

disease are equal to the costs of managing IBS except that there is the additional cost of gluten 

free foods on prescriptions. This may be an overestimate if IBS-like symptoms are reduced 

when patients with coeliac disease are established on a gluten-free diet.  

 

The NHS cost of supporting a gluten-free diet by providing foods on prescription was calculated 

by estimating the total cost of gluten-free foods prescribed by the NHS in England in 2005 

(£21.2million) from the Prescription Cost Analysis (NHS Health and Social Care Information 

Centre 2006) and the number of people diagnosed with coeliac disease based on a population 

for England of 50.4million and a prevalence for diagnosed coeliac disease of 0.26%.(Fowell 

2006). This gave an annual cost of £162 per diagnosed case of coeliac disease. 

 

The health utility of IBS was taken from the study by Akehurst (2002) which estimated health 

utility for IBS patients using the EQ-5D. Mein (2004) attempted to estimate the utility gain 

associated with diagnosing coeliac disease in patients with IBS-like symptoms. However, this 

estimate was considered to be unreliable as it was calculated by comparing utility values for 

health states estimated in different populations. No direct evidence was available on the utility 

gain achieved by diagnosing and treating coeliac disease in patients with IBS-like symptoms. 

O’Leary (2002) found that coeliac patients with IBS-like symptoms had a lower HRQoL than 

those without symptoms, but these symptoms were equally common in coeliac patients who did 

and didn’t adhere to a gluten-free diet. Casellas (2005) found that recently diagnosed patients 

who had not started a gluten-free diet had a lower quality of life and a higher prevalence of IBS-

like symptoms compared to patients who had been established on a gluten-free diet, but the 

study design was cross-sectional, so it was not possible to say from this whether the diet itself 

provided an improvement in quality of life. In the basecase analysis it was assumed that the 

gluten-free diet did not provide any gain in health utility, so the only benefit was from improved 

survival. A threshold analysis was carried out to assess the size of health utility gain that would 

need to be achieved by adherence to a gluten-free diet, in order to give a cost per QALY under 

£20,000, when assuming that the gluten-free diet does not provide a survival gain.  

 

There is evidence that patients with coeliac disease have a significantly higher than expected 

mortality (SMR = 2.0, p<0.0001) (Corrao 2001) and that mortality risk is significantly increased 

for patients with a diagnostic delay of over 12 months but is not significantly increased when it is 

less than this. Mortality is also significantly higher than expected (SMR 2.5, p<0.0001) in 

patients with severe symptoms of malabsorption such as diarrhoea or weight loss but not 
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significantly increased in patients with milder symptoms which may be seemingly unrelated to 

coeliac disease. There is evidence that survival is significantly reduced in the first 3 years after 

diagnosis but not beyond. The timing of the observed excess mortality may be due to excess 

deaths in patients who had extended diagnostic delay and who were not diagnosed until after 

symptoms had become severe. It may be possible to prevent the excess mortality in patients 

with IBS–like symptoms by prompt diagnosis through serological screening. In order to estimate 

the survival gain associated with prompt diagnosis we have assumed that undiagnosed cases 

have a reduced survival compared to diagnosed cases. We have taken the survival ratio for 

coeliac patients compared to the general public and used this to estimate the reduction in 

mortality avoided by prompt diagnosis. This is equivalent to a relative reduction in cumulative 

survival of around 2% over the first 3 years of the model for patients with coeliac disease 

presenting with IBS-like symptoms whose coeliac disease remains undiagnosed. This may have 

underestimated the survival gain associated with diagnostic testing, as the SMR in the whole 

coeliac population is lower than in those patients with extended diagnostic delay, but it may also 

have overestimated the survival gain as prompt diagnosis may not result in a complete reduction 

of mortality to general population levels. These survival ratios were applied to UK life-tables 

(Office for National Statistics 2006), assuming a male to female ratio of 1:2, and gave an 

estimated difference in expected life-years of 1.4 LYs for patients with diagnosed and 

undiagnosed coeliac disease. Once discounting was applied to the expected survival this 

difference was reduced to 0.54 discounted LYs. A sensitivity analysis was also carried out using 

the upper 95% CI of the survival ratio which resulted in a lower estimated survival gain of 0.31 

discounted LYs.  

 

The parameter values used in the UK adaptation are summarised in Table 11 alongside those 

used by Mein (2004) in the US basecase. Univariate sensitivity analysis was used to determine 

whether the deterministic estimate of cost-effectiveness was sensitive to changes in the UK 

specific parameters. This included a threshold analysis on the utility gain associated with 

establishing a gluten-free diet and the cost of prescribing gluten-free foods on the NHS. The 

parameter values used in the sensitivity analysis are also given in Table 11. All costs were 

uplifted to 2005/06 values where applicable and the uplifted values are included in Table 11 in 

italics.  
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Table 11: Parameters used in Mein (2004) analysis and in the UK adaptation 

Parameter Mein (2004) basecase, 
(range) 

UK basecase  UK range for 
sensitivity analysis 

Age 35 (20-60)   35  20-60 

Life-expectancy (IBS or 
diagnosed coeliac 
disease) 

42.8LYs 45.7LYs N/A 

Prevalence of coeliac 
disease 

3% (1-5%) 3.3%, Saunders (2003) 1%, general 
population 
prevalence, 
Saunders (2003) 
 

IBS utility 0.689 (0.6-0.9) 0.675, Akehurst (2002) 0.636, lower CI from 
Akehurst (2002) 

Utility gain resulting 
from correct diagnosis 
of coeliac disease 

0.024 (0.01-0.04) None (conservative) Threshold analysis 
at £20,000 per 
QALY assuming no 
survival gain 

Sensitivity of antibody 
test 

94% (87-97%) IgA 
TTG 

98% IgA EMA, Dretzke 
(2004) 

92%, lower 95% CI,  
Dretzke (2004)  

Specificity of antibody 
test  

95% (87-98%) IgA 
TTG 

 98% IgA EMA, Dretzke 
(2004) 

92%, lower 95%CI, 
Dretzke (2004) 

Probability of EGD 
biopsy complication 

0.2% (0.05 – 0.5%) As for US model  N/A 

Probability of death if 
complication 

5% (2-10%) As for US model N/A 

Cost of IBS care and 
coeliac care excluding 
GFD 

$450 ($225-$675)  
(£196)* 

£123, Akehurst (2002) 
(£172)∗  

£221, upper 95%CI, 
Akehurst (2002) 
(£307)* 

Cost of antibody test $68 ($22-$136) IgA 
TTG (£30)** 

£10 IgA EMA, Dretzke 
(2004) 
(£12)* 

£11, upper 95% CI,  
Dretzke (2004)  
(£14)* 

Cost EGD with biopsy $800 ($300-$1800) 
(£348)** 

£463, Department of 
Health (2006) 

£767 upper limit, 
Department of 
Health (2006) 

Cost of EGD with 
complication 

$5,700 ($2850-
$11400), (£2482)** 

£597, Department of 
Health (2006) 

£1010 upper limit, 
Department of 
Health (2006) 

Discount rate for costs 
and QALYs 

3% 3.5%, NICE (2007) 0% (undiscounted) 

Survival difference 
between diagnosed and 
undiagnosed 

N/A 0.54 (discounted) 
Calculated using  
lifetables and survival 
ratio from Corrao (2001) 
 

0.31 (discounted) 
Using upper limit of 
survival ratio from 
Corrao (2001) 

Cost per annum of 
gluten-free foods on 
prescription 

N/A £162 Calculated from 
prescription data and 
lower estimate of pop 
prevalence  

Threshold analysis 
at £20K per QALY 

* Uplifted to 05/06 prices using Hospital and Community Health Services Pay and Prices 

Index, Netten (2006) 

** Equivalent cost in UK£ converted from US$ using Health Care Purchasing Power Parity 

rates and uplifted to 05/06, OECD (2006) 
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A probabilistic sensitivity analysis (PSA) was carried out to estimate the uncertainty in the cost-

effectiveness estimate due to the uncertainty in the model input parameters. We characterised 

the parameter uncertainty by using a probability distribution to describe each of the parameters, 

details of which can be found in Appendix H. We sampled randomly from these distributions 

1000 times and estimated the model outputs (incremental costs and incremental QALYs) for 

each set of sampled parameters and used these to estimate the uncertainty surrounding the 

cost per QALY estimate. We based our PSA on 1000 samples of the parameter distributions. 

The results are presented as a cost-effectiveness acceptability curve (CEAC) which shows the 

proportion of samples that resulted in a cost per QALY value below various thresholds. It should 

be noted that the PSA does not account for uncertainty around the model assumptions and 

these have been explored separately using univariate sensitivity analysis. 

 
Table 12: Deterministic basecase results for 1000 patients meeting IBS diagnostic 
criteria. Costs, LYs and QALYs are discounted at 3.5% per annum  

Outcome No testing Serological 
testing 

Incremental  

Number of 
diagnosed 
cases (out of 33 
prevalent) 

0 32 32 

Total LYs 22,800 22,817 17.32 
Total QALYs 15,390 15,401 11.69 
Diagnostic costs 0 £36,300 £36,300 
Life-time costs £3,910,700 £4,069,300 £158,600 
Cost per QALY   £13,560 

 

The deterministic results for the UK basecase estimate are given in Table 12. The serological 

testing strategy identified 32 out of 33 prevalent cases of coeliac disease in the cohort of 1000 

patients with IBS symptoms for a diagnosis cost of £36,300, giving a cost per correctly 

diagnosed case of coeliac disease of £1,122. These diagnoses resulted in an additional 43.4 

LYs (undiscounted) over the lifetime of the cohort which is equivalent to 11.69 QALYs 

(discounted). This was associated with a further £122,300 (discounted) of treatment costs, 

including gluten-free products for patients diagnosed with coeliac disease, over the lifetime of 

the cohort. The overall cost per QALY for serological testing compared to no testing was 

£13,560 for a life-time horizon. 

 

The mean cost per QALY over the 1000 samples carried out for the probabilistic analysis was 

£14,300. The CEAC in Figure 1 shows the probability that the cost per QALY is under various 

cost per QALY thresholds given the uncertainty in the parameters used to estimate cost-

effectiveness. It shows that the cost per QALY had an 80% probability of being under £20K per 

QALY and a 96% probability of being under £30K per QALY under the basecase assumptions. 
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Figure 1: Cost-effectiveness acceptability curve (CEAC) for coeliac disease testing in 
patients with IBS-like symptoms compared to no testing 
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The univariate sensitivity analysis in Figure 2, shows that the cost per QALY estimate was not 

particularly sensitive to the age of the patient at presentation. This may be because younger 

patients have a longer life-expectancy, but this increases both their lifetime cost of care and their 

survival gain from preventing excess mortality. Cost-effectiveness was not significantly impacted 

by higher testing costs, higher costs for ongoing IBS / coeliac disease management, lower 

health state utility values for patients with IBS / coeliac disease or lower sensitivity and 

specificity values for serological testing. Using a zero discounting rate lowered the cost per 

QALY as the majority of the survival benefit was gained over the long-term whilst the upfront 

diagnosis costs occurred early in the model. 

 

The cost-effectiveness estimate was sensitive to the survival gain attributed to identifying 

patients with coeliac disease and establishing them on a gluten-free diet, as this was the only 

benefit included in the basecase model. Using the lower estimate of survival benefit increased 

the cost per QALY to £23,000. The threshold analysis on utility gain demonstrated that 

establishing patients with coeliac disease on a gluten-free diet would need to produce a utility 

gain of 0.011 in order for the cost per QALY to remain under £20,000, when assuming that there 

is no survival gain. This is a small utility gain compared to the difference in health utility between 

IBS patients and matched controls (0.135, Akehurst 2002). These two sensitivity analyses on 

the survival and QALY gain demonstrated that whilst there is some uncertainty surrounding the 

expected benefits of identifying individuals with coeliac disease and initiating a gluten-free diet, 

testing is likely to be cost-effective in patients with IBS-like symptoms, so long as there is a 

small improvement in quality of life or a small reduction in mortality risk as a result of a correct 

diagnosis of coeliac disease. 
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The threshold analysis on the cost of prescribing gluten-free foods shows that up to £263 per 

patient per annum could be spent on gluten-free foods before the cost per QALY reached the 

threshold of £20,000. The estimated cost for providing gluten-free foods on prescription is based 

on the total costs of prescriptions for gluten-free foods in 2005 and an estimate of the 

prevalence of diagnosed coeliac disease. Using the lower estimate of prevalence from Fowell 

(2006) gave a higher cost of £234 per patient per annum, which based on our threshold 

analysis, would still provide a cost per QALY under £20,000. 

 

We have estimated the cost-effectiveness of testing with EMA compared to no testing as this is 

the test most commonly available to primary care clinicians in the UK. However, TTG is also 

available in some areas of the NHS. Sensitivity and specificity values were available for TTG 

(96%, 95% CI of 92%-98%) from the Dretzke (2004) HTA, but a direct cost estimate for TTG 

was not available. In the economic analysis conducted as part of the HTA, the cost of TTG was 

assumed equal to the cost of testing for anti-gliadin antibodies (AGA) as these tests use similar 

techniques. The cost for these tests was estimated to be slightly higher than the cost of EMA. 

We carried out a sensitivity analysis to see whether testing using TTG would also be cost-

effective when using the evidence on test cost and accuracy from the HTA (Dretzke 2004). The 

slightly lower accuracy for TTG resulted in a slightly lower QALY gain of 11.53 per 1000 people 

tested, for testing compared to no testing. The slightly higher test cost (£14 compared to £12) 

resulted in a slightly higher total cost £164,683 per 1000 people tested. The overall cost per 

QALY for TTG compared to no testing was therefore, £14,283. This suggests that testing with 

TTG would also be cost-effective compared to no testing. We have not carried out an analysis to 

consider which antibody test is the more cost-effective test to use as we did not feel that the cost 

data was sufficiently robust to allow a reliable comparison. In addition, TTG is a relatively new 

technology and the evidence base may have improved since the searches carried out by 

Dretzke (2004). There are also other factors that must be taken into account when deciding 

which tests should be available to primary care clinicians in the NHS, which we have not 

considered. Therefore we did not feel that our cost-effectiveness analysis was sufficiently robust 

to recommend the use of either test in preference to the other. However, there is good evidence 

that using either of these tests is cost-effective compared to no testing in people with IBS.  

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 119 of 554 

Figure 2: Univariate sensitivity analysis results for coeliac disease testing in patients with 
IBS-like symptoms compared to no testing 
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SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE 
There is a good evidence base for the application of diagnostic criteria in the diagnosis of people 

presenting with IBS symptoms, allowing primary care clinicians to make a positive diagnosis 

with confidence. This is illustrated in Table 1. This has potential to change the current approach 

to diagnosis, avoiding unnecessary diagnostic tests of limited or in many cases no value. 

Economic analysis supported by GDG interpretation demonstrates that only four investigations 

from the included studies for this review are of use to the clinician, in either augmenting their 

positive diagnosis of IBS or related co morbidity such as Coeliac disease. The cost-

effectiveness of two different antibody tests for coeliac disease (EMA and TTG) was considered 

as both are available within the NHS but access to these tests varies across the NHS. We did 

not consider which of the two antibody tests is most cost-effective as there was insufficient 

evidence on the relative cost to make a fair assessment of the incremental cost-effectiveness. 

The GDG recognised the potential need to clarify which is the better diagnostic test and 
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determine which test was more cost effective, but it was agreed that this was not a clinical 

priority for this guideline. 

 

There was limited evidence on the clinical utility of routine laboratory investigations such as a 

FBC, ESR or CRP. However, GDG consensus was that these low cost tests were clinically 

useful in supporting a positive diagnosis and were unlikely to significantly increase the cost 

burden to the NHS. 

 

For all other diagnostic investigations (ultrasound, sigmoidoscopy, colonosocopy, barium 

enema, thyroid function test, faecal ova and parasite tests, faecal occult blood test, hydrogen 

breath test) the GDG felt that there was insufficient evidence of their clinical utility to support the 

routine use of these tests in individuals meeting the IBS diagnostic criteria who did not have any 

red flag symptoms. They also felt that repeated testing could undermine confidence in the 

positive diagnostic approach. Whilst the cost-effectiveness of these tests was not explicitly 

estimated, the GDG felt that they were unlikely to be cost-effective given the lack of evidence of 

clinical utility in this population. The GDG recognized the importance of early and appropriate 

investigations in individuals with red flag symptoms. They were also mindful that the 

recommendations should not discourage the use of investigations in patients who do not meet 

the IBS diagnostic criteria or who have symptoms suggestive of organic disease. 

 

The clinical significance of this review is two fold. Patient experience is often determined by the 

first exposure to healthcare, and the use of diagnostic criteria offers people who may have IBS 

the potential for symptom based condition to be diagnosed and managed confidently from the 

first consultation. The potential for cost saving is a real possibility, by determining the small 

number of investigations which offer primary care clinicians added benefit to confirm their clinical 

diagnosis. Identifying tests which are routinely requested but have little or no diagnostic value 

has real potential for disinvestment within the NHS. The validation of the ‘Positive Diagnostic 

Criteria’ is a clear step towards addressing the current variations in diagnostic practice within 

primary care for people presenting with IBS symptoms. Contemporised language previously 

used in the Manning criteria aligns closely to ROME III criteria. The diagnostic criteria 

recommended in this guideline implicitly acknowledges their contribution, in strengthening a 

contemporary IBS diagnostic approach. 

 

GDG COMMENTARY 
Duration of symptom profile 
Having reviewed the evidence and analysed application of the criterion referenced diagnostic 

tools, duration of symptom profile was recognised to be an important aspect to consider in 

making recommendations for practice. Three, six and twelve month durations were all discussed 

and the consensus of the group was that a duration of 6 months was the most appropriate.  
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Entry filter for use of the diagnostic tool 
Primary care clinicians should consider assessment for IBS if the patent reports any of the 

following symptoms for at least 6 months:  

• Change in bowel habit 

• Abdominal pain/discomfort and or bloating.  

 
Positive Diagnostic Criteria 
For a positive diagnosis to be made, the patient must present with at least 3 of the agreed 

diagnostic criteria. Language used in the tool was contemporised as follows: 

• Pain was modified to include discomfort 

• Pain/discomfort was changed to recurrent/episodic, experienced for at least 6 months 

duration 

• Abdominal distension/bloating/abdominal tension was added. 

 
Supportive investigations 
Appropriate investigations identified were: 

• FBC (full blood count) 

• ESR (erythrocyte sedimentation rate) 

• CRP (inflammatory marker) 

• Antibody testing for Coeliac disease (EMA or TTG) 

  
Follow-up 
Once a positive diagnosis has been made, patient follow up is a key aspect of longer term 

management in managing and evaluating the response to first line therapy interventions. Giving 

patients the opportunity either to re-attend as required or possibly making regular appointments 

was discussed. It was agreed by the GDG that follow up should be explicitly stated within the 

recommendations, and in the absence of any evidence supporting this, consensus agreement 

would be used. 
 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There is good evidence to support the use of positive diagnostic criteria in making a 

diagnosis of Irritable Bowel Syndrome.  

 

2. There is limited evidence demonstrating that patients who meet symptom based criteria for 

IBS, are unlikely to have organic gastrointestinal disease. The majority of diagnostic testing 

in this population adds little or no clinical value, with the exception of serological testing for 

celiac disease.  

 

3. There are two published studies providing evidence on the cost-effectiveness of screening 

for Coeliac disease in patients with suspected IBS although only one presented the results 
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in terms of the cost per QALY gained. This study provided a cost per QALY for celiac testing 

vs no testing from a US perspective. This published decision analytic model was adapted to 

consider the cost-effectiveness of serological screening for coeliac disease from a UK 

perspective. This showed that antibody testing (EMA or TTG) is likely to be cost-effective in 

patients with IBS-like symptoms when taking into account the potential for improved survival 

or a modest gain in quality of life following diagnosis.  

 

4. There is evidence from published literature that where diagnostic testing does take place, it 

is cost-effective to use less costly and less invasive tests first in the diagnostic sequence 

with positive results confirmed by standard invasive testing compared to invasive testing 

early in the diagnostic sequence. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Healthcare professionals should consider assessment for IBS if the person reports having 

had any of the following symptoms for at least 6 months:  

• Abdominal pain or discomfort 

• Bloating 

• Change in bowel habit. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
All people presenting with possible IBS symptoms should be asked if they have any of the 

following “red flag” indicators and should be referred to secondary care for further 

investigation if any are present (see ‘Referral guidelines for suspected cancer’, NICE clinical 

guideline 27, for detailed referral criteria where cancer is suspected).  

• Unintentional and unexplained weight loss 

• Rectal bleeding 

• A family history of bowel or ovarian cancer 

• A change in bowel habit to looser and / or more frequent stools persisting for more 

than 6 weeks in a person aged over 60 years. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
All people presenting with possible IBS symptoms should be assessed and clinically 

examined for the following “red flag” indicators and should be referred to secondary care for 

further investigation if any are present (see ‘Referral guidelines for suspected cancer’, NICE 

clinical guideline 27, for detailed referral criteria where cancer is suspected). 

• Anaemia   

• Abdominal masses 

• Rectal masses 
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• Inflammatory markers for inflammatory bowel disease. 

If there is significant concern that symptoms may suggest ovarian cancer, a pelvic 

examination should also be considered. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
A diagnosis of IBS should be considered only if the person has abdominal pain or 

discomfort that is either relieved by defaecation or associated with altered bowel frequency 

or stool form. This should be accompanied by at least two of the following four symptoms:  

• Altered stool passage (straining, urgency, incomplete evacuation) 

• Abdominal bloating (more common in women than men), distension, tension or 

hardness 

• Symptoms made worse by eating 

• Passage of mucus. 
Other features such as lethargy, nausea, backache and bladder symptoms are common in 

people with IBS, and may be used to support the diagnosis. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
In people who meet the IBS diagnostic criteria, the following tests should be undertaken to 

exclude other diagnoses:    

• Full blood count (FBC) 

• Erythrocyte sedimentation rate (ESR) or plasma viscosity  

• C-reactive protein (CRP) 

• Antibody testing for coeliac disease (endomysial antibodies [EMA] or tissue 

transglutaminase [TTG]). 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
The following tests are not necessary to confirm diagnosis in people who meet the IBS 

diagnostic criteria:  

• Ultrasound 

• Rigid/flexible sigmoidoscopy 

• Colonoscopy; barium enema 

• Thyroid function test 

• Faecal ova and parasite test 

• Faecal occult blood  

• Hydrogen breath test (for lactose intolerance and bacterial overgrowth). 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Follow-up should be agreed between the healthcare professional and the person with IBS, 

based on the response of the person’s symptoms to interventions. This should form part of 
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the annual patient review. The emergence of any ‘red flag’ symptoms during management 

and follow-up should prompt further investigation and/or referral to secondary care. 
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Appendix 1: Sensitivity and specificity values offered as Odds Ratios 
 

 
 

From Fass et al (2001) Evidence and consensus based practice guidelines for the diagnosis of 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome. 
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Appendix 2: Comparison table for Rome Criteria 
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Appendix 3: PATIENT PROFILES FOR SIMULATED GP CONSULTATION 
 
IBS GDG MEETING 30th November- 1st December 2006 
 
Patient 1 
Female, aged 37yrs, married 2 children. 

Recurrent abdominal discomfort approximately a week out of every month – sometimes worse 

pre-menstrual, worse if eats cauliflower or spicy foods.  

Tired and lethargic – has tried different diets to help energy levels but nothing works. 

Bowel – change in bowel habits, had diarrhoea after holiday abroad now seems to have 

constipation followed by diarrhoea. 

 

Patient 2  
Male, aged 44 yrs, divorced, 4 children, 2 ex wives. 

Frequent abdominal pain, most days of the week. 

Bloating worse by end of day with increased flatulence. 

Constipation, thinks there has been a little rectal bleeding but not sure. Worse since new job – 

very stressful over last six months.  

Social life diminished because embarrassed to go out, becoming increasingly depressed. 

Worried he may have something serious.  

 

Patient 3 
Female, aged 51yrs, single.  

Diarrhoea on and off for last 2 years. 

Abdominal pain. 

Back ache.  

Nausea. 

Weight loss. 

2 x visit to Doctors with urinary symptoms – no UTI but symptoms recur intermittently 

describes herself as fed up – not depressed. 

 

Patient  4 
Female, aged 24yrs 

Altered bowel habit – diarrhoea and constipation – changes all the time feels she never empties 

her bowels, passes mucus in diarrhoea, pale bulky stools when constipated. Has had ‘sensitive 

tummy’ since she was a child. 

Mother has long term problems with constipation. Abdominal pain better after bowel movement. 

Some foods make it worse she wonders if she has food allergy – sometimes gets a rash and 

frequently has mouth ulcers.  

Drinks a lot of milk when ‘off’ food. 
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7 DIET AND LIFESTYLE 
 

Clinical Questions 

1.  What associations are there between diet and IBS?  

2. What dietary interventions improve symptoms/quality of life? 

3. Does Aloe Vera have a role in managing symptoms?  

4. What associations are there between physical activity and IBS?  

5. Does physical activity improve IBS or related symptoms?  

 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
Diet and lifestyle may be factors that trigger or exacerbate symptoms of IBS so they are factors 

that need to be given due consideration both at the initial and later stages of management. This 

chapter includes all the reviews in the guideline pertaining to diet and lifestyle interventions. 

 

DIET 
A healthy diet, as based on the ‘Balance of Good Health’, is promoted for the UK population. 

Some aspects of this are appropriate for people with IBS, e.g. regular meals, drinking plenty of 

fluid (e.g. 8 cups of non-caffeine based fluid per day) and encouraging a wide variety of foods. 

However, people with IBS often find that following healthy eating advice exacerbates symptoms 

and, in particular, this may relate to dietary fibre and lactose (milk and dairy foods). Wheat, 

resistant starch, caffeine, fructose, sorbitol, alcohol and fizzy drinks have also been reported to 

commonly affect symptoms. Potential beneficial components of the diet include probiotics and 

prebiotics and water soluble dietary fibre. Diet and nutrition are fundamental in the management 

of IBS to avoid malnutrition and to contribute to achieving optimal symptom control.  

Food products have been reported as causing, contributing to and perpetuating Irritable Bowel 

Syndrome. The term ‘food intolerance’ includes effects of pharmacologically active constituents 

(e.g. caffeine in coffee); enzyme deficiencies (e.g. lactose intolerance) and demonstrable 

immunological response (allergy or hypersensitivity to peanut, cow’s milk, gluten, soya bean). 

The notion of food intolerance and food allergy is not new and many IBS patients give a history 

of food intolerance, although few clinicians consider food hypersensitivity to be a cause of IBS. 

There are no objective tests available to identify food intolerance and few to confirm food 

allergy. Data from dietary elimination and food challenge studies are contradictory.    

Dietary intolerance is defined as a non-immunologically mediated response to particular foods, 

which resolve following dietary elimination and re-occur with food challenge. An exclusion diet is 

defined as a diet in which specific food products are totally excluded for a specified period of 
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time. The excluded food products are then gradually re-introduced one by one to confirm 

response.  

Diagnostic testing for food intolerance includes hydrogen breath testing and diagnostic testing 

for Coeliac Disease. Hydrogen breath tests are based on the fact that the only source of 

hydrogen gas in humans comes from the bacterial metabolism of carbohydrates. Different 

carbohydrates are given orally to patients and the amount of hydrogen in the expired air is 

measured. Patients need to be fasted and to have had at least one day of a low fibre diet. 

Smoking and exercise alters the hydrogen concentrations so are not permitted during the tests. 

 

Potential sources of error are: 

• Carbohydrate malabsorption in chronic pancreatitis and Coeliac disease 

• False positive for small intestinal bacterial overgrowth due to colonic fermentation 

• Delayed gastric emptying may cause false negative 

• Oral bacterial flora, failure to follow low fibre diet and rapid transit through small intestine 

may produce false positive. 

 

Testing for Coeliac disease involves a blood test for immunoglobulin A (IgA) antigliadin 

antibodies; endomysial antibodies (EMA) and TTG anti-tissue transglutaminase antibodies. The 

sensitivity and specificity for IgA, EMA and TTG are 95% and 89%; 100% and 97%; and 100% 

and 97%, respectively in patients with GI symptoms. For general population screening, EMA 

and TTG have a positive predictive value of 15.7% and 21.8%. A positive blood result requires 

an endoscopy with duodenal biopsy to confirm a diagnosis of Coeliac disease.    

 

People with IBS may alter their diet to alleviate symptoms of IBS. Guidance may either be 

sought from inadequately qualified nutritionists or be self directed. Excluding individual foods or 

complete food groups without appropriate dietetic supervision can lead to inadequate nutrient 

intake and ultimately malnutrition, e.g. calcium. In addition, symptoms often remain unresolved 

leading to further inappropriate dietary restriction. The gold standard diagnosis for intolerance to 

a food is by elimination and reintroduction. Intolerance would be demonstrated if symptoms 

resolved on elimination and reappeared on reintroduction. Importantly, dietary advice will vary 

depending on symptoms, e.g. diarrhoea and/or constipation, abdominal bloating and therefore 

needs to be tailored to the individual to manage symptoms. Expert professional advice on diet 

and nutrition for IBS should be obtained from a registered dietitian or an appropriately qualified 

nutritionist.  

 
Dietary Fibre 
Fibre is defined as non-starch polysaccharides in agreement with FAO/WHO/DOH 

measurement methods. Dietary fibre is food material that is not hydrolysed by enzymes 

secreted by the human gastrointestinal tract. Soluble fibre dissolves in water forming a gel and 

may be digested by the colonic microbiota increasing bacterial numbers and thus faecal bulk. It 
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includes β-glucans, pectins, gums, mucilages and some hemicelluloses. Dietary sources include 

oats, psyllium, ispaghula, nuts and seeds, some fruit and vegetables and pectins. Insoluble fibre 

is not readily broken down by the gastrointestinal microbiota and it increases faecal bulk, 

shortening colonic transit. It includes celluloses, some hemicelluloses and lignin and is chiefly 

found in corn (maize) and wheat bran and some fruit and vegetables.  

 

An increase in fibre has often been suggested as an initial treatment for IBS, although more 

recently there are conflicting data to support its effectiveness and a range of views on its 

usefulness. The dietary reference value for non-starch polysaccharides (fibre) is 18g per day for 

adults. A high fibre diet is defined as 18g or more per day in recognition of the fact that many 

people in the UK eat on average 10 to 12g per day. Dietary manipulation of the fibre content in 

practice is dependent on the presenting symptom profile (constipation dominant, diarrhoea 

dominant or alternating symptoms) and whether abdominal bloating and flatus is present.  

 
Wheat 
Wheat is a grass and is cultivated worldwide as a food grain, ranking second in total production 

as a cereal crop behind maize. Whole wheat is made up of 14% bran, 2.5% germ and the rest is 

starchy endosperm. Wheat bran has a faecal bulking effect, delays gastric emptying and 

accelerates small bowel transit (McIntyre 1997). Wheat is found in bread, many breakfast 

cereals, pasta, cakes and biscuits and is one of the major cereals consumed in the UK. In IBS, 

wheat consumption is often associated with increased symptoms which may be due to the 

content of fibre, fructans or resisitant starch. Increasing the variety of other cereals and 

reducing, but not necessarily, excluding wheat may be beneficial in IBS.  
 
Resistant Starches 
Resistant starch comprises starch polymers that are not readily digested in the stomach or small 

intestine Resistant starches are the total amount of starches, and the products of starch 

degradation that resist digestion in the small intestine of healthy people (Asp 1982) and 

therefore reach the colon intact. The extent of resistance is influenced by the structure of 

naturally occurring starch polymers and food processing methods employed, e.g. how starch 

changes during cooking and cooling.  People with IBS may benefit from a reduction of foods 

high in resistant starch to alleviate symptoms of wind and bloating.Common dietary sources of 

resistant starch are cold or re-heated potatoes, bread, cereal products containing modified 

starch (e.g. cakes, biscuits and breakfast cereals. 

 
Lactose 
Lactose is a sugar found in milk of all mammalian varieties including cow, goat, sheep and 

human and it is also used in processed foods, particularly slimming products. Approximately 

10% of people with IBS have lactose intolerance (BSG Guidelines). The symptoms of IBS are 

brought on by undigested lactose passing into the small intestine causing an increase in the 
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secretion of fluid into the small bowel through osmotic mechanisms. It then passes into the colon 

undigested and is available for colonic fermentation as described above (Mascolo 1998).  

 

Removing lactose from the diet may not lead to complete symptom relief in IBS and exclusion 

needs careful monitoring due to other nutritional inadequacies in the diet e.g. calcium. Often 

people with lactose intolerance can manage 10 to 12g lactose per day if spread throughout the 

day. Milk contains the highest level of lactose (cow’s milk 5g per 100ml), foods that are lower 

include butter (trace), cheese (cottage cheese: 1g per tablespoon, processed cheese: 1g per 

slice, Cheddar, edam, brie, Danish blue: trace), yoghurts (trace – 4g per pot) and low lactose 

milk. It is therefore relatively easy to include a sufficient amount of dairy foods to maintain a 

balanced diet in diagnosed and self reported people with lactose intolerance. 

 
Fructose  
Fructose intake has increased considerably as a result of an increased consumption of high 

fructose corn syrup, fruits and juices and crystalline fructose. Fructose is almost twice as sweet 

as normal table sugar (sucrose). Fructose is an important source of energy for humans, but 

incomplete absorption in the small bowel can lead to colonic fermentation causing diarrhoea, 

wind and bloating.  

 

Up to 80% of healthy subjects incompletely absorb 50g of fructose (Scoog 2004). In real terms 

25g fructose is equivalent to that found in 200ml apple juice or 2 bananas. A regular 

consumption of dried fruit and high juice squash will easily add another 25g.  

 
Sorbitol 
Sorbitol is a natural component of fruits and significant amounts are found in dried apple and 

apricots, prunes, cherries and pears. Produced from maize it is also used as an artificial, low 

calorie sweetener for its low cariogenicity, e.g. in sugar-free chewing gum, mints and cough 

syrups and as a humectant and thickener in confectionary, frozen desserts and toothpaste. It is 

poorly absorbed in the small bowel and in the colon has a laxative effect if consumed in 

quantities of around 30g/day, although some individuals, particularly people with IBS may be 

sensitive to much less (Thomas 1992).  

 
Caffeine 
Caffeine is found naturally in many plant-derived foodstuffs and beverages, chiefly coffee, tea, 

cocoa and chocolate confectionary, cola and other stimulant drinks. It is also found in many 

pharmacological agents. Caffeine has many reported effects on the body: negative effects 

include raised blood pressure, increased heart rate, arrhythmias, dehydration, anxiety, insomnia, 

headaches and heartburn. Caffeine can also stimulate the central nervous system, improve 

alertness and mental efficiency and improve athletic performance (Thomas 2003). There is a 

general consensus that a moderate intake of caffeine (up to 300mg/day in adults) is not harmful. 
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Caffeine has stimulatory effects on the digestive system but there is little evidence that it will 

cause gastrointestinal dysfunction (Thomas 2003). Heartburn is the most commonly reported 

symptom from drinking coffee. It may promote gastrointestinal reflux and stimulate gastrin 

release and gastric acid secretion but does not appear to affect gastric emptying or small bowel 

transit.   
 
Probiotics and Prebiotics 
In IBS, the gastrointestinal flora may undergo both qualitative and quantitative changes and the 

most common finding is a decrease in the population of ‘good bacteria’ such as Bifidobacteria 

and Lactobacilli and the faecal microflora has increased numbers of facultative organisms 

(Madden and Hunter 2002; Quigley 2007). Probiotics may be useful in the management of IBS, 

however dose and specific bacterial strain are important. In vivo studies have identified some of 

the variables that determine the survival of probiotics through the GI tract, and some have 

attempted to quantify the degree of survival of the dose administered. This was found to vary 

from 10 to 50% depending on the probiotic species used and the dose administered.  

 

For the purposes of this guideline probiotics are defined as microbial food supplements which, 

when administered in adequate amounts, have a beneficial effect on the host. Prebiotics are 

defined as a non-digestible food ingredient that affects the host by selectively targeting growth 

and/or activity of one or more bacteria in the colon that can improve health. Synbiotics are 

defined as a combination of pre and probiotics which beneficially affects the host by improving 

survival and implantation of live microbial dietary supplements in the gastrointestinal tract. 

 

Fermented milks and yoghurts have been the most commonly used carrier of probiotics. The 

probiotic organism is added at the end of the milk fermentation process. The range of probiotic 

products is expanding to include cheese, frozen yoghurt, ice cream and non-dairy foods, liquids, 

powders, capsules and drinks. It should be noted that many available probiotics have not had 

their health benefits identified or been scientifically proven to be beneficial to the host (Reid 

2001). 

 

In vivo studies have identified some of the variables that determine the survival of probiotics 

through the GI tract, and some have attempted to quantify the degree of survival of the dose 

administered. This was found to vary from 10 to 50% depending on the probiotic species used 

and the dose administered. The GDG defined the minimum acceptable dose to be 1x10 6 (one 

million) bacteria per day. The duration of the intervention is also considered important. To avoid 

concerns regarding possible effects during the menstrual cycle, four weeks was thought to be 

the minimum duration of intervention.   
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Colonic Fermentation  
Some of the symptoms of IBS (e.g. abdominal bloating, flatus and diarrhoea) may be due to 

colonic fermentation by intestinal microflora of certain dietary constituents to short chain fatty 

acids (acetate, butyrate and propionate) and gases (hydrogen, carbon dioxide and methane). 

The short chain fatty acids have been shown to stimulate ileal and colonic smooth muscle 

contractility (Barbara 2005). Watery diarrhoea may also happen due to the increased osmotic 

load. The dietary constituents include non absorbed lactose (as in lactose intolerance), dietary 

fibre/non-starch polysaccharides, resistant starches and oligosacchaides from wheat and other 

grains.  

 
Aloe vera 
Aloe vera (Aloe barbadensis Miller) belongs to the Liliaceal family of which there are 

approximately 360 species. Aloe vera is a cactus like plant; cosmetic and medicinal products are 

derived from the leaf tissue and called aloe vera gel. Aloe sap or juice, often referred to as 

aloes, are derived from the peripheral bundle sheath cells of aloe vera. Aloe vera sap contains 

anthraquinones that are known to have laxative effects. These are not found in the gel but may 

be present in total leaf extracts (Vogler and Ernst 1999). The use of aloe vera is being promoted 

for many conditions including IBS. Most of the evidence is based on anecdotal, historical use 

rather than scientific evidence.   

 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
The relationship between physical activity and chronic disease 
There is strong evidence from observational studies that moderate to high levels of physical 

activity can have a substantial impact on major non communicable diseases, such as coronary 

heart disease (CHD), hypertension, diabetes and certain types of cancer (US Department of 

Health and Human Services, 1996; Department of Health, 2004a; WHO, 2004). People who are 

physically active typically experience 30 to 50% reductions in relative risk of CHD compared with 

people who are sedentary, after adjustment for other risk factors (Murphy 2003).  

 

The Chief Medical Officer (CMO) recently published a report stating the importance of physical 

activity for health (Department of Health, 2004a). As well as linking chronic disease with physical 

inactivity the report also described how physical activity can reduce the risk of musculoskeletal 

health conditions, including osteoporosis, back pain and osteoarthritis. It stated that regular 

physical activity can reduce the risk of depression and promotes many other positive mental 

health benefits including reducing anxiety and promoting self esteem (Department of Health, 

2004a). The CMO’s report also presented a series of recommendations for the amount of 

physical activity that should be undertaken by different population groups. These 

recommendations mimicked similar recommendations from other international bodies (Pate et 

al, 1995; US Department of Health and Human Services, 1996; Department of Health, 2004a). 

The report advised that adults should undertake at least 30 minutes of moderate intensity 
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physical activity on at least five days of the week (Department of Health, 2004a). In 2002 the 

cost of physical inactivity was estimated to be £8.2 billion annually in terms of mortality, 

morbidity and quality of life (Department for Culture Media and Sports and London Strategy Unit, 

2002). A more accurate estimate of the direct costs of physical inactivity to the UK health service 

was £1.06 billion annually (Allender et al, 2006a). Physical activity has been described as a 

good investment for public health, not only because of the great potential for benefit, but also 

because ’it is inexpensive and has few side-effects‘ (Morris 1992, in Marmot and Elliot 1992). 

 

In 2006, NICE published guidance (Public Health Intervention Guidance No. 2) on exercise 

interventions in primary care, pedometers, exercise referral schemes and community-based 

exercise programmes for walking and cycling to increase physical activity. Two specific 

recommendations were made for primary health care professionals: 

 

Recommendation 1 

Primary care practitioners should take the opportunity, whenever possible, to identify inactive 

adults and advise them to aim for 30 minutes of moderate activity on 5 days of the week (or 

more)*. They should use their judgement to determine when this would be inappropriate (for 

example, because of medical conditions or personal circumstances). They should use a 

validated tool, such as the Department of Health’s forthcoming general practitioner physical 

activity questionnaire (GPPAQ), to identify inactive individuals. 

 

* The practitioner may be a GP or another professional with specific responsibility for providing 

encouragement or advice. This will depend on local conditions, professional interest and 

resources. Health trainers are likely to have a role in offering brief advice. ‘Inactive’ is used as 

shorthand for those failing to reach the CMO’s recommendation. ‘Advise’ is used as 

shorthand for ‘encourage, advise, discuss, negotiate’. 

 

Recommendation 2 

When providing physical activity advice, primary care practitioners should take into account the 

individual’s needs, preferences and circumstances. They should agree goals with them. They 

should also provide written information about the benefits of activity and the local opportunities 

to be active. They should follow them up at appropriate intervals over a 3 to 6 month period. 

 

The NICE public health intervention advisory committee determined that there was insufficient 

evidence to recommend the use of exercise referral schemes to promote physical activity, other 

than as part of research studies where their effectiveness can be evaluated. 

 

This guidance aims to help practitioners deliver effective interventions that will increase people’s 

physical activity levels and therefore benefit their health. 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 135 of 554 

The use of physical activity as part of a non-pharmacological therapy for IBS is described as 

“reasonable” despite the relationship between exercise and gastrointestinal system being 

unclear (Bi and Triadafilopoulos 2003). For example, moderate physical activity (e.g. brisk 

walking) is reported to improve gut transit time, whereas vigorous physical activity (e.g. running) 

can result in “runners trots” (Oettle, 1991). Physical activity has been associated with improved 

outcomes in uncontrolled studies (Colwell et al, 1998). 

  
7.1 General dietary and lifestyle advice 

This section is concerned with the effect of diet and lifestyle on IBS and its management. Five 

reviews are addressed, fibre, probiotics, aloe vera, exclusion diets and physical activity. In 

addition, the GDG made some consensus recommendations, partly informed by dietary advice 

leaflets. These are listed below. 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Healthcare professionals should encourage people with IBS to identify and make the most 

of their available leisure time and to create relaxation time. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Diet and nutrition should be assessed for people with IBS and the following general advice 

given. 

• Have regular meals and take time to eat. 

• Avoid missing meals or leaving long gaps between eating. 

• Drink at least eight cups of fluid per day, especially water or other non-caffeinated 

drinks, for example herbal teas. 

• Restrict tea and coffee to three cups per day. 

• Reduce intake of alcohol and fizzy drinks.  

• It may be helpful to limit intake of high-fibre food (such as wholemeal or high-fibre 

flour and breads, cereals high in bran, and whole grains such as brown rice). 

• Reduce intake of ‘resistant starch’ (starch that resists digestion in the small intestine 

and reaches the colon intact), which is often found in processed or re-cooked foods. 

• Limit fresh fruit to three portions per day (a portion should be approximately 80g). 

• People with diarrhoea should avoid sorbitol, an artificial sweetener found in sugar-

free sweets (including chewing gum) and drinks, and in some diabetic and slimming 

products. 

• People with wind and bloating may find it helpful to eat oats (such as oat-based 

breakfast cereal or porridge) and linseeds (up to one tablespoon per day). 
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7.2  Physical activity 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were to be used, but some 

were specific to the physical activity review and are reported below. 
 
Types of studies  

For intervention studies, randomised trials (RCTs) examining the use of physical activity for the 

treatment or management of IBS were to be included.  In the absence of randomised trials, 

quasi randomised studies were to be considered. Crossover trials with a washout period of less 

than 2 weeks were to be excluded. All study designs were to be included for adverse effects, but 

specific searches for adverse effects will not be carried out.  Studies were restricted to the 

English language.  

Types of intervention 
Studies were included if they had one or more of the following interventions: 

• The use of physical activity alone or in combination with other therapies  

• 12 weeks minimum length of intervention 
 

A physical activity intervention is defined as the use of physical activity or exercise as a 

therapeutic and/or preventative medical procedure used to support the management and 

treatment of IBS. Physical activity is usually defined as any force exerted by skeletal muscles 

that results in energy expenditure above resting level whereas exercise is defined as a subset of 

physical activity, which is volitional, planned, structured, repetitive and aimed at improvement or 

maintenance of any aspects of fitness or health (Casperson et al, 1985). The GDG defined the 

minimum acceptable dose of physical activity to be at least 30 minutes per week of at least 

moderate intensity physical activity. The duration of the intervention is also considered 

important, and the minimum duration of intervention was set at twelve weeks.   

 
Types of comparisons 
The following comparisons were to be included 

• Physical activity versus attention control   

• Combination of physical activity with another non-pharmacological intervention (e.g. diet 

advice) versus control. 

 

Types of participants 
Studies were to be included if the participants were: 

• Adults (18 years and over) 

• Had symptoms of IBS  

• No serious diseases (e.g. cancer, heart disease) other than IBS 

• Did not have a single symptom of IBS only (e.g. not constipation only) 
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In the absence of studies in patients with IBS, we extended the review to cover studies in people 

with single symptoms such as constipation or diarrhoea. Studies in these participants were 

regarded as indirect as far as the population was concerned. 

 

SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES  
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). An additional 

database searched for this review only was SPORTS DISCUS. The search strategies are listed 

in Appendix B. 

Subgroup analyses 
Subgroup analyses were proposed to examine any heterogeneity as follows: 

• Dose 

• Type of physical activity 

• Symptom severity.  

 
Sensitivity analyses 
The following sensitivity analyses may be considered: 

• Setting (primary/secondary care). 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 

The search strategy identified 2608 studies. The titles and abstracts of these studies were 

assessed. Of these, 19 that were potentially relevant to the review were identified on the basis 

of the title and abstract – these papers were retrieved in full. All reference lists of these studies 

were inspected for potential papers for inclusion in the review, but none was found.  

 

None of the studies identified met the primary inclusion criteria. Therefore, we included some 

studies with indirect evidence, and considered other studies to aid GDG discussions. One 

systematic review was identified (Bi and Triadafilopoulos 2003). This review examined the 

relationship between exercise and gastrointestinal function for eight disease types. 

 

RESULTS 
Evidence from Systematic Reviews 
Bi and Triadafilopoulos (2003) reviewed the relationship between exercise and gastrointestinal 

function for eight disease types. The authors described their review as systematic but provided 

no methods in the paper. 

1. Gastroesophageal reflux disease 

2. Gastric emptying and gastric acid production 

3. Peptic ulcer disease 

4. Inflammatory bowel disease 
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5. Constipation and gastrointestinal motility 

6. Colorectal cancer 

7. Gastrointestinal bleeding 

8. Liver disease 

 

The authors attempted to identify if there were any differential effects of physical activity (by 

intensity or type) on gastrointestinal function. IBS was not identified as a separate class, but it 

may be possible to extrapolate from the indirect evidence in section 5 of the Bi and 

Triadafilopoulos (2003) review. Participants in these studies tended to be young, fit and active 

males, rather than typical clinical populations. The review found that physical activity could 

improve gastric emptying and lower the risk of bowel cancer. However, there was insufficient 

evidence to suggest that exercise can relieve chronic constipation. The authors also noted 

consistent improvements in aerobic fitness and general health for all subjects participating in 

regular physical activity programmes and that this outcome is a notable behavioural goal for 

sedentary patients. The majority of risks to gastrointestinal organs relate to very high levels of 

sustained physical activity (performed at elite levels). However these risks do not outweigh the 

benefits of light and moderate physical activity. 

 

Evidence from intervention studies 
One randomised trial was included as an indirect study as it examined the impact of physical 

activity upon adults with chronic constipation only (De Schryver 2005). However this study was 

not included in the Bi and Triadafilopoulos (2003) review.  

The aim of the study was to investigate the effect of regular physical activity on colonic transit 

time and defecation in middle aged inactive patients suffering from chronic idiopathic 

constipation. Forty three adults aged 51 to 61 were recruited from general practice lists and 

pharmacies. Using Rome I criteria all were categorised as suffering from constipation, with IBS 

patients excluded. Participants’ physical activity levels were also assessed using a self report 

measure and all the participants were categorised as sedentary if they failed to reach the current 

physical activity recommendation (under 30 minutes or more of moderate physical activity on 

most days of the week).  

Other baseline measures included food consumption, assessed by self report using a diary, in 

order to determine the average daily fibre and water intake. Defecations patterns were recorded 

in a 7-day diary, at the start of the study and at 12 weeks follow up. Colonic transit time was 

measured using radiopaque markers and x-rays. Transit time was calculated based on the 

number of markers visible in the colon, segmented into three (right colon, left colon and 

rectosigmoid).  

 

Participants were randomised in to two groups, physical activity versus waiting list control. 

Group A maintained their normal lifestyle for 12 weeks, and then started their 12 week physical 
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activity programme. Group B started their physical activity programme immediately after 

randomisation. Both groups were given dietary advice by a dietician concerning the 

consumption of fluid and fibre at the start of the study. Group A received a second dietary advice 

after 12 weeks, before starting the physical activity programme. This programme consisted of 

both aerobic and strength/flexibility exercises. Brisk walking was chosen for aerobic training and 

strength/ flexibility exercises were chosen for a home based programme. Brisk walking was 

performed at least twice a week for at least 30 minutes per session, performed at 70 to 80% of 

the subject’s maximal heart rate. Participants were able to monitor their heart rates using a Polar 

sports tester (a heart rate monitor worn on the wrist, in conjunction with a chest sensor). 

Maximal heart rate was assessed for all patients at baseline using a maximal heart test 

performed on a cycle ergometer. Participants were also asked to perform a walking test on a 

treadmill at 70% of their heart rate for 5 minutes to establish an average heart rate for their brisk 

walking. 

 

The number of defecations did not change in either of the study groups (Table 1). However in 

Group B the percentage of incomplete stools decreased significantly, compared to Group A at 

12 weeks (Group A from 58.8% to 39.5% whereas in Group B from 54.3% to 27.4%). 

 

Table 1. Defecation patterns at baseline and after 12 week physical activity programme 
for 41 adult participants aged 51-61 years old (De Schryver et al, 2005) 

Group A (12 weeks inactive, 12 weeks PA) Group B (12 weeks PA)  

Week 0 Week 12 Week 24 Week 0 Week 12 

No. of defecations/wk 7.1 ±0.8 7.5 ±1.1 7.8 ±1.1 7.5 ±1.1 7.8 ±1.0 

% Hard stools 53.8 ±8.5 51.9 ±9.5 35.1 ±9.2 59.5 ±8.7 39.5 ±6.8* 

% Straining at defecation 65.7 ±7.7 69.2 ±7.9 54.3 ±9.8 71.2 ±4.6 40.4 ±6.4* 

% Incomplete stools 51.3 ±7.9 58.8 ±8.5 39.5 ±8.9 54.3 ±7.2 27.4 ±6.0* 

No. of Rome criteria 2.3 ±0.1 2.6 ±0.2 1.7 ±0.3* 2.7 ±0.1 1.7 ±0.2* 

% Patients with ≥2 Rome 
criteria 

100 89 61* 100 64* 

PA = physical activity. 
Data are given as means ± SEM. 
* p < 0.05 
 

Despite randomisation, there were considerable differences between right and total colonic 

transit times at baseline between groups (Table 2). No significant changes in right or left colonic 

transit time were observed in either group at the end of the physical activity programme. In 

Group B there was an observed acceleration in rectosigmoid mean transit time compared to 

Group A. Total colonic transit time also improved with a significant reduction in Group B. The 
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authors reported that there was no correlation between fibre intake and improvements in 

defecation patterns and colonic transit times.  

 

The GDG noted that the normal total colonic transit time is 72 hours and concluded that group B 

was significantly different from group A, so that the study was considered to be at least partially 

confounded. 

 

The evidence from this study was assessed to be low, using GRADE criteria. Limitations 

included (i) the study was conducted in secondary care (ii) there were important differences in 

baseline characteristics, (iii) IBS patients were excluded. This study was also limited because 

the participants had relatively high levels of baseline physical activity, which equates to over 2 

hours of walking per week, and may not be representative. The study did show that moderate 

physical activity could deliver a consistent reduction in total colonic transit time and 

improvements in ROME I symptoms amongst older adults with chronic constipation. 

 

 Table 2. Colonic transit times (hours) at baseline and after 12 week physical activity 
programme for 41 adult participants aged 51-61 years old (De Schryver et al, 2005) 

Group A (12 weeks inactive, 12 weeks PA) Group B (12 weeks PA)  

Week 0 Week 12 Week 24 Week 0 Week 12 

RCTT 15.1 ±2.2 14.0 ±2.7 13.8 ±2.1  27.5 ±4.7 22.2 ±2.8 

LCTT 27.5 ±4.9 29.5 ±6.1 33.9 ±6.9 33.8 ±5.0 27.6 ±4.9 

RSTT 16.9 ±3.0 18.9 ±3.0 14.3 ±3.2 17.5 ±2.5 9.6 ±1.6 

Total CTT 59.5 ±8.4 62.4 ±9.5 61.0 ±9.9 79.2 ±9.1 58.4 ±7.7 
RCTT = right colonic transit time; LCTT = left colonic transit time; RSTT = rectosigmoid transit 
time; PA = physical activity. 
Data are given as means ± SEM. 
* p < 0.05 

 
 

Studies used to aid GDG discussions 
One pre-post intervention study examined the impact of a lifestyle education programme upon 

IBS symptoms. This study design was judged inadequate to make recommendations on 

interventions, but was considered useful to inform GDG discussions, and does illustrate a 

suitable approach for evaluating a lifestyle intervention for IBS patients. 

 

Colwell et al (1998) assessed the impact at one and six months of a patient education class, that 

included exercise, on 52 adult outpatients with IBS (definition of IBS not stated). Patients were 

advised to increase their physical activity by walking or basic stretching exercises during one 3 

hour structured class, delivered by a specialist nurse. Pre-class data was compared with results 

for physical activity levels at follow up. Exercise scores increased significantly at one month but 
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not at 6 months, compared with baseline, using a self-rating scale. It is difficult to assess if this 

increase was clinically significant because the physical activity variable was assessed using a 

categorical scale, and so the physical activity change scores were not adjusted for baseline 

values. Pain scores at 1 and 6 months reduced significantly (see Table 3). The Manning score 

also decreased significantly, on a scale of 0 to 6 using Manning criteria. 

 

Table 3. Symptom scores at 1 and 6 months for 57 adult participants in an IBS 
educational class aged 21-79 years old (Colwell et al, 1998, page 903) 

Median Scores (ranges) Score 

Baseline 1 month 6 months 

Pain* 3.0 (1.9-3.9) 2.4 (0.0-3.7)§ 2.6 (0.0-4.0)§ 

Manning∇ 4.0 (1.0-6.0) 3.0 (0.0-6.0)§ 3.0 (0.0-6.0)§ 
* Pain score: a weighted average of severity, frequency, and duration of pain on a scale from 0-
4 
∇ Manning score: On a scale of 0 to 6 Manning criteria: pain relief with defecation; looser stools 
with pain onset; abdominal distension; mucus in the stool; and a feeling of incomplete 
evacuation (2) 
§ p < 0.01. 

 
Evidence from Epidemiological studies 
Three observational studies reported the prevalence and association between IBS and physical 

activity. In a case-control study, Kim and Ban (2006) reported a small, non-significant difference 

in the mean number of hours of exercise per week for students with IBS compared to students 

without IBS (defined by ROME 2 criteria) (students with IBS 2.38 h/week, SD 3.2 versus 

students with non-IBS: 2.69 h/week, SD 6.3).  

 

Figure 1: 

 
 

Lustyk et al (2001) compared prevalence and severity of IBS symptoms between active and 

sedentary women with IBS (defined by ROME I criteria). They found that active and inactive 

women reported the same level of recalled psychological and somatic symptoms as well as daily 

reports of GI and psychological distress. Active women (those who took at least 2.5 hours per 

week of moderate physical activity and meeting recommended physical activity levels) reported 

significantly less fatigue than sedentary women. This outcome was assessed by combining 

frequency and severity of fatigue using categorical scale. No differences were observed for 
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other somatic symptoms including backache, headache and insomnia between active and 

sedentary women with IBS. 

 

Dancey et al (2002) examined gender differences in the prevalence and severity of IBS 

symptoms. They used a cross sectional survey to compare the prevalence and impact of IBS 

symptoms between 117 male and female IBS patients. IBS was assessed by self report 

measure with respondents rating severity of abdominal pain, constipation, diarrhoea, incomplete 

evacuation after bowel movement, bloating and flatulence on a 7 point severity scale (0 = no 

symptoms to 7 = extremely severe). Illness intrusiveness ratings were assessed across 13 life 

domains, using a 7 category Likert scale. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which 

their illness interfered with each life domain important to quality of life (e.g. health, diet, financial 

situation, relationship with partner etc.). One life domain was active recreation (e.g. sports). The 

authors reported that in response to this item, men and women scored the interference of IBS 

similarly (i.e. moderate interference), with no significant differences between genders. They 

found that IBS inference was higher in diet, health and self expression domains than active 

recreation. Other domains reporting less interference than active recreation were social 

relations, work, community/civic life, sex life, relationship with spouse, family relations, financial 

situation, passive recreation and religious expression.  

 

Two studies examined the relationship between physical activity and bowel frequency in the 

general population. In a cohort study, Sanjoaquin et al (2004) investigated the association 

between mean number of bowel movements and physical activity, adjusted for other 

confounding variables (e.g. age, BMI, diet, fibre intake) in 20,630 EPIC-Oxford cohort 

participants. The EPIC-Oxford cohort is a cohort study forming part of the European Prospective 

Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition (EPIC). Participants were recruited from general practice 

surgeries, vegetarian and health food magazines, the Vegetarian Society, the Vegan Society 

and from friends and relatives of participants. In a follow up study a short questionnaire was sent 

to all participants and included two questions relating to bowel movements, (i) “About how many 

bowel movements do you have each week? And (ii) How often do you take laxatives?” The 

number of bowel movements was counted for each participant. Respondents were then 

dichotomised into one of two groups, either above of below 7 movements per week.  

 

The authors reported a positive association between increasing amounts of vigorous physical 

activity and mean number of bowel movements per week for both men and women. However 

only highly active women (more than 7 hours per week of vigorous physical activity) had a 

greater likelihood of reporting more than 7 bowel movements per week (OR; 1.70 [95%CI 1.42, 

2.03]) compared to women who reported no vigorous physical activity. Curtin et al (1996) 

conducted a population survey of bowel habits in urban Swiss men but found no relationship 

between physical activity status and bowel habits. 
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EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There is poor evidence to show that the percentage of incomplete stools decreased 

significantly in non-IBS constipated people given an exercise programme. 

 

2. There is weak evidence that IBS Manning and pain scores at one and six months were 

reduced significantly in comparison with pre-intervention scores following a patient 

education class that included exercise for people with IBS. 

 

3. There is mixed evidence on whether there is a positive association between physical activity 

and bowel habits in the general population. 

 
GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG considered the evidence and discussed whether exercise effects were related to 

stress reduction. It was noted that some people may have increased stress levels because of 

exercise, depending on their liking for exercise. The GDG thought that exercise would not 

necessarily be beneficial for people with IBS-D. It was also noted that attendance at exercise 

classes might prove difficult for patients and a gentle exercise programme that could be carried 

out at home (e.g. Tai Chi, yoga, stretching) might be more beneficial.  

 

The GDG discussed whether it was useful to recommend taking more fluid after exercise, but 

concluded that this would not necessarily be appropriate for people with IBS, since many have 

bladder problems, and taking more fluid does not help constipation. 

 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The GDG took into consideration the limited evidence and also referred to NICE public health 

guidance and the Chief Medical Officers report on physical activity. This led to a general 

recommendation for practice.  

 

Recommendations for active living throughout the lifecourse (DoH 2004) 

• For general health benefit, adults should achieve a total of at least 30 minutes a day of at 

least moderate intensity physical activity on 5 or more days of the week. 

• The recommended levels of activity can be achieved either by doing all the daily activity in 

one session, or through several shorter bouts of activity of 10 minutes or more. The activity 

can be lifestyle activity∗ or structured exercise or sport, or a combination of these. 

• More specific activity recommendations for adults are made for beneficial effects for 

individual diseases and conditions. All movement contributes to energy expenditure and is 

important for weight management. It is likely that for many people, 45-60 minutes of 

                                                 
∗ Lifestyle activity: activities that are performed as part of everyday life, such as climbing stairs, 
walking (for example to work, school or shops) and cycling. They are normally contrasted with 
‘programmed’ activities such as attending a dance class or fitness training session. 
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moderate intensity physical activity a day is necessary to prevent obesity. For bone health, 

activities that produce high physical stresses on the bones are necessary. 

• The recommendations for adults are also appropriate for older adults. 

Older people should take particular care to keep moving and retain their mobility through 

daily activity. Additionally, specific activities that promote improved strength, co-ordination 

and balance are particularly beneficial for older people. 

• People with disabilities will know their abilities and should modify their physical activity 

accordingly e.g. chair-based exercises. 

 

The GDG was also interested to know if exercise affects IBS symptoms and quality of life for 

people with IBS, and whether the type of IBS was important. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION  

Healthcare professionals should assess the physical activity levels of people with IBS, 

ideally using the General Practice Physical Activity Questionnaire (GPPAQ; see Appendix 

J). People with low activity levels should be given brief advice and counselling to encourage 

them to increase their activity levels. 
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7.3  Fibre 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were to be used, but some 

were specific to the fibre review and are reported below. 

 
Types of studies 
The GDG decided that the washout period for crossover studies in this review should be at least 

4 weeks. Trials with shorter washout periods were not to be included in the analysis. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies were to include the following interventions: 

• Insoluble fibre (corn, wheat, fruit and vegetables) 

• Soluble fibre (pectins, fruit and vegetables, oats, nuts and seeds, psyllium, ispaghula) 

• Bran. 

 

It was to be noted if the fibre was provided as a food or as a capsule/supplement. In addition, 

the total amount of fibre in the diet for each intervention was to be recorded where possible.  

 

The following comparisons were to be included: 

• Fibre + normal diet versus normal diet (fibre versus nothing) 

• Fibre versus low fibre diet or placebo (fibre versus placebo) 

• Bran versus placebo 

• Insoluble fibre versus soluble fibre 

• Insoluble fibre + soluble fibre versus soluble fibre 

• Insoluble fibre + soluble fibre versus insoluble fibre 

• Fibre level 1 versus fibre level 2 

• Duration of treatment 1 versus duration 2 

• Fibre versus another type of intervention 

• Fibre plus another type of intervention versus another type of intervention. 
 

In spite of the large placebo effect associated with IBS, comparisons with no treatment were to 

be included. 

 

The fibre review was to be concerned only with longer-term maintenance treatment. The GDG 

decided that there should be a minimum duration of treatment of four weeks for this review. 

Studies of shorter durations were to be excluded.  
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Outcomes 
In addition to the outcomes discussed in the general methods section, the GDG were interested 

in the number of people with global deterioration, other than those who withdrew because of the 

treatment.  

 

Data extraction 
In addition to the items given in the general section, we also extracted information on the total 

amount of fibre (i.e. the sum of the intervention and the fibre in the diet). 

 

Subgroup analyses 
We planned to carry out subgroup analyses by type of fibre (soluble, insoluble, mixed), dose 

(both intervention and total amount), duration of intervention, and, post-hoc, by means of 

ingestion (supplement or dietary). 

 

SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additional databases 

were not searched for this review. The search strategies are given in Appendix B. 

 

The titles and abstracts from the search strategy were assessed. Sixty-four were identified to be 

potentially relevant to the review and these papers were retrieved in full. Twenty studies met the 

inclusion criteria for the review. The reference lists of the retrieved studies were inspected for 

further potential papers, but none were identified. The forty-four excluded studies are listed in 

the Appendix, along with reasons for exclusion. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 

There were 20 included studies (Aller 2004; Arthurs 1983; Chapman 1990; Cook 1990; Dettmar 

1999; Fielding 1984; Fowlie 1992; Kruis 1986; Longstreth 1981; Lucey 1987; Manning 1977; 

Parisi 2002; Parisi 2005; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Rees 2005; Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 1980; 

Soltoft 1976; Tarpila 2004; Vilagrasa 1991). Nine studies were conducted in the UK (Chapman 

1990; Dettmar 1999; Fowlie 1992; Lucey 1987; Manning 1977; Prior and Whorwell1987; Rees 

2005; Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 1980); two in Ireland (Arthurs 1983; Fielding 1984); seven in the rest 

of Europe, and two in the USA and Canada.   

 

One study (Cook 1990) had fewer than 20 participants (n=14). This was a crossover study so 

fewer participants were required to achieve adequate power. Five studies had more than 100 

participants in total (Chapman 1990; Dettmar 1999; Kruis 1986; Parisi 2002; Villagrasa 1991).  
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Study Design 
Setting: The majority of studies took place in secondary care; one was in primary care (Dettmar 

1999) and one study did not report the setting (Tarpila 2004). 

 

There were two crossover studies (Cook 1990; Lucey 1987) in which participants were allocated 

to receive both the intervention and control treatments during the course of the study, in a 

random order. The GDG defined the minimum washout period to be four weeks for crossover 

studies in this review, so the only crossover study eligible was Cook (1990). However, a second 

crossover study (Lucey 1987) became eligible because individual patient data were reported, 

allowing calculation of first period results. This gave the study a ‘pseudo-parallel’ design, 

although the power was reduced. The remaining studies had a parallel design. One study had 

more than two arms: Kruis (1986) compared bran with mebeverine (anti-spasmodic) and 

placebo.  

 

Population 
The definition of IBS varied between studies: two used the Manning criteria (Chapman 1990; 

Cook 1990); two used Rome I (Parisi 2002; Rees 2005); two used Rome II (Aller 2004; Parisi 

2005) and two met criteria defined by the authors that were similar to the above (Fielding 1984; 

Tarpila 2004). In five studies, the authors stated that the participants had IBS, with no further 

explanation (Lucey 1987; Manning 1977; Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 1980; Vilagrasa 1991). The 

remaining seven studies (Arthurs 1983; Dettmar 1999; Fowlie 1992; Kruis 1986; Longstreth 

1981; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Søltoft 1976) did not use a formal definition but described a 

range of symptoms consistent with IBS. 

 

Most studies included a combination of IBS types. Four specified constipation-predominant IBS 

(Cook 1990; Fielding 1984, Rees 2005; Tarpila 2004) and three were unclear (Arthurs 1963; 

Dettmar 1999; Fowlie 1992).  

 

None of the studies stated that any participants had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. 

The majority of studies (13) did not state the number of participants with bloating. Four studies 

reported that some people had bloating (Aller 2004; Kruis 1986; Longstreth 1981; Vilagrasa 

1991). Two studies (Prior and Whorwell 1987; Tarpila 2004) stated that all people had bloating. 

 

Most of the studies did not describe symptom severity. Six studies stated that participants had 

symptoms of mixed severity (Dettmar 1999; Fowlie 1992; Longstreth 1981; Parisi 2002; Parisi 

2005; Prior and Whorwell 1987).  

 

The age range of participants across studies was 14 to 82 years, with the mean age (where 

given) ranging from 25.8 to 45 years. No study particularly identified elderly people. All studies 

had more women than men. 
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Interventions 
The studies varied in the type of fibre used: six had insoluble fibre (wheatbran); eight had 

soluble fibre (six ispaghula, one partially hydrolysed guar gum [‘PHGG’], one psyllium); five had 

mixed fibres: studies used a combination of fruit, vegetables and cereal.  

 

One study gave the fibre in a capsule form (Fowlie 1992), eight gave the fibre as a supplement 

(Arthurs 1983; Chapman 1990; Dettmar 1999; Fowlie 1992; Longstreth 1981; Prior and 

Whorwell 1987; Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 1980); and the rest added fibre to the diet with food (e.g. 

bran-containing biscuits).  

 

A fibre level of 18g per day is regarded as a threshold dose. When assessing dose we 

considered both the amount of additional fibre and the amount of total fibre (intervention plus 

that in the diet). The amount of additional fibre ranged from 7g per day (Dettmar 1999), although 

a third 3.5g sachet could be added if needed, to 40g per day (Fielding 1984). Ten studies gave 

additional fibre as amounts of less than 18g (Chapman 1990; Dettmar 1999; Fowlie 1992; Kruis 

1986; Lucey 1987; Parisi 2005; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Rees 2005; Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 

1980). Nine studies gave more than 18g (Aller 2004; Arthurs 1983; Cook 1990; Fielding 1984; 

Longstreth 1981; Parisi 2002; Manning 1977; Søltoft 1976; Villagrasa 1991). One study (Tarpila 

2004) gave 12 to 24g daily. 

 

Eight studies reported the total fibre in the intervention arm (Aller 2004; Arthurs 1983; Cook 

1990; Fielding 1984; Fowlie 1992; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Tarpila 2004; Villagrasa 1991).  

 

The duration of the intervention ranged from four weeks (Arthurs 1983; Dettmar 1999; Fielding 

1984; Parisi 2002) to two years (Villagrasa 1991). One study reported follow-up after the end of 

the trial (Parisi 2005; 3 months follow-up). 

 
Comparisons 
The included studies covered the following comparisons: 

• Eleven comparisons of fibre versus placebo, including one versus usual diet (Kruis 1986); 

and one versus reduced fibre (Manning 1977): 

o Four gave soluble fibre (Arthurs 1983; Longstreth 1981; Prior and Whorwell 1987; 

Ritchie 1979) 

o Six gave insoluble fibre (Cook 1990; Kruis 1986; Lucey 1987; Manning 1977; Rees 

2005; Søltoft 1976) 

o One gave mixed fibre (Fowlie 1992); 

• Three studies compared different classes of fibre:  

o Two studies compared  soluble versus insoluble fibre 

 PHGG versus bran (Parisi 2002) 
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 Ispaghula versus bran (Ritchie 1980) 

o One study compared mixed versus soluble fibre  

 Ground flax seed (containing 20% flaxseed oil) versus psyllium (Tarpila 2004); 

• One study compared different types of fibre in the same class (mixed): 

o One study compared different combinations of fruit and cereal fibre (Fielding 1984); 

• Two studies compared different doses of fibre: 

o One compared 30.5g with 10.4g of mixed fibre. However, the proportion of soluble 

fibre differed between the two groups (13% versus 19%) (Aller 2004) 

o One study compared 5 and 10g of PHGG (Parisi 2005); 

• Two studies compared fibre + mebeverine versus mebeverine + dietary advice  (Chapman 

1990; Dettmar 1999) 

• Two studies compared fibre with an antispasmodic (Kruis 1987; Villagrasa 1991). 

 
OUTCOMES 
The studies measured a range of outcomes.  

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with improvement in global symptoms 
Ten studies recorded the participants’ assessment of improvement (Fowlie 1992; Kruis 1986; 

Longstreth 1981; Lucey 1987; Parisi 2002; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Rees 2005; Ritchie 1979; 

Ritchie 1980; Søltoft 1976) and one (Arthurs 1983) appeared to record a clinician’s assessment. 

 

b) Number of people with deterioration in global symptoms 
Four studies recorded the participants’ assessment of deterioration (Longstreth 1981; Lucey 

1987; Parisi 2002; Søltoft 1976). 

 

c) Global symptom score (mean)  
Global symptom scores combined pain, bowel habits, flatulence and bloating. This outcome was 

recorded by five studies (Cook 1990; Fowlie 1992; Longstreth 1981; Lucey 1987; Parisi 2005). 

Longstreth (1981) recorded how symptoms interfered with normal activity. 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 

Pain was reported in several ways: the number of people with pain at the end of the study; the 

number of people whose pain improved or worsened compared with the baseline, and; pain 

scores. The pain score recorded a range of features, including severity, frequency and duration, 

or a combination of these. In addition, studies recorded the final scores, mean daily scores or 

the change from baseline. The studies reporting the following outcomes are listed below: 

 

i. Number of people with pain: three studies (Parisi 2002; Prior and Whorwell 1987; 

Villagrasa 1991) 
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ii. Number of people with more pain: one study (Chapman 1990) 

iii. Number of people with no pain: two studies (Prior and Whorwell 1987; Villagrasa 1991) 

iv. Number of people with less pain: four studies (Chapman 1990; Dettmar 1999; Fielding 

1984; Kruis 1986) 

v. Pain score (change and final): six studies (Aller 2004; Cook 1990; Fowlie 1992; 

Longstreth 1981; Manning 1977; Parisi 2005): 

a. Three studies reported pain severity at the end of the study (Cook 1990; Fowlie 1992; 

Parisi 2005) 

b. Two studies reported pain severity from daily diary readings (Longstreth 1981; 

Manning 1977) 

c. One study reported a combined score for pain frequency and severity (Aller 2004) and 

this study also reported change scores. In all cases the highest rating meant worst 

symptoms, although the scales used were not the same. 

 
b) Bloating 

i. Number of people with bloating: two studies (Prior and Whorwell 1987; Villagrasa 1991)  

ii. Number of people with more bloating: one study (Tarpila 2004) 

iii. Number of people with no bloating: two studies (Prior and Whorwell 1987; Villagrasa 

1991) 

iv. Number of people with less bloating: one study (Tarpila 2004) 

v. Bloating score (change and final): no studies reported this outcome. 

 

c) Combined bloating and flatulence score 
Three studies measured end of study scores (Aller 2004; Longstreth 1981; Parisi 2005). 

 

d) Bowel habits 
i. Number of people with improved bowel habits 
Eight studies recorded the number of people with improved bowel habits (Chapman 1990; 

Dettmar 1999; Fielding 1984; Kruis 1986; Manning 1977; Parisi 2002; Tarpila 2004; Villagrasa 

1991). Of these, two reported normalisation of bowel habits (Parisi 2002; Villagrasa 1991), and 

the rest reported the patient’s assessment of improvement. 

 

ii. Stool score (aggregate) 
Three studies (Aller 2004; Fowlie 1992; Longstreth 1981) measured an aggregate of frequency, 

consistency and straining. Fowlie (1992) reported the sum of number of stools x consistency 

score (1=hard; 5=watery), for people whose IBS type was unclear; we regarded this outcome as 

unhelpful. Longstreth (1981) reported the number of normal stools and this study was included 

in the analysis. 
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e) Quality of life  
Two studies reported a measure of quality of life (Fielding 1984; Parisi 2005). Parisi (2005) 

reported the social functioning item on the SF-36 scale. 

 

f) Adverse events  
Two studies reported adverse effects (Chapman 1990; Villagrasa 1991). 

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY    
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D. The method 

of randomisation was reported in one study, classified as partially adequate (Manning 1977; 

drawing a randomly numbered card). The other studies did not state the method of 

randomisation.  

 

Allocation concealment was reported in two studies (Parisi 2002; Parisi 2005), both of which 

reported a partially adequate method in which randomisation and analysis were said to be 

‘supervised by a statistician’.  

 

Nine studies reported that the outcome assessors were blinded to the interventions (Cook 1990; 

Fielding 1984; Longstreth 1981; Manning 1977; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 

1980; Søltoft 1976; Tarpila 2004). One study stated that the outcome assessors were not 

blinded (Parisi 2002). The remaining studies did not report blinding of outcome assessors. 

 

Eleven studies reported that the participants were blinded to the interventions (Arthurs 1983; 

Cook 1990; Fowlie 1992; Longstreth 1981; Lucey 1987; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Rees 2005; 

Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 1980; Søltoft 1976; Tarpila 2004). Eight studies stated that the participants 

were not blinded (or this was deduced from intervention differences) (Aller 2004; Chapman 

1990; Dettmar 1999; Fielding 1984; Kruis 1986; Manning 1977; Parisi 2002; Villagrasa 1991). 

One study (Parisi 2005) was unclear about patient blinding. 

 

Only one study (Cook 1990) described an a-priori power calculation. Several studies included in 

the review demonstrated baseline comparability of the groups, but eight did not give baseline 

characteristics (Arthurs 1983; Dettmar 1999; Longstreth 1981; Lucey 1987; Manning 1977; 

Ritchie 1979; Ritchie 1980; Søltoft 1976). 

 

Six studies reported no withdrawals (Aller 2004; Dettmar 1999; Lucey 1987; Parisi 2002; Ritchie 

1979; Ritchie 1980). Four studies reported that more than 20% of people in at least one arm (or 

overall) were not analysed or were lost to follow-up (attrition bias): 

• Cook (1990): 5/14 (36%) of participants withdrew from the study 
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• Longstreth (1981): 6/40 (15%) on placebo and 11/37 (30%) on psyllium did not complete the 

study. 3/6 and 7/11 respectively dropped out because of dislike for the study preparation or 

failure to improve; 1/6 and 1/7 dropped out because their symptoms improved 

• Prior and Whorwell (1987): 8/40 (20%) withdrew from ispaghula group; 15/40 (38%) 

withdrew from placebo group. This study reported most recent data carried forward in the 

analysis, but this is not an approved method of handling missing data. The study also stated 

that 4/8 and 10/15 withdrawals, respectively, were because of treatment failure. 

• Rees (2005): 2/14 (14%) did not complete the study in the intervention arm and 4/14 (29%) 

on placebo. There were no further details. 

 

Thus, Cook (1990), Longstreth (1981), Prior and Whorwell (1987) and Rees (2005) were treated 

with caution and examined in sensitivity analyses. 

 

The risk of bias was assessed for each included study. Four studies were assessed as being at 

higher risk of bias (Cook 1990; Longstreth 1981; Prior and Whorwell 1987; Rees 2005 – attrition 

bias) and were treated with caution. The eight studies that reported that the participants were 

not blinded (Aller 2004; Chapman 1990; Dettmar 1999; Fielding 1984; Kruis 1986; Manning 

1977; Parisi 2002; Villagrasa 1991) were also treated more cautiously. 

 
RESULTS  
A. Fibre versus Placebo 

There were eleven studies that compared fibre with placebo (Arthurs 1983; Cook 1990; Fowlie 

1992; Kruis 1986; Longstreth 1981; Lucey 1987 first period only; Manning 1977; Prior and 

Whorwell 1987; Rees 2005; Ritchie 1979; Søltoft 1976). Two of these studies were in people 

with constipation-predominant IBS (Cook 1990; Rees 2005); three did not specify the type of 

IBS (Arthurs 1983; Fowlie 1992; Ritchie 1979) and the remainder had mixed IBS types. 

Therefore the studies were not stratified by IBS type. Similarly, there was too little information 

to separate by severity, post-infective cause or bloating status.  

 

Where outcomes were measured at different times during the study, we took the end-study 

results unless there were significant numbers of withdrawals or problems with compliance. 

Therefore, for the Kruis (1986) study we took the values at four weeks. The results in Rees 

(2005) were collected between week 8 and week 12  (11 people were assessed at week 8; six 

at week 9; three at week 10; one at week 11, and; one at week 12). 

 

1. Global symptoms  
a) Number of people with improvement in global symptoms 
Nine studies with 545 participants reported this outcome. Overall the relative risk was 1.18 

(95% CI 1.03 to 1.35), i.e. statistically significant, in favour of fibre. 
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Figure 1 

 
 

Subgroup analysis into soluble and insoluble fibres (Figure 2) gave some suggestion that 

soluble fibre was more effective than insoluble, however, this conclusion was fairly reliant on 

the Prior and Whorwell (1987) study, which had some attrition bias and was analysed using 

the last measurement carried forward method. A sensitivity analysis without Prior and 

Whorwell (1987), Longstreth (1981), Rees (2005 - attrition bias) and Kruis (1986 - which did 

not have a placebo comparator) showed little difference in global improvement between fibre 

and placebo overall, although the results for soluble fibre were still significant (Figure 3a).  

 

Figure 2:  
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Figure 3: Sensitivity analysis 

 
 

Sensitivity analysis by method of ingestion 
A further sensitivity analysis was carried out on the studies that were not at risk of bias, to 

investigate if there was an effect of supplementary fibre compared with dietary fibre. This was 

examined in a subgroup analysis (Figure 3b). There was heterogeneity (I2=58%, p=0.09) in 

the supplement group, which was probably caused by different types of fibre.  

 

Figure 3b 

 
 

b) Number of people with deterioration in global symptoms 
Three studies reported this outcome, and included 140 participants (Figure 4). The numbers of 

events were few and there was too much uncertainty (wide confidence interval) to draw 

conclusions. 
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Figure 4: 

 
 

c) Global symptom score (mean)  
This outcome was recorded by four studies (Cook 1990; Fowlie 1992; Longstreth 1981; Lucey 

1987), and different scales were used. Fowlie (1992) did not give scores for the two groups 

and Cook (1990) was a crossover design (and had some attrition bias). In view of the different 

scales it was not possible to meta-analyse the parallel and crossover studies using the generic 

inverse variance method, so the two remaining parallel studies and the crossover study were 

analysed separately using the standardised mean difference. The results were inconclusive 

(Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
The following studies measured pain: 

i.  Number of people with no pain: one study (Prior and Whorwell 1987) 

ii.  Number of people with less pain: three studies (Kruis 1986) 

iii. Pain score (final): four studies (Cook 1990; Fowlie et al 1992; Longstreth et al 1981; 

Manning 1977); 

vi. Two studies reported pain severity at the end of the study (Cook 1990; Fowlie 1992) 

iv. Two studies reported pain severity from daily diary readings (Longstreth 1981; Manning 

1977). 

 

Figure 6 shows the number of people with less pain and the number of people with no pain, in 

two single studies. The confidence intervals were too wide to draw conclusions.  
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Figure 6 

 
 

Fowlie (1992) only gave the difference in the mean change score from baseline and its 

95%CI, which was 1 (95%CI -1.5, 4), i.e. not statistically significant. 

 

Combining the other three studies recording pain score, using the standardised mean 

difference (Figure 7), showed little difference between fibre and placebo, but the data was 

limited.   

 

Figure 7 

 

 

b) Bloating 
Only one study (Prior and Whorwell 1987) reported bloating (Figure 8). This showed that 

statistically significantly more people had bloating when they took fibre (soluble) compared 

with placebo. It should be noted that this was a last measurement carried forward analysis, but 

that a large proportion withdrew from the study in the ispaghula group. 
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Figure 8 

 
 

c) Combined bloating and flatulence score 
One study reported this outcome (Longstreth 1981). The results showed a small non-

significant difference (0.31 on a scale of 0 to 4) in favour of placebo. We noted that this study 

had attrition bias. 

 

Figure 9 

 
d) Bowel habits 
i. Number of people with improved bowel habits 
Two studies, with 106 participants, recorded the number of people with improved bowel habits 

(Kruis 1986; Manning 1977). Meta-analysis showed some heterogeneity between studies and 

a wide confidence interval. Each study was a comparison with a non-placebo comparator (low 

fibre or usual diet). 

 

Figure 10 

 
 

ii. Stool score (aggregate) 
Longstreth (1981) reported the number of normal stools per week. The confidence interval 

was fairly wide (-2.0 to 2.6), but there was little difference between fibre and placebo. We 

noted that this study had attrition bias. 
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Figure 11 

 
 

B. Fibre type 1 versus Fibre type 2 
B1. Insoluble versus soluble fibre 

Two studies compared insoluble and soluble fibre: Parisi (2002) compared wheat bran 

(insoluble; 30g/day) with guar gum (soluble; 5g/day) in people with a mixture of IBS types; 

Ritchie (1980) compared coarse natural bran (insoluble; 20g/day) with ispaghula (soluble; 

Fibogel 7g/day). 

 
1. Global outcomes 
a) Global improvement of symptoms 
Meta-analysis of two studies (Parisi 2002; Ritchie 1980) in 281 people, found a statistically 

significant increase in the number of people reporting improved global symptoms in favour of 

the soluble fibre (RR 0.61, 95% CI 0.51 to 0.73), with no heterogeneity. This corresponded to 

a number needed to harm of 3 (95%CI 2, 4), for a soluble group rate of 69 to 88%. 

 

Figure 12 

 
 

b) Global deterioration in symptoms 
One study (Parisi 2002) showed a wide confidence interval for this outcome and conclusions 

could not be drawn. 
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Figure 13 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
One study (Parisi 2002) showed little difference between the interventions for the number of 

people with pain. 

 

Figure 14 

 
 

b) Bowel habits 
There was no significant difference in the number of people with improved bowel habits.  

 

Figure 15 

 
 

B2. Mixed fibre versus soluble fibre 
Tarpila (2004) compared 6 to 24g/day flax seed (mixed fibre: 33% insoluble, 11% soluble, 

20% flaxseed oil) with 6 to 24g/day psyllium (soluble), in 55 people with IBS-C.  
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a) Bloating 
There were significantly more people with a reduction in bloating for the mixed fibres (flax 

seeds) group, compared to psyllium. 

 

Figure 16a 

 
 

The number of people with more bloating also significantly favoured the mixed fibre, although 

the confidence interval was very wide. 

 

Figure 16b 

 
 
b) Bowel habits 
There was no significant difference in the number of people with improved bowel habits.  

 

Figure 17 

 
 

C. Mixed fibre 1 versus mixed fibre 2 
One study (Fielding 1984) compared 40g of mixed fibre diet with different proportions of cereal 

and fruit/vegetables 75% cereal versus 25% cereal. The study recorded a state of well being 

score and individual symptom outcomes. 
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1. Number of people with an improved state of well being 
There was little difference between interventions, although the confidence interval was fairly 

wide. 

 

Figure 18 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Number of people with less pain 
There was little difference in pain incidence between the two types of mixed fibre. 

 

Figure 19 

 
 

b) Number of people with improved bowel habit 
There was little difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 20 

 
 

D. Fibre dose 1 versus fibre dose 2  
Two studies compared different doses of fibre (Aller 2004; Parisi 2005). In the former, the 

comparison was 30.5 versus 10.4g /day of mixed fibre over 12 weeks (i.e. above versus below 

the 18g/day threshold). The latter compared 10 and 5g/day of partially hydrolysed guar gum 

over 12 weeks, which was then followed up for a further 12 weeks. 
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a) Global symptom score 
There was little difference between interventions in a single study in 96 patients, and the 

further 12 weeks follow-up did not change this conclusion 

 

Figure 21 

 
 

b) Pain score 
There was a small, non-significant difference between interventions, favouring the lower dose 

of soluble fibre in Parisi (2005) at 12 weeks, which decreases to zero after a further 12 weeks. 

There was no significant difference in the two doses (above and below the threshold) for the 

Aller (2004) study. 

 

Figure 22 

 
 

c) General bloating and flatus score 
There is little difference between dose levels in either study. 
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Figure 23 

 
 

d) Bowel scores 
There is little difference between doses for the Aller (2004) study. 

 

Figure 24 

 
 

E. Fibre plus another intervention versus another intervention alone 
Two studies (Dettmar 1999; Chapman 1990) assessed ispaghula plus mebeverine (anti-

spasmodic) versus mebeverine plus high fibre dietary advice. Each study reported the number 

of people improved in terms of abdominal pain, and in terms of improvements in bowel habit, 

at 4 weeks. 

 

Figure 25 

   
Figure 26 
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F. Protective effects of fibre for the prevention of colorectal adenomas and carcinomas, 
coronary heart disease and breast cancer 
1. Colorectal Cancer 
The role of diet in the development of colorectal cancer has long been hypothesised. Although 

there are many studies investigating the relationship between diet and colorectal cancer, the 

exact relationship remains unclear.    

 

In the 1970’s epidemiological studies first suggested an inverse relationship between foods 

rich in dietary fibre and the incidence of colorectal cancer. However, many of these studies 

were case-control designs, which were subject to selection bias and recall bias. Evidence from 

two large cohort studies (the Nurses Health Study in 88,757 women and the Health 

Professionals’ Follow-up Study in 47,325 men) found that dietary fibre had no significant effect 

on the risk of colorectal cancer. A further cohort study in 61,463 people, however, found a 

weak association between fruit consumption and reduction in risk, but no association between 

cereal intake and risk. More recently a Cochrane review (Asano 2002) of five large 

randomised trials showed no significant protective effect of fibre on the development of 

colorectal adenomas within two to four years.  

 

2. Coronary Heart Disease (CHD) 
Prior to 2000, a number of reviews investigated the relationship between diet and CHD and 

Stroke. Since 2000 several studies have concentrated on the relationship between wholegrain 

dietary intake and CHD, and there is a body of evidence to support a 20 to 40% risk reduction 

of CHD for those who consume a diet rich in wholegrains compared to those who do not. 

However many studies have not shown an independent effect of fibre alone. The only RCT in 

secondary prevention of CHD that advised participants to eat more cereal fibre showed no 

reduction in the reinfarction rate, but there was no data on primary prevention. There was 

strong evidence to suggest that wheat fibre does not lower cholesterol.  

 

Cereal products provide around 30% of total energy intake in British adults. Several nutrients 

contained in cereals have the potential to reduce the risk factors for CHD (linoleic acid, fibre 

vitamin E, selenium and folate, phytoestrogens of the lignan family, phenolic acids with 

antioxidant properties). It should be noted that some processed cereal foods are high in salt 

and could contribute to raising blood pressure. 

 

Over 40 human trials have shown that oat fibre tends to lower plasma total and LDL 

cholesterol but wheat fibre does not. Rice bran and barley may also lower cholesterol but 

intake of barley tends to be too low to have an effect.  

  

There is no clear association, negative or positive, between total cereal consumption and 

CHD. 
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The intake of wholegrain foods may protect against heart disease and stroke but the exact 

mechanism is not clear. Fibre, magnesium, folate and vitamins B6 and E may be important. 

 

The Joint Health Claims Initiative states that the evidence supports the association between 

regular consumption of wholegrains and a healthy heart but that it is insufficient to 

demonstrate cause and effect.  

 

3. Breast Cancer 
In the mid 1980’s the role of fibre in breast cancer was suggested. There have been many 

studies including case control studies in several populations reporting a reduced risk for breast 

cancer for individuals with a high intake of dietary fibre. Other studies were contradictory and 

the positive effect of fibre for breast cancer risk reduction was not confirmed by prospective 

cohort studies in the US (Holmes 2004; Terry 2002). A recent study (Cade 2007) investigated 

the relationship between dietary fibre intake and breast cancer in a large cohort of British 

women. The conclusions were that total fibre of more than 30g/day was protective against 

breast cancer in pre-menopausal women relative to an intake of less than 20g/day, but was 

not significant in post-menopausal women. After assessing this study we had some 

reservations.  

• The population were highly selected and not necessarily representative 

• Lower levels of fibre intake were not protective and subgroup analysis according to fruit, 

vegetable and cereal fibre showed no significant effect  

• There was no data available on the effects of soluble and insoluble fibre (Cade, personal 

communication to GDG).  

 

A recent large RCT (Pierce 2007) in 3088 women investigated the effect on prognosis, 

following treatment for breast cancer, of a diet very high in vegetables, fruit and fibre and low 

in fat, plus telephone counselling, in comparison to dietary guidelines. The trial found no 

reduction of breast cancer events (recurrence or new primary) or any improvement in survival 

over a 7.5 year follow-up period. 

 

There is currently insufficient evidence to demonstrate a causal relationship between total 

cereal consumption and breast cancer prevention. Studies have not investigated the specific 

effects of soluble and insoluble fibre.  

 

In summary, the protective effects of fibre for the prevention of colorectal adenomas and 

carcinomas, coronary heart disease and breast cancer remain uncertain.  
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GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG discussed the use of fibre at some length, also taking into account a survey of the use 

of bran in people with IBS in primary and secondary care (Miller 2006). This paper suggested 

that bran was not especially effective in primary care, improving symptoms in 27/100 people 

with IBS, with 22/100 reporting an exacerbation of symptoms. This was significantly fewer than 

found in people in secondary care. The effects of soluble fibre were similar in both primary care 

and secondary care. The study highlighted the issues of extrapolating the response to treatment 

in IBS from different care settings.   

 

The GDG unanimously agreed that the practice in primary care of recommending high fibre diets 

to people with IBS should cease. They suggested that GPs should investigate the person’s 

usual fibre intake with a view to modifying fibre levels to suit the symptom profile and they 

should monitor the person’s response to dietary modification. GDG consensus was that wheat 

bran should not be recommended for people with IBS as it is ineffective in the management of 

symptoms and may even increase symptoms in some people. It may be preferential for the 

dietary fibre intake to be closer to 12g/day rather than 18g/day. If an increase in fibre were 

needed, this should be in the form of soluble fibre. Although the RCT evidence for the beneficial 

effect of soluble fibre was based on trials using supplements such as ispaghula, the GDG 

wished to give an example of a dietary food that is high in soluble fibre in their recommendation. 

They also took into consideration the protective effect of oats on cholesterol levels. GDG 

consensus was that oats should be given as an example of a food high in soluble fibre. 

 

The GDG noted that any protective effect of fibre is from food rich in dietary fibre as opposed to 

supplemental fibre, because the former contain other nutrients and phytochemicals and the 

roles these play may be more important than the fibre alone.  

 
HEALTH ECONOMIC EVIDENCE 
The cost effectiveness of fibre was not estimated as fibre is not prescribed but purchased by 

people with IBS as part of their food or as an over the counter food supplement. 

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There is a moderate amount of weak evidence to show that significantly more patients have 

improved global symptoms when taking soluble fibre compared with placebo, and that there 

is no significant difference for insoluble fibre compared with placebo.  

 

2. There is weak evidence to show no significant effect on global symptoms of the means of 

delivery of fibre, whether given as a food or as a supplement. 
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3. There is good evidence to show that significantly more patients have improved global 

symptoms when taking soluble fibre compared with insoluble fibre; however there is no 

significant difference in pain or in improvement in bowel habits. 

 

4. There is a fair evidence to show that flax seed containing flaxseed oil gave significantly less 

bloating than psyllium in people with IBS, but there was no significant difference in the 

number of people with improved bowel habits. 

 

5. There is a moderate amount of fair evidence to show no significant difference in the state of 

well being and the number of patients with reduced pain, or improved bowel habit, when 

comparing a mixed diet containing 25 % or 75% cereal.  

 

6. There is limited evidence to show little effect of fibre dose on pain, bloating and bowel 

scores in people with IBS. 

 

7. There is inconsistent evidence of a protective effect of fibre on colorectal cancer, breast 

cancer and coronary heart disease, and a causal protective relationship has not been 

demonstrated. 

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The GDG took into consideration the clinical evidence on the effectiveness of high fibre diets, 

together with their clinical experience of deleterious effects of a high fibre diet; they balanced 

these with a consideration of the protective nature of fibre against cancers and heart disease, as 

determined in the general population. The GDG was unanimous that the practice of 

recommending that people with IBS eat a diet high in fibre should cease, and recommended that 

the first stage in improving a person’s diet was to review the fibre intake and adjust accordingly. 

The improvement in IBS symptoms due to soluble fibre was noted, and its possible protective 

effect against heart disease, so that the GDG recommended soluble fibre if an increase in fibre 

was required.  Soluble fibre should be either in the form of supplements (as in the RCT 

evidence) or as foods high in soluble fibre, such as oats (from GDG consensus). 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Healthcare professionals should review the fibre intake of people with IBS, adjusting 

(usually reducing) it while monitoring the effect on symptoms. People with IBS should be 

discouraged from eating insoluble fibre (for example, bran). If an increase in dietary fibre is 

advised, it should be soluble fibre such as ispaghula powder or foods high in soluble fibre 

(for example, oats). 
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7.4  Probiotics and prebiotics 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to the probiotics review and are reported below. 

 
Types of studies 
The GDG decided that crossover studies should not be included in this review because it was 

unclear whether probiotics effected longer term changes or how long they were retained in the 

gut. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies should include the following interventions: 

• Single probiotics 

• Combination probiotics 

• Single prebiotics 

• Synbiotics. 

 

Probiotics may be given as a food or as an enteric coated capsule. Prebiotics should fulfil three 

criteria: (a) resistance to gastric acidity, hydrolysis by mammalian enzymes and gastrointestinal 

absorption; (b) fermentation by intestinal microflora; (c) selective stimulation of the growth and/or 

activity of intestinal bacteria associated with health and well-being. Acceptable prebiotics are 

mainly fructo-oligosaccharides, galacto-oligosaccharides and lactulose.  
 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Single probiotic versus placebo 

• Combination probiotic versus placebo 

• Single prebiotic versus placebo 

• Synbiotics versus placebo 

• Probiotic 1 versus probiotic 2 

• Probiotic dose 1 versus dose 2 

• Intervention duration 1 versus duration 2. 

 

The probiotics review was concerned only with longer-term maintenance treatment.  

 

In spite of the large placebo effect associated with IBS, comparisons with no treatment were 

included, and the minimum duration of treatment was four weeks. 

 
Stratification and Subgroup analyses 
Pre and probiotics were to be treated separately. We planned to carry out subgroup analyses as 

follows: 
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o Type of probiotic (single, combination) 

o Nature of bacteria, including the strain (e.g. Lactobacillus salivarius, Bifidobacterium infantis, 

Streptococcus faecium) 

o Dose (above and below 1 x 106 bacteria per day; this was later revised to 106, 108, 1010 

subgroups and the GDG later excluded studies with levels below 1 x 106)  

o Duration of intervention (5-8, 9-12, 13-16, 16+ weeks).  

 

We also planned to investigate the effect of enteric coated capsules compared with the addition 

of probiotics as a food. 

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). The search strategies 

are listed in Appendix B. 

The titles and abstracts from the search strategy were assessed. Thirty-seven were identified to 

be potentially relevant to the review and these papers were retrieved in full. Thirteen studies met 

the inclusion criteria for the review. The reference lists of these were inspected for further 

potential papers, but none were identified. The excluded studies are listed in Appendix E, along 

with reasons for exclusion.  

 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 

Thirteen studies met the inclusion criteria for the review (Bittner 2005; Gade 1989; Kajander 

2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Niedzielin 2001; Niv 2005; Nobaek 2000; Olesen 2000; O’Mahony 

2004; Saggioro 2004; Tsuchiya 2004; Whorwell 2006). One study was conducted in the UK 

(Whorwell 2006) and one was carried out in Ireland (O’Mahony 2004). Two were conducted in 

Italy, three in the USA, two in Denmark and one each in Finland, Sweden, Poland and Israel.   

 

The majority of studies had fewer than 100 patients. Two studies (Kajander 2005; Whorwell 

2006) had more than 100 patients in total.   

 

Study Design 
Setting: The majority of studies took place in secondary care, but three were carried out in 

primary care (Bittner 2005; Gade 1989; Whorwell 2006) and one was assumed to be primary 

care (Nobaek 2000; recruited by newspaper advertisement). One study had patients from both 

primary and secondary care (O’Mahony 2004; patients from gastroenterology clinics and 

newspaper advertisement). 

 

All the studies included in the review had a parallel design. 
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One study (O’Mahony 2004) had 3 arms comparing Lactobacillus salivarius UCC4431, 

Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 and placebo malted milk. Whorwell (2006) compared three 

different doses of encapsulated Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 with placebo in women with IBS. 

This gave a total of 20 comparisons in the review. 

 

Population 
The definition of IBS varied between studies: two used the Manning criteria (Niedzielin 2001; 

Olesen 2000); one used the Rome I criteria (Kajander 2005); one met criteria defined by the 

authors that were similar to the above (Gade 1989); and the rest used the Rome II criteria. 

 

All studies but one included patients who had a range of IBS types; the other study specified 

diarrhoea predominant IBS symptoms (Kim 2003). Only one study (Niv 2005) stated that the 

participants had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. 

 

The majority of studies (12) did not state the number of participants with bloating. Five studies 

had some patients with bloating measured as an outcome (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Olesen 

2000; Tsuchiya 2004; Whorwell 2006). Two studies (Kim 2005; Niedzielin 2001) identified all 

patients as having bloating. 

 

Most of the studies described symptom severity as mixed; one study described the symptoms 

as mild (Nobaek 2000). Two studies did not state symptom severity (Kajander 2005; O’Mahony 

2004). Three studies suggested that the patients had refractory IBS: Saggioro (2004) reported 

that the patients had been treated with drugs without success; Niedzielin (2001) stated that all 

patients had been referred to secondary care because of problems with management; Tsuchiya 

(2004) reported that all patients had undergone a number of treatments without significant and 

lasting benefit. 

 

The age range of participants across studies was 19 to 78 years, with the mean age (where 

given) ranging from 34 to 48 years. No study particularly identified elderly participants.  

All studies had a ratio of women to men greater than one. Whorwell (2006) included only women 

participants. 

 
Interventions 
The studies varied in the type of probiotics used:  

• Six used a single probiotic (Gade 1989; Niedzielin 2001; Niv 2005; Nobaek 2000; O’Mahony 

2004; Whorwell 2006)  

• Five used a combination of probiotics (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Saggioro 2004; 

Tsuchiya 2004) 

• One study used a prebiotic (Olesen 2000)  

• One gave a pre/probiotic combination (Bittner 2005).   
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A range of different bacteria was used, and included various strains of Lactobacillus, 

Bifidobacterium and Streptococcus. Further details are available in the Appendix. 

 

Three studies gave the probiotic in a capsule form (Kajander 2005; Whorwell 2006; Bittner 

2005), two gave a tablet (Gade and Thorn 1989; Niv 2005) and the remainder used a food 

source or solution as the means of ingestion. The food sources used included milk or milk 

products, yoghurt, oatmeal soup and fruit drinks.  The GDG considered the medium in which the 

probiotics were ingested to be an important difference and decided to consider, as subgroups, 

capsules versus other delivery routes. Whether the intervention was given with food was also 

considered important because of the increased levels of bile salts, as a result of digestive 

process, which are a serious obstacle to probiotic survival. However only three studies gave 

details as to when the probiotics were taken: Niedzielin (2001) directed that they should be 

taken before breakfast and two hours after the evening meal; in Gade (1989) the dose was 

given in the morning and evening with meals; and Olesen (2000) required the dose of prebiotics 

be taken with breakfast.  

 

The GDG defined the minimum dose of probiotic as 1 x106. The doses of probiotic varied 

considerably, and ranged from 8x106 (Gade 1989) to 4x1010 (Niedzielin 2001) for single 

probiotics, and 5x109 to 5x1011 for combination probiotics. It is noted that the activity of the 

probiotics vary according to strain. 

 

The duration of the intervention ranged from four weeks (Gade 1989; Niedzielin 2001; Nobaek 

2000; Saggioro 2004; Whorwell 2006) to six months (Kajander 2005; Niv 2005). Three studies 

had durations of eight weeks (Kim 2003; Kim 2005; O’Mahony 2004), and two studies had 

interventions lasting 12 weeks (Olesen 2000; Tsuchiya 2004). One study followed the patients 

for 12 months (Nobaek 2000). 

 
Comparisons 
The included studies covered the following comparisons:  

• Nine comparisons of a single probiotic versus placebo (Gade 1989; Niedzielin 2001; Niv 

2005; Nobaek 2000; O’Mahony 2004 x 2; Whorwell 2006 x3)  

o Lactobacillus salivarius UCC4331 (1x1010) in malted milk drink (O’Mahony 2004) 

o Lactobacillus plantarum DSM 9843 (5x107 CFU) in oatmeal soup (Nobaek 2000)  

o Lactobacillus plantarum 299V (5x107) in oatmeal soup (Niedzielin 2001) 

o Lactobacillus reuteri ATCC 55730 (1x108 ) tablet (Niv 2005) 

o Two used Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 (O’Mahony 2004 (1x1010) in malted milk 

drink; Whorwell (2006) 1x106, 1x108, 1x1010 CFU in capsule) 

o Streptococcus faecium (dose estimated as 8x106) tablet (Gade 1989); 

• Five comparisons of a combination of probiotics versus placebo: 
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o Two studies used VSL3 powder sachet (Bifidobacterium 3 strains, Lactobacillus 4 

strains, Streptococcus 1 strain) (Kim 2003; Kim 2005) 

o SCM-III solution (Lactobacillus acidophilus1.25x106 CFU; Lactobacillus helveticus 

1.3x109; bifidobacterium 4.95x10^9) (Tsuchiya 2004) 

o Lactobacillus rhamnosus GG, L. rhamnosus LC705, Bacillus breve Bb99, 

P.freudenreichii ssp.shermanii JS capsule (Kajander 2005) 

o Lactobacillus plantarum LPO1 & Bifidobacterium Breve BRO 5x109 CFU sachet 

dissolved in water (Saggioro 2004); 

• One study compared two different probiotics (Lactobacillus salivarius UCC4331 versus 

Bifidobacterium infantis 35624) (O’Mahony 2004) 

• One study compared three doses of probiotics (Whorwell 2006; 3 comparisons) 

• One comparison of Prebiotic versus placebo (Oleson and Hoyer 2000) 

• One comparison of a pre/probiotic capsule versus placebo, but this study contained no 

analysable data (Bittner 2005). 

 
OUTCOMES 
The studies measured a range of outcomes.  

 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with an improvement in global symptoms 
Seven studies recorded the patients’ assessment of improvement (Gade 1989; Kajander 2005; 

Kim 2003; Niedzielin 2001; Olesen 2000; Tsuchiya 2004 – overall clinical effectiveness; 

Whorwell 2006 – adequate symptom relief) and two (Gade 1989; Tsuchiya 2004) also recorded 

a clinician assessment. 

 

b) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score was recorded by seven studies (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Niv 2005; 

Nobaek 2000; O’Mahony 2004; Saggioro 2004; Whorwell 2006), but Saggioro (2004) recorded 

the percentage change in global symptom score. 

 

c) Global improvement in symptoms score (mean) 
This outcome was recorded by two studies (Kim 2003; Olesen 2000). 

 

d) Number of patients with deterioration in global symptoms 
This outcome was recorded by three studies (Gade 1989; Olesen 2000; Tsuchiya 2004). 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Pain was reported in several ways, either giving the number of patients with pain at the end of 

the study, the number of patients whose pain improved or worsened compared with the 
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baseline, and pain scores. The latter recorded a range of features, including severity, frequency 

and duration, or a combination of these. In addition, studies recorded the final scores, mean 

daily scores or the change from baseline. The studies reporting the following outcomes are 

listed below: 

• Number of patients with pain: three studies (Gade 1989; Olesen 2000; Niedzielin 2001) 

• Pain score: eight studies recorded a pain score (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; 

Nobaek 2000; O’Mahony 2004; Saggioro 2004; Tsuchiya 2004; Whorwell 2006), although 

Saggioro (2004) recorded the percentage change in pain score. 

In all cases the highest rating meant worst symptoms, although the scales used were not 

the same. 

• Number of patients with less pain: one study (Niedzielin 2001). 

 

b) Bloating 

• Number of patients with more bloating (Olesen 2000) 

• Number of patients with less bloating (Kim 2005; Olesen 2000) 

• Bloating score (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; O’Mahony 2004; Tsuchiya 2004; 

Whorwell 2006). 

 

c) Bowel habits 

• Stool frequency (change and final) (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Tsuchiya 2004). 

We decided that stool frequency was an unreliable measure of improvement if the type of 

IBS was not given. Only one of these studies specified the type of IBS (Kim 2003, which 

was in patients with diarrhoea predominant IBS), and the other studies were disregarded for 

this outcome. 

• Stool score which was an aggregate score including stool frequency, consistency, ease of 

passage and completeness of evacuation (Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Nobaek 2000; O’Mahony 

2004).  

 
3. Quality of Life 

• Two studies reported quality of life as an outcome (Niv 2005; Whorwell 2006). 

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
The quality assessment for included trials is shown in Appendix D. The method of randomisation 

was reported in four studies, all of which gave an adequate method: computer generated 

numbers (Gade 1989; Kajander 2005; Olesen 2000) and one picking a card from a pack 

(O’Mahony 2004). The other studies did not state the method of randomisation (Kim 2003; Kim 

2005; Niedzielin 2001; Niv 2005; Nobaek 2000; Tsuchiya 2004; Whorwell 2006). 

 

Allocation concealment was reported in three studies (Kim 2005; Olesen 2000; O’Mahony 

2004), one of which reported a partially adequate method (O’Mahony 2004), in which 
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randomisation and analysis were said to be ‘supervised by a person independent from the 

study’. The other two were classified as having adequate concealment because the sequence 

was retained by a third party. 

 

All the studies reported that the outcome assessors and the patients were blinded to the 

interventions. All described in detail the appearance and taste of the placebo and active 

intervention.  

 

Four studies (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Tsuchiya 2004) described an a-priori power 

calculation. Five studies used an intention to treat analysis (Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Olesen 2000; 

O’Mahony 2004; Whorwell 2006). All studies included in the review demonstrated some level of 

baseline comparability of the groups, but two provided limited data regarding baseline 

characteristics (Gade 1989; Nobaek 2000). 

 

One study had no loss to follow-up (Niedzielin 2001). Three studies reported that more than 

20% of patients in at least one arm (or overall) were not analysed or were lost to follow-up (Kim 

2005; Niv 2005; Olesen 2000). For the Kim (2005) study we used four week data instead. In Niv 

(2005), 9/27 (33%) in the control group withdrew; and in Olesen (2000), 14/52 (27%) did not 

complete the 12 week comparative phase in FOS group. 

 

The risk of bias was assessed for each included study and only Niv (2005) and Olesen (2000) 

were considered to be at higher risk of bias. These were considered, where possible, in 

sensitivity analyses. 

 
RESULTS  
A. Probiotics versus placebo 

Ten studies compared probiotics (singly or in combination) with placebo (Gade 1989; 

Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Nobaek 2000; Niedzielin 2001; Niv 2005; O’Mahony 

2004; Tsuchiya 2004; Whorwell 2006). 

 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with an improvement in global symptoms 
Six studies (eight comparisons), with 629 patients, recorded the patients’ assessment of 

global improvement (Gade 1989; Kajander 2005, Kim 2003, Niedzielin 2001, Tsuchiya 2004, 

Whorwell 2007). Meta-analysis showed significant heterogeneity (I2=65%; p=0.006). 
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Figure 1 

 
 

This heterogeneity was investigated in terms of the pre-specified subgroup analyses: by type 

of probiotic (single, combination), by duration and by dose and strain of bacterium (Figures 2 

to 3). 

 

Type of probiotic (Figure 2) 

There was still significant heterogeneity in the single probiotic group, but it was not significant 

in the combination probiotic group (I2=31%, p=0.23). Meta-analysis of three studies in 173 

patients showed a statistically significant improvement in global symptoms. This corresponded 

to an NNT of 3 (95%CI 3, 5), for a control group rate of 42 to 47%. We noted there was 

significant heterogeneity for the risk difference (I2=74%, p=0.02), which may have been an 

indication that the particular combination of probiotics was important. 

 

Figure 2: Subgroup analysis by type of probiotic 
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Duration 
The Kajander (2005) study was six months duration, Tsuchiya (2004) was 12 weeks and the 

others were four or eight weeks. This did not account for the heterogeneity amongst studies. 

 

Strain and dose of probiotic (Figure 3) 

All the studies had different strains and/or doses, and the confidence intervals are wide in 

some cases. The heterogeneity may be indicative of different efficacies of the different 

probiotics; most of the probiotics tested in the trials gave a greater improvement in symptoms 

than placebo, but there were some exceptions. Whorwell (2006) showed a maximum in the 

improvement of global symptoms with increasing dose, with only the 108 dose of 

Bifidobacterium infantis being significant at four weeks. The authors attributed this effect to 

dissolution problems of the capsule for particular concentrations (see GDG discussion at the 

end of this review).  

 

Figure 3: By type and dose of bacterium 
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b) Number of patients with deterioration in global symptoms 
This outcome was recorded by two studies (Gade 1989; Tsuchiya 2004). The confidence 

intervals were very wide, although Tsuchiya (2004) was statistically significantly in favour of 

probiotics. 

 

Figure 4: (NB 0.01 to 100 scale) 

 
 

c) Global symptom score (mean)  
This outcome was recorded by seven studies (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Niv 2005; Nobaek 

2000; O’Mahony 2004; Saggioro 2004; Whorwell 2006). One study (Saggioro 2004) reported 

percentage change scores, with p values, so these results are given separately. The other 

studies reported the global symptom score, but on different scales, so the standardised mean 

difference was used to analyse the data (Figure 5). The Niv (2005) values were taken from a 

graph and it was assumed that the standard error was given. This study also had some 

attrition bias, so a sensitivity analysis was repeated excluding this study (Figure 6).  

 

Figure 5 
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Meta-analysis of eight comparisons in 624 patients showed no significant difference between 

probiotics and placebo overall, with little heterogeneity (I2=4%, p=0.41). However, there was a 

statistically significant difference for the combined probiotic subgroup in 105 patients. Meta-

analysis of seven single probiotics showed no significant difference between probiotic and 

placebo, with no heterogeneity. Sensitivity analysis without Niv (2005) made a small 

difference.  

 

The Saggioro (2004) study in 40 patients reported a statistically significant difference in the 

percentage change in IBS symptom severity (-44% versus -8.5% after 28 days; p<0.001 for 

the combined probiotic versus placebo).  

 

Figure 6: Sensitivity analysis without Niv (2005) 

 
 

Subgroup analyses were carried out by strain and dose of bacterium because the GDG was 

uncertain whether studies using different bacteria should be combined. Figure 7 shows the 

studies by bacterium and dose. Most comparisons showed no significant difference compared 

with placebo, including the meta-analysis of two studies in 232 patients, receiving 

Bifidobacterium infantis at a dose of 1x1010 CFU; there was no significant heterogeneity for 

these two studies (I2=6%, p=0.30). There were only two statistically significant comparisons: 

• Encapsulated Bifidobacterium infantis at a dose of 1x108 CFU versus placebo, in 182 

patients. This had a mean difference of -0.33 (95%CI -0.59, -0.07) on a scale of 0 to 15 

(i.e. a fairly small effect) 

• Encapsulated combined probiotic versus placebo in 81 patients. This had a mean 

difference of -6.48 (95%CI -12.56, -0.40) on a scale of 0 to 112.  

 

This may, however, be a size effect; most of the non-significant studies had around 50 

patients or fewer. 
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Figure 7a: Global symptom score 

 
 

Nobaek (2000) also reported 12 month follow-up, but it was unclear if the patients continued to 

modify their diet after the trial had ended. There was a borderline significant effect of 

probiotics at 12 months, but not at 5 to 6 weeks. The scale was 0 to 10. 

 

Figure 7b: Global symptom score – 5/6 weeks and 12 month follow-up 

 
 

e) Global improvement in symptoms score (mean) 
This outcome was recorded by one study (Kim 2003), which showed too much uncertainty to 

draw conclusions. It is unclear what scale is used. 
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Figure 8  

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
i. Number of patients with pain 
Two studies measured this outcome (Gade 1989; Niedzielin 2001) and both separately were 

statistically significantly in favour of probiotic. The relative risk ranged from 0.03 to 0.2 (i.e. 5 to 

33 times less risk of pain with the probiotic). However, combining the studies gave 

heterogeneity (I2=80%; p=0.03). 

 

Figure 9 

 
 

ii. Pain score 
Eight studies (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; Nobaek 2000; O’Mahony 2004; Saggioro 

2004; Tsuchiya 2004; Whorwell 2006) reported a pain score. Saggioro (2004) reported 

percentage change scores, with p values, so these results are given separately.  

 

This outcome showed no significant difference between interventions for the single probiotic 

group (although it is difficult to estimate the width of the confidence interval because the 

standardised mean difference was used) and a highly heterogeneous result for the combined 

probiotics group (I2=93%, p=0.00001), attributable to the Tsuchiya (2004) study, from which 

data were extracted from a graph, which may not have been to scale for the standard 

deviations. In the absence of this study the meta-analysis of three studies gave a statistically 

significant reduction in pain for the combined probiotic group, and no heterogeneity (I2=0%; 

p=0.94).  
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Saggioro (2004) reported a statistically significant difference in the percentage change in pain 

score (-38% versus -18% after 28 days; p<0.05 for the combined probiotic versus placebo).  

 

Figure 10a 

 
 

Figure 10b: Without Tsuchiya 2004 

 
 

Nobaek (2000) also reported 12 month follow-up data, shown in Figure 10c. The scale is a 

visual analogue scale of 0 to 10. There was no significant difference at 5 to 6 weeks, but a 

statistically significant difference after 12 months. It was unclear if the patients in the 

intervention group changed their dietary habits following the trial or if there was a long-term 

effect. 
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Figure 10c 

 
 

iii.   Number of patients with less pain 
Two studies compared Lactobacillus planetarum, given in food, with placebo (Niedzielin 2001; 

Nobaek 2000) and reported the number of patients with reduced pain. There was a statistically 

significant reduction in pain; RR 1.67 (95%CI 1.09, 2.56), with no heterogeneity (I2=0, p=0.64). 

This corresponded to a number needed to treat of 5 (95%CI 3, 20) for a control group rate of 

19 to 55%. 

  

Figure 11 

 
b) Bloating 
i. Number of patients with less bloating (Kim 2005) 
In a single study in 48 patients, there was no significant difference between probiotics and 

placebo in the number of patients with less bloating, although the confidence interval was 

fairly wide. 

 
Figure 12 
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ii. Bloating score (Kajander 2005; Kim 2003; Kim 2005; O’Mahony 2004; Tsuchiya 2004; 
Whorwell 2006)  
This outcome showed no significant difference between interventions for the single probiotic 

group and a highly heterogeneous result for the combined probiotics group, attributable to the 

Tsuchiya (2004) study, from which data were extracted from a graph, which may not be to 

scale for the standard deviations. The authors of this study reported that there was no 

significant difference between groups, which belies the data on the graph, suggesting that the 

standard deviations on the graph were inaccurate. In the absence of this study, meta-analysis 

of the three studies in 73 patients gave a statistically significant reduction in bloating score for 

the combined probiotic group, MD -0.42 (95%CI -0.73, -0.10), with no heterogeneity (I2=0%; 

p=0.87).  

 

Figure 13a: Bloating score (final scores) 

 
 
Figure 13b: Sensitivity analysis without Tsuchiya (2004) 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 184 of 554 

c) Bowel habits 
i. Stool frequency 

Only one study specified the type of IBS (Kim 2003), which was in patients with diarrhoea 

predominant IBS. For this study, the frequency was seen as a negative outcome and there 

was no significant difference between probiotic and placebo. 

 

Figure 14 

 
 

ii. Stool score 
This was aggregated to include stool frequency, consistency, ease of passage and 

completeness of evacuation (Kim 2003; Kim 2005; O’Mahony 2004; Nobaek 2000; Whorwell 

2006 – bowel habit satisfaction). Tsuchiya (2004) also reported assessment of bowel habits, 

but these values were not included in the meta-analysis in view of the uncertainties in the 

standard deviation described above.  

 

In the meta-analysis of eight comparisons (562 patients) there was no significant difference 

between probiotics and placebo for this outcome, either overall, or for single or combined 

probiotics, and there was no significant heterogeneity. 

 

Figure 15 

 
 

3. Quality of Life 
Only one study reported quality of life as an outcome (Niv 2005). This showed no significant 

difference in the quality of life score. The scale used was unclear, however: the study reported 
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that there were 26 questions, each rated from mild (1) to severe (7), and the sum of all of them 

yielded the total QoL score, but the baseline scores for the total were similar to the individual 

components and were about 4 to 5 points.  

 

Figure 16 

 
 

Examination of the two studies using Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 
Two studies compared Bifidobacterium infantis 35624, at a dose of 1x1010 CFU per day, 

versus placebo. One study (Whorwell 2006) gave the probiotic in a capsule and the other 

(O’Mahony 2004) in a malted drink.  

 

The outcomes are summarised in Figure 17. There was some heterogeneity between studies 

for the outcomes of pain and stool score, with the encapsulated probiotic having less effect. 

This is discussed further in the next section. 

 

Figure 17 

 
 

B. Probiotic dose 1 versus probiotic dose 2 
One study (Whorwell 2006) compared three doses of Bifidobacterium infantis 35624, 1x106, 

1x108, 1x1010, with approximately 90 patients in each arm. The outcomes compared are 

reported in Figure 18.  

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 186 of 554 

Head-to-head comparison of the doses 1x108 and 1x106 showed there was a significant 

difference in global symptoms, pain and bloating scores and a borderline difference in stool 

score, favouring the 1x108 dose. However, there was no significant difference between the 

1x1010 and 1x106 doses, an unexpected dose effect. 

 

Figure 18 

 
 

Whorwell (2006) explained this using in-vitro dissolution experiments, showing that the highest 

concentration of probiotic coagulated on exposure to moisture, making dissolution very 

difficult, such that the probiotic was not bioavailable to the patient. 

 

This effect also explains the differences between Whorwell (2006) and O’Mahony (2004); in 

the latter, the probiotic was bioavailable because it was present in a drink. 

 
C. Probiotic 1 versus probiotic 2 

One study compared two strains of bacteria, Lactobacillus salivarius UCC4331 versus 

Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 (O’Mahony 2004) directly in a randomised trial of 50 patients. 

The results are presented below for the different outcome measures. 

 

1. Global symptom score 
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There was no significant difference in global symptoms at eight weeks, but the Bifidobacterium 

is favoured. A 10cm visual analogue scale was used for individual symptoms and combined to 

give a global score (maximum 30). 

 
Figure 19  

 
 

2. Individual symptoms  
There was no significant difference between the two types of bacteria for pain, bloating or 

stool score. Likert scales were used for each component with a maximum of 7. 

 

Figure 20 

 
 

D. Prebiotics versus placebo 
One study (Olesen 2000) compared a prebiotic (Fructooliogsaccharide given as a 10g sachet 

for 2 weeks then 20g for 10 weeks) with placebo in 98 patients. The results are given below 

and generally showed no significant differences between prebiotics and placebo, in either 

global symptoms or bloating (although the confidence interval was fairly wide in the latter). 

The confidence interval was too wide to determine if there was a difference for the pain 

outcome. We noted that there was some attrition bias for this study. 
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Figure 21  

 
 

Figure 22 

 
 

HEALTH ECONOMIC EVIDENCE 
The cost effectiveness of pre and probiotics was not estimated as they are not prescribed, but 

currently purchased by patients as a food supplement. 
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GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG discussed the use of pre and probiotics at some length. They were unanimous in their 

view that different types and doses of probiotic should not be combined together in an analysis 

because they all have different effects. The main issues raised for discussion were dose, 

method of ingestion and quality of products available to patients. Probiotics are not generally 

prescribed by GPs. Patients purchase them and there was concern that sources are not always 

reliable or safe. There was agreement that there is insufficient information for patients about the 

quality of products and insufficient information on packaging regarding dose and quality of 

individual products.  

 

The studies that investigated Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 (Whorwell 2006; O’Mahony 2004) 

were discussed with regard to the observed maximum in the dose response in Whorwell (2006) 

and the inconsistencies between the two studies. This was explained by the method of 

ingestion. In Whorwell (2006), a capsule was used as the means of ingesting the different doses 

of probiotic. For the 1x1010 CFU concentration of probiotic, contact with water led to the probiotic 

coagulating so that it was no longer bioavailable to the patient. The same dose of probiotic was 

found to be effective in O’Mahony (2004) because the probiotic was ingested in the form of a 

milk based drink so the concentration of probiotic was evenly dispersed through the fluid and 

therefore bioavailable to the patient.  

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS  
1. There is fair evidence to show that some probiotics (single or combination) give a 

significantly greater improvement in global symptoms of IBS than placebo. However, this is 

bacterium dependent, in terms of both dose and strain.  

 

2. There is good evidence to show a significant difference in global symptom score for 

combined probiotics compared with placebo, favouring probiotics, but no significant 

difference for single probiotics as a group in people with IBS. 

 

3. There is fair evidence to show a significant reduction in the number of people with pain for 

those taking single probiotics compared with placebo; there is weak evidence to suggest the 

extent of this depends on the bacterium strain and/or dose. 

 

4. There is good evidence to show no significant difference in pain score or bloating score for 

single probiotics, both as a group and individually, compared with placebo. There is a 

significant difference for combined probiotics, with the probiotic giving significantly less pain 

and bloating. 

 

5. There is weak evidence to show no significant difference in the number of people with 

bloating for combined probiotics compared with placebo. 
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6. There is good evidence to show that the use of probiotics (single or combination) resulted in 

participants reporting no significant difference in bowel habit.  

 

7. There is good evidence to show that high doses of Bifidobacterium infantis (1010 CFU) in 

capsule form are significantly less effective than moderate doses (108 CFU); moderate 

doses are more effective than low doses (106). There is weak indirect evidence to show that 

this reduction in effect at high doses does not occur when probiotics are delivered in a drink.   

 

8. There is fair evidence to show no significant difference between Lactobacillus salivarius 

UCC4331 and Bifidobacterium infantis 35624, in global symptoms, pain, bloating or stool 

scores. 

 

9. There is a moderate amount of weak evidence to show no significant difference in the 

number of people with improvement in global symptoms or with bloating, between those 

given the prebiotic, Fructooliogsaccharide, in comparison with placebo. 

 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The review evidence suggests that some probiotics are effective in people with IBS, but others 

are not. The effect is dose and strain dependent, and the method of ingestion is also important. 

Although, there is some evidence from single trials, the GDG did not feel able to recommend 

named bacteria or probiotic products. On the other hand, it was the view of the GDG that 

probiotics were not harmful (unless they came from an unreliable source), they were widely 

available and it might benefit people with IBS if they experimented with probiotics as part of their 

diet. The GDG agreed there was insufficient evidence to make a recommendation on prebiotics. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

People with IBS who choose to try probiotics should be advised to take the product for at 

least 4 weeks while monitoring the effect. Probiotics should be taken at the dose 

recommended by the manufacturer. 
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7.5  Aloe vera 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES 
Types of Studies 
Two randomised trials were included (Odes and Madar 1991; Davis 2006) and two excluded 

studies are listed in Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion.  

 
Types of participants 
All participants in Davis (2006) had IBS (28% IBS-C, 52% IBS-D, 20% IBS-A); participants had 

to be between 18 and 65 years, have no other co-morbidities and had to have previously failed 

conventional management of IBS defined as antispasmodics, bulking agents and dietary 

interventions. Constipation was defined as per Rome II criteria.  

 

Odes and Madar (1991) had 11/32 people with IBS-C (the rest had simple constipation); people 

with IBS-D or IBS-A were excluded; participants had to have been receiving laxative therapy for 

constipation for a minimum of two years as an indication of severity. Participants had previously 

received other treatments including diet and enemas, but it is not stated if they were refractory to 

treatment. 

 

Types of intervention 
Davis (2006) used aloe vera gel made up in a pink mango flavoured syrup. The dose was 50 ml 

taken four times a day for one month. The placebo was a matching pink mango flavoured inert 

syrup. 

 

Odes and Madar (1991) used a capsule laxative preparation made up of celandin, aloe vera and 

psyllium in ratio of 6:3:1 (total fibre content 47%) given for 28 days. The aloe vera fibre was 

derived from leaves of Aloe socotrine and contains anthraquinone. The dose was one 500mg 

capsule per day taken with water at bedtime increasing to a maximum of three capsules a day. 

The placebo capsule was of identical appearance but contained no active ingredient.  

Participants in Odes and Madar (1991) were given no dietary modification advice. No additional 

medication was prescribed throughout the treatment period but people could continue with 

prescribed laxative medication, provided that the dose and frequency were recorded in the study 

data sheet. Davis (2006) did not state if other medications could be continued. 

 

METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
Davis (2006) used a computerised random numbers table to generate the randomisation 

schedule. Allocation concealment was implemented in this study; the pharmacist held the 
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randomisation code. Both studies were double blind. Davis (2006) carried out an a-priori sample 

size calculation. 

 

In Davis (2006), 58 people were randomised. 49 completed the protocol to one month and 41 to 

three months (i.e. data missing for 17/58 (29%) overall; 33% in the placebo group and 26% in 

the active group). In Odes and Madar (1991), 35 people were randomised. Three people 

(placebo) withdrew citing lack of benefit as reason and were excluded from the analysis 

because of incomplete data. 

 

The groups in both trials were comparable at baseline as regards age, gender, duration and 

severity of condition, but Odes and Madar (1991) reported that the treatment group had 

significantly higher pain scores at baseline.  

 

Overall, neither study was considered to have higher potential for bias. 

 
RESULTS 
In view of the differences in population and interventions, these two studies were reported 

separately. 

 
A. Aloe vera gel versus placebo 
One study (Davis 2006) in compared aloe vera gel with placebo in 58 people with IBS. 

 
1. Global improvement of symptoms 
The primary outcome was the number of people with an improvement in global symptom 

score (pain; distension; bowel habit, and; quality of life). The symptom score was derived by 

adding the scores of individual symptoms and the proportion of days symptoms occurred with 

a maximum score of 500. A reduction of 50 points was defined as improvement. Participants 

were assessed at one month and at three months post-intervention. The forest plots below 

illustrate that there was no significant difference between the active and placebo treatment for 

global improvement of symptoms, although the confidence interval was fairly wide.  

 
Figure 1a: Global improvement of symptoms at one month 
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Figure 1b: Global improvement of symptoms at three months 

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
There was no significant difference, either at 1 month or at 3 months, in the change in pain 

score, on a scale of 0 to 100%, for which a positive change represented an improvement over 

baseline. 

 
Figure 2a: Pain at one month 

 
 

Figure 2b: Pain at three months 

 
 

b) Bloating 
There was no significant difference either at 1 month or at 3 months, in the change in 

distension score, on a scale of 0 to 100%, for which a positive change represented an 

improvement over baseline. 
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Figure 3a: Distension at one month 

 
 
Figure 3b: Distension at three months 

 
 
c) Bowel Habit 
There was no significant difference, either at 1 month or at 3 months, in the change in bowel 

score, on a scale of 0 to 100%, for which a positive change represented an improvement over 

baseline.  

 
Figure 4a: Change in bowel score at one month 

 
 
Figure 4b: Change in bowel score at three months 
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3. Quality of Life 
There was no effect on quality of life at one month or at three months. The scale used was not 

stated. 

 
Figure 5a: Change in quality of life at one month 

 
 
Figure 5b: Change in quality of life at three months 

 
 
4. Adverse effects 
2/31 people withdrew from the active group and 4/27 from the placebo group because of 

nausea and vomiting. The confidence interval was too wide to determine if there was a 

difference between groups. 

 

Figure 6: Adverse effects 

 
 

B. Combined capsule of celandin, aloe vera and psyllium versus placebo 
1. Global improvement of symptoms 
Odes and Madar (1991) did not report global symptoms. 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
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One study with 32 participants reported differences in bowel habits (including frequency and 

consistency) and pain scores for the final two weeks of treatment compared with those in the 

14 day pre-intervention run in period (Odes and Madar 1991). Eleven participants (34%) were 

identified as having IBS-C; the rest had simple constipation. 

 
a) Pain 
There was no significant difference in pain scores (number of episodes of pain per week) 

between groups.  

 

Figure 7: Number of episodes of pain per week 

 
 
b) Bowel Habits 
Compared to the placebo group, people in the intervention arm of the trial experienced a 

significant increase of 3.6 (95%CI 1.51, 5.69) in the mean number of bowel movements per 

week.  

 
Figure 8: Stool frequency 

 
 

The consistency of the stools also improved. There was a statistically significant decrease in 

laxative use in the intervention group of -0.8 (95%CI -1.12, -0.47) on a scale of 1 to 3 and 

16/19 people considered their bowel symptoms improved compared to 4/13 of the control 

group.  

 

Figure 8: Stool consistency 
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No adverse effects were reported and all participants reported that the capsules were easy 

and convenient to use. 

 

Comment 
Whilst this study shows a significant positive effect for bowel habit, we noted that this was a 

small study (35 patients) in a population of which only one-third had IBS. In addition, the 

intervention used a combination of aloe vera (30%), celandin and psyllium (soluble fibre). 

Therefore, it was not possible to attribute the effect to aloe vera alone, and this study was not 

included in the evidence statements. 

 

SAFETY DATA 
The following safety data is based on a systematic review of the scientific literature (case 

reports and systematic reviews) edited and peer reviewed by contributors to the US Natural 

Standard Research Collaboration (2006).  

 

Adverse effects 
The use of aloe by mouth for laxative effects can cause abdominal cramps and diarrhoea. 

Adverse effects, reported in a small number of studies, include low blood sugar levels and 

electrolyte imbalance, particularly lowered potassium levels. 

 
Drug interaction 
Use of aloe with laxative drugs may increase the risk of dehydration, electrolyte imbalance, 

potassium depletion and changes in blood pH.  

 

Oral preparations of aloe have been reported to lower potassium levels, which may impact on 

the effectiveness of drugs used to manage heart rhythm disturbances, heart disease and renal 

disease.  

 

Oral preparations of aloe may lower blood sugar, so have the potential to interact with drugs 

used in the management of diabetes. 

 

Aloe vera should not be used by individuals who may be at increased risk from the 

aforementioned adverse effects, particularly people with heart disease, kidney disease, 

diabetes and blood disorders.  

 

GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG expressed concerns that people with IBS purchase aloe vera products at 

considerable expense without evidence of effectiveness. The GDG also expressed concerns 

about the adverse effects of oral preparations of aloe vera, about which there was little 

awareness.  
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HEALTH ECONOMIC EVIDENCE 
The cost-effectiveness of aloe vera was not estimated as it is not prescribed, but purchased 

by patients as a food supplement. 

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS  

1. There is fair evidence to show no significant effect of aloe vera, in comparison with 

placebo, in global improvement of symptoms, pain, bloating, bowel score or quality of life. 

 

2. There is limited evidence of potentially serious adverse effects associated with oral aloe 

preparations.  

 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
There is only one trial of aloe vera in people with IBS, but this gave fair evidence to show a 

lack of effectiveness. The GDG took this into account, together with aloe vera’s potentially 

serious adverse effects, especially for people with comorbidities. Since aloe vera is a 

commercially available product that people with IBS pay for at considerable expense, the 

GDG wished to highlight these points by discouraging its use. Clinicians and people with IBS 

should be made aware of the lack of effectiveness and potential adverse effects.  

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Healthcare professionals should discourage the use of aloe vera in the treatment of IBS. 
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7.6 Exclusion Diets 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to this review and are reported below. 
 
Types of studies 
For intervention studies, randomised trials (RCTs) and quasi-randomised studies, examining the 

use of dietary manipulation/exclusion for the treatment of IBS were preferred. Crossover trials 

with a washout period of less than 2 weeks were included but treated with caution. Double-blind 

placebo controlled studies are technically difficult and most elimination diet studies use a non-

randomised open dietary elimination and re-challenge design. This has the potential to introduce 

bias due to the large placebo effect identified in IBS patients. For this review non-randomised 

studies were also permitted. Studies were restricted to the English language, but the date was 

not restricted.  

Types of intervention 
Interventions were to be included if they referred to an exclusion diet (excluding certain foods) or 

an elimination diet (only allowing certain foods): 

• Lactose restricted diet  

• Elimination diet based on foods with IgG4 titres >250µg/l 

• Elimination diet based on food challenge and re-challenge 

• Elimination diet based on patient-reported intolerance and re-challenge 

• Elimination diet using lamb, rice and pears 

• Fasting therapy. 
 
Types of comparisons 
The following types of comparisons were to be included: 

• True diet versus sham diet  

• Elimination diet and food challenge with foods that had been identified as potential causes 

of intolerance 

• Fasting therapy versus usual treatment. 

 
Sensitivity analyses 
The following sensitivity analyses may be considered: 

• Setting (primary/secondary care) 

• Blinding of patients. 
 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES  
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additional databases 

were not searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in Appendix B.  
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The search strategy identified 957 studies. The titles and abstracts of these studies were 

assessed. Of these, 33 that were potentially relevant to the review were retrieved in full. The 

reference lists of the retrieved studies were inspected for potential papers for inclusion in the 

review but none were identified. Sixteen studies were included in the review. The excluded 

studies are listed in Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 
There were two randomised trials included (Atkinson 2004; Symons 1992). There were three 

reviews: one of which examined the evidence for the role of food hypersensitivity in IBS (Zar 

2001) and the others were systematic reviews of non-randomised evidence for the dietary 

treatment of IBS (Niec 1998; Burden 2001). The remaining fourteen included studies were non-

randomised studies (Bentley 1983; Böhmer and Tuynman 1996; Drisco 2006; Hawthorn 1991; 

Hunter 1985; Jones 1982; Kanazawa and Fukudo 2006; McKee 1987; Nanda 1989; Parker 

1995; Petitpierre 1985; Smith 1985; Zar 2005; Zwetchkenbaum and Burakoff 1988).  

 
Study Design 
One study had a crossover design: Symons (1992) stated that the patients were randomised to 

interventions on two days, following a 12 hour fast, but the washout period was not clear. 

 

Setting: all the studies included patients in secondary care, many of whom had not responded to 

previous treatment for IBS symptom management.  

 

The majority of studies took place in the UK (Atkinson 2004; Bentley 1983; Hawthorn 1991; 

Hunter 1985; Jones 1982; McKee 1987; Nanda 1989; Parker 1995; Smith 1985; Zar 2005; 

Zwetchkenbaum and Burakoff 1988). One took place in Japan (Kanazawa and Fukudo 2006), 

two in Europe (Böhmer and Tuynman 1996; Petitpierre 1985), two in the US (Drisko 2006; 

Zwetchkenbaum and Burakoff 1988) and one in Australia (Symons 1992).  

 

Population 
All studies included patients with a diagnosis of IBS, although the definition varied between 

studies. Four studies used Rome criteria: Rome I (Hawthorne 1991); Rome II (Atkinson 2004,  

mean duration of IBS over 10 years; Drisko 2006; Zar 2006); Zar (2006) also predefined the IBS 

type. Two studies used the Manning Criteria (Kanazawa and Fukudo 2006; Symons 1992). Two 

studies used a definition described by the author (Böhmer and Tuynman 1996; Parker 1995). 

Seven studies simply said the patients ‘had IBS’ (Jones 1982; Bentley 1983; McKee 1987; 

Petitpierre 1985; Smith 1985; Nanda 1989; Zwetchkenbaum and Burakoff 1988). None of the 

studies stated that any patients had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. 
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Atkinson (2004) did not state whether patients had bloating and/or pain but described the 

symptom severity to be severe. Another study described the duration and frequency of symptom 

episodes (Nanda 1989), and one study reported duration of symptoms and the percentage of 

patients with pain, bloating and urgency (Hawthorne 1991). The remaining studies did not state 

the severity of symptoms. The age range of patients was 18 to 80 years with the average mean 

age being approximately 28 to 44 years. None of the studies particularly identified elderly 

patients. All studies had more women than men. 

 
Interventions 
Fructose-Sorbitol Dose 1 versus Dose 2 
The RCT, Symons (1992), compared the difference in symptom provocation in IBS patients 

using two different doses of fructose–sorbitol solution. The lower dose solution was made up of 

20g fructose and 3.5g sorbitol in 200 ml water; the higher dose contained 25g fructose and 5g 

sorbitol in 250ml water, i.e. a comparison of 17.5 and 20g/litre of sorbitol, for a constant 

concentration of fructose 100g/litre. Thirty-nine patients (15 IBS patients and 24 healthy 

controls) were randomised to receive the higher or lower dose on different days, and results 

were reported separately for the two population groups.  

 

Exclusion diets   
The other RCT, Atkinson (2004), tested patients’ blood for IgG antibodies against 29 foods. A 

true and a sham diet sheet were then prepared for each patient. The true intervention diet 

excluded those foods to which the patient had antibodies; the sham diet excluded an equal 

number of foods but not those to which the patients had antibodies. The sham diet also included 

an equally difficult-to-exclude staple food as the true diet (for example, cow's milk was replaced 

by potato, wheat with rice, yeast with whole egg, etc.). 

 

Exclusion diets (non-randomised studies) 
The majority of studies used a low allergenic diet, and initially excluded a range of foods, 

including dairy products, wheat, corn, yeast, eggs, rye, potatoes, onions, cocoa, citrus, coffee, 

tea spices, alcohol, peas, banana, additives, preservatives and tomatoes. Then an open or 

single-blinded food challenge re-introduced foods 2 to 7 days apart.  

• One study used a diet of one meat, one fruit and distilled water (Jones 1982)  

• One study used only lamb, rice and pears (Bentley 1983)  

• One study used lamb, white fish, cabbage, carrots, peas, ‘Ryvita’, weak black tea and dairy 

free margarine (Smith 1985) 

• Two studies used IgG4 antibody and mould guided exclusion diets (Drisko 2006; Zar 2006)  

• One study used a lactose restricted diet, but gave no further details. Low lactose 

consumption was defined as less than 9 g per day (Böhmer and Tuynman 1996)  

• One study used starvation followed by 5 days of re-feeding in hospitalised IBS patients 

(Kanazawa and Fukudo 2006).     
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Comparisons 
One RCT compared true diet with sham diet (Atkinson 2004). 

 

One RCT compared two different doses of fructose-sorbitol solution (Symons 1992). 

 

The remaining studies used diet and food challenge in all patients. The duration of the exclusion 

diet ranged from seven days (Jones 1982) to six months (Zar 2006). The challenge tests used in 

the studies involved patients being placed on a diet excluding foods believed to provoke 

symptoms and then re-introducing the foods in a double-blind or controlled way. 

 
OUTCOMES 
I. RANDOMISED TRIALS  

1. Global symptoms score  
a) Global improvement of IBS score 
Atkinson (2004) used a validated IBS symptom severity score with a range from 0 to 500. The 

scale took into consideration scores for pain, distension, bowel function and general well-

being, with mild, moderate and severe cases indicated by scores of 75-175, 175-300 and 

>300 respectively. A reduction in score of 50 or more was regarded as a clinically significant 

improvement.  

 

Atkinson (2004) also reported a global rating of IBS using the question: ‘Compared with your 

IBS before you started the food elimination diet, are you now: terrible, worse, slightly worse, 

no change, slightly better, better or excellent?’ Significant improvement was defined as ‘better’ 

or ‘excellent’.  

 

Symons (1992) used a symptom score composite: abdominal pain/discomfort, bloating, 

distension, belching, nausea, bowel frequency, flatulence and borborygmi were each scored 

on a scale of 0 to 3 with 0 = absent and 3 = severe.  

 

2. Quality of Life 
Atkinson (2004) assessed the patients using a validated quality of life scale that is sensitive to 

change in IBS (range 0 to 500).  

 

3. Mental health  
Atkinson (2004) assessed the patients using the Hospital Anxiety and Depression (HAD). This 

instrument scores anxiety and depression up to a maximum score of 21 for each parameter, 

and a score above 9 indicates significant psychopathology.  

 

Symons (1992) did not record other outcomes.  
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METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY OF RANDOMISED TRIALS 
The quality assessment for included studies is shown in Appendix D.  

 

The methods of randomisation and allocation concealment were reported in one randomised 

study, both of which were classified as adequate (computer generated and the sequence was 

retained by a central telephone centre: Atkinson 2004). Symons (1992) gave no details of the 

methods of randomisation or allocation concealment. 

 

Atkinson (2004) described an a-priori power calculation and used an intention to treat 

analysis. The groups were mainly comparable, except that the baseline IBS symptom score 

was higher in the intervention group (331.9 (SD 70.8) versus 309.0 (SD 78.5), which is not a 

significant difference (p=0.06)). The number of patients who withdrew from the studies or were 

lost to follow-up was minimal. Atkinson (2004) reported data from 131 of the original 150 

patients (65/75 true and 66/75 sham diet groups) at 12 weeks (87%).  

 

Symons (1992) did not describe an a-priori power calculation. All patients completed the 

study. The study reported no baseline data so it was not possible to judge whether the groups 

were comparable. 

 
RESULTS 
A. True diet versus sham diet 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with improvement in global symptoms 
Atkinson (2004) randomised 150 patients to true and sham exclusion diets. They reported the 

number of patients with improvement in global symptoms. There was no significant difference 

between true and sham diets; however, the confidence interval was fairly wide. 
 
Figure 1 

 
 

b) Global improvement of symptoms score 
Atkinson (2004) reported the final global symptom score on a scale from 0 to 500 (where 

lower scores are better). There was no significant difference between true and sham diets, 

although the true diet was favoured.  
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Figure 2 

 
 
2. Quality of life 
Atkinson (2004) reported a significant improvement in quality of life change-from-baseline 

scores for the true diet compared with sham diet, but the confidence interval was fairly wide. 

The mean difference was 38.0 (95%CI 2.36, 73.64), for a sham diet change from baseline of 

50 points. The scale was 0 to 500. 

 

Figure 3 

 
 
3. Mental health 
There was a small significant difference between the sham and true diet groups in the HAD 

anxiety scores (scale 0 to 21), but no significant difference in the depression scores.  
 
Figure 4: HAD anxiety 

 
 
Figure 5: HAD depression 
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Symptoms on reintroduction of excluded foods at end of trial period 
Of the 131 patients who gave data at the end of the trial period in Atkinson (2004), 93 (41 in 

the true diet group and 52 in the sham diet group) agreed to attempt reintroduction of 

eliminated foods. The mean IBS symptom score significantly increased (i.e. worsened) more 

in the true diet group (83.3 points) than in the sham diet group (31 points, p=0.003; standard 

deviations not given).  

 

The change in global symptom score also showed that significantly more patients in the true 

diet group worsened on reintroduction of foods to which they had IgG antibodies (i.e. those 

that had been excluded during the diet): 41.5% of these patients worsened on reintroduction 

of these foods, versus 25% worsening in the sham diet group on reintroduction of similar 

foods (to which they had not been shown to have antibodies), p=0.047. We noted though that 

the self-selecting group taking part in this section of the trial may not have been representative 

of the randomised groups.   

 
B. Fructose-sorbitol solution dose 1 versus fructose-sorbitol dose 2 

Fructose and sorbitol, when ingested together, are thought to provoke symptoms of IBS. 

Sorbitol is found naturally in fruits, particularly peaches, pears, and plums. It is also added to 

soft drinks and diet products. One study (Symons 1992) compared two concentrations of 

sorbitol in a mixed solution of fructose and sorbitol. Concentrations compared were 17.5 and 

20 g/litre sorbitol (the fructose concentration was kept constant). We noted that the duration of 

the study was very short – two days in each phase. 

 

1. Global symptoms 
Symons (1992) used a symptom score composite: abdominal pain/discomfort, bloating, 

distension, belching, nausea, bowel frequency, flatulence and borborygmi were each scored 

on a scale of 0 to 3 with 0 = absent and 3 = severe. It is unclear what the maximum score is, 

but it could be 21. The data were expressed as median (interquartile range). For the IBS 

patients the total symptom score was significantly greater (i.e. more severe) following 

consumption of the higher concentration solution, compared to the lower concentration 

solution (p=0.04).  

 

Intervention Median symptom score 

(range)  (n=15) 

Lower  F-S dose 1.5 (0 to 4) 

Higher F-S dose 3.5 (1 to 9) * 

* p = 0.04   
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II. NON-RANDOMISED STUDIES 
All thirteen studies identified food intolerance with varying degrees of response to exclusion 

diets (Bentley 1983, Böhmer and Tuynman 1996, Drisco 2006, Hawthorn 1991, Hunter 1985, 

Jones 1982, Kanazawa and Fukudo 2006, McKee 1987, Nanda 1989, Parker 1995, Petitpierre 

1985, Zar 2005, Zwetchkenbaum and Burakoff 1988), illustrated in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Non-randomised studies; exclusion diets and results 

Study 
(Drop out rate) 

No. of 
Patients 

Diet Results 

LAMB, PEARS AND RICE DIET 

Bentley 1983 

8/27 (29.6%) 

27 Diet: 2 weeks duration; initially 

only lamb, pears and rice, then 

other foods introduced 

individually. 

 
Challenge: identified foods 

reintroduced on 3 occasions, 3 

days apart   

14/21 remission after ED. This is 

just significant, but wide CI. 

Taking into account drop outs and 

assuming they are treatment 

failures makes the result non 

significant. 

10/21identified specific food 

intolerance – 8 had double blind 

challenge and 3/8 confirmed food 

intolerance originally identified. 

Parker 1995 

53/253(21%) 

 

 

 

33/129 (25%) 

253  

(phase 1) 

 

 

129  

(phase 2) 

Diet: 2 weeks ED comprising 

of lamb, pears, white rice and 

spring water 

Challenge: single food re-

introduction at daily intervals 

Phase 2: less restricted diet 

100/200 improved on diet 

 

 

 

 

Phase 2: 39/96 improved on diet 

1 MEAT, 1 FRUIT AND DISTILLED WATER 

Jones 1982 

4/25 (20%) 

25 

(6 = food 

challenge) 

Diet: 1 week of  single meat, 

1single fruit & distilled water 

Challenge: hospital double 

blind challenge  

4/25 refused diet. 

14/21 improved and identified 

foods that provoked symptoms – 

this is just significant, but wide CI. 

Food challenge: 10/12 test 

solutions identified correctly – 

majority of foods that patients had 

identified as provoking symptoms 

were confirmed by food 

challenge.  

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 207 of 554 

 
Study 

(Drop out rate) 
No. of 

Patients 
Diet Results 

LOW ALLERGENIC DIET AND SIMILAR 

McKee 1987 

(not stated) 

40 Diet: 1 week low allergenic diet, 

excluded all sources of 

salicylates, amines, glutamates, 

additives 

Challenge: Open, frequency 

not stated 

6/40 remission during exclusion 

diet 

Nanda  1989 

11/200 (5.5%) 

200 Diet: 3 week low allergenic, 

excluded dairy, cereals, citrus 

fruit, potato, tea, coffee, 

additives. 

Challenge: open challenge 

every 2 days 

91/189 remission during ED 

73/189 found specific foods by 

open food challenge 

Follow up approx 14 months 

73/91 responders still compliant 

with ED 

Petitpierre 1985 

0% drop out 

24 Diet: 3 weeks Low allergenic 

 

Challenge: open and single 

blind, Frequency not stated. 

3/24 remission with ED but 

challenges negative 

14/24 specific foods identified and 

confirmed by blind challenge 

7/24 symptoms unchanged 

Hawthorne 1991 

5/38 (9.5%) 

38 Diet: 2 weeks exclusion of 

dairy, cereals, yeast, eggs, 

citrus fruits, tea, coffee, alcohol, 

potato, onion, tomato, banana, 

peas. 

Challenge: foods re-introduced 

at 2 day intervals  following set 

protocol 

5/38 refused to try diet 

18/33 improved: 16/18 identified 

foods which exacerbated 

symptoms, 2/18 did not.  

15/33 had no improvement from 

diet 

Follow-up of 16 improvers at 3 to 

45 months (results not reported).  

Smith 1985 

Not stated 

28 Diet: 2 weeks diet allowed, 

lamb, white fish, cabbage, 

carrots, peas, Ryvita, dairy free 

margarine, black tea. 

Challenge: foods were 

reintroduced at 2 day intervals  

in responders  

11/28 improved 

Follow-up at 1yr: 7/9 responders 

were still well and maintaining 

diet. 
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Study 
(Drop out rate) 

No. of 
Patients 

Diet Results 

FOOD EXCLUSION BASED ON IgG ANTIBODIES 

Drisko 2006 

All patients 

completed study 

and follow up at 

1 year. 

20 Diet: 2-3 weeks duration; 

tailored food exclusion based 

on IgE and IgG food and mould 

panels. 

 
 
 
Challenge: food reintroduced 

over several months  

Statistically significant reduction 

in stool frequency (diarrhoea) 

from 4.29 (2.49) stools per day to 

3.43 (1.22) 

Pain score (1 to 5 scale)  

3.65 (1.12) to 2.71(1.38) p>0.5 

(not significant) 

Overall QoL scores (100 point 

scale, high = better)  

46.51(21.08) to 67.22(20.92) 

p<0.001 

Zar 2005 25 Diet: 6 months duration; IgG4 

antibody titres to 16 common 

foods. These were excluded if 

titres >250µg/l – most common 

exclusions: milk, cheese, eggs, 

beef, lamb, wheat and tomato. 

On average patients excluded 8 

(3 -13) foods 

Symptom score (scale 1-100) 

21/25 showed statistically 

significant improvement in pain 

severity p<0.001, pain frequency 

p=0.034, bloating severity 

p=0.001, improved bowel habit 

p=0.004, QOL  p=0.008 

Follow up at 6 months: 6/15 lost 

to follow-up, the remaining 

patients maintained improvement  

FOOD EXCLUSION PARTLY BASED ON IgG ANTIBODIES 

Zwetchkenbaum 

and Burakoff  

1988 

1/10 (10%) 

10 Diet: 2 week exclusion of foods 

identified from patient food 

diaries, skin testing and IgG 

testing. 

Challenge: open for 2 days, 2 

days apart Double blind 

provocation for patients 

showing persistent 

exacerbation of symptoms on 

open food re-introduction.   

3/9 remission of symptoms with 

ED; 6/9 had no change in 

symptoms.  

 

Challenges did not identify  

provoking food  
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Study 

(Drop out rate) 
No. of 

Patients 
Diet Results 

STARVATION DIET 

Kanazawa and 

Fukudo 2006 

No drop out 

58 

hospitalis

ed pts. 

 Diet: 10 days starvation diet 

followed by 5 days re-feeding 

(from 225 – 2100kca). Patients 

were allowed 2 litres of water + 

500 ml xylitol solution. 

Patients also received brief 

psychotherapy for 12 weeks 

hospital stay.  

Starvation significantly decreased 

the following symptoms: 

abdominal pain/discomfort, 

distension, diarrhoea, anxiety and 

QOL (p=0.001), nausea (p<0.01), 

anorexia p=0.02) 

 

LACTOSE RESTRICTED DIET 

Böhmer and 

Tuynman 1996 

No drop out. 

105 (70 

IBS 

patients, 

35 

healthy 

controls) 

Diet: 6 week duration; lactose 

restricted diet (no details given) 

17/70 IBS patients had positive 

hydrogen breath test and glucose 

blood test compared to 2/35 

controls. There was no difference 

in symptom score between 

groups at baseline. After dietary 

therapy, statistically significant 

decrease in symptom score in 

lactose intolerant group p<0.001. 

The lactose tolerant group had no 

change in scores. The incidence 

of lactose malabsorption was 4 

times higher in IBS group than in 

healthy controls.    

 
 

The non-randomised studies have been grouped according to the type of diet, and the 

following general conclusions can be drawn:  

o There is some evidence to suggest that a simple diet of lamb, pears and rice or one meat 

and one fruit may improve symptoms 

o A low allergenic diet does not appear to give remission in IBS symptoms 

o Food exclusion diets based on IgG antibody testing appear to be effective in improving 

symptoms 

o A starvation diet significantly decreased symptoms, but this was in a group of hospitalised 

patients, and is not applicable to primary care 

o A lactose restricted diet gave a significant decrease in symptom score for lactose 

intolerant patients, but not for the lactose tolerant group. 
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It should be remembered that this evidence is from non-randomised studies, so its overall 

quality is reduced. 
 

GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG discussed this review at length. They noted that lifestyle change and adjustment of 

diet according to symptoms can offer relief to people with IBS. Further dietary manipulation in 

the form of avoidance of specific foods offers improvement for up to two-thirds of people 

suffering from IBS. However, the GDG was concerned that exclusion diets undertaken without 

the advice of a dietician could lead to malnourishment and deficiencies.  

 

Diet and nutrition are fundamental in the management of IBS to avoid malnutrition and to 

achieve optimal symptom control. The gold standard diagnosis for intolerance to a food is by 

elimination and reintroduction. Intolerance is demonstrated if symptoms resolve on elimination 

and reappear on reintroduction. Importantly, dietary advice will vary depending on symptoms, 

e.g. diarrhoea and/or constipation, abdominal bloating and therefore needs to be tailored to the 

individual to manage symptoms. Consequently, the GDG did not wish to produce a list of 

possible suspect foods, or to encourage patients to adopt a trial-and-error approach.  

 

The GDG also emphasised that the dietitian should be registered and therefore trained to work 

in clinical settings and able to advise on all aspects of diet. The GDG noted that, currently, 

anyone can call themselves a nutritionist, regardless of qualifications. The Nutrition Society is 

the professional organisation for nutritionists; registration can be checked at www.hpcheck.org. 

 
The GDG commented that an implementable dietary assessment tool would be useful, but 

accepted that such a tool had to be validated before it could be recommended. 

 

Finally, the GDG recommended that the term, ‘balanced diet’ should be avoided because it was 

not specific. They commented that the 5-a-day public health recommendation could be 

problematic, especially for IBS-D patients.  

 

The consensus was as follows: 

o Patients should have a dietary assessment at initial consultation, and this should include 

examining eating patterns and when patients are eating 

o Regular eating patterns should be encouraged 

o Exclusion diets should be reserved for severe cases of IBS and should be carried out only 

under the advice of a dietician 

o Dietary referral would be a useful option for mild IBS. 

 

Several of these consensus points have been included in recommendations in the general 

dietary lifestyle and advice section.  

http://www.hpcheck.org/
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EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There is fair evidence to show no significant difference in global symptoms, between true 

and sham exclusion diets (i.e. foods excluded for which the patient had or had not IgG 

antibodies). 

 

2. There is fair evidence to show a significant difference in quality of life, favouring a true 

exclusion diet, in comparison with a sham diet. 

 

3. There is weak evidence to show that reintroduction of excluded foods to patients previously 

given a true exclusion diet resulted in significant worsening of global symptoms in 

comparison with those given a sham diet. 

 

4. There is weak evidence to suggest that food exclusion diets based on IgG antibody testing 

are effective in improving symptoms, but a low allergenic diet does not appear to be 

effective. 

 

5. There is weak evidence to suggest that a simple diet of lamb, pears and rice or 1 meat and 

1 fruit may improve symptoms. 

 

6. There is weak evidence that a lactose restricted diet gave a significant decrease in symptom 

score for lactose intolerant patients, but not for lactose tolerant patients. 

 

7. There is limited evidence to show significantly more severe symptoms following 

consumption of a solution containing 20 g/litre sorbitol, compared to one with 17.5 g/litre, in 

the presence of fructose.  

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
The GDG took into consideration the clinical effectiveness evidence. Although there was some 

evidence to support the use of exclusion diets, the GDG believed that such diets should only be 

undertaken with the specialist help of a dietitian to ensure the diet remains well balanced. 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
If diet continues to be considered a major factor in a person's symptoms and they are 

following general lifestyle/dietary advice, they should be referred to a dietitian for advice and 

treatment, including single food avoidance and exclusion diets. Such advice should only be 

given by a dietitian. 
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8 PHARMACOLOGICAL INTERVENTIONS 
 

Clinical Questions 
 
1. Are antispasmodics effective in managing IBS symptoms? 

 
2. Are laxatives effective in the management of IBS? 
 
3. Are anti-motility agents effective in symptom control in IBS? 

 
4. Do tricyclics and SSRI’s have a role in the management of IBS symptoms? 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The pharmacological management of IBS can provide clinicians with a major therapeutic 

challenge. People with IBS may present with a multi-symptom profile and it is unlikely that all 

patients will respond in the same way to the same single agent. There have been no new drugs 

specifically developed for the treatment of IBS in the last twenty years and the quality of the 

trials in the majority of pharmacological agents currently available is variable and often 

conducted on secondary populations. The drug management strategy should be based on the 

nature and severity of the symptoms and individual or combinations of medication directed at 

the predominant symptom/s. Irritable bowel syndrome can present with pain, constipation, or 

diarrhoea. Antispasmodic, TCA and SSRI drugs may relieve IBS pain. Antimotility drugs may 

relieve diarrhoea. Opioids with a central action such as codeine are better avoided because of 

the risk of dependence. Laxatives may be needed to relieve constipation. It is important to be 

sure that the patient is constipated. People who complain of constipation need to understand 

that bowel habit can vary considerably in frequency without doing harm. Some people tend to 

consider themselves constipated if they do not have a bowel movement each day. 

Misconceptions about ‘normal’ bowel habits have led to excessive or inappropriate laxative use. 

Laxative abuse may lead to hypokalaemia. 

 

In some people with IBS there may be important psychological aggravating factors which 

respond to reassurance and possibly specific treatment e.g. with an antidepressant. 

 
Antispasmodics 
The abdominal pain experienced by people with IBS may be a result of irregular and intermittent 

intestinal contractions along the length of the colon. This may lead to symptoms of abdominal 

pain, bloating and gas. Pain is most common after a meal and may last for several hours.  

 

Antispasmodics can be separated into two main categories: antimuscarinics, and smooth 

muscle relaxants. Antimuscarinics reduce intestinal motility; smooth muscle relaxants directly 

http://ibdcrohns.about.com/cs/relatedconditions/a/abdominalbloat.htm
http://ibdcrohns.about.com/cs/otherdiseases/a/dbgas.htm
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relax intestinal smooth muscle. The use of antispasmodics is primarily to relax the smooth 

muscles of the gut, helping to prevent or relieve the painful cramping spasms in the intestines. 

They are typically taken 30 to 45 minutes before meals. 

 
Antimotility agents 
Diarrhoea is associated with alterations of fluid and electrolyte movement in either the small 

intestine or the colon. This can be due to decreased intestinal absorption, altered intestinal 

motility, or increased intestinal secretions (e.g. due to bacterial enterotoxins or laxatives). 

Antimotility agents are used to manage acute or chronic diarrhoea or exacerbations of chronic 

diarrhoea and work by altering one or more of these mechanisms.  

 

Antimotility agents for IBS can be separated into four main categories: codeine phosphate; co-

phenotrope (mixture of diphenoxylate hydrochloride and atropine sulphate in the mass 

proportions 100 parts to 1 part); loperamide and morphine-containing preparations. Prolonged 

codeine use can lead to dependency. Loperamide is considered especially useful as it tends to 

increase anal sphincter tone.   

  

Laxatives 
Laxatives can be separated into four main categories: bulk forming laxatives; stimulant laxatives; 

faecal softeners and osmotic laxatives. Bulk-forming laxatives relieve constipation by increasing 

faecal mass, which stimulates peristalsis; adequate fluid intake should be maintained to avoid 

intestinal obstruction. Stimulant laxatives work by increasing intestinal motility, but they often 

cause abdominal cramps. Faecal softeners may lubricate the passage of stools and/or soften 

them. Osmotic laxatives increase the amount of water in the large bowel, either by drawing fluid 

from the body into the bowel or by retaining the fluid with which they were administered. The 

route of adminstration for laxatives may be oral or rectal. Laxatives can be used in two ways: as 

short-term rescue medication  or as longer-term maintenance treatment. There is no evidence 

that long term laxative use damages the bowel. 

 
Tricyclics and Antidepressants  
Since their introduction approximately fifty years ago, antidepressants have been used in a 

variety of gastrointestinal (GI) conditions. In the last twenty years antidepressants have been 

increasingly used in the treatment of functional GI disorders such as IBS. The prevalence of 

anxiety and depressive disorders is high in patients with severe and/or intractable IBS and may 

be present to some degree in all IBS patients. Antidepressants appear have an analgesic effect 

separate to their antidepressant effect. Visceral pain syndromes including IBS may be effectively 

treated by a range of therapies, including antidepressants that modulate the interactions 

between the central and enteric nervous systems. Tricyclics also have a peripheral 

anticholinergic action in addition to their central analgesic and antidepressant actions. 
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Antidepressants can be divided into three major classes: tricyclics and related antidepressants; 

selective serotonin re-uptake inhibitors (SSRIs), and monoamine oxidase inhibitors (MAOIs). 

There are other antidepressants that do not fit easily into these categories: Duloxetine 

(Cymbalta); Flupentixol (Fluanxol); Mirtazapine (Zispin Soltab); Reboxetine (Edronax); 

Tryptophan (Optimax), and; Venlafaxine (Efexor).  
 
8.1 Laxatives 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to the laxatives review and are reported below. 

 
Types of studies 
For longer-term studies, the GDG decided that the washout period for this review should be at 

least two weeks. Trials with no washout were not included in the analysis and trials with one 

week washout were considered if there was no other information. Crossover studies are not 

appropriate for short-term (rescue) medication. 

 

Types of participants 
For this review, participants with IBS were included, but the review was extended to include 

people with simple constipation as well because the same drugs are used. Studies in these 

participants were regarded as indirect as far as population was concerned. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies were to include the following interventions: 

• Bulk-forming laxatives, which, as a class, include some dietary fibres (see fibres review), 

but here we consider only non-dietary bulk forming agents: 

o Ispaghula husk (trade names: Fibrelief®; Fybogel®; Isogel®; Ispagel Orange®; 

Regulan®) 

o Methylcellulose (trade name: Celevac®)  

o Sterculia (trade names: Normacol®; Normacol Plus®). 

• Stimulant laxatives: 

o Biascodyl (trade name: *Dulco-lax®), given as either oral tablets or rectal 

suppositories 

o Docusate sodium (synonym: dioctyl sodium sulphosuccinate; trade names: Dioctyl® 

(oral); Docusol® (oral); Norgalax Micro-enema® (rectal))  

o Glycerol (synonym: glycerine), given as rectal suppositories 

o Senna (non proprietary tablets; trade names: Senokot® granules; Manevac® granules 

(senna fruit 12.4%, ispaghula 54.2%)), given as an oral preparation 
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o Sodium picosulphate (Trade names: Laxoberal® (oral elixir); *Dulco-lax® Liquid (oral 

elixir); *Dulco-lax Perles® (oral capsules)), given as an oral preparation. 

 * note that the trade name Dulco-lax is used for different drugs, but with different  

 qualifiers. 

• Faecal softeners: 
o Arachis oil (Trade name: Fletchers' Arachis Oil Retention Enema®), given as a rectal 

preparation 

o Liquid paraffin (Liquid Paraffin Oral Emulsion, BP), given as oral preparation. 

• Osmotic laxatives: 
o Lactulose (trade names include: Duphalac®; Lactugal®; Regulose®), given as oral 

solution 

o Macrogols (synonyms: polyethylene glycols, PEG; trade names: Idrolax® (oral 

powder, PEG 4000); Movicol® (oral powder, PEG 3350); Movicol®-Half (oral powder, 

PEG 3350))  

o Magnesium salts (Magnesium Hydroxide Mixture, BP, oral aqueous suspension; 

Liquid Paraffin and Magnesium Hydroxide Oral Emulsion, BP (oral aqueous 

suspension), Magnesium Sulphate (Epsom Salts); trade name: Milpar®) 

o Sodium phosphate – this is not in the BNF but is in routine use and so was included 

by the GDG. 

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Laxative versus placebo (or nothing) 

• Laxative type 1 versus type 2 

• Laxative dose 1 versus dose 2 

• Laxative + another intervention versus the other intervention alone 

• Laxative route of delivery 1 versus route 2 

• Duration of treatment 1 versus duration 2. 
 

NB: In spite of the large placebo effect associated with IBS, comparisons with no treatment 

are included. 

 

The laxatives review was concerned with both longer-term maintenance treatment and short-

term symptom relief.  

 
The GDG decided that there should be a minimum duration of treatment of four weeks for 

maintenance in this review. Maintenance studies of shorter durations were not included in the 

analysis.  
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Subgroup analyses 
We carried out subgroup analyses by type of laxative (bulk forming laxatives; stimulant 

laxatives; faecal softeners, and; osmotic laxatives); dose; route of delivery (oral, rectal), and; 

duration of intervention. 

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
The initial search identified a Cochrane Review (Quartero 2005, Bulking agents, antispasmodic 

and antidepressant medication for the treatment of irritable bowel syndrome). Searches were 

partly based on the terms in this review. Searches were performed on the following core 

databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with 

guidance from the GDG). 

 

Additional databases were not searched for this review. For this review, the search was 

extended to cover the population with simple constipation as well as IBS. The search strategies 

are listed in Appendix B. 

 

The Cochrane review identified 11 studies, ten of which are included in the fibres review. The 

remaining study (Piai 1987) used a cellulose material, glucomannan, which is not used in the 

UK. The titles and abstracts identified by the NCC search strategy were assessed and fifty 

studies were retrieved in full. The reference lists for each of the retrieved studies were inspected 

for further potential papers, but none were identified. The 38 excluded studies are listed in 

Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion. Searches were updated to June 2007 and a 

further two papers were identified and obtained from the authors with some further information 

(Wulkow 2007; Kienzle-Horn 2007).  

 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 

Study Design 
There were four crossover studies (Cleveland 2001; Connolly 1975; Quah 2006; Sobhani 1996) 

in which participants were allocated to receive both the intervention and control treatments 

during the course of the study, in a random order. Two of these studies (Cleveland 2001; 

Sobhani 1996) had either no washout period or it was not reported, in which case this was 

assumed to be none. The other two studies had a washout period of one week. The GDG had 

specified a washout period of two weeks minimum, but would consider the two one-week 

studies if there was no other data. No crossover studies reported first-period results only or 

individual patient data. 

 

The remaining 15 studies had a parallel design (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Chaussade 2003; 

Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000; Dettmar 1998; DiPalma 2000; Hamilton 1988; Kienzle-Horn 

2006; Kienzle-Horn 2007; Marlett 1987; Medoff 2004; Rouse 1991; Wang 2004; Wulkow 2007). 
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The GDG had specified a minimum treatment period of four weeks for each intervention in the 

maintenance studies. Two studies had a treatment duration of one week (Connolly 1975; Marlett 

1987); one had ten days (Hamilton 1988); three had two weeks (Cleveland 2001; DiPalma 2000; 

Wang 2004); one had three weeks (Sobhani 1996). All these studies were transferred to the 

excluded studies table. 

 

The remaining studies had durations of four weeks (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Chaussade 

2003; Dettmar 1998; Kienzle-Horn 2007; Medoff 2004; Quah 2006 (1-week washout crossover); 

Rouse 1991); eight weeks (Corazziari 1996), and; 20 weeks (Corazziari 2000). 

 

Two studies investigated the use of laxatives for acute constipation (Kienzle-Horn 2006; Wulkow 

2007). 

 

Twelve studies were therefore included in the analysis (11 parallel and one 1-week washout 

crossover trial: Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Chaussade 2003; Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000; 

Dettmar 1998; Kienzle-Horn 2006; Kienzle-Horn 2007; Medoff 2004; Quah 2006; Rouse 1991; 

Wulkow 2007). 

 

One of the remaining studies had more than two arms: Chaussade (2003) compared four PEG 

interventions; there were thus 14 comparisons in the laxatives review. The rest of the description 

of studies will focus on these studies/comparisons. 

 

Two were conducted in the UK (Dettmar 1998 and Rouse 1991); one in sites in the UK and 

France (Attar 1999); seven in the rest of Europe, one in each of the USA and China.   

 

Setting: Seven studies took place in primary care (Bouhnik 2004; Chaussade 2003; Dettmar 

1998; Kienzle-Horn 2006; Medoff 2004; Rouse 1991; Wulkow 2007); and five were in secondary 

care (Attar 1999 (with 31% from geriatric institutions); Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000; Kienzle-

Horn 2007; Quah 2006). 

 

The majority of studies (7/12) had fewer than 100 patients, with two having 25 or fewer in the 

intervention arm (Corazziari 1996; Medoff 2004). Two studies had more than 200 patients in 

total (Chaussade 2003; Dettmar 1998).  

 

Funding: Six studies had some industry sponsorship: Bouhnik (2004) was sponsored by Solvay 

Pharmaceuticals, manufacturers of lactulose; Chaussade (2003) was supported by a grant from 

by Hoffmann La Roche, the manufacturers of PEG 3350, and; the Dettmar (1998) authors were 

from Reckitt & Colman, manufacturers of Fybogel. Kienzle-Horn (2006), Kienzle-Horn (2007) 

and; Wulkow (2007) were all funded by Boehringer-Ingelheim GmbH, manufacturers of 

Bisacodyl, and Sodium Picosulphate. 
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Population 

• Only one study (Medoff 2004) definitely included patients with IBS: 7/43 patients had a 

diagnosis of constipation predominant IBS, but separate results were not reported. All the 

other studies stated they had patients with simple constipation, usually defined as 3 or less, 

or 2 or less bowel movements per week. Most studies defined a minimum period of 

constipation symptoms, ranging from 3 weeks (Rouse 1991) to 12 months (Corazziari 1996; 

Corazziari 2000). The GDG suspected, however, that many of these studies may have had 

the classification of ‘simple constipation’ because this was the primary symptom being 

treated by laxatives, rather than the only symptom. Indeed, they thought it was quite likely 

that the patients had IBS. This was further investigated. Communication with the authors of 

one study (Kienzle-Horn 2007) revealed that abdominal pain was not excluded and the 

author believed that some patients entering the studies would have had IBS if they had been 

checked for it by their physician. Seven of these studies (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; 

Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000; Chaussade 2003; Dettmar 1998; Rouse 1991) reported 

that some patients had pain and/or bloating. However, Dettmar (1998) and Rouse (1991) did 

not report sufficient duration to be defined as IBS. Two studies did not mention the incidence 

of pain or bloating before treatment (Kienzle-Horn 2006; Quah 2006) but the patients had 

had constipation for at least 3 months.  

• In Attar (1999), 20% and 35% of the control group had pain and bloating respectively during 

the trial. The patients were stated to have had chronic idiopathic constipation for at least 3 

months. 

• In Bouhnik (2004), in the washout period, 45 and 53% had bloating at washout and 30 and 

45% had pain for lactulose and PEG respectively. The patients were stated to have had 

chronic idiopathic constipation for at least 6 months. 

• In Chaussade (2003), at baseline, the bloating score was ~ 3 points on a scale of 1 to 4 

(considerable) and pain was 2.6. There was an implied use of the Rome II criteria for 

chronic idiopathic constipation, which the patients were to have had for at least 3 months 

• In Corazziari (1996), in the run-in period 52-60% pts had pain and 84-91% had bloating. The 

patients were stated to have chronic non-organic constipation and had had this for at least 

12 months. 

• In Corazziari (2000), the pain and bloating scores were non zero, even after the patients 

had received PEG for 4 weeks. Chronic constipation was defined using Rome criteria and 

the patients had had chronic constipation for at least 12 months. 

• Dettmar (1998) reported that the majority of the patients experienced abdominal symptoms, 

including pain, distension or flatulence. The patients were said to have ‘simple constipation’ 

and there were no details about the duration of constipation. 

• In Rouse (1991) 53-54% patients in both groups had abdominal pain after seven days. 

Bloating was not mentioned. The patients were treated for chronic constipation, which they 

had had for at least 3 weeks. 
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The GDG concluded that all of these studies, with the exception of Dettmar (1998) and Rouse 

(1991) were likely to have some, if not all, patients with IBS. It was unclear if Kienzle-Horn 

(2006) and Quah (2006) included patients with IBS. Further details are given in the included 

studies table (Appendix C).  

 

One study (Corazziari 2000) gave PEG electrolyte to patients for 4 weeks and then randomised 

only the responders (at least two bowel movements per week with no other defaecatory 

disturbances or more than three bowel movements per week) to PEG electrolyte or placebo. 

 

The age range of participants across the studies was 18 to 89 years, with the mean age (where 

given) ranging from 42 to 58 years. All the studies had more women than men. 

 
Interventions 
The studies varied in the type of laxatives used:  

• Two used stimulant laxatives:   

o One bisacodyl (Kienzle-Horn 2006) 

o One sodium picosulphate (Wulkow 2007). 

• Eight had osmotic laxatives:  

o Four lactulose (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Quah 2006; Rouse 1991) 

o Five polyethylene glycol (Attar 1999; Chaussade 2003; Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 

2000; Bouhnik 2004) 

o One sodium phosphate (Medoff 2004). 

• One study (Dettmar 1998) allowed the patient any laxative (which was mainly lactulose) and 

also reported the lactulose patients as a subgroup. 

 
Comparisons 
The included studies covered the following comparisons: 

• Four comparisons of laxatives versus placebo:  

o Two gave stimulant laxatives (Kienzle-Horn 2006; Wulkow 2007 treatment for acute 

episodes) 

o Two gave osmotic laxatives (Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000). 

• Three studies compared a laxative with fibre: 

o Two compared an osmotic laxative (lactulose) with fibre (ispaghula), (Quah 2006; 

Rouse 1991) 

o One compared usual laxatives (mainly lactulose) with fibre (ispaghula) (Dettmar 

1998). 

• Seven comparisons of different types of laxative in the same class: 

o Two studies (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004) compared lactulose with PEG electrolyte 

(Osmotic Laxatives) 
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o Four comparisons of PEG 3350 (Transipeg) plus electrolytes versus PEG 4000 

without electrolytes (Forlax) (Chaussade 2003 x4) (Osmotic Laxatives) 

o One comparison of Bisacodyl versus Sodium Picosulphate (Kienzle–Horn 2007). 

• Three comparisons of different doses of an osmotic laxative: 

o One comparison of 11.8g versus 5.9g PEG 3350 (Transipeg) plus electrolytes 

(Chaussade 2003) 

o One comparison of 20g versus 10g PEG 4000 (Forlax) (Chaussade 2003) 

o One comparison of 10.56g (mean) versus 6.84g (mean) sodium phosphate. 

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY    
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D.  

 

An adequate method of randomisation was reported in four studies (Attar 1999; Medoff 2004; 

Quah 2006; Wulrow 2007), all of which used a computer generated method. The other studies 

did not state the method. 

 

Allocation concealment was reported in three studies (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Quah 2006), 

both of which reported an adequate method, in which the statistician prepared the list and the 

investigators were unaware of the allocation (Attar 1999) or by telephoning a central office 

(Bouhnik 2004; Quah 2006). 

 

Six studies reported that the patients were blinded to the interventions (Chaussade 2003; 

Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000; Kienzle-Horn 2006; Kienzle-Horn 2007; Wulrow 2007); these 

included all the placebo controlled studies. The remaining studies stated that the patients were 

not blinded, or could not have been because of differences between drugs in appearance and 

taste. 

 

Five studies (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Kienzle-Horn 2006; Kienzle-Horn 2007; Wulrow 2007) 

described an a-priori power calculation. All studies included in the review demonstrated baseline 

comparability of the groups, apart from one study which was not comparable at baseline (Medoff 

2004) for rectal irritation, which was greater in the group receiving four tablets. 

 

There was loss to follow-up in the majority of studies, and all but one had less than 20% drop-

outs. One study (Corazziari 2000) reported that more than 20% of patients in at least one arm 

(or overall) were not analysed or were lost to follow-up (attrition bias). In Corazziari (2000), for 

the first eight weeks 1/33 (3%) PMF and 4/37 (11%) placebo did not complete the period, but 

10/33 (30%) PMF and 22/37 (59%) placebo did not complete the 20 weeks. Consequently, 

results at eight weeks only were taken for this study. In Quah (2006), 8/50 (22%) withdrew 

before receiving the interventions, then 3/21 (14%) withdrew from fibre group and 0% on 

lactulose. The GDG did not regard this level of missing data as significant. 
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Seven studies stated that they did not permit any concomitant medication that would change the 

GI motility (Bouhnik 2004; Chaussade 2003; Corazziari 1996; Kienzle-Horn 2006; Kienzle-Horn 

2007; Quah 2006; Wulrow 2007). Five studies allowed the patients to have laxatives as relief 

medication: in two studies (Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000) there had to be five consecutive 

days without a bowel movement; in one study (Chaussade 2003) there had to be three 

consecutive days, after which the patients could have suppositories. In the other studies (Attar 

1999; Medoff 2004) patients could use suppositories or microenemas for relief, apparently 

without restriction. In another study (Rouse 1991) 12/124 patients took other laxatives during the 

study and were considered to be protocol violators.  

 

The risk of bias was assessed for each included study and no studies were excluded from the 

analysis (although the 20 week results for Corazziari 2000 were disregarded). The two studies in 

which laxatives could be taken apparently without restriction (Attar 1999; Medoff 2004) were 

regarded with caution.  
 
RESULTS 
I.  Treatment for acute episodes of constipation 
A. Laxatives versus placebo 

Two studies (Kienzle-Horn 2006; Wulkow 2007) in 112 patients compared laxatives with 

placebo for the treatment of acute episodes of constipation. It was unclear if the patients had 

IBS. Stimulant laxatives 10mg bisacodyl (Kienzle-Horn 2006) or 7mg sodium picosulphate 

(Wulkow 2007) or placebo was given once-a-day for three days. 

 

1. Global symptoms 
Global symptoms (pain, bloating and bowel habit) were not reported. 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Bowel habits 
i. Number of patients with improvement in bowel habit assessed by investigators 
The investigators assessed the improvement in bowel habit, based on diary recordings of the 

patients. Overall, the relative risk was 1.34 (95%CI 1.02, 1.76) (Figure 1), i.e. statistically 

significant difference between laxative and placebo (p=0.04). This corresponded to a number 

needed to treat (NNT) of 6 (95%CI 3, 50) for a control group risk of 52 to 61%. There was no 

heterogeneity. 
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Figure 1: 

 
 
ii. Stool score - consistency 
The consistency of stool was measured on the scale of 1 to 5, where 5=hard, 4=moderately 

hard, 3=well-formed, 2=soft, 1=liquid (Kienzle-Horn 2006) and on a 4 point scale  where 

4=hard, 3=well-formed, 2=pasty,1=liquid (Wulkow 2007). The Wulkow study reported the 

number of patients with soft and/or well formed stools. The relative risk was 1.51 (95%CI 1.06, 

2.15) i.e. statistically significant difference between laxative and placebo (p=0.02) favouring 

laxative (Figure 1).  

  

Kienzle-Horn (2006) reported baseline mean scores which were 5.0 for each group, so any 

decrease in score constituted an improvement. The study did not report the standard deviation 

for the placebo group, but gave the difference in change score between the two groups and 

the 95%CI (Figure 2). This was -1.4 (95%CI -2.0, -0.76), for a placebo group score of 4.2, i.e. 

a statistically significant difference between groups, such that the bisacodyl group had a value 

between soft and well-formed.  

 
Figure 2: 
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iii. Stool frequency 
The stool frequency per day was statistically significantly higher for the bisacodyl group: mean 

difference 0.85 (95%CI 0.24, 1.46) for a placebo group mean of 0.95 stools/day (Figure 3). 
 
Figure 3: 

 
 
3. Adverse effects 
The confidence interval was too wide to decide if there was a difference in the number of 

patients reporting adverse effects that could have been drug related (Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4: 

 
 

II. Laxatives for maintenance treatment  
A. Laxatives versus Placebo 

There were two studies included in the analysis that compared laxatives with placebo in 

patients with constipation (Corazziari 1996 and Corazziari 2000). Both studies gave the 

patients an isosmotic PEG electrolyte balanced solution (PMF-100) containing 14.6g PEG 

4000, twice a day. However, in Corazziari (2000), all patients received 4 weeks of PMF-100 

initially, with responders (more than 3 bowel movements per week) then randomised to PEG 

or placebo for a further 20 weeks. Thus the populations were different in the two trials, and 

Corazziari (2000) was regarded as an investigation of the effects of stopping the laxative. 

Their results are therefore reported separately. Both studies had patients who were 

outpatients in secondary care. The GDG considered it likely that both studies had at least 

some patients with IBS. 
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In both trials, patients were allowed other laxatives when they had no bowel movements for at 

least 5 consecutive days, and they were allowed to adjust the intervention dose downwards 

(but not upwards above 2 sachets per day).  

 

Where outcomes were measured at different times during the study, we took the end-study 

results unless there were significant numbers of withdrawals or problems with compliance. 

Therefore, for the Corazziari (2000) study we took the values at eight weeks (i.e. from the start 

of randomisation). 

 

1. Global symptoms 
Neither study reported global symptoms. 

 

2.  Number of patients using additional laxatives / not using additional laxatives as 
rescue medication 
The GDG considered this to be an important outcome for this review and gave it the status of 

primary outcome measure. We gave both the number of patients using additional laxatives (as 

reported in the papers), and the number not using additional laxatives (calculated). 

 

The comparison of PEG and placebo over 8 weeks in 48 patients (Corazziari 1996) showed a 

statistically significant decrease in the number of patients using other laxatives as rescue 

medication; Figure 5; RR 0.33 (95%CI 0.12, 0.90), although the confidence interval was wide. 

This corresponded to a number needed to treat of 4 (95%CI 2, 15) for a placebo group risk of 

48%. 

 

For the outcome measure, the number of patients not using rescue medication was calculated 

for Corazziari (1996) (Figure 6). There was a statistically significant difference between PEG 

and placebo, favouring the former; RR 1.61 (95%CI 1.05, 2.47), which gave an NNT of 4 

(95%CI 2, 15) for a control group risk of 52%. 

 
Figure 5: Number of patients taking rescue laxatives 
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Figure 6: Number of patients not taking rescue laxatives 

 
 

Corazziari (2000) (withdrawal of laxative following four weeks PEG electrolyte solution, in 

responders) reported that the use of other oral laxatives, rectal evacuants, suppositories and 

enemas was more frequent in the placebo group compared to the PEG group. At eight weeks 

the difference in number of other laxatives used per four weeks was statistically significant 

(Figure 6), but the confidence interval was fairly wide. 

 

Figure 7: 

 
 

At the same time, statistically significantly more sachets of the intervention were used in the 

placebo group (even though the more severely constipated patients dropped out), compared 

with the PEG group (Figure 7).   

 

In the PEG group, the authors reported that the use of other laxatives progressively decreased 

in the PEG group but increased in the placebo group. 

 

Figure 8: 
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3. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
There was no significant difference between PEG and placebo for this outcome (Corazziari 

1996) in 48 patients. The confidence intervals were fairly wide so there was some uncertainty 

over the results for the difference between groups in the number of patients with abdominal 

pain (Figure 8). 

 
Figure 9: 

 
 

Corazziari (2000) (withdrawal of laxative following 4 weeks PEG electrolyte solution, in 

responders) reported that the abdominal pain score progressively decreased in the PEG 

group and increased in the placebo group. No data were given. 

  
b) Bloating 
The comparison of PEG and placebo (Corazziari 1996) in 48 patients showed no statistically 

significant difference between groups in the number of patients with bloating (Figure 9). 

 
Figure 10: 

 
 
Corazziari (2000) (withdrawal of laxative following 4 weeks PEG electrolyte solution, in 

responders) reported that bloating was less severe in the PEG group compared to the placebo 

group throughout the study. At 8 weeks the difference was statistically significant: p<0.001. No 

other statistics were given. 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 227 of 554 

c) Bowel habits 
i. Stool frequency 
The comparison of PEG and placebo over 8 weeks in 48 patients (Corazziari 1996) showed a 

statistically significant increase in stool frequency per week (figure 10) of 2.00 (95%CI 0.89, 

3.11), for a placebo group value of 2.8 stools per week. 

 

Figure 11: 

 
 
Corazziari (2000) (withdrawal of laxative following 4 weeks PEG electrolyte solution, in 

responders) found a statistically significant increase in stool frequency per week for the PEG 

group compared to the placebo group throughout the study. At 8 weeks (Figure 11) the 

difference was 3.13 (95%CI 1.35, 4.91) for a placebo group value of 4.39 stools per week. 

 
Figure 12: 

 
 
ii. Improvement in bowel habit 
Corazziari (2000) (withdrawal of laxative following 4 weeks PEG electrolyte solution, in 

responders) found a statistically significantly greater number of patients with complete 

remission of constipation symptoms (more than three bowel movements per week, no use of 

other laxatives, no straining at defecation, no feeling of incomplete evacuation, no hard/pellety 

stools) for the PEG group compared to the placebo group throughout the study. At 8 weeks 

(Figure 12) the RR was 3.95 (95%CI 1.86, 8.42); this corresponds to an NNT of 2 (95%CI 2, 

3) for a control group rate of 18%. 
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Figure 13: 

 
 

iii. Number of patients withdrawing from study 
Corazziari (2000) (withdrawal of laxative following 4 weeks PEG electrolyte solution, in 

responders) reported statistically significantly more patients withdrew from the study by 20 

weeks because of non-response to treatment in the placebo group compared to the PEG 

group. At the end of the study the RR was 0.13 (95%CI 0.03, 0.53), i.e. statistically 

significantly in favour of the PEG group, although the confidence interval was very wide. This 

corresponded to an NNT of 3 (95%CI 2, 5) for a placebo group rate of 46%. 
 
Figure 14: 

 
 
4. Adverse effects 
In the comparison of PEG and placebo over 8 weeks in 48 patients (Corazziari 1996), there 
was too much uncertainty to determine if there was a difference in the number of patients 

reporting anorexia, headache or asthenia (Figure 15). 
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Figure 15: 

 
 
Corazziari (2000) reported that there were no significant differences between groups in the 

incidence of adverse effects. 

 
B. Osmotic Laxative type 1 versus Osmotic laxative type 2 

Three studies compared different types of osmotic laxatives: two (Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004) 

compared lactulose with PEG, and one compared different types of PEG: PEG 3350 plus 

electrolytes versus PEG 4000 without electrolytes (Chaussade 2003). We noted that the 

Bouhnik (2004) was sponsored by Solvay Pharmaceuticals, manufacturers of lactulose, and 

Chaussade (2003) was supported by a grant from by Hoffmann La Roche, the manufacturers 

of PEG 3350. The Attar (1999) study was in secondary care (of which 31% were in geriatric 

institutions), and the Chaussade (2003) and Bouhnik (2004) studies were in primary care. The 

GDG thought it likely that all of these studies had some patients with IBS.  

 

B1. Lactulose versus PEG 
Attar (1999) compared PEG 3350 plus electrolytes (Movicol) versus lactulose, and Bouhnik 

(2004) compared PEG 4000 plus electrolytes (Forlax) versus lactulose. Both studies had a 

duration of four weeks. The doses of PEG differed in the two studies: the patients in Attar 

(1999) started with 26.24 g (2 sachets) for the first two weeks, but could change to 1 or 3 

sachets for the second two weeks. Patients in Bouhnik (2004) started at a dose of 20g (2 

sachets) for the first week and then this could be varied to 10 or 30g. The lactulose dose in 

both studies was 20g which could also be varied as above. 

 

In Attar (1999) patients could take suppositories or microenemas for relief of constipation, 

apparently without restriction. However, in Bouhnik (2004) patients were asked to stop 

enema/suppositories 48 hours before the first stool collection.  
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1. Global outcomes 
a) Global improvement in symptoms score 
One study (Attar 1999) in 99 patients recorded a global improvement score at four weeks on a 

VAS of 0 to 10 (0=no change, 10=excellent); comprising pain, bloating and bowel habit. The 

global improvement score was statistically significantly in favour of PEG electrolyte; mean 

difference 2.20 (95%CI 1.05, 3.35) for a control group value of 5.20. 

 

Figure 16 

 
 

2. Use of microenemas as rescue medication  
Attar (1999) also reported the number of patients using microenemas as rescue medication 

after four weeks, and we also calculated the number of patients not using rescue medication. 

The study found that statistically significantly more patients used microenemas in the lactulose 

group than in the PEG group; RR 0.48 (95%CI 0.25, 0.95), which corresponded to an NNT of 

6 (95%CI 3, 50) for a lactulose group risk of 35% (Figure 17a). The confidence interval was 

fairly wide. 

 

There was a statistically significant difference, favouring PEG, for the number of patients not 

using microenemas; RR 1.27 (95%CI 1.02, 1.59). This corresponded to an NNT of 6 (95%CI 

3, 50) for a lactulose risk of 65% (Figure 17b). 

 

Figure 17a: Number of patients using microenemas 
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Figure 17b: Number of patients not using microenemas 

 
 

3. Number of sachets of intervention used 
In Attar (1999) the number of sachets of laxative used over four weeks was statistically 

significantly lower for the PEG group (Figure 18), but there was no difference between groups 

in Bouhnik (2004). This led to significant heterogeneity between studies (I2=83%, p=0.02). It is 

unclear if this was an effect of dose; type of PEG; use of other laxatives, or; any other reason. 

 
Figure 18: 

 
 
4. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Both studies reported the number of patients with abdominal pain at four weeks. Meta-

analysis of 180 patients gave a wide confidence interval.   
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Figure 19: 

 
 
One study (Attar 1999) recorded pain on a scale of 0 to 3 (severe). The difference was not 

statistically significant. 

 

Figure 20: 

 
 
b) Bloating 
Both studies reported the number of patients with bloating at four weeks. Meta-analysis of 180 

patients gave a fairly wide confidence interval and some heterogeneity (I2=50%; p=0.16). This 

difference may be an effect of dose or type of PEG. It is also noted that Bouhnik (2004) was 

sponsored by the manufacturers of lactulose and Attar (1999) allowed the patients to use 

other laxatives ad libitum. 
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Figure 21: 

 
 
c) Bowel habits 
i. Stool frequency 
Both studies reported the stool frequency per day at four weeks. Meta-analysis of 180 patients 

gave a statistically significant difference of 0.27 (95%CI 0.09, 0.45) stools/day, favouring PEG, 

but there was some heterogeneity (I2=50%; p=0.16).  

 
Figure 22: 

 
 
5. Adverse effects 
Both studies reported the number of patients with adverse effects at four weeks. Meta-

analysis of 180 patients gave a wide confidence interval and no heterogeneity (Figure 22). 

One study (Attar 1999) reported the number of patients with liquid stools, but this also had a 

wide confidence interval (Figure 23). 
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Figure 23: 

 
 

Figure 24: 

 
 

B2. Comparison of different PEG laxatives  
One study (Chaussade 2003) compared two doses of each of two types of PEG solution for a 

duration of four weeks. The PEG species were PEG 4000 (Forlax) without electrolytes and 

PEG 3350 plus electrolytes. Doses used were the maximum and standard recommended by 

the manufacturers.  

 
1. Global improvement of symptoms 
The study measured the patients’ global impression of efficacy on a VAS, but the results are 

not reported. The authors state that there was no significant difference between groups. 

 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Abdominal pain 
Pain scores at four weeks were recorded on a scale of 1 (none) to 4 (considerable).  

There was no significant difference between the two types of PEG for this outcome at either 

dose, and there was no heterogeneity (I2=0%). 
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Figure 25: 

 
 
b) Bloating 
Bloating scores at four weeks were recorded on a scale of 1 (none) to 4 (considerable).  

There was no significant difference between the two types of PEG for this outcome at either 

dose, and no heterogeneity (I2=0%). 

 
Figure 26: 

 
 
c) Bowel habits 
i. Stool frequency per week 
There was no significant difference between the two types of PEG for this outcome at four 

weeks at either dose, and no heterogeneity (I2=0%). 

 
Figure 27: 
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ii. Stool consistency 
Consistency of stools at four weeks were recorded on a scale of 1 (liquid) to 6 (very hard). 

Meta-analysis of the two comparisons revealed heterogeneity (I2=65%, p=0.09). For the 

standard dose, there was a statistically significant difference between the two PEG solutions, 

favouring PEG 4000; mean difference 0.30 (95%CI 0.01, 0.59). This was a fairly small 

change. There was no significant difference for the maximum dose.  

 
Figure 28: 

 
 
iii. Number of patients with normal stools 
Meta-analysis showed no significant difference at four weeks between types of PEG. 

 
Figure 29: 

 
 
3. Quality of life 
The study measured quality of life on a 100mm VAS at four weeks. Meta-analysis showed no 

significant difference between types of PEG and no heterogeneity (I2=0%, p=0.93). 
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Figure 30: 

 
 
4. Adverse effects 
For overall adverse effects at four weeks, the majority of which were gastrointestinal, meta-

analysis showed no significant difference between types of PEG and no heterogeneity (I2=0%, 

p=0.55). 

 

Figure 31: 

 
 

For the specific adverse effect of diarrhoea, there was no significant difference between types 

of PEG and no heterogeneity (I2=0%, p=0.71). 
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Figure 32: 

 

 

B3. Comparison of different doses of PEG laxatives  
One study (Chaussade 2003) compared two doses of each of two types of PEG solution for a 

duration of four weeks. The PEG species were PEG 4000 (Forlax) without electrolytes and 

PEG 3350 plus electrolytes. Doses used were the maximum and standard recommended by 

the manufacturers.  

 
1. Global improvement of symptoms 
The study measured the patients’ global impression of efficacy at four weeks on a VAS, but 

the results are not reported. The authors state that there was no significant difference between 

groups. 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Abdominal pain 
Pain scores at four weeks were recorded on a scale of 1 (none) to 4 (considerable).  

Meta-analysis showed no significant difference between the two doses for this outcome, and 

no heterogeneity (I2=0%). 

 

Figure 33: 

 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 239 of 554 

b) Bloating 
Bloating scores at four weeks were recorded on a scale of 1 (none) to 4 (considerable). There 

was no significant difference between the two doses for this outcome, and no heterogeneity 

(I2=0%). 

 
Figure 34: 

 
 
c) Bowel habits 
i. Stool frequency 
There was no significant difference between the two doses for this outcome at four weeks, 

and no heterogeneity (I2=0%). 

 
Figure 35: 

 
 

ii. Stool consistency 
Consistency of stools at four weeks was recorded on a scale of 1 (liquid) to 6 (very hard). 

Meta-analysis of the two comparisons revealed some heterogeneity (I2=65%, p=0.09). For the 

PEG 3350 electrolyte dose, there was a statistically significant difference between the two 

doses, favouring the maximum dose; mean difference 0.60 (95%CI 0.29, 0.91). There was no 

significant difference for the PEG 4000.  
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Figure 36: 

 
 
iii. Number of patients with normal stools 
Meta-analysis of the two comparisons reveals statistically significantly more patients with 

normal stools at four weeks for the standard dose groups. The RR was 1.68 (95%CI 1.14, 

2.48), which corresponded to an NNH of 7 (95%CI 4, 25) for the higher dose rate of 19% or 

25%.  

 
Figure 37: 

 
 
3. Quality of life 
The study measured quality of life at four weeks on a 100mm VAS. Meta-analysis showed no 

significant difference between doses and no heterogeneity (I2=0%, p=0.93). 
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Figure 38: 

 
4. Adverse effects 
For overall adverse effects at four weeks, the majority of which were gastrointestinal, meta-

analysis showed no significant difference between doses and no heterogeneity (I2=0%, 

p=0.55). 

 
Figure 39: 

 
 

For the specific adverse effect of diarrhoea, there was a statistically significant difference, 

favouring the standard dose, and no heterogeneity (I2=0%, p=0.68). The RR was 0.41 (95%CI 

0.24, 0.70); this corresponded to an NNT of 6 (95%CI 4, 13) for the higher dose rate of 30%.  
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Figure 40: 

 

 

B4. Stimulant Laxative Type 1 versus Stimulant Laxative Type 2 
One study compared two stimulant laxatives, bisacodyl versus sodium picosulphate (Kienzle-

Horn 2007). Patients were treated daily for 4 weeks with 5 to10mg of either bisacodyl or 

sodium picosulphate. The primary outcome was the change in bowel habit recorded as the 

mean number of bowel movements per day and stool consistency measured on a 5 point 

scale where 5=hard, 4= moderately hard,3= well formed,2=soft, 1=liquid. Secondary 

outcomes included straining scored on a 4 point scale with 4 = severe and 0=absent. There 

was no statistically significant difference between the two laxatives for the number of bowel 

movements per day, WMD: -0,05 (95%CI -0.18, 0.08), and similarly for the stool consistency 

and straining score. Both were equally effective in treating constipation. 

 
Figure 41: 

 
  

C. Laxative versus fibre 
Three studies compared a laxative with fibre: two compared an osmotic laxative (lactulose) 

with fibre (ispaghula), (Quah 2006; Rouse 1991) and one compared usual laxatives (mainly 

lactulose) with fibre (ispaghula) (Dettmar 1998). Quah (2006) had a crossover design, with a 
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washout period of 1 week, and this study was treated separately. Quah (2006) and Rouse 

(1991) compared respectively: 20 ml lactulose with 3.5g ispaghula husk, and 30 ml lactulose 

with 7g ispaghula husk. Dettmar (1998) did not record the dose of lactulose (other laxatives), 

but 7g ispaghula husk was given. Dettmar (1998) also reported results for the lactulose 

subgroup of ‘other laxatives’. Rouse (1991) and Dettmar (1998) were in primary care and 

Quah (2006) in secondary care. The authors of Dettmar (1998) were from Reckitt and 

Colman, manufacturers of Fybogel. The GDG considered it unlikely that the patients in 

Dettmar (1998) and Rouse (1991) had IBS.  It was unclear if the patients in Quah (2006) had 

IBS. 

 
1. Global symptoms 

Two studies reported an outcome of global symptoms (Rouse 1991; Dettmar 1998).  

 

a) Global improvement of symptoms 
One study (Rouse 1991) in 112 patients showed little difference in global improvement of 

symptoms at four weeks between patients given 30ml lactulose and 7g ispaghula husk (figure 

40). 

  

Figure 42: 

 
 

a)  Global effectiveness  
Dettmar (1998), in 315 patients, asked the patients to rate the effectiveness at four weeks of 

treatment with ispaghula 7g and other laxatives, mainly lactulose. Statistically significantly 

more patients given ispaghula rated the effectiveness as excellent, good or satisfactory. RR 

(all other laxatives versus fibre) was 0.87 (95%CI 0.80, 0.96) and for the subgroup with 

lactulose the RR was 0.90 (95%CI 0.85, 0.96). It was noted that authors of Dettmar (1998) 

were from the manufacturers of ispaghula (Reckitt and Colman). 
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Figure 43: 

 
 

When these two studies were combined in a meta-analysis, the RR was 0.92 (0.85, 1.00) and 

there was a significant heterogeneity I2 = 73.5%, p=0.05. It is unclear what caused this, but the 

overall effect was small. 

 
Figure 44: 

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Two studies (Rouse 1991; Quah 2006) in 93 and 78 patients respectively, recorded the 

number of patients with abdominal pain at four weeks. We did not combine these studies 

because one was a crossover study and the other parallel. We did not draw conclusions for 

the crossover study because the confidence interval was too wide; there was also only 1 week 

washout for this study. The confidence interval was fairly wide for Rouse (1991), but there was 

no significant difference between lactulose and ispaghula.  
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Figure 45: 

 
 

b) Bloating 
Two studies recorded the number of patients with bloating at four weeks: Quah (2006) in 76 

patients, and; Dettmar (1998) in 394 patients. There was little difference in the numbers with 

bloating, although the confidence intervals were fairly wide. 

 
Figure 46: 

 
 

c) Bowel habits 
i. Improvement in bowel score 
One crossover study (Quah 2006) with 78 patients recorded improvement in bowel score at 

four weeks compared with baseline on a scale of 0 (no effect) to 10 (excellent) (Figure 45). 

There was a statistically significantly greater improvement with lactulose compared to 

ispaghula; mean difference 1.40 (95%CI 0.19, 2.61). It was noted that this crossover study 

had a washout period of only 1 week, so the results were treated with caution. 
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Figure 47: 

 
 

ii. Stool frequency  
One study reported the stool frequency at four weeks (Quah 2006). There was a non-

significant difference between lactulose and ispaghula, favouring the former; WMD 1.80 

(95%CI -0.12, 3.72). It was noted that this crossover study had a washout period of only 1 

week, so the results were treated with caution. 

 
Figure 48: 

 
 

iii. Stool consistency 
One study reported the stool consistency at four weeks on a scale of 0 (no bowel movement) 

to 3 (comfortable and solid) to 5 (loose) (Quah 2006). There was a borderline significant 

difference of 0.50 (95%CI 0.00, 1.00; p=0.05) between lactulose and ispaghula, favouring the 

former. However, since the normal rating is 3 and the fibre group is closer to this value (2.9) it 

could be argued that fibre is more favourable. It was noted that this crossover study had a 

washout period of only one week, so the results were treated with caution. 

 

Figure 49: 
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3. Adverse effects 
Two studies reported the number of patients with adverse effects at four weeks. In all cases 

there were wide confidence intervals (Figure 48). 

 
Figure 50: 

 
 

4. Patient preference 
The crossover study, Quah (2006), recorded patient preference at four weeks between 

lactulose and ispaghula. Statistically significantly more patients preferred lactulose; RR 1.71 

(95%CI 1.05, 2.79). This gave an NNT of 4 (95%CI 3, 25). It was noted that this crossover 

study had a washout period of only one week, so the results were treated with caution. 
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Figure 51: 

 
 

Adverse Effects  
An adverse effects review has been carried out and is reported in section 8.5.1. The review 

included six RCTs (Quah 2006; Ferguson and Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004; Corazziari 1996; 

Corazziari 2000; Chaussade 2003), and their results are reported in this effectiveness review. 

The RCTs were primarily aimed at assessing and reporting on the efficacy of the drug 

treatments. Evaluation of safety and reporting of adverse effects data was often cursory or non-

existent. Even in instances where the methods sections had explicitly stated the intention of 

monitoring for adverse effects, trial reports did not follow a structured format (e.g. by WHO 

system organ class) of reporting adverse effects. The interventions and comparators were 

extremely varied, as was the reporting of adverse effects.  

 

One non-randomised study in the US reported a series of adverse effects of laxatives, but did 

not distinguish laxative class, and used doses higher than in the UK.  

 

Many of the adverse outcomes of interest are very similar to the symptoms of the IBS itself. For 

instance, laxatives are associated with flatulence, cramps and abdominal pain – all of which are 

commonly seen in untreated IBS patients and also form part of the efficacy assessment. It is not 

always possible to determine whether deterioration in these symptoms is due to lack of efficacy, 

or the natural history of the disease, or the adverse effect of the drug.  Generally, though, the 

RCT data on lactulose was consistent with the findings of the non-randomised data with regards 

to increased risk of abdominal symptoms. The GDG’s clinical experience of lactulose was that it 

caused bloating and other side effects. 

 

ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR LAXATIVES 
One relevant health economic analysis was identified on the cost-effectiveness of laxatives in 

the treatment of IBS. Christie (2002) was a model based economic evaluation from a UK 

perspective which used efficacy data from a secondary care trial comparing two laxatives 

conducted in Scotland and France. The population included in the trial was patients with 

idiopathic constipation of greater than three months duration and the population included some 

elderly patients living in institutions. Whilst data from elderly residential patients is not directly 
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relevant to the IBS population, this paper was included as indirect evidence for the IBS 

population. 

 

This study aimed to assess the economic impact of using low dose polyethylene glycol 3350 

plus electrolytes (PEG+E) compared to lactulose in the treatment of idiopathic constipation 

using a decision analytic model. The economic analysis was carried out from an NHS 

perspective. As discussed earlier, this study was considered to be indirect evidence as the 

patient population was not restricted to patients with IBS but may have included some patients 

with IBS-C. The effectiveness inputs used in the model were obtained from a randomised 

controlled trial conducted in primary care. In this trial patients were randomised to treatment with 

either PEG+E or lactulose for one month. After this initial comparator controlled phase, patients 

aged over 65 continued on their allocated treatment for two months but those aged under 65 

received lactulose for a further 2 months regardless of their initial allocation. The model 

considered the probability of various clinical outcomes over 2 weekly intervals for a 3 month 

period. The outcomes considered by the model were; successful treatment, discontinuation of 

treatment due to an adverse event, switching laxatives due to an adverse event, discontinuation 

of treatment due to lack of efficacy, switching laxatives due to lack of efficacy, not complying 

with either treatment and discontinuing treatment, not complying with either treatment and 

switching to another laxative. Resource use estimates were provided by a panel of experts. 

 

PEG+E had a higher probability of achieving successful treatment at 3 months (53% versus 

24%) but a higher acquisition cost (£25.42 versus £10.05 over 3 months). This was offset by a 

reduced number of GP appointments (2.9 visits versus 4.4 visits), resulting in an overall lower 

cost in patients initially treated with PEG+E (£85 versus £96). The sensitivity analyses showed 

that the overall costs were particularly sensitive to changes in the efficacy of first-line treatment 

with either treatment, the mean daily dose for PEG+E, the probability of senna being co-

prescribed with lactulose, the probability of discontinuing treatment with lactulose and the 

number of GP appointments. Given that the costs were sensitive to dose it is important that this 

study is considered along-side evidence on the effective dose in patients with IBS. The model 

assumed that co-prescription of senna is more frequent in patients not experiencing successful 

resolution of symptoms following lactulose treatment (13%) than following PEG+E treatment 

(2%). In the trial patients were not allowed to take additional laxatives, so the effectiveness of 

adding senna to lactulose in this way would not be captured in the model but the cost of co-

prescribing senna has been included in the model. Assuming no senna use in the lactulose arm 

reduced the cost to £87 which suggests that the cost-effectiveness is sensitive to the accuracy 

of this assumption.  

 

The study was a partial economic evaluation as it did not assess the incremental cost of any 

benefit achieved in the form of a cost-effectiveness ratio. This may be appropriate given that the 

intervention was more effective than the comparator. However, the effectiveness was only 
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measured in terms of the probability of successful treatment rather than overall health impact. 

This may be misleading if adverse events have a higher impact on health than successful 

treatment. Adverse events were included in the analysis but from a cost perspective only. The 

evidence provided by this study was not directly relevant to the guideline as it considered a 

patient population that isn’t fully representative of the population considered by this guideline. 

No potential areas of significant bias were identified, but the sensitivity analysis demonstrated 

that the magnitude of cost-saving estimated by the model was variable under the parameter 

ranges considered. Modelled direct health care costs were lower in the PEG+E arm despite a 

higher acquisition cost. As this study did not provide an estimate of the cost per QALY for 

PEG+E compared to lactulose, and did not consider the cost-effectiveness of either intervention 

compared to no laxative treatment, it was not particularly useful in determining whether 

recommending PEG+E or lactulose would result in the efficient use of NHS resources.  

 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR LAXATIVES 
This section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of laxatives as a long-term maintenance therapy in IBS. The general methods used in 

the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail in Chapter 5 and 

the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are described below.  

 

The general approach was the same as for other maintenance therapies except: 

• None of the trials provided an estimate of the relative risk of an improvement in global 

symptom score, which was the favoured outcome for determining a successful response to 

treatment for the economic model. An improvement in bowel habit was considered as a 

possible alternative definition for response, but this was also not available for any of the 

long-term maintenance studies. In the absence of this, a successful response was defined 

as no use of other laxatives.  

• For sodium picosulfate and bisacodyl there was evidence for their effectiveness compared 

to placebo for short term use (3 days) but there was no evidence on their effectiveness 

compared to placebo for long-term use. In the absence of evidence on the effectiveness of 

long-term maintenance use, we have applied the effectiveness from the short-term trials and 

assumed that it would persist in the long-term. This is an extreme extrapolation beyond the 

available trial duration and should be considered with caution. 

• PEG, sodium picosulfate and bisacodyl were included in the economic model as potential 

laxative treatments. We assumed that PEG is used first line as this was the only intervention 

with evidence of clinical effectiveness in long-term maintenance use. Sodium picosulfate 

and bisacodyl are assumed to be used second line in patients who do not respond to PEG. 

• Lactulose was less effective than PEG 3350 (with electrolytes) (Attar 1999). GDG 

consensus was that people with IBS should be actively discouraged from taking Lactulose 

as it promotes gaseous bloating which can exacerbate IBS symptoms. It was therefore 

excluded from the cost-effectiveness analysis. 
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• The studies included in the clinical effectiveness review did not stratify results by IBS 

subtype, but all the studies were carried out in patients with chronic constipation. Therefore, 

the cost-effectiveness is estimated for patients with IBS-C. The applicability of these results 

to people with IBS-A was considered by the GDG as they may have intermittent periods of 

chronic constipation. 

 
Modelled response rates 
In the basecase scenario the response rate of 45% in the no treatment arm is taken from the 

Mearin (2004) cohort study. This represents the group of patients whose symptoms improve 

without any specific intervention. The RR of response for PEG versus placebo is 1.61; therefore 

the response rate in the PEG arm is 72% (=45% x 1.61), giving an absolute difference in 

response between the intervention and no treatment arms of 27% (=72%-45%) during the first 

month for PEG. The RR of bisacodyl and sodium picosulfate is 1.34 compared to placebo, so if 

these interventions are used first line then we would expect an absolute difference in response 

between intervention and no treatment of 15% (=1.34*45%-45%). The first line use of bisacodyl 

and sodium picosulfate has not been modelled due to a lack of longer-term data on their 

effectiveness compared to placebo. 

 

In the basecase scenario the response rate for the subsequent interventions is assumed to be 

equal to the response rate to the first intervention. If bisacodyl and sodium picosulfate are used 

second line in patients who do not respond to PEG, we would expect an additional 4.2% (=15% 

x 28%) of the original cohort to respond to the second laxative, and an additional 3.6% (=15% x 

24%) to respond to the third laxative, giving an overall response rate of 80% for laxatives. The 

response rate over time for the basecase is given in Figure 52. It is assumed that bisacodyl is 

tried first after a failure to respond to PEG as it has a lower cost than sodium picosulfate.  

 

We have also considered an alternative scenario in which no patient in the comparator arm 

achieves an improvement in symptoms, but the absolute gain in response rates is maintained 

from the basecase (e.g. for first line PEG, we modelled a zero response to no treatment but a 

27% response to PEG for this scenario). 
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Figure 52: Modelled response rates for laxatives (PEG followed by two switches to other 
laxatives for non responders) and no treatment 
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Table 1: Intervention specific parameters – laxatives 

 
Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
PEG vs placebo 

1.61  Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
no use of other 
laxatives 

RR of response for 
bisacodyl and sodium 
picosulfate compared 
to placebo 

1.34 Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
improvement in 
bowel habit 

Maximum number of 
switches considered 

2 Limited by 
number of 
effective 
interventions 

Drug costs 
Intervention Dose per day Cost per month* 

(assuming lowest 
cost preparation) 

 

PEG 23g (equiv to 1.8 
sachets of Movicol 
or 2.3 sachets of 
Idrolax) 

£12.54  

Bisacodyl 10mg £1.43  
Sodium picosulfate 7mg £3.94  
* British National Formulary (Joint Formulary Committee 2007) 
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Table 2: Incremental cost-effectiveness of allowing subsequent switches in laxative 
therapy 

Strategy Cost QALY Incremental 
Cost per QALY 
compared to 
previous row 

Incremental 
cost per 
QALY 
compared to 
no treatment 

No treatment  £0 1.60 N/A N/A 
Intervention, no 
switches £7,575 2.57 £7,779 £7,779
Intervention with 
up to 1 switch £8,141 2.70 £4,488 £7,401
Intervention with 
up to 2 switches £8,703 2.78 £6,561 £7,341
 

 

Table 2 gives the incremental cost-effectiveness for several laxative treatment pathways in order 

of the benefits they achieve. It shows that whilst PEG provides additional benefit for a cost per 

QALY of £7,779, compared to no treatment, further benefit can be achieved by allowing non 

responders to PEG to switch to bisacodyl and if that is not effective to switch to sodium 

picosulfate. Each of these additional switches for non responders has a low cost per QALY 

compared to no further treatment for non-responders (£4,488 and £6,561 respectively). 

However, it should be noted that the cost-effectiveness of these second line laxatives is based 

on clinical effectiveness evidence for bisacodyl and sodium picosulfate from short term trials 

lasting only 3 days. 

 

These results are an estimate of the cost-effectiveness over the first 6 months after the initiation 

of laxative therapy. The cost per QALY for continuing laxative therapy beyond 6 months is lower 

than the cost per QALY during the initial 6 months provided that treatment is reviewed every 6 

months and discontinued in patients who no longer experience a therapeutic benefit, either due 

to lack of effectiveness or a change in their symptom profile. 

 

The probabilistic sensitivity analysis provides an estimate of the uncertainty in the cost per 

QALY estimate due to uncertainty in the efficacy estimate, the probability of response in the no 

treatment arm and the utility gain. The CEAC in Figure 53 shows the uncertainty surrounding the 

cost-effectiveness of PEG, compared to no treatment and the incremental cost-effectiveness of 

allowing non-responders to switch to other laxatives. It shows that there is an 83% likelihood 

that the cost per QALY for PEG compared to no treatment is under £20K, suggesting that PEG 

provides health benefit at an acceptable cost in patients with IBS-C. Allowing non responders to 

PEG one treatment switch has an 81% probability of a being cost-effective when a £20K 

threshold is applied compared to no further treatment for non responders. Similarly, allowing a 

second treatment switch for non-responders has a 74% probability of being cost-effective.  
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Figure 53: CEAC for PEG with up to two switches for non responders compared to no 
treatment (NT) 
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However, it should be noted that these estimates only consider the uncertainty in cost-

effectiveness due to the accuracy of several input parameters and they do not reflect general 

uncertainty around the assumptions made in the model. The uncertainty from these 

assumptions was explored in the univariate sensitivity analysis. 

 

Univariate sensitivity results for laxatives 
The results of the univariate sensitivity analysis for PEG compared to no treatment are given in 

Table 3. Maintaining the 27% difference in response between the two arms but reducing the 

response rate in the no treatment arm from 45% to zero decreased the cost per QALY to 

£4,896. The use of higher cost formulations increased the cost per QALY to £9,980, whilst 

assuming that 50% of prescriptions were over the counter reduced the cost per QALY to £4,814. 
 

The cost per QALY is less favourable for patients who only use the medication on 25% of days 

as the upfront costs of initiating therapy and establishing response are constant despite lower 
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benefit from less frequent use. PEG compared to no treatment has a cost per QALY of £13,325 

when used on 25% of days.  

 
We carried out a threshold analysis to determine whether laxative therapy would still be cost-

effective for lower gains in health related quality of life. In the basecase it was assumed that 

patients who respond to therapy accumulate 0.071 QALYs more per annum than patients who 

do not respond. For comparison, a gain of 0.135 QALYs would represent a complete remission 

of IBS symptoms. If the QALY gain associated with a response to therapy was reduced to 0.027 

QALYs, then the cost per QALY of providing PEG compared to no treatment would be above 

£20,000 per QALY. The methods used in this analysis vary from the methods used for other 

pharmacological interventions as we were unable to estimate the response rate in terms of an 

improvement in global symptoms from the trial data available. Instead we assumed that patients 

who did not use another laxative during the trial had responded to the trial intervention. This 

outcome was considered a less reliable indicator of whether there had been an overall 

improvement in HRQoL than an improvement in global symptoms. However, the threshold 

analysis shows that laxatives are cost-effective even if the utility gain associated with a 

therapeutic response is small.   

 

We carried out a similar univariate sensitivity analysis on the incremental cost-effectiveness of 

allowing non responders to switch to an alternative laxative. The incremental cost per QALY for 

the first and second switches was increased to £8,784 and £12,624 when assuming that 

patients who demonstrate no response to PEG would be half as likely to respond to another 

laxative. The incremental cost per QALY for each subsequent treatment switch in non-

responders was higher for patients using treatments intermittently with a cost per QALY of 

£8,468 for the first switch and a cost per QALY of £11,536 for the second switch in patients who 

use laxatives on only 50% of days. When laxatives are used on only 25% of days, the 

incremental cost per QALY estimates for the first and second switches are £16,428 and £21,485 

respectively. 

 

If a patient also takes another medication (an antispasmodic), then this medication can be 

reviewed at the same time, so it may be cost-effective to provide both therapies. For example, if 

laxatives are prescribed with the antispasmodic and both used on 25% of days then allowing up 

to 2 switches of both treatments was estimated to be cost-effective with a cost per QALY of 

£10,107 compared to no treatment a cost per QALY of £17,393 compared to 1 switch.  
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Table 3: Sensitivity results for PEG compared to no treatment for 100 patients with IBS-C  

Scenario No Treatment Intervention Incremental 
 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 

QALY 
Basecase £0 1.60 £7,575 2.57 £7,779
No response in 
no treatment 
arm £0 0.00 £4,767 0.97 £4,896
Response rate 
in no treatment 
arm from 
RCTs £0 1.69 £7,847 2.72 £7,601
Treatment 
used 75% of 
days £0 1.60 £6,131 2.33 £8,395
Treatment 
used 50% of 
days £0 1.60 £4,687 2.08 £9,628
Treatment 
used on 25% 
of days £0 1.60 £3,244 1.84 £13,325
Half of 
treatment 
obtained over 
the counter £0 1.60 £4,687 2.57 £4,814
Higher cost 
formulations 
(same dose) £0 1.60 £9,717 2.57 £9,980
High utility 
gain of 0.135 £0.00 3.02 £7,575 4.87 £4,109
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.028 and 0.027. 

 
 

GDG DISCUSSION 
Many of the studies included in the laxative review may be considered to be indirect evidence as 

the participants were defined as having simple constipation. However the GDG considered that 

many of these participants may have had IBS, but the studies did not use any IBS assessment 

criteria and the trials were designed to treat the symptoms of constipation. General consensus is 

that IBS is very different from simple constipation. People with IBS cannot cope with gas and 

some laxatives increase gas and exacerbate IBS symptoms, lactulose in particular. IBS patients 

should be actively discouraged from taking lactulose. The GDG also referred to best practice of 

titrating the dose of laxative to optimise symptoms, using the Bristol Stool Form Scale. 

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 

 

1. In studies for short-term symptom relief of constipation there is a moderate amount of good 

evidence to show a significant improvement in bowel habit for stimulant laxatives (bisacodyl 
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and sodium picosulphate) compared to placebo. The study population included patients with 

IBS. 

 

2.  There were no studies identified that used global improvement of symptoms as an outcome 

in longer-term maintenance treatment of constipation for PEG. 

 

3.  In studies for longer-term maintenance treatment with PEG versus placebo in people with 

constipation (including people with IBS) there is a: 

• Limited amount of good evidence that those taking PEG required significantly less 

rescue medication than those taking placebo. 

• Limited amount of good evidence showing no significant difference in pain. 

• Limited amount of good evidence showing significant reduction in bloating 

• Moderate amount of good evidence showing a large significant improvement in bowel 

habit. 

 

4. There are no trials of longer term treatment that compared: 

• Lactulose versus placebo 

• Bisacodyl versus placebo 

• Sodium picosulphate versus placebo. 

 

5. In studies for longer-term maintenance of PEG versus lactulose in people with constipation 

(including people with IBS) there is a: 

• Fair amount of evidence showing significant improvement in global symptoms 

• Moderate amount of good evidence that those taking PEG required significantly less 

rescue medication than those taking lactulose 

• Moderate amount of good evidence showing a significant improvement in stool 

frequency. 

 

6.  In studies for longer-term maintenance of bisacodyl versus sodium picosulphate in patients 

with constipation (including participants with IBS) there is a moderate amount of good 

evidence that there is no significant difference in stool frequency.  

 

7.  In studies for longer term maintenance of PEG + Electrolyte versus PEG-Electrolyte in 

people with constipation (including participants with IBS) there is a: 

• Moderate amount of good evidence to show that both are equally effective with no 

significant difference in pain, bloating, stool frequency, the number of people with 

normal stools, quality of life and adverse effects. 

 

8.  In studies for longer-term maintenance treatment with standard and maximum dose PEG in 

people with constipation (including people with IBS) there is a: 
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• Moderate amount of good evidence to show that both are equally effective with no 

significant difference in pain, bloating, quality of life and adverse effects 

• Moderate amount of good evidence showing a significant increase in the number of 

people with normal stools (standard dose) 

• Fair amount of good evidence showing a significant increase in the incidence of people 

with diarrhoea (maximum dose). 

 
ADVERSE EFFECTS EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1.  There is limited evidence that laxatives are significantly associated with GI adverse effects 

(Abdominal cramps, abdominal discomfort, bloating, diarrhoea, abdominal pain, nausea).  

 

2.  There is consistent evidence that lactulose increases the risk of abdominal symptoms in 

people with IBS. 

 

3.  There is moderate evidence that low dose PEG is associated with fewer adverse effects 

compared to high dose PEG. 
 

HEALTH ECONOMIC EVIDENCE STATEMENT 
Evidence from a published model based economic evaluation comparing PEG with lactulose 

showed that PEG dominates lactulose by achieving a higher response to treatment rate at lower 

overall cost. The study was a partial economic evaluation as it did not assess the overall impact 

on health or provide the incremental cost of any benefit achieved in the form of a cost-

effectiveness ratio. It is also considered to be indirect evidence as the population was not fully 

representative of the IBS population.  

 

Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that laxatives (polyethylene glycol (PEG), 

bisacodyl and sodium picosulfate) are cost-effective for long-term maintenance use in 

individuals with IBS. The cost-effectiveness estimate is based on a clinical pathway in which 

response is assessed after one month and non-responders are switched to an alternative 

laxative with PEG used first line followed by bisacodyl and then sodium picosulfate. The cost-

effectiveness analysis assumes that treatment is reviewed every 6 months to establish whether 

it is still relevant to the individual’s symptom profile. 

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
The evidence from the review suggests that laxatives are clinically and cost effective in the 

management of constipation. However the GDG clinical opinion is that IBS is more complex 

than simple constipation. Some laxatives exacerbate IBS symptoms and should therefore be 

avoided by people with IBS. The GDG recommended the continuation of current best practice of 

titrating the dose of laxative to optimise symptoms, based on the Bristol Stool Form Scale. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Laxatives should be considered for the treatment of constipation in people with IBS, but 

people should be discouraged from taking lactulose. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

People with IBS should be advised how to adjust their doses of laxative or antimotility agent 

according to the clinical response. The dose should be titrated according to stool consistency, 

with the aim of achieving a soft, well-formed stool (corresponding to Bristol Stool Form Scale 

type 4). 
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8.2 Antimotility agents 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to the antimotility agents review and are reported below. 

 
Types of participants 
For this review, participants were required to have IBS and not to have inflammatory bowel 

disease or diarrhoea subsequent to surgery. This inclusion criterion was adhered to for the 

longer term maintenance studies, but, for short term relief of symptoms investigations, there 

were insufficient data for IBS patients. Therefore, for this section of the review only, the GDG 

extended the population, post-hoc, to include studies in patients with acute diarrhoea of any 

cause (including those with diarrhoea caused by infection or virus). Such studies were regarded 

as indirect as far as the population was concerned.  

 
Types of studies 
The GDG decided that the washout period for this review should be at least one week. Trials 

with shorter washout periods were not included in the analysis. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies included the following interventions: 

• Codeine phosphate  

• Co-phenotrope (diphenoxylate and atropine mixture; Trade name: Lomotil®) 

• Loperamide 

o Single drug: loperamide hydrochloride (Trade names: Norimode®, Imodium®)  

o Compound preparation: loperamide hydrochloride and simeticone (Trade name: 

Imodium® Plus) 

• Morphine 

o Kaolin and Morphine mixture BP 

o Morphine preparations on sale to the public. 

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Antimotility agent versus placebo (or nothing) 

• Antimotility agent type 1 versus type 2 

• Antimotility agent dose 1 versus dose 2 

• Antimotility agent + another intervention versus the other intervention alone 

• Antimotility agent delivery mode 1 versus delivery mode 2 

• Duration of treatment 1 versus duration 2. 
                                                                                                           

NB: In spite of the large placebo effect associated with IBS, comparisons with no treatment are 

included. 
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The antimotility agents review was concerned with both longer term maintenance treatment and 

short-term symptom relief.  

 
For maintenance studies, the GDG had decided that there should be a minimum duration of 

treatment of four weeks, but on further reflection agreed to include studies of two weeks or 

more. Studies of shorter durations were excluded. Short-term /symptom relief studies had 

duration of less than one week. 

 

Subgroup analyses 
We planned to carry out subgroup analyses by type of antimotility agent, dose, mode of delivery 

(modified release/conventional) and duration of intervention. 

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE; EMBASE; CINAHL, and; 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additional databases 

were not searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in Appendix B. 

 

The search strategy identified 2869 possible studies. The titles and abstracts of these studies 

were assessed. Forty were identified to be potentially relevant to the review and these papers 

were retrieved in full. The reference lists for each of the retrieved studies were inspected for 

further potential papers but none were identified. The 18 excluded studies are listed in Appendix 

E, along with reasons for exclusion. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW  
There were 22 included studies, six of which had at least some patients with IBS and 16 were in 

an indirect population (Allison 1988; Amery 1975; Barbezat 1979; Cann 1984; Corbett 1980; 

Cornett 1977; Dettmer 1994; Dom 1974; Dreverman 1995; Efskind 1995; Ericsson 1990; 

Harford 1980; Hovdenak 1987; Jaffe 1977; Lavö 1987; Lee 1968; Lustman 1987; Palmer 1980; 

Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976; Taneja 2004; Tijtgat 1975; Verhaegen 1974). Seven were 

conducted in the UK (Allison 1988; Cann 1984; Corbett 1980; Jaffe 1977; Lee 1968; Lustman 

1987 and Palmer 1980); ten in the rest of Europe, three in the USA; one in India and one in 

South Africa.   

 

All studies but six had fewer than 100 patients, with seven having 20 or fewer in the intervention 

arm (Allison 1988; Harford 1980; Hovdenak 1987; Lavö 1987; Taneja 2004; Tijtgat 1975; 

Verhaegen 1974). One study included 227 patients in total but only 46 in the loperamide group 

and 45 in the placebo group (Ericsson 1990). The remaining studies had between 152 and 614 

patients (Dom 1974). Some of the studies were of crossover design, so fewer patients are 

required to achieve adequate power.  
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Study Design 
There were seven crossover studies (Allison 1988; Cann 1984; Corbett 1980; Harford 1980; 

Palmer 1980; Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976; Verhaegen 1974) in which participants were 

allocated to receive both the intervention and control treatments during the course of the study, 

in a random order. Four of these studies (Allison 1988; Cann 1984; Corbett 1980; Palmer 1980) 

had either no washout period or it was not reported, in which case this was assumed to be none. 

One acute study had a washout period of 12 to 24 hours (Harford 1980). One longer term study 

had a washout period of 2 to 7 days, and the drugs were discontinued until severe diarrhoea 

returned (Verhaegen 1974). The other longer term study (Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976) had 

a washout period of 3 to 20 days (median 7 days). As the GDG had specified a washout period 

of one week minimum for maintenance studies, the latter three studies were included on the 

basis of washout period, but those with no washout were excluded from the analysis and 

transferred to the excluded studies table. The remaining studies had a parallel design. 

 

The GDG had specified a minimum treatment period of four weeks for each intervention in the 

maintenance studies. One study had a treatment duration of one week (Barbezat 1979); one 

had a duration of at least 10 days or until relapse (Tijtgat 1975); one had at least 12 days 

(Verhaegen 1974), one had from 14 to 49 days, median 25 days (Pelemans and Vantrappen 

1976); one had three weeks (Hovdenak 1987). The GDG decided to exclude Barbezat (1979); 

Tijtgat (1975), and; Verhaegen (1974) on this basis, and to accept Hovdenak (1987), and; 

Pelemans and Vantrappen (1976). The remaining studies had durations of seven weeks 

(Efskind 1995), 2 months (Taneja 2004) and 13 weeks (Lavö 1987). 

 

Thus, 15 studies were included in the analysis: thirteen parallel (Amery 1975; Cornett 1977; 

Dettmer 1994; Dom 1974; Dreverman 1995; Efskind 1995; Ericsson 1990; Hovdenak 1987; 

Jaffe 1977; Lavö 1987; Lee 1968; Lustman 1987; Taneja 2004), and two crossover (Harford 

1980; Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976).  

 

Ten studies investigated the use of anti-motility agents for acute diarrhoea (Amery 1975; Cornett 

1977; Dettmer 1994; Dom 1974; Dreverman 1995; Ericsson 1990; Harford 1980; Jaffe 1977; 

Lee 1968; Lustman 1987). Only one of these had some patients with IBS (Harford 1980). Five 

studies investigated the effectiveness of anti-motility agents for the treatment chronic diarrhoea 

in IBS. 

 

Three studies had more than two arms. Amery (1975) compared diphenoxylate with loperamide 

and placebo. Dettmer (1994) and Dreverman (1995) compared two dose of loperamide with 

placebo, giving a total of 21 comparisons.  
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Setting: seven studies were in primary care (Amery 1975; Dom 1974; Dreverman 1995; Efskind 

1995; Jaffe 1977; Lee 1968; Lustman 1987); three were in secondary care (Dettmer 1994; Lavö 

1987; Taneja 2004) and the others did not report the setting. 

 

Funding: four studies (Amery 1975; Cornett 1977; Dettmer 1994; Dreverman 1995) were from 

Janssen Pharmaceutica (manufacturers of Imodium, i.e., loperamide) and Efskind (1995) stated 

that Janssen Pharmaceutica provided the drug, monitored the study and gave statistical 

support. Lustman (1987) did not specify funding, but the corresponding author was employed by 

Gold Cross Pharmaceuticals, a division of GD Searle & Co Ltd (manufacturers of Lomotil). 

Three studies were funded by non-industry sources (Ericsson 1990; Harford 1980; Taneja 2004) 

and the others did not state their funding. 

 

Population 
Four studies were in patients with IBS (Efskind 1995; Hovdenak 1987; Lavö 1987; Taneja 2004), 

and two studies had some patients with IBS. The acute study, Harford (1980), had 4/15 patients 

with IBS; and the maintenance study, Pelemans and Vantrappen (1976), had 4/23; 18 of the 

remaining patients in the latter study had inflammatory bowel disease. In both studies, individual 

patient data were reported for the IBS subgroup, but these were not stratified before 

randomisation and the small numbers give uncertainty and likely potential for bias. The definition 

of IBS varied between studies: one included patients meeting the Rome II criteria (Taneja 2004), 

one met criteria defined by the authors that were similar to the Rome criteria (Efskind 1995), and 

in the other studies, the authors stated that the patients had IBS, with no further explanation.  

 

Most studies included patients with diarrhoea predominance, but one study (Hovednak 1987) 

had a mixture of types: IBS-D (16); IBS-A with pain (21); IBS-A without pain (12); IBS-C (9).  

None of the studies stated that any participants had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. 

The majority of studies did not state the number of participants with bloating. One study had 

some patients with bloating (Efskind 1995).  

 

Most of the studies did not describe symptom severity. Two studies stated that participants had 

symptoms of mixed severity (Efskind 1995; Hovednak 1987), one of which excluded patients 

with mild symptoms (Hovednak 1987).  

 

The remaining studies were in patients who did not have IBS and these were treated as indirect 

evidence. Further details are given in the included studies table.  

 

The age range of participants across the IBS studies was 18 to 70 years, with the mean age, 

where given, ranging from 31 to 43 years. No study particularly identified elderly participants. 

The indirect studies included patients aged 9 to 95 years, with four of the studies definitely 

including children: Amery (1975) included patients aged 9 to 82 years, with a median age of 31 
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years; Cornett (1977) had an age range of 11 to 84 years, with 8% patients in the age group 10 

to 19 years; Dom (1974) had a range of 14 to 95 years with a median of 35 years; and 

Drevermann (1995) had patients aged 16 to 75 years.  

 

Five studies had more women than men (Efskind 1995; Harford 1980; Lavö 1987; Lee 1968; 

Lustman 1987); two studies had about the same number of men and women (Dettmer 1994; 

Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976); one study examined only men (Taneja 2004) and the other 

indirect studies had more men than women. One study did not report the numbers of men and 

women (Ericsson 1990). 

 
Interventions 
The studies varied in the type of antimotility agent used:  

• No studies examined codeine phosphate  

• Seven acute studies gave the patients co-phenotrope (Amery 1975; Cornett 1977; Dom 

1974; Harford 1980; Jaffe 1977; Lee 1968; Lustman 1987). The Amery study stated that 

they gave the patients 2.5mg diphenoxylate and that the contents of  the capsules were 

identical to Lomotil (co-phenotrope) 

• Twelve studies (seven acute) gave the patients loperamide (Amery 1975; Cornett 1977; 

Dettmer 1994; Dom 1974; Dreverman 1995; Efskind 1995; Ericsson 1990; Hovdenak 1987; 

Jaffe 1977; Lavö 1987; Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976; Taneja 2004) 

• One acute study examined morphine (Lee 1968 used a kaolin and morphine mixture). 

 

Ten of the included studies used antimotility agents for acute diarrhoea (Amery 1975; Cornett 

1977; Dettmer 1994; Dom 1974; Dreverman 1995; Ericsson 1990; Harford 1980; Jaffe 1977; 

Lee 1968; Lustman 1987).  

 

In the maintenance studies, no study allowed rescue medication, but patients were allowed to 

vary the dose of study drug in three studies (Efskind 1995; Lavö 1987; Pelemans and 

Vantrappen 1976). A fixed dose was used in the remaining studies. 

 
Comparisons 
The included studies covered the following comparisons: 

• Ten comparisons of antimotility agent versus placebo:  

o Three gave co-phenotrope for acute episodes (Amery 1975; Harford 1980; Lustman 

1987)  

o Four gave loperamide for acute episodes (Amery 1975; Dettmer 1994, in a dose of 

1mg or 2mg; Dreverman 1995 in a dose of 1mg or 0.5mg; Ericsson 1990 2mg) 

o Three gave loperamide for maintenance treatment (Efskind 1995; Hovdenak 1987; 

Lavö 1987). 

• Three comparisons of different types of antimotility agent:  
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o Four studies compared loperamide and diphenoxylate for acute episodes (Amery 

1975; Cornett 1977; Dom 1974; Jaffe 1977) 

o One study compared loperamide and co-phenotrope for maintenance treatment 

(Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976) 

o One study compared co-phenotrope with kaolin-and-morphine for acute episodes 

(Lee 1968). 

• Two acute studies compared two doses of loperamide (Dettmer 1994: 1mg versus 2mg; 

Dreverman 1995 1mg versus 0.5mg) 

• One maintenance study compared loperamide with yoga (Taneja 2004). 

 

METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY    
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D. The method 

of randomisation was reported in none of the studies. Allocation concealment was reported in 

one study (Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976), which reported a partially adequate method in 

which bottles of the drug were marked with the patient's code number and contained identical 

capsules.  

 

All the studies reported that the patients were blinded to the interventions except for three. Jaffe 

(1977) reported that the drugs were presented in their normal marketed form and as they are 

dissimilar in appearance and had different dose regimens, no attempt was made to blind 

participants or investigators. Lee (1968) did not report blinding and the treatments used were 

dissimilar: Lomotil-with-neomycin was used at the recommended dose of 4 tablets at the start of 

therapy then 2 tablets every 6 hours, while the kaolin-and-morphine mixture was used at 2 

tablespoons at the start of treatment then 1 tablespoon every 6 hours. Taneja (2004) compared 

loperamide with yoga and this was not blinded. Only two studies reported a sample size 

calculation (Dettmer 1994; Ericsson 1990). 

 

Most studies included in the review demonstrated baseline comparability of the groups, but two 

studies were not comparable at baseline for the age of the patients (Amery 1975 had 

significantly older patients in the loperamide group; Lavö 1987 had significantly younger patients 

in the loperamide group). The GDG did not regard these differences to be important. 

 

Five acute diarrhoea studies reported no withdrawals (Amery 1975; Cornett 1977; Dom 1974; 

Jaffe 1977; Lee 1968). One of the 13 patients allocated to loperamide in the Taneja (2004) study 

could not attend for the final assessment but the nine treated with yoga all attended. Dettmer 

(1994) reported missing data for 7% (13/230) of patients. Dreverman (1995) reported missing 

data for 3% (8/242) of patients. Lustman (1987) reported missing data for 4% (7 of 152) of 

patients. 
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In the Ericsson (1990) acute diarrhoea study, 46 patients were allocated to the loperamide 

group and 45 to the placebo group. Of these, 6 and 4 patients respectively dropped out and 

were excluded from the efficacy analysis. In addition, those who were non-compliant with 

medication (13 and 14 patients respectively) were also excluded from the analysis. This led to 

the final numbers being 27 for each group (i.e. missing data for 41% in each group). This raises 

the potential for bias in this study. 

 

Two maintenance studies reported that more than 20% of patients in at least one arm (or 

overall) were not analysed or were lost to follow-up (attrition bias). Efskind (1995) reported 23% 

(21/90) missing overall, but 8 of these did not arrive at the start of the trial (thus drop-outs 

related to treatment were 12/90, i.e. 13%). Pelemans and Vantrappen (1976) had 26% (6/23) 

missing overall for the stool frequency outcome measure, but none of the IBS patients were 

missing.  

 

Two of the studies (Harford 1980; Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976) each gave individual patient 

data for 4 IBS patients. This was a within-trial subgroup analysis and stratification had not taken 

place. The GDG decided to consider the results for all patients in the Harford (1980) acute 

study, but decided that the Pelemans and Vantrappen (1976) maintenance study had too few 

IBS patients and would be misleading, so this study was not considered further.   

 

The risk of bias was assessed for each included study and two studies were excluded from the 

analysis: Pelemans and Vantrappen (1976) was excluded on the basis of wrong population, 

and; Ericsson (1990) was considered to have too high a drop-out rate. None of the other studies 

were considered to be at risk of bias, although the inclusion of children in some studies was 

noted. 

 
RESULTS  
I. TREATMENT FOR ACUTE EPISODES OF DIARRHOEA 
For the treatment of acute diarrhoea the GDG simply wished to know whether anti-motility 

agents were effective in stopping diarrhoea, regardless of its cause. Therefore only outcomes 

relating to bowel habit are reported. 

 

A. Anti-motility agent versus placebo 
Three studies gave co-phenotrope for acute episodes (Amery 1975; Harford 1980; Lustman 

1987).  

• Amery (1975) gave 5 mg diphenoxylate per day (1 tablet twice a day) for 24 hours  

• Harford (1980) gave 10 or 20 mg per day (1 or 2 tablets 4 times a day) for 3 days.  

• Lustmann (1987) gave 10 mg initially (4 tablets) then 20mg per day (2 tablets four times 

per day) for 3 days. 
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The recommended initial dose for co-phenotrope is initially 10 mg (4 tablets) then 20mg per 

day (2 tablets four times a day), thus the Amery (1975) study can be considered to have a low 

dose of diphenoxylate.  

 

Three studies gave loperamide for acute episodes compared with placebo (Amery 1975; 

Dettmer 1994, 2 doses; Dreverman 1995, 2 doses). 

• Amery (1975) gave 4 mg loperamide per day (1 tablet twice a day) for 24 hours 

• Dreverman (1995a) gave 1mg loperamide (2 tablets) initially then up to 3.5mg (7 tablets) 

per day for 3 days 

• Dreverman (1995b) gave 2mg loperamide (2 tablets) initially then up to 7mg (7 tablets) 

per  day for 3 days 

• Dettmer (1994a) gave loperamide in a slow release formulation, 2 mg initially (2 tablets) 

then up to 8 mg (8 tablets) per day for 3 days  

• Dettmer (1994b) gave loperamide in a slow release formulation, 4 mg initially (2 tablets) 

then up to 16 mg (8 tablets) per day for 3 days.  

The recommended dose is 4 mg initially (2 tablets) followed by 2 mg (1 tablet) after each loose 

stool for up to 5 days. 

 

We noted that all of the loperamide studies were funded by Janssen Pharmaceutica, 

manufacturers of Imodium (i.e. loperamide). 

 

A1. Co-phenotrope versus placebo 
i. Number of patients with improvement in bowel habit  
One study (Amery 1975) reported the number of patients without recurrence (unformed stools) 

after 1, 2, 4 and 24 hours. There was no significant difference between diphenoxylate and 

placebo at any duration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 268 of 554 

Figure 1: Acute diarrhoea – co-phenotrope 

 
 

ii. Stool frequency 
Harford (1980) recorded stool frequency averaged over 3 days of co-phenotrope or placebo in 

a crossover study in 15 patients; individual patient data were given. Results are reported for all 

patients and for the IBS subgroup separately. For all patients, there was a statistically 

significant difference in stool frequency of -2.29 stools per day (95%CI -4.47, -0.11), favouring 

co-phenotrope. For the IBS subgroup, the effect was not statistically significant, but the 

confidence interval was wide. 
 

Figure 2: Stool frequency 

 
 

Lustman (1987) reported the change in the median number of bowel actions (24 hours prior to 

start of therapy minus first 24 hours of treatment). This fell from 5 in each group to 3 on 

diphenoxylate, compared to 4 on placebo, which was a statistically significant difference 

(p=0.046).  
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iii. Time to recurrence of unformed stools 
Amery (1975) also reported the median time to first recurrence of unformed stools. This was 2 

hours for both diphenoxylate and placebo groups, i.e. no significant difference (p=0.48).  

 

Lustman (1987) reported the median time to the last loose or watery stool, which was 25 

hours on diphenoxylate compared with 30 hours for placebo (not statistically significant). 

 

Lustman (1987) also reported the median time (hours) to the start of an interval of at least 12 

hours between bowel actions: 14 hours for diphenoxylate vs. 24 hours for placebo, p=0.025.  

 

iv. Stool weight 
Harford (1980) recorded stool weight averaged over 3 days of co-phenotrope or placebo in a 

crossover study in 15 patients. The results are reported for all patients and for the IBS 

subgroup separately. The confidence interval was too wide to determine if there was a 

difference for all patients and there was no statistically significant difference for the IBS 

patients. 

 
 
Figure 3: Stool weight 
 

 
 

A2. Loperamide versus placebo 
i. Number of patients with improvement in bowel habit  
Amery (1975) reported the number of patients without recurrence (unformed stools) after 1, 2, 

4 and 24 hours. Dettmer (1994) also recorded the number of patients without diarrhoea at 3 

days for the two loperamide doses combined. 

 

At 1 and 2 hours Amery (1975) showed no significant difference between loperamide and 

placebo. After 4 hours there were significantly fewer patients with unformed stools in the 

loperamide group compared to placebo, with a number needed to treat of 5 (95%CI 3, 17), for 

a control group risk of 36%. After 24 hours, loperamide showed fewer patients with unformed 

stools, with borderline significance, but the confidence interval was fairly wide. At 72 hours, 

Dettmar (1994) showed a small statistically significant difference between loperamide and 

placebo, with an NNT of 7 (95%CI 4, 34), for a control group risk of 73%. 
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Figure 4: Acute diarrhoea – loperamide 

 
 

Dreverman (1995) reported the number of patients achieving first relief (the start of a 24 hour 

period during which no more than 1 pasty stool and no watery or loose stools were passed). 

There were statistically significantly more patients achieving relief for each dose of loperamide 

compared with placebo, but the confidence intervals are wide. 

 

Figure 5 

 
 

ii. Time taken to first relief of symptoms 
Two studies reported the median time to first relief of symptoms, but different doses were 

used.  

• 0.5 mg versus placebo 

 Dreverman (1995) in 156 patients:  20 hours 15 minutes for loperamide 0.5mg versus 24 
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 hours 50 minutes for placebo (p=0.012), i.e. statistically significantly in favour of 

 loperamide 

• 1 mg versus placebo (2 studies) 

o Dettmer (1994): 22.4 hours for loperamide 1mg versus 30 hours for placebo  

o Dreverman (1995) in 158 patients:  15 hours 30 minutes for loperamide 1mg versus 

24 hours 50 minutes for placebo (p=0.003), i.e. highly statistically significant, in 

favour of loperamide 

• 2 mg versus placebo 

o Dettmer (1994): 22.1 hours for loperamide 1mg versus 30 hours for placebo.  

 

In Dreverman (1995), the median time to complete relief of symptoms was 26 hours 30 

minutes for loperamide 1mg; 25 hours 40 minutes for loperamide 0.5mg; and 34 hours 15 

minutes for placebo (p=0.041 for 0.5 mg and 0.044 for 1mg). 

 

iii. Time to first recurrence 
Amery (1975) also reported the median time to first recurrence of unformed stools. For the 

loperamide and placebo groups, this was 24, and 2 hours respectively. The p value for the 

difference between loperamide and placebo was p=0.016, i.e. statistically significant. 

 
B. Anti-motility agent dose 1 versus dose 2 

i. Number of patients with improvement in bowel habit  
Dreverman (1995) reported the number of patients achieving first relief. There was no 

significant difference between the doses and the confidence interval was fairly wide. 

 

Figure 6 

 
 

ii. Median time to first relief of symptoms 

• 0.5 mg versus 1 mg 

Dreverman (1995):  20 hours 15 minutes for loperamide 0.5mg versus 15 hours 30 

minutes for loperamide 1mg  

• Dettmer (1994):  22.4 hours for loperamide 1mg versus 22.1 hours for loperamide  
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In Dettmar (1994), the median time to complete relief of symptoms was 27.55 hours for 

loperamide 1mg and 25.00 hours for loperamide 2mg, with no significant difference between 

dose groups.  

 
C. Anti-motility agent type 1 versus type 2 
C1. Co-phenotrope versus loperamide 

Four studies compared co-phenotrope and loperamide for acute episodes (indirect population) 

(Amery 1975; Cornett 1977; Dom 1974; Jaffe 1977). Although different doses were compared 

across studies, the proportions of drugs were the same. 

• Amery (1975):  5 mg diphenoxylate per day (1 tablet twice a day) versus loperamide 4 mg 

(2 mg twice a day) for 24 hours.  

• Cornett (1977):  initially 5mg (2 capsules) co-phenotrope then up to 20 mg per day versus 

4 mg (2 capsules) loperamide initially, then up to 16 mg per day  

• Dom (1974): initially 5 mg (2 capsules) co-phenotrope then up to 25 mg per day versus 4 

mg  loperamide intitially (2 capsules) then up to 20 mg per day  

• Jaffe (1977): initially 10 mg (4 capsules) co-phenotrope then 20 mg per day (2 capsules x 

4) versus 4 mg (2 capsules) loperamide initially, then up to 16 mg per day.  

 

We noted that Amery (1975) and Cornett (1977) were funded by Janssen Pharmaceutica, 

manufacturers of Imodium (i.e. loperamide). 

 

i. Number of patients with improvement in bowel habit  
Three studies reported the number of patients with no unformed stools at different durations: 

Amery (1975) reported the number of patients without recurrence (no unformed stools) after 1, 

2, 4 and 24 hours; Dom (1974) recorded the same outcome after 24 hours and 2 and 3 days; 

Cornett (1977) recorded the number of patients with unformed stools, from which we 

calculated the number with no unformed stools after 24 hours and 2 and 3 days. Jaffe (1977) 

reported the number of patients not reaching a ‘cure’ after 4 days (figure 10). At 1 and 2 hours 

there were statistically significantly more patients who were diarrhoea free for the loperamide 

group compared to the diphenoxylate. NNTs are 4 (95%CI 3, 12) and 5 (9%CI 3, 34). There 

was no significant difference at 4 hours. At 24 hours, meta-analysis of three studies showed 

statistically significantly more patients had no unformed stools for the loperamide group; RR 

0.78 (95%CI 0.62, 0.98); with some heterogeneity (I2=47%, p=0.15). The NNT was 20 (95%CI 

10, 100) for a control group rate of 21 to 41%. At 2 and 3 days there was still a statistically 

significant effect favouring loperamide, but there was significant heterogeneity for the 3 day 

meta-analysis. We note, however, that some of these trials were industry sponsored. 
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Figure 7: Number of patients with no unformed stools  

 
 

ii. Time taken to first stools 
Jaffe (1977) reported the mean time to the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd motion. In all cases the confidence 

intervals were wide.  

 

 Figure 8 
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Amery (1975) reported the median time to first recurrence of unformed stools. For the 

loperamide and diphenoxylate groups, this was 24 and 2 hours respectively. This was a 

statistically significant difference (p=0.024), favouring loperamide. We note, however, that this 

was an industry funded study. 

 

iii. Stool frequency  
Jaffe (1977) reported the stool frequency in the first 6 hours; first 12 hours; first 24 hours; and 

first 48 hours following the first dose of the medication. In all cases the confidence intervals 

were wide, so conclusions were not drawn. 

 

 Figure 9 
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Cornett (1977) also reported the frequency of unformed stools over 72 hours. From a mean of 

9.14 unformed stools before treatment, patients on diphenoxylate reduced to 5.47 (a fall of 

3.67) while those on loperamide fell from 8.75 to 4.38 (a fall of 4.37). No standard deviations 

were given. 

 

Dom (1974) reported the change in the mean number of unformed stools in a 72 hour period 

(from 8.06 before treatment with diphenoxylate and 8.02 in the loperamide group to 3.68 and 

2.65 respectively, i.e. a fall of 4.38 and 5.37 respectively, this was statistically significantly in 

favour of loperamide (p=0.011). 

 

iv. Time to cure 
Jaffe (1977) reported the mean time to cure. There was a wide confidence interval so 

conclusions were not drawn. 

 

Figure 10 

 
 

C2. Co-phenotrope versus morphine 
i. Number of patients with normal stool frequency 
One study (Lee 1968) compared cophenotrope-with-neomycin to kaolin-and-morphine. This 

study reported the number of patients with abnormal stool frequency after 12 hours, 24 hours, 

2 days, 3 days and 4 days. We have reported the number of patients with normal stool 

frequency. There was a statistically significant difference favouring co-phenotrope at durations 

up to 48 hours. At 12 hours the NNT was 4 (95%CI 3, 6), for a control group risk of 14%. 
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Figure 11 

 
 

ii. Number of patients with normal stool consistency 
One study (Lee 1968) compared cophenotrope-with-neomycin to kaolin-and-morphine. This 

study reported the number of patients with abnormal stool consistency after 12 hours, 24 

hours, 2 days, 3 days and 4 days. We have reported this as the number of patients with 

normal stool consistency. There was a statistically significant effect, favouring co-phenotrope 

at 12 hours (RR 3.49 (95%CI 1.60, 7.60); NNT 5 (95%CI 4, 10), for a control group risk of 9%. 

Otherwise there was no significant difference between interventions.  
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Figure 12 

 
 

 
II. MAINTENANCE TREATMENT FOR CHRONIC DIARRHOEA 
A. Antimotility agent versus placebo 

Three studies gave loperamide for maintenance treatment (Efskind 1995; Hovdenak 1987; 

Lavö 1987). All were in patients with IBS, although Hovdenak (1987) stated that the patients 

had different types of IBS, including IBS-C. Subgroup analyses were presented, but these did 

not constitute stratification before randomisation. This study also had a duration of 3 weeks, 

but the GDG agreed that this was acceptable. We noted that Efskind (1995) was industry 

supported (by Janssen Pharmaceutica, the manufacturers of loperamide). 

 

The dose in Hovdenak (1987) was fixed at 4 mg at night, whilst the patients were able to 

adjust the dose in the other two studies. Both started the patients on 2 mg at night, which was 

increased to 6 mg (Efskind 1995) or 8 mg (Lavö 1987) as required. 

 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with improvement in global symptoms 
One study (Hovdenak 1987) reported the number of patients with improvement in global 

symptoms after 3 weeks. The study reported results for three of the different IBS subgroups 

(IBS-C results were not reported). The exclusion of the IBS-C results breaks the 

randomisation, so these are post-hoc subgroups, but still gives some information. We have 

grouped together the results for IBS-D, IBS-A (with pain), IBS-A (without pain), and the 

separate subgroups. There was a statistically significant improvement in symptom score for 
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the 3-type IBS group and for the IBD-D group alone, although the confidence interval for the 

latter was wide. The relative risks were 2.00 (95%CI 1.15, 3.48) and 4.00 (1.20, 13.28) 

respectively. These corresponded to a number needed to treat of 3 (95%CI 2, 8) and 2 

(95%CI 1, 3), for control group rates of 39% and 25% respectively. 

 
Figure 13 

 
 

b) Global symptom improvement score 
One study (Lavö 1987) reported a subjective overall response for the whole 13 week study 

period, which was said to statistically significantly favour loperamide  (p<0.03). 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
i. Number of patients with less pain 
Two studies reported the number of patients with less pain, one (Hovdenak 1987) after 3 

weeks in a range of different IBS subgroups; and the other (Lavö 1987) after 13 weeks in 

patients with IBS-D only. For the former study we grouped together the results for IBS-D, IBS-

A (with pain), IBS-A (without pain) and also reported these separately.  

 

The confidence intervals were wide for each study. Meta-analysis of the 3-type IBS group with 

the Lavö study, in 70 patients gave a statistically significant difference between interventions, 

favouring loperamide; RR 2.60 (95%CI 1.02, 6.61) but there was some heterogeneity (I2=48%, 

p=0.17). The NNT was 5 (95%CI 3, 25), for a control group rate of 8 to 17%. 
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Figure 14: Number of patients with less pain 

 
 

ii. Number of patients with increased pain 
Two studies reported the number of patients with more pain, one (Hovdenak 1987) after 3 

weeks in a range of different IBS subgroups; and the other (Lavö 1987) after 13 weeks in 

patients with IBS-D only. For the former study we grouped together the results for IBS-D, IBS-

A (with pain), IBS-A (without pain) and also reported these separately. 

 

The confidence intervals were wide for each study. Meta-analysis of the 3-type IBS group with 

the Lavö (1987) study, in 70 patients, gave a statistically significant difference between 

interventions, favouring loperamide; RR 0.38 (95%CI 0.15, 0.96) and there was no 

heterogeneity (I2=0%), although the confidence interval was wide. The NNT was 5 (95%CI 3, 

25), for a control group risk of 22 to 67%. For the meta-analysis of 40 patients with IBS-D, the 

difference was still statistically significant with no heterogeneity; RR 0.36 (95%CI 0.14, 0.96), 

i.e. 3 times more risk of pain for the placebo group (Figure 14). The NNT was 3 (95%CI 2, 13) 

for a control group risk of 38 to 67%, but the confidence interval was wide. 
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Figure 15: Number of patients with more pain 

 
 

iii. Number of days with pain 
One study (Hovdenak 1987) recorded the number of days with pain over 3 weeks. In the 

subgroup of IBS-A with pain, there was a statistically significant mean difference of 6.1 days 

between loperamide and placebo (p<0.01), favouring the former. 

 

iv) Pain score 
One study (Efskind 1996) in 69 patients reported no significant difference between 

interventions in the change from baseline in abdominal pain measured on a visual analogue 

scale. This was the case for both their 2 week dose adjustment period and for 5 weeks of fixed 

dose loperamide or placebo. However, the study found significantly more pain at night for the 

loperamide group (p<0.05 for both periods). In contrast, another study in 21 patients (Lavö 

1987) found a statistically significant difference in pain score, favouring loperamide (p<0.05). 

 

b) Bowel habit 
i. Number of patients with improved bowel habit (frequency) 
Two studies reported the number of patients with improved stool frequency, one (Hovdenak 

1987) after 3 weeks in different IBS subgroups; and the other (Lavö 1987) after 13 weeks in 

patients with IBS-D only. For the former study we grouped together the results for IBS-D, IBS-

A (with pain), IBS-A (without pain) and also reported these separately. 
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Meta-analysis of the 3-type IBS group with the Lavö study, in 70 patients gave a statistically 

significant difference between interventions, favouring loperamide; RR 2.38 (95%CI 1.53, 

3.70) and there was no heterogeneity (I2=0%). This corresponded to an NNT of 2 (95%CI 2, 4) 

for a control group risk of 25-43%. For the meta-analysis of 40 patients with IBS-D, the 

difference was still statistically significant with no heterogeneity; RR 2.83 (95%CI 1.43, 5.63). 

This corresponded to a number needed to treat of 2 (95%CI 2, 4) for a control group risk of 

25-38% (figure 15). Statistically significant improvements were also achieved for the IBS-A 

group, which had an NNT of 2 (95%CI 2, 4), for a control group risk of 45%. Confidence 

intervals for these meta-analyses were fairly wide. 

 

Figure 16: Improvement in stool frequency 

 
 

ii. Number of patients with improved bowel habit (consistency) 
The same two studies reported the number of patients with improved stool consistency 

(Hovdenak 1987; Lavö 1987). Meta-analysis of the 3-type IBS group with the Lavö (1987) 

study, in 70 patients gave a statistically significant difference between interventions, favouring 

loperamide; but there was significant heterogeneity (I2=69%; p=0.07). This heterogeneity may 

possibly be explained by differences in the study duration or the intervention dose, both of 

which were higher for the Lavö (1987) study. For the meta-analysis of 40 patients with IBS-D, 

the difference was still statistically significant with some heterogeneity (I2=59%; p=0.12). 

Random effects analysis showed wide confidence intervals and neither analysis was 

statistically significant. Statistically significant improvements were also achieved for the 
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combined IBS-A group; RR: 2.10 (95%CI 1.23, 3.58), which corresponded to an NNT of 3 

(95%CI 2, 5) for a control group risk of 44%.  

 

Figure 17: Improvement in stool consistency 

 
iii. Stool scores  
Two studies (Efskind 1996 (n=69) and Lavö 1987 (n=21)) reported a stool score measure for 

both consistency and frequency. Each found a statistically significant improvement in stool 

consistency (p<0.002 and p<0.001) respectively, favouring loperamide. Efskind (1996) also 

found a statistically significant difference over 7 weeks for frequency (p<0.05) but Lavö (1987) 

found no significant difference. Lavö (1987) found a highly significant difference in the number 

of formed stools, favouring the loperamide group. 

 

Figure 18: Number of formed stools 

 
 

iv. Number of patients with improvement in urgency 
One study (Lavö 1987) in 21 patients reported the number of patients with less urgency and 

found this to be significantly greater for the loperamide group, although the confidence interval 
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was wide; RR 3.00 (95%CI 1.07, 8.43). This corresponds to an NNT of 2 (95%CI 2, 7), for a 

control group rate of 25%. 

 

Figure 19: Number of patients with less urgency 

 
 

3. Adverse effects 
Only one small study in 24 patients reported the number of patients with adverse effects (Lavö 

1987). In all cases there are very wide confidence intervals and conclusions cannot be drawn. 

 

Figure 20: Adverse effects 

 
 

B. Anti-motility agent type 1 versus Anti-motility agent type 2 
One study compared different types of anti-motility agent: Pelemans and Vantrappen (1976) 

compared co-phenotrope and loperamide for 14 to 49 days in a crossover trial in 23 patients. 

Only 4 of the patients had IBS, 18 of the rest had inflammatory bowel disease and the GDG 

considered this population to be too indirect to be useful, even though this was the only 

maintenance study considering co-phenotrope.  
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C. Antimotility agent versus yoga 
1. Bowel symptom score 
Taneja (2004) reported bowel symptom scores 1 and 2 months after starting either loperamide 

or yoga. Patients were asked the following questions: Is the frequency of stools >3 times per 

day? Is the frequency of stools <3 times per week? Are the stools lumpy or hard? Is there 

straining? Are the stools loose or watery? Is there urgency to pass the stools? Are the stools 

mucoid? For each symptom, if present >25% of the time, a positive answer scored 1 and a 

negative answer 0, so the range is 0-7. Both groups reduced their scores from baseline 

(loperamide 4.08 (SD 0.9); yoga 3.77 (SD 1.2)), but there was no significant difference 

between the groups.    

 

Figure 21: Bowel symptom score 

 

 
Adverse Effects 
Two RCTs with adverse effects data were identified (Lavo 1987; Cann 1984). One was a 

crossover trial which should be treated with caution (Cann 1984). No clear trend could be 

identified from these two studies but abdominal cramps, dizziness, drowsiness, and skin 

reactions including urticaria; paralytic ileus and abdominal bloating have been reported (BNF 

2007). 

 

ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR ANTIMOTILITY AGENTS 
No relevant health economic analyses were identified on the cost-effectiveness of antimotility 

agents in the treatment of IBS. 

 
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR ANTIMOTILITY AGENTS 
This section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of antimotility agents as a long-term maintenance therapy in IBS. The general methods 

used in the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail in 

Chapter 5 and the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are 

described below.  

 

• Loperamide was the only intervention considered by the economic model as it was the only 

intervention which had evidence of clinical effectiveness for longer-term maintenance use. 
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• Separate efficacy estimates were available for subgroups of patients with IBS-D and 

patients with IBS-A with pain or IBS-A without pain. Loperamide was statistically significantly 

better than placebo in achieving an improvement in global symptoms for all three subgroups 

combined but was also statistically significantly better for the IBS-D subgroup but not for the 

IBS-A subgroups when considered separately. However, the confidence intervals for the 

subgroups were wide due to the small number of patients in each subgroup. The combined 

effectiveness estimate for IBS-D and IBS-A (with and without pain) was used in the 

basecase.  

 

Modelled response rates 
In the basecase scenario the response rate of 45% in the no treatment arm is taken from the 

Mearin (2004) cohort study. This represents the group of patients for whom we would expect an 

improvement in symptoms without any specific intervention. The RR of response for antimotility 

vs placebo is 2.00; therefore the response rate in the intervention arm is 90% (=45% x 2.00) 

giving an absolute difference in response between the intervention and no treatment arms of 

45% (=90%-45%) during the 1st month.  

 

We have also considered an alternative scenario in which no patient in the comparator arm 

achieves an improvement in symptoms but there is still a 45% chance of response for the 

intervention arm.  

 

Table 1: Intervention specific parameters – anti-motility agents 

Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
intervention vs placebo 

2.00 Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
improvement in 
global symptoms 

Maximum number of 
switches considered 

0 Limited by number 
of effective 
interventions 

Drug costs 
Intervention Dose per day Cost per month* 

(assuming lowest 
cost preparation) 

 

Loperamide 4mg £2.29  
* British National Formulary (Joint Formulary Committee 2007) 

 
 

In the basecase analysis, treatment with loperamide for 100 patients with IBS-D or IBS-A results 

in an additional 1.60 QALYs but costs an additional £3,055 over a 6 month time frame, 

compared to no treatment, giving a cost per QALY of £1,914. The basecase analysis assumes 

that the intervention is used on a daily basis, meaning this estimate may be more relevant to 

patients with IBS-D. The cost-effectiveness of using loperamide on 25% to 75% of days is 

considered in the sensitivity analysis, and this estimate may be more relevant to patients with 

IBS-A whose primary symptom may vary from constipation to diarrhoea. 
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These results are an estimate of the cost-effectiveness over the first 6 months after initiating 

treatment with loperamide. The cost per QALY for continuing treatment with loperamide beyond 

6 months is lower than the cost per QALY during the initial 6 months provided that treatment is 

reviewed every 6 months and discontinued in patients who no longer experience a therapeutic 

benefit, either due to lack of effectiveness or a change in their symptom profile. 

 

The probabilistic sensitivity analysis considered the uncertainty in the basecase estimate of 

cost-effectiveness due to uncertainty in the parameters used to estimate the cost-effectiveness. 

The CEAC presented in Figure 22 shows the probability that the cost per QALY for loperamide 

compared to no treatment is under various cost per QALY thresholds. For example, it shows 

that there is an 83% probability that loperamide has a cost per QALY of under £5,000 compared 

to no treatment and a 98% probability that it has a cost per QALY under £20,000. However, it 

should be noted that these estimates only consider the uncertainty in cost-effectiveness due to 

the accuracy of several input parameters and they do not reflect general uncertainty around the 

assumptions made in the model. The uncertainty from these assumptions was explored in the 

univariate sensitivity analysis.  

 

Figure 22. Cost-effectiveness acceptability curve for loperamide compared to no 
treatment  
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Univariate sensitivity analysis  
Maintaining the 45% difference in response between the two arms but reducing the response 

rate in the no treatment arm from 45% to zero marginally decreased the cost per QALY to 

£1,593.  

 

We carried out a threshold analysis to determine whether antimotility therapy is still cost-

effective for lower gains in health related quality of life. In the basecase it is assumed that 

patients who respond to therapy accumulate 0.071 QALYs more per annum than patients who 

do not respond. For comparison, a gain of 0.135 QALYs would represent a complete remission 
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of IBS symptoms. If the QALY gain associated with a response to therapy was reduced to 0.006 

QALYs, then the cost per QALY of providing antimotility therapy would be above £20,000 per 

QALY.    

 

The basecase analysis assumes that the lowest cost preparation is prescribed. If, the highest 

cost preparation (Imodium syrup) is prescribed at the same dose, then the cost per QALY is 

increased to £3,173. If the dose is increased to the maximum dose of 16mg per day, which is 

double the highest dose used in the maintenance therapy trials, and the highest cost preparation 

is prescribed, then the monthly cost of loperamide rises to £23.85, but the cost per QALY is still 

well below £20,000 per QALY at £9,311.  

 

If a patient takes a therapy on an as needed basis, it is assumed that they take the therapy on 

days when their quality of life is significantly affected by their IBS symptoms but not on days 

when their symptoms are less severe. They only accrue QALY benefits and drug costs on the 

days they take the therapy. However, it is still necessary to assess all patients for response after 

1 month of initiating therapy. This means that it is less cost-effective to initiate therapy in 

patients who use the therapy on fewer days as the monitoring costs are just as high but the 

benefits are lower. This is shown by the cost per QALY of £5,297 for patients who take the 

therapy on 25% on days.  

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 288 of 554 

Table 2: Sensitivity results for loperamide compared to no treatment for 100 patients with 
IBS-D or IBS-A  

 
Scenario No Treatment Intervention Incremental 
 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 

QALY 
Basecase £0 1.60 £3,055 3.19 £1,914
No response in 
no treatment 
arm £0 0 £2,542 1.60 £1,593
Response rate 
in no treatment 
arm from 
RCTs £0 1.69 £3,117 3.38 £1,842
Treatment 
used 75% of 
days £0 1.60 £2,741 2.79 £2,290
Treatment 
used 50% of 
days £0 1.60 £2,428 2.39 £3,042
Treatment 
used on 25% 
of days £0 1.60 £2,114 2.00 £5,297
Half of 
treatment 
obtained over 
the counter £0 1.60 £2,428 3.19 £1,521
Higher cost 
formulations 
(same dose) £0 1.60 £5,066 3.19 £3,173
High utility 
gain of 0.135 £0 3.02 £3,055 6.04 £1,011
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.006 and 0.007

 

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 

 
1. In studies for short-term symptom relief of diarrhoea (including people with IBS) for 

loperamide versus placebo there is fair evidence showing a significant number of patients 

without unformed stools. 

 

2.  In studies for short-term symptom relief of diarrhoea (including people with IBS) for co-

phenotrope (lomotil) compared with placebo there is: 

• Limited evidence showing significant improvement in stool frequency 

• Fair evidence showing no significant difference in the number of patients without 

unformed stools 
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3. In studies for short-term symptom relief of diarrhoea (including people with IBS) for 

loperamide versus co-phenotrope (lomotil) there is: 

• Fair evidence showing a significant improvement in the number of patients without 

unformed stools. 

• Good evidence to show a significant improvement in stool score. 

 

4. In studies for short-term symptom relief of diarrhoea (including participants with IBS) for co-

phenotrope (lomotil) compared with Kaolin and Morphine there is fair evidence showing a 

significant improvement in stool consistency for co-phenotrope. 

 

5. In studies for longer-term maintenance treatment of diarrhoea (including participants with 

IBS) for loperamide versus placebo there is: 

• Limited amount of fair quality evidence showing a highly significant improvement in 

global symptoms 

• Limited evidence showing significant improvement in pain and bowel habit. 

 

6. In studies for longer-term maintenance treatment of diarrhoea (including people with IBS) for 

loperamide versus yoga there is a limited amount of weak evidence showing no significant 

difference in bowel score.  

 

7. There is no clear evidence on adverse effects for antimotility agents. 

 

HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that loperamide is cost-effective as a long-term 

maintenance therapy for individuals with diarrhoea provided that response is assessed after the 

first month and every 6 months thereafter and treatment is discontinued in individuals for which 

it provides no therapeutic benefit. 

 
GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG noted that, despite the small number of trials, loperamide is widely used and accepted 

as clinically effective for the treatment of diarrhoea in people with IBS. The GDG noted that it 

was good practice to titrate the dose of loperamide, according to symptom response, with the 

aim of achieving a well formed stool (Bristol Stool Form Scale type 4). In certain situations the 

daily dose of loperamide required may exceed 16 mg, and the GDG noted that this is an out of 

licence dose. 

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
The GDG took into consideration the clinical and cost effective evidence and their experience of 

the widespread use of loperamide. They noted the lack of evidence about adverse effects, but 
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did not consider this to be a significant factor in practice. The GDG wished to encourage primary 

care clinicians to advise people with IBS of the need to titrate doses and the method of doing so.   
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Loperamide should be the first choice of antimotility agent for diarrhoea in people with IBS2. 

RECOMMENDATION 
People with IBS should be advised how to adjust their doses of laxative or antimotility agent 

according to the clinical response. The dose should be titrated according to the stool 

consistency, with the aim of achieving a soft, well-formed stool (corresponding to Bristol 

Stool Form Scale type 4). 

 

                                                 
2 In certain situations the daily dose of loperamide required may exceed 16 mg, which at the time of 
publication (February 2008) was an out of licence dose. Informed consent should be obtained and 
documented.  
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8.3 Antispasmodics 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to the antispasmodics review and are reported below. 

 
Types of studies 
The GDG decided that the washout period for this review should be at least one week. Trials 

with shorter washout periods were not included in the analysis. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies were to include the following interventions: 

• Anti-muscarinic agents:  

o Atropine (synonyms: hyoscyamine) 

o Dicycloverine (synonyms: dicyclomine, diethylaminocarbethoxybicyclohexyl 

hydrochloride; trade name: Merbentyl®)  

o Hyoscine (synonyms: scopolamine; trade name: Buscopan®) 

o Propantheline (Trade name: Pro-Banthine®). 

• Direct-action smooth muscle relaxants: 

o Alverine (Trade name: Spasmonal®) 

o Mebeverine: includes modified release and conventional drug delivery (Trade name: 

Colofac®) 

o Peppermint oil: includes modified release and enteric coated (Trade names: 

Colpermin®; Mintec®). 

 

Studies with interventions not available in the UK were included in the review. These studies 

were listed, but not included in the sections on analysis or characteristics of studies. 

 

The following comparisons were included 

• Antispasmodic versus placebo (or nothing) 

• Antispasmodic type 1 versus type 2 

• Antispasmodic dose 1 versus dose 2 

• Antispasmodic + another intervention versus the other intervention alone 

• Antispasmodic modified release versus conventional delivery 

• Duration of treatment 1 versus duration 2. 
 

NB: In spite of the large placebo effect associated with IBS, comparisons with no treatment were 

included. 

 

The antispasmodics review was concerned with both longer term maintenance treatment and 

short term symptom relief.  
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The GDG decided that there should be a minimum duration of treatment of four weeks for 

maintenance in this review. Studies of shorter durations were included but dealt with in 

sensitivity analyses.  

 

Subgroup analyses 
We planned to carry out subgroup analyses by type of antispasmodic (antimuscarinic and direct-

acting smooth muscle relaxants); dose; mode of delivery (modified release/ conventional), and; 

duration of intervention. 

 
Search strategy for identification of studies 
The initial search identified a Cochrane Review (Quartero 2005, Bulking agents, antispasmodic 

and antidepressant medication for the treatment of irritable bowel syndrome). Searches were 

partly based on the terms in this review. Searches were performed on the following core 

databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with 

guidance from the GDG). Additional databases were not searched for this review. The search 

strategies are listed in Appendix B.  
 
The titles and abstracts identified by the search strategy were assessed. One-hundred and three 

were identified as being potentially relevant to the review and these papers were retrieved in full. 

Twenty-three studies met the inclusion criteria for the review. The reference lists for each of the 

retrieved studies were inspected for further potential papers, but none were identified. The 80 

excluded studies are listed in Appendix E, along with the reasons for exclusion  

 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 

The Cochrane review recently published on this topic did not cover all the comparisons required 

for the guideline, as only comparisons with placebo were included. The interventions in the 

Cochrane Review also extended to drugs not licensed for use in the UK, and the subdivision by 

types of antispasmodic was different from that determined by the GDG. In addition, crossover 

trials were excluded from the Cochrane review unless first-period only results were given. We 

also did not agree with some of the other inclusions/exclusions. A simple update of the 

Cochrane review was therefore not appropriate to the needs of the guideline and the review was 

instead used mainly as a reference. Studies excluded from the Cochrane review as non-placebo 

comparisons or crossover trials were assessed for inclusion in the guideline review. 

 

This review relates only to those studies using interventions licensed for use in the UK. The 

following 38 studies were therefore eliminated from the review: 

• Cimetropium bromide (Centonze 1988; Dobrilla 1990; Passaretti 1989; Piai 1985; Piai 1987) 

• Fenoverine (Galeone 1992) 

• Octatropine methylbromide (Barbara 1979) 
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• Octilonium bromide (Baldi 1992; Capurso 1984; Capurso 1992a; D'Arienzo 1980; Defrance 

1991; Ferrari 1986) 

• Otilonium bromide (Baldi 1982; Baldi 1991; Battaglia 1998; Evangelista 1999; Glende 2002) 

• Pinaverium bromide (Awad 1997; Corazza 1983; Delmont 1981; Dubarry 1977; Galeone 

1986; Levy 1977; Lu 2000; Virat 1987) 

• Prifinium bromide (Piai 1979; Sasaki 1985) 

• Propinox (Pulpeiro 2000) 

• Rociverine (Ghidini 1986)  

• Secoverine (Ehsanullah 1985) 

• Syntropium bromide (Galeone 1990) 

• Trimebutine (Dumitrascu 2000; Ghidini 1986; Luttecke 1980; Moshal 1979; Schaffstein 

1990; Schang 1993) 

• Zamifenacin (Houghton 1997) 

 

There were 23 included studies remaining. Nine were conducted in the UK (Dew 1984; Evans 

1998; Flavell Matts 1967; Gilbody 2000; GP research group; Mitchell 2002; Nash 1986; Prout 

1983; Ritchie 1979); eight in the rest of Europe, one in the USA, three in Australia and New 

Zealand, one in India, and one in Taiwan.   

 

Generally, we excluded reports of studies if they were not in English, however, some studies 

translated and included in the Cochrane review were exceptions to this (Berthelot 1981; 

Czalbert 1990; Lech 1988; Schafer 1990). We had some reservations about doing this because 

of a difference of opinion with the Cochrane review on the eligibility of one of the English-

language studies (Fielding 1980) due to the absence of reporting randomisation, but the study 

was included in the Cochrane review. However, we decided to include all the non-English 

language studies in the Cochrane review on the basis of trust. There was only one paper 

(Czalbert 1990) for which we were unable to verify that the patients were randomised to 

treatments, and we decided to include this and carry out a sensitivity analysis. 

 

The majority of studies (17/23) had fewer than 100 patients, with six having 20 or fewer in the 

intervention arm (Carling 1989; Czalbert 1990; Evans 1998; Lech 1988; Ritchie 1979; Tasman-

Jones 1973). Six studies had more than 100 patients in total and one had 712 patients (Schafer 

1990). Some of the studies were of crossover design, so fewer patients are required to achieve 

adequate power.  
 
Study Design 
Setting: The majority of studies took place in secondary care; two studies were in primary care 

(Gilbody 2000; GP research group); five studies did not report the setting or it was not possible 

to determine it because the report was not in English (Berthelot 1981; Czalbert 1990; Evans 

1998; Flavell Matts 1967; Schafer 1990). 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 294 of 554 

 

There were ten crossover studies (Dew 1984; Evans 1998; Flavell Matts 1967; GP research 

group; Hennessy 1975; Lawson 1988; Nash 1986; Prout 1983; Tasman-Jones 1973; van 

Outryve 1995) in which participants were allocated to receive both the intervention and control 

treatments during the course of the study, in a random order. All of these studies had either no 

‘washout period’ or it was not reported, in which case this was assumed to be none. As the GDG 

had specified a washout period of one week minimum, all these studies were eliminated from 

the analysis. One additional crossover study (Carling 1989) reported first period results for the 

global improvement of symptoms outcome, so these data were combined with those from 

parallel design studies. 

 

The remaining 12 studies had a parallel design (Berthelot 1981; Czalbert 1990; Gilbody 2000; 

Inauen 1994; Kruis 1986; Lech 1988; Liu 1997; Mitchell 2002; Nigam 1984; Page 1981; Richie 

1979; Schafer 1990). 

Thirteen studies were therefore included in the analysis (12 parallel and one crossover trial, first 

period only). 

 

Two studies had more than two arms: Schafer (1990) compared hyoscine plus paracetamol and 

hyoscine alone with placebo; Carling (1989) compared peppermint oil with hyoscamine and 

placebo; Ritchie (1979) compared hyoscine with placebo, and hyoscine+lorazepam with 

lorazepam alone. There were thus 17 comparisons in the antispasmodics review. 

 

The rest of the description of studies will focus on these studies/comparisons. 

 

Population 
The definition of IBS varied between studies: one used the Rome I criteria (Mitchell 2002); one 

used the Rome II criteria (Gilbody 2000); three met criteria defined by the authors that were 

similar to the above (Inauen 1994; Nigam 1984; Page 1981). In seven comparisons, the authors 

stated that the patients had IBS, with no further explanation (Berthelot 1981; Czalbert 1990; Liu 

1997; 2 x Ritchie 1979; 2 x Schafer 1990). The remaining five comparisons (3 x Carling 1989; 

Kruis 1986; Lech 1988) did not use a formal definition but described a range of symptoms 

consistent with IBS. 

 

Most studies included a combination of IBS types, one study specified constipation (Page 1981); 

one study (Carling 1989) included only patients with IBS-C and IBS-A; and eight were unclear 

(Berthelot 1981; Czalbert 1990; Gilbody 2000; Lech 1988; Liu 1997; Nigam 1984; 2 x Ritchie 

1979).  

 

None of the studies stated that any participants had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. 
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The majority of studies did not state the number of participants with bloating. Four studies had 

some patients with bloating (Czalbert 1990; Inauen 1994; Kruis 1986; Liu 1997). Three 

comparisons (3 x Carling 1989) stated that all patients had bloating. 

 

Most of the studies did not describe symptom severity. Two studies stated that participants had 

symptoms of mixed severity (Inauen 1994; Mitchell 2002).  

 

The age range of participants across studies was 16 to 79 years, with the mean age (where 

given) ranging from 34.5 to 48 years (Czalbert 1990). None of the studies particularly identified 

elderly participants.  

 

Most studies had more women than men; two studies had more men than women (Liu 1997; 

Nigam 1984). 
 
Interventions 
The studies varied in the type of antispasmodic used:  

• Eight comparisons used anti-muscarinics: 

o One dicyclomine bromide (Page 1981) 

o Two hyoscamine (2 x Carling 1989) 

o Three hyoscine (Nigam 1984; Schafer 1990; Ritchie 1979) 

o One hyoscine plus paracetamol (Schafer 1990) 

o One hyoscine plus diazepam (Ritchie 1979). 

• Nine had direct-action smooth muscle relaxants:  

o One alverine (Mitchell 2002) 

o Four mebeverine (Berthelot 1981; Kruis 1986; Gilbody 2000; Inauen 1994 (the last 

two were also modified release) 

o Four peppermint oil (Carling 1989; Czalbert 1990; Lech 1988; Liu 1997). 

 

None of the included studies used antispasmodics for short-term symptom relief. The duration 

ranged from two weeks to 16 weeks (Kruis 1986). The most common durations were 12 weeks 

(four studies), four weeks (four studies) and two weeks (four studies). Studies of less than 4 

weeks duration were considered in sensitivity analyses because the GDG preferred a minimum 

of four weeks duration. This meant the following: two weeks – four studies (3 x Carling 1989; 

Page 1981); three weeks – one study (Inauen 1994).  

 
Comparisons 
The included studies covered the following comparisons (we have indicated with an asterisk the 

studies with less than 4 weeks duration): 

• 13 comparisons of antispasmodics versus placebo:  
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o Five gave anti-muscarinics (Carling 1989*; Nigam 1984; Page 1981*; Richie 1979; 

Schafer 1990) 

o Seven gave direct-action smooth muscle relaxants (Berthelot 1981; Carling 1989*; 

Czalbert 1990; Kruis 1986; Lech 1988; Liu 1997; Mitchell 2002) 

• One study (Ritchie 1979) compared antispasmodic plus diazepam versus diazepam alone 

• One study (Schafer 1990) compared antispasmodic plus paracetamol versus paracetamol 

alone 

• One study compared different classes of antispasmodic:  

o One compared an anti-muscarinic with a smooth muscle relaxant (Carling 1989*) 

• Two studies compared different types of antispasmodic in the same class (smooth muscle 

relaxant): 

o Two studies (Gilbody 2000; Inauen 1994*) compared mebeverine modified release 

(200 g bid) with mebeverine conventional (135g tid). 
 
Methodological Quality    
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D.  

 

The method of randomisation was reported in none of the studies. Allocation concealment was 

reported in one study (Ritchie 1979), which reported an adequate method, in which the drugs 

were issued in random order by the pharmacist. All but two of the studies reported that the 

patients were blinded to the interventions. One stated that the patients were not blinded (Inauen 

1994). One study (Czalbert 1990) was unclear about patient blinding. Only one study (Mitchell 

2002) described an a-priori power calculation. Several studies included in the review 

demonstrated baseline comparability of the groups, but 11 did not give baseline characteristics 

or were in non-English languages (Berthelot 1981; Lech 1988; Nigam 1984; Ritchie 1979; 

Schafer 1990). One study was not comparable at baseline (Liu 1997) for the severity of stool 

frequency (more severe for Colpermin). Three studies reported no withdrawals (Czalbert 1990; 

Nigam 1984; Ritchie 1979). One study (Page 1981) reported that more than 20% of patients in 

at least one arm (or overall) were not analysed or were lost to follow-up (attrition bias): 33% in 

the intervention group and 39% in the placebo group.  

 

The GDG preferred a minimum intervention period of four weeks as this was felt to be clinically 

significant relative to potential effect. This meant the following were treated with caution: two 

weeks: Carling (1989); Inauen (1994); Page (1981). 

 

The risk of bias was assessed for each included study and no studies were excluded from the 

analysis. Four studies were assessed as being at higher risk of bias: Page (1981) (attrition bias 

and duration less than four weeks); Inauen (1994) (patients not blinded and duration less than 

four weeks); Liu 1997 (lack of baseline comparability), and; Carling (1989) (duration less than 4 
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weeks). All these studies were treated with caution and sensitivity analyses were carried out. 

This was also done for Czalbert as discussed earlier. 

 

RESULTS  
A. Antispasmodics versus Placebo 

There were 12 studies included in the analysis that compared antispasmodics with placebo, 

and a further two studies that compared antispasmodics + another intervention versus that 

other intervention alone. The GDG decided that it was inappropriate to combine the two types 

of comparison, even though each could be considered to be a comparison of antispasmodics 

versus placebo. The GDG’s view was that the drugs could interact and their effects would not 

simply be additive.  

 

One of the studies was in patients with constipation-predominant IBS (Page 1981); eight did 

not specify the type of IBS and the remainder had patients of mixed IBS-type. Therefore the 

studies were not stratified by IBS type. Similarly, there was too little information to separate by 

severity, post-infective cause or bloating status. Only one study (Mitchell 2002) reported using 

established criteria to diagnose IBS (Rome I). 

 

Where outcomes were measured at different times during the study, we took the end-study 

results unless there were significant numbers of withdrawals or problems with compliance. 

Therefore, for the Kruis (1986) study we took the values at four weeks. 

 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with improvement in global symptoms 
Eight studies with 731 patients reported this outcome for the comparison antispasmodics 

versus placebo. As described in the general section, patient assessments of improvement 

were combined with symptom score related methods (unlike the Cochrane review). Overall the 

relative risk was 1.32 (95%CI 1.18, 1.48), i.e. statistically significant, favouring 

antispasmodics. There was some heterogeneity, but it was not significant (p=0.09; I2=43%). 

The sensitivity analysis without Page (1981) made little difference to the summary statistics. 

 

The full meta-analysis corresponded to a number needed to treat (NNT) of 6 (95%CI 5, 10), 

for a placebo group rate of 0 to 71%. This meant that clinicians needed to treat 6 patients to 

get additional benefit in relief of symptoms for one patient. Typically this is viewed as a low 

NNT. 
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Figure 1 

 
 

Subgroup analysis into anti-muscarinic agents and direct-acting smooth muscle relaxants, for 

all antispasmodics-placebo comparisons (Figure 2) suggested there was little difference 

between classes of antispasmodics, although there was some heterogeneity (I2=57%, p=0.08) 

for the anti-muscarinics group. The RR for the random effects model was 1.51 (95%CI 1.00, 

2.28), i.e. this result was sensitive to the method of analysis.  

 
Figure 2 

 
 

We noted that three of these studies were in hyoscine and the remaining one (Page 1981) 

was in dicyclomine bromide. Page (1981) had over 30% missing data and was only two weeks 
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in duration. In its absence there was little difference to the fixed effects result, but a substantial 

difference to the random effects model. 

 

b) Global symptom score (mean)  
This outcome was recorded by one study (Carling 1989), which compared the change in 

symptom score (before and after intervention) for peppermint oil and hyoscamine (atropine) 

compared with placebo. This was a crossover study that reported first period results. The 

study reported p values for the difference: 

• Peppermint oil versus placebo: mean difference for change score was -11.8 (on a scale of 

105 for a week); p=0.063 (i.e. statistically significant). 

• Atropine versus placebo: mean difference for change score was -1.0 (on a scale of 105 for 

a week); p=0.46 (i.e. not statistically significant). 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
The following studies measured pain: 

i. Number of patients with no pain: one study (Liu 1997) 

ii. Number of patients with less pain: four studies (Lech 1988; Liu 1997; Mitchell 2002; 

Page 1981 (physician assessed)). The Kruis (1986) study was not included because of 

poor compliance – 4 week results were not reported for this outcome. 

iii. Pain score (change): one study (Berthelot 1981). 

 

Figure 3 shows the number of patients with less pain. There was a statistically significant 

increase in the number with less pain, favouring antispasmodics. However, there was also 

significant heterogeneity within the smooth muscle relaxants group (p=0.07, I2=63%). This 

was possibly a drug specific effect: Lech (1988) and Liu (1997) gave peppermint oil and 

Mitchell (2002) gave alverine citrate. However, the duration of Mitchell (2002) was also longer 

(12 weeks versus 4 weeks). 
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Figure 3 

 
 

A sensitivity analysis without Mitchell (2002) shows that this was responsible for the 

heterogeneity, but it was not clear why. It was interesting to note that this study was the only 

one that carried out a power calculation. 
 
Figure 4: Sensitivity analysis 

 
 

The one study (Berthelot 1981) recording a pain score showed a statistically significant 

decrease in pain score, favouring the antispasmodic (figure 5). The mean difference was -0.56 

(95%CI -1.03, -0.09) on a scale of 1 to 4.   

 

Figure 5 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 301 of 554 

b) Bloating 
Only two studies (Liu 1997 and Mitchell 2002) reported the number of patients with less 

bloating (Figure 6). Meta-analysis showed a high degree of heterogeneity between studies 

(p=0.0002, I2=93%). It was not clear why these studies were so different, but see the 

discussion above regarding the pain outcome. 

 

Figure 6 

 
 
c) Bowel habits 
i. Number of patients with improved bowel habits 
One study (Page 1981), with 71 patients and attrition bias, recorded the number of patients 

with improved bowel habits (figure 7). There was a statistically significant improvement with 

the antispasmodic. 

 

Figure 7 

 
ii. Stool score  
One study reported a stool score (Berthelot 1981) on a scale of 1-4. There was a statistically 

significant difference between antispasmodic and placebo, favouring the former. 
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Figure 8 

 
 

3. Adverse effects 
Three studies (four comparisons) reported the number of patients with adverse effects. These 

were grouped by antispasmodic. In all cases there were wide confidence intervals, but it 

appeared that there were significantly more side effects for both atropine and dicyclomine 

bromide than placebo (Figure 9). In particular, the statistically significant effect of atropine was 

manifested as dry mouth and blurred vision, but the confidence intervals were very wide, as 

demonstrated in figure 10. 
 
Figure 9 
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Figure 10: Specific side effects 

 
 

B. Antispasmodic type 1 versus Antispasmodic type 2 
One study compared different types of antispasmodic: Carling (1989) compared hyoscamine 

(atropine) with peppermint oil (smooth muscle relaxant). 

 
1. Global outcomes 
a) Global symptom score 
The study did not record standard deviations or p-values. 

 

2. Adverse effects 
The study showed a statistically significant increase in side effects for atropine compared with 

peppermint oil, although the confidence interval was wide. 

 

Figure 11 
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C. Comparison of antispasmodics in the same class  
Two studies (Gilbody 2000; Inauen 1994) compared modified release mebeverine twice daily 

(total 400 mg) with conventional mebeverine three times daily (total 405 mg). The two studies 

had different durations: Gilbody (2000) had duration of eight weeks, and; Inauen (1994) had 

duration of three weeks. Gilbody (2000) was also carried out in general practice. 

 
1. Global improvement of symptoms 
a) Number of patients with improved symptoms 
There appeared to be little difference between the two formulations (figure 12). 

 
Figure 12 

 
 
2. Adverse effects 
a) Pain 
One study in general practice (Gilbody 2000) showed little difference between the 

interventions for the number of patients with adverse effects, although it was noted that the 

number of adverse effects was high in both groups and the study said this included symptoms 

associated with IBS (pain and diarrhoea). 

 

Figure 13 

 
 

Adverse Effects 
An adverse effects review has been carried out and is reported in section 8.5.1. There were 

six included RCTs in the review of adverse effects of antispasmodics (Grillage 1990; Gilbody 

2000; Schaffstein 1990; Mitchell 2002; Liu 1997; Van Outryve 1995). The interventions and 

comparators were extremely varied, as was the reporting of adverse effects outcomes. In view 
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of this, no meta-analysis was performed. Dry mouth, drowsiness, dizziness and constipation 

were the most common complaints reported amongst people taking antispasmodics.  

 

One of the limitations of the adverse effects review was that many of the adverse outcomes of 

interest were very similar to the symptoms of the IBS itself. For instance, antispasmodics were 

associated with drowsiness and constipation, both of which are commonly seen in people with 

untreated IBS. This made it difficult for the investigators to differentiate between the progress 

of the condition and the harmful effects of the drug.  

 
ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR ANTISPASMODICS 
No relevant health economic analyses were identified on the cost-effectiveness of 

antispasmodic therapy in the treatment of IBS. 

 
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR ANTISPASMODICS 
This section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of antispasmodics as a long-term maintenance therapy in IBS. The general methods 

used in the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail in 

Chapter 5 and the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are 

described below.  

 

• The following interventions were treated as a class of interventions with the same clinical 

effectiveness as there was insufficient evidence to demonstrate a significant difference in 

effectiveness between them; hyoscine, mebeverine (standard and slow release), 

peppermint oil, dicycloverine (dicylcomine), alverine. 

• There was insufficient evidence to demonstrate that atropine (hyoscamine) was more 

effective than placebo. Therefore, the cost-effectiveness of atropine was not estimated.  

• The studies included in the clinical effectiveness review did not stratify results by IBS 

subtype, so it was not possible to estimate the effectiveness for each of the subtypes 

separately. Therefore, it was assumed that antispasmodics are equally effective in all 

subtypes.  

 

Modelled response rates 
In the basecase scenario the response rate of 45% in the no treatment arm is taken from the 

Mearin (2004) cohort study. This represents the group of patients for whom we would expect an 

improvement in symptoms without any specific intervention. The RR of response for 

antispasmodics versus placebo is 1.32; therefore the response rate in the intervention arm is 

59% (=45% x 1.32), giving an absolute difference in response between the intervention and no 

treatment arms of 14% (=59%-45%) during the 1st month. In the basecase scenario the 

response rate for the subsequent interventions is assumed to be equal to the response rate for 

the first intervention. Therefore an additional 14% of those who do not respond to the first 
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intervention achieve a therapeutic response to the second intervention, increasing the overall 

response rate to 65% (=59%+14%*[1-59%]) after the second month. The response rate over 

time for the basecase is given in Figure 14. 

 

We have also considered an alternative scenario in which no patient in the comparator arm 

achieves an improvement in symptoms but there is still a 14% chance of response for the 

intervention arm. 

 
Figure 14: Modelled response rate for antispasmodic therapy, when allowing up to 4 
switches of antispasmodic therapy, and no treatment 
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Table 1: Intervention specific parameters – antispasmodics 
 

Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
intervention vs placebo 

1.32 (1.18 – 1.48) Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
improvement in 
global symptoms 

Maximum number of 
switches considered 

4 Limited by 
number of 
effective 
interventions 

Drug costs 
Intervention Dose per day Cost per month* 

(assuming lowest 
cost preparation) 

 

Hyoscine 30mg £4.22  
Mebeverine 400mg £6.76  
Peppermint oil 0.6ml £7.65  
Alverine 360mg £20.99  
Dicyclomine  
hydrochloride 

160mg £24.54  

* British National Formulary (Joint Formulary Committee 2007) 
 
Results 

 
Table 2: Incremental cost-effectiveness of allowing subsequent switches in 
antispasmodic therapy 

Strategy Cost QALY Incremental 
Cost per QALY 
compared to 
previous row 

Incremental 
cost per 
QALY 
compared to 
no treatment 

No treatment  £0.00 1.60 N/A N/A 
Intervention, no 
switches £3,469 2.11 £6,792 £6,792
Intervention with 
up to 1 switch £4,640 2.28 £6,728 £6,775
Intervention with 
up to 2 switches £5,654 2.40 £8,497 £7,031
Intervention with 
up to 3 switches £7,005 2.48 £17,620 £7,952
Intervention with 
up to 4 switches £8,189 2.52 £27,047 £8,857

 
 

Table 2 gives the incremental cost-effectiveness for several treatment pathways with different 

numbers of therapy switches included. These results demonstrate that although a treatment 

pathway which allows up to 4 switches had a cost per QALY under £20,000 compared to no 

treatment, the incremental cost-effectiveness compared to a pathway which allows up to 3 

switches was greater than £20,000. Therefore, at a willingness to pay threshold of £20,000 per 

QALY, it would only be cost-effective to allow up to 3 switches as the additional switch would not 

provide sufficient additional benefit. 
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These results are an estimate of the cost-effectiveness over the first 6 months after the initiation 

of antispasmodic therapy. The cost per QALY for continuing antispasmodic therapy beyond 6 

months is lower than the cost per QALY during the initial 6 months provided that treatment is 

reviewed every 6 months and discontinued in patients who no longer experience a therapeutic 

benefit, either due to lack of effectiveness or a change in their symptom profile.  

 

The probabilistic sensitivity analysis provided an estimate of the uncertainty in the cost per 

QALY estimate due to uncertainty in the efficacy estimate, the probability of response in the no 

treatment arm and the utility gain. The CEAC in Figure 15 shows the uncertainty surrounding the 

relative cost-effectiveness of allowing each additional switch in therapy. For example, the first 

curve on the left of Figure 15 shows that it is highly likely that using a first antispasmodic therapy 

would be cost-effective compared to no treatment as the probability of the cost per QALY being 

under a £20K threshold is over 90%. The second curve from the left is very close to the first and 

it shows that it is highly likely that allowing patients to switch once to an alternative 

antispasmodic therapy would be cost-effective compared to no further antispasmodic therapy for 

those who do not respond to the first. Similarly, the second switch is also highly likely to be cost-

effective as it has a 91% probability of being under £20K. However, once the third switch of 

therapy is considered, it is only fairly likely to be cost-effective as there is a 53% likelihood that 

the true cost per QALY is under £20K and a 79% likelihood that it is under £30K. Providing four 

switches is fairly unlikely to be cost-effective compared to 3 switches as the cost per QALY has 

a 23% probability of being under £20K and a 51% probability of being under £30K. However, it 

should be noted that these estimates only consider the uncertainty in cost-effectiveness due to 

the accuracy of several input parameters and they do not reflect general uncertainty around the 

assumptions made in the model. The uncertainty from these assumptions was explored in the 

univariate sensitivity analysis.  
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Figure 15: Cost-effectiveness acceptability curves for antispasmodics (AS) compared to 
no treatment (NT) and for each additional switch of antispasmodic for non responders 
(AS) 
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Univariate sensitivity results for up to three switches 
The results in Table 3 show that initiating treatment with an antispasmodic and allowing up to 

three switches in therapy for non-responders had a cost per QALY of £7,952 compared to no 

treatment. When the response rate in the no treatment arm was taken from the average 

response rate in the RCTs of pharmacological interventions (47%), rather than from the cohort 

study (45%), the cost per QALY was very similar at £7,539. Maintaining the 14% difference in 

response between the two arms but reducing the response rate in the no treatment arm from 

45% to zero marginally decreased the cost per QALY to £7,772. Reducing the response rate for 

subsequent antispasmodics, in patients who have not responded to initial therapy, by 50% 

significantly increased the cost per QALY for each subsequent switch of therapy, such that only 

2 rather than 3 switches of therapy could be provided for a cost per QALY under £20,000. 

However, the cost per QALY for 3 switches compared to no treatment was only moderately 

increased to £10,003 per QALY and even when the response rate for subsequent therapy was 
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set to zero, the cost per QALY for antispasmodic therapy with up to 3 switches remained under 

£20,000 when compared to no treatment. 

 

We carried out a threshold analysis to determine whether antispasmodic therapy would still be 

cost-effective for lower gains in health related quality of life. In the basecase it was assumed that 

patients who respond to therapy accumulate 0.071 QALYs more per annum than patients who 

do not respond. For comparison, a gain of 0.135 QALYs would represent a complete remission 

of IBS symptoms. When the QALY gain associated with a response to therapy was reduced to 

0.028 QALYs, the cost per QALY of providing antispasmodic therapy with up to 3 switches was 

estimated to be above £20,000 per QALY compared to no treatment. 

 

If a patient takes a therapy on an as needed basis, it would be reasonable to assume that they 

take the therapy on days when their quality of life is significantly affected by their IBS symptoms 

but not on days when their symptoms are less severe. It has therefore been assumed in the 

model that they only accrue QALY benefits and drug costs on the days they take the therapy. 

However, it is still necessary to assess all patients for response after 1 month of initiating 

therapy. This means that it would be less cost-effective to initiate therapy in patients who use 

the therapy on fewer days, as the monitoring costs are just as high but the benefits are lower. 

This is shown by the estimated cost per QALY of £20,578 for patients who take the therapy on 

25% on days. However, a more detailed look at the results for these patients (data not tabled) 

shows that up to 1 switch of therapy could be provided for a cost per QALY of £19,414 with a 

45% likelihood of being under £20,000 per QALY and a 73% likelihood of being under £30K per 

QALY. So, cost-effective treatment strategies may be available for patients who do not 

experience severe symptoms as frequently. 

 

If a patient also takes another medication (such as a laxative or anti-motility agent), then these 

medications can be reviewed at the same time, so it may be cost-effective to provide both 

therapies. For example, if laxatives are prescribed with the antispasmodic and both used on 

25% of days then allowing up to 2 switches of both treatments was estimated to be cost-

effective with a cost per QALY of £10,107 compared to no treatment a cost per QALY of 

£17,393 compared to 1 switch.  
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Table 3: Sensitivity results for antispasmodic therapy with up to 3 switches compared to 
no treatment for 100 patients with IBS (all subtypes) 

 
Scenario No Treatment Intervention Incremental 
 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 

QALY 
Basecase £0 1.60 £7,005 2.48 £7,952
No response in 
no treatment 
arm £0 0.00 £9,931 1.29 £7,722
Response rate 
in no treatment 
arm from 
RCTs £0 1.69 £6,736 2.59 £7,539
Response to 
subsequent 
treatment half 
as likely as 
response to 
first £0 1.60 £7,077 2.30 £10,003
Response to 
subsequent 
treatment zero £0 1.60 £7,125 2.11 £13,949
Treatment 
used 75% of 
days £0 1.60 £6,180 2.26 £9,355
Treatment 
used 50% of 
days £0 1.60 £5,356 2.04 £12,161
Treatment 
used on 25% 
of days £0 1.60 £4,532 1.82 £20,578
Half of 
treatments 
obtained over 
the counter £0 1.60 £5,356 2.48 £6,080
Higher cost 
formulations 
(same dose) £0 1.60 £7,298 2.48 £8,285
High utility 
gain of 0.135 £0.00 3.02 £7,005 4.69 £4,200
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.028 and 0.029. 

 

GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG consensus was that antispasmodics should be used as first line therapy alongside 

dietary and lifestyle advice for people with IBS, particularly those with pain occurring as spasm. 

Antispasmodics should be taken as needed. 

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 
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1. There is a fair amount of good quality evidence showing significant improvement in 

symptoms for antispasmodics, in general, and smooth muscle relaxants, in particular, when 

compared to placebo. 

 

2. There is a fair amount of evidence showing significant global improvement in symptoms for 

antimuscarinic agents compared with placebo. 

 

3. Sub-group analysis suggests there is little difference in the effect of antimuscarinic agents 

and smooth muscle relaxants for global improvement of symptoms. 

 

4. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence showing a significant reduction in pain 

and an improvement in bowel habit for antispasmodics compared with placebo. 

 

5. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence showing that conventional and 

modified release mebeverine were equally effective. 

 

ADVERSE EFFECTS EVIDENCE STATEMENT 
There is limited evidence that antispasmodics are associated with dry mouth, dizziness and 

drowsiness. 

 

HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that antispasmodics (hyoscine, mebeverine, 

peppermint oil, dicycloverine, alverine) are cost-effective for long-term maintenance use in 

individuals with IBS. The cost-effectiveness estimate is based on a clinical pathway in which 

response is assessed after one month and non-responders are switched to an alternative 

antispasmodic with the lower cost antispasmodics used before higher cost antispasmodics. The 

analysis assumes that the response to each subsequent therapy is independent of the response 

to previous antispasmodics. Trying a further antispasmodic is unlikely to be cost-effective in 

individuals who have not responded to four previous antispasmodics. The cost-effectiveness 

analysis assumes that treatment is reviewed every 6 months to establish whether antispasmodic 

therapy is still relevant to the individual’s symptom profile. 

 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 
The GDG took into consideration the clinical and cost effective evidence. They noted the limited 

evidence about adverse effects, but did not consider this to be a significant factor in practice. 

The GDG wished to encourage primary care clinicians to give antispasmodics as a first line 

therapy alongside dietary and lifestyle advice.    
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RECOMMENDATION 

Healthcare professionals should consider prescribing antispasmodic agents for people with 

IBS. These should be taken as required, alongside dietary and lifestyle advice. 
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8.4 Antidepressants 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some criteria 

specific to the antidepressants review are reported below. 

 
Types of patients 
For this review, patients were required to have IBS and not to have inflammatory bowel disease 

or major psychiatric disorders.  

 
Types of studies 
Studies that investigated drugs not listed in the BNF were excluded. These included: 

Amineptine; Amoxapine; Desipramine, and; Pirenzepine.  

 

The GDG decided that crossover studies were acceptable and that the washout period for this 

review should be at least one week. Trials with shorter washout periods were not included in the 

analysis. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies included the following interventions: 

 

Tricyclics and related antidepressants: 

• Amitriptyline (Triptafen®, Triptafen-M® (with perphenazine) 

• Clomipramine (Anafranil®) 

• Dosulephin (Prothiaden®) 

• Doxepin (Sinepin®) 

• Imipramine 

• Lofepramine (Feprapax®, Lomont®, Gamanil®) 

• Nortriptyline (Allegron®) 

• Trimipramine(Surmontil®) 

• Mianserin 

• Trazodone (Molipaxin®). 
 

Selective serotonin re-uptake inhibitors (SSRIs): 

• Citalopram (Cipramil®) 

• Escitalopram (Cipralex®) 

• Fluoxetine (Prozac®) 

• Fluvoxamine (Faverin®) 

• Paroxetine (Seroxat®) 
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• Sertraline (Lustral®). 

 

Monoamine oxidase inhibitors (MAOIs): 

• Phenelzine (Nardil®) 

• Isocarboxazid 

• Tranylcypromine. 

 

Reversible MAOIs: 

• Moclobemide (Manerix®). 

 

Others: 

• Duloxetine (Cymbalta®) 

• Flupentixol (Fluanxol®) 

• Mirtazapine (Zispin Soltab®) 

• Reboxetine (Edronax®) 

• L-Tryptophan (Optimax®). 

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Antidepressant versus placebo (or nothing) 

• Antidepressant type 1 versus Antidepressant type 2 

• Antidepressant dose 1 versus  Antidepressant dose 2 

• Antidepressant versus other interventions.  

                                                                                                           

NB: In spite of the large placebo effect associated with IBS, comparisons with no treatment were 

included. 

 

The antidepressants review was concerned with medium and longer term symptom relief. 

Medium term treatment was defined as three months and long term as between six months and 

one year.  

 
Subgroup analyses 
We planned to carry out subgroup analyses by type of antidepressant; dose; mode of delivery, 

and; duration of intervention. 

 
Search strategy for identification of studies 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE; EMBASE; CINAHL, and; 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additional databases 

were not searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in Appendix B. 
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The search strategy identified 1458 studies. The titles and abstracts of these studies were 

assessed. Thirty were identified to be potentially relevant to the review and these papers were 

retrieved in full. The reference lists for each of the retrieved studies were inspected for further 

potential papers, but none were identified. The 17 excluded studies are listed in the Appendix, 

along with reasons for exclusion. The remaining 13 studies were included (Boerner 1988; Creed 

2003; Kuiken 2003; Myren 1982; Myren 1984; Rajagopalan 1998; Schrivastava 1984; Steinhart 

1982; Tabas 2004; Tanum and Malt 1996; Tripathi 1983; Vij 1991; Quartero 2007). One of these 

studies was a Cochrane review (Quartero 2007). The Myren (1982) study did not state that it 

was randomised although it was double blind. Since this study was included in the Cochrane 

review (under the name of Block (1983), which is an identical paper in Norwegian) we included it 

too, but treated it with caution. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW   
One Cochrane review was identified (Quartero 2007) and this guideline review is an update, 

with revision to make it appropriate to the UK. This mainly involved elimination of one of the 

included studies (Heefner 1978) because the antidepressant, desipramine, is not in the BNF. 

Therefore the analysis for the guideline review was based on six studies included in the 

Cochrane review (Boerner 1988; Myren 1982; Myren 1984; Rajagopalan 1998; Shrivastava 

1984; Vij 1991) and six additional studies (Creed 2003; Kuiken 2003; Steinhart 1982; Tabas 

2004; Tanum and Malt 1996; Tripathi 1983). Tripathi (1983) and Shrivastava (1984) were two 

reports of a single trial, i.e. there were 11 included studies.  

 

One study was conducted in the UK (Creed 2003); one was conducted in Germany (Boerner 

1988); one in The Netherlands; three in Norway (Myren 1982; Myren 1984; Tanum and Malt 

1996): three in India (Rajagopalan 1998; Tripathi 1983; Vij 1991) and the remaining two in the 

United States (Steinhart 1982; Tabas 2004). 

 

Eight studies had fewer than 100 patients (Myren 1982; Boerner 1988; Kuiken 2003; Steinhart 

1982; Rajagopalan 1998; Tripathi 1983; Tabas 2004; Tanum and Malt 1996). Two studies had 

fewer than 20 patients in the intervention arm (Kuiken 2003; Steinhart 1982).The latter was a 

crossover design so fewer patients were required to achieve adequate power. Creed (2003) had 

257 patients and Myren (1984) had 258. 
 
Study Design 

Setting: The majority of studies took place in secondary care, one of which treated inpatients 

(Tripathi 1983); one was stated to take place in primary care in a later paper (Myren 1982); three 

included patients from both primary and secondary care settings (Boerner 1988; Myren 1984; 

Tabas 2004) and one study (Steinhart 1982) did not report the setting. 
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Funding: three studies received some funding from industry: Kuiken (2003) was sponsored by 

Eli Lilly (manufacturers of fluoxetine); Tripathi (1983) received the study medication and placebo 

from May & Baker India Ltd. (manufacturers of trimipramine); Steinhart (1982) received the 

study medication and placebo from Merck Sharp & Dohme. Six studies (Myren 1982; Myren 

1984; Rajagopalan 1998; Vij 1991; Boerner 1988) did not state source of funding. The remaining 

studies were funded by non-industry sources (Tabas 2004; Tanum and Malt 1996; Creed 2003).  

 

Population 
The age range of patients across the IBS studies was 13 to 75 years, with the mean age, where 

given, ranging from 35 to 41 years. The study with a lower age of 13 was Tripathi (1983); in this 

study the range was 13 to 60 years, with a mean of 37. The GDG did not consider this level of 

children to be important. No study particularly identified elderly patients.  

 

Five studies had more women than men (Creed 2003; Myren 1982; Steinhart 1982; Tabas 2004; 

Tanum and Malt 1996); three studies had about the same number of men and women (Kuiken 

2003; Rajagopalan 1998; Myren 1984) and two studies did not give the proportions of patients 

by gender (Boerner 1988; Tripathi 1983).  

 

Six studies identified the type of IBS as mixed (Boerner 1988; Creed 2003; Kuiken 2003; 

Steinhart 1982; Tabas 2004; Vij 1991). The remaining studies gave no information regarding 

type of IBS. In Tanum and Malt (1996) only 60% of the patients had IBS; the rest had non ulcer 

dyspepsia (NUD). The authors reported that there was no significant difference in response 

between IBS and NUD patients, although there was a trend towards a slightly better response in 

the NUD patients. 

 

Two studies stated that the patients had severe IBS (Creed 2003; Steinhart 1981); one study 

had mixed severity patients (Vij 1991). Creed (2003) was stratified by pain level before 

randomisation. Tabas (2004) also selected patients who were non-responders to placebo. 

 

Four studies reported the inclusion of refractory IBS patients: Creed (2003) included patients 

that had failed to respond to usual treatment and had a median duration of IBS of eight years; 

Kuiken (2003) stated that the patients had all been treated unsuccessfully previously. Steinhart 

(1981) reported a mean duration of IBS of 5 years and stated that all patients had received 

antispasmodics previously; Tabas (2004) included patients who had failed to respond to a high 

fibre diet.  

 

Three studies reported a long duration of IBS: Tanum and Malt (1996) had a mean duration of 

symptoms of about 8 years; Rajagopalan (1998) had a mean duration of about 4 years; Kuiken 

(2003) had a mean duration of symptoms of 5.9 years. 
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One study implied that some of the patients did not have refractory IBS: in Myren (1984), 45 to 

61% were not taking other drugs before the study started, and the other studies did not report 

previous treatments. 
 
Five studies stated that the patients had some depression: Tabas (2004) reported that 27/81 

(33%) had a score greater than 10 on the Beck Depression Inventory (although major 

psychiatric illnesses were excluded); Creed (2003) reported that 47% had anxiety or depression; 

Steinhart (1981) stated that 57% had depression and 79% anxiety; Vij (1991) had 57% with 

psychiatric co-morbidities; Boerner (1988) reported that some patients had depression (mid 

point on the Hamilton depression scale). Kuiken (2003) excluded patients with depression. 

 

One study stated that all the patients had anxiety (Tripathi 1983). Three studies reported that the 

patients did not have psychiatric disorders: Rajagopalan (1998) stated that patients had no 

major medical or psychiatric illnesses; Tanum and Malt (1986) excluded patients with 

schizophrenia, anxiety or depression, and; Myren (1982) and Myren (1984) both showed low 

scores on depression and anxiety scales. 

 
Interventions 
The interventions included: 

• Tricyclic Amitriptyline up to 75mg for 3 months (Rajagopalan 1998) and 50mg for 1 month 

(Steinhart 1982) – c.f. BNF levels for depression treatment: initially 75mg, increasing to 150 

to 200mg 

• Tricyclic Trimipramine 30 to 50mg for 4 to 6 weeks in three studies (Myren 1982; Myren 

1984; Tripathi 1983) – c.f. BNF levels for depression: initially 50-75mg, then 150 to 300mg 

• Tricyclic Doxepin 50mg  for  8 weeks (Boerner 1988) and 75mg for 6 weeks (Vij 1991) – c.f. 

BNF levels for depression: initially 75mg, then 30 to 300mg 

• Tricyclic-related Mianserin 30 mg initially, then up to 120mg for weeks 2 to 7, then tapered in 

week 8 – c.f. BNF levels for depression: 30 to 40mg initially; usual dose 30 to 90mg 

• SSRI Paroxetine 20mg per day for 3 months (Creed 2003) and up to 40mg for 3 months; 

23% 10mg; 43% 20mg; 33% 40mg (Tabas 2004) – c.f. BNF levels for depression: initially 

20mg, then up to 50mg 

• SSRI Fluoxetine 20mg per day for 6 weeks – c.f. BNF levels for major depression: 20mg 

once daily increased after 3 weeks if necessary, usual dose 20 to 60mg. 

 
Comparisons 
The majority of comparisons were of antidepressants versus placebo. One study (Creed 2003) 

compared antidepressants with usual care. One study compared different doses of 

antidepressants (Myren 1984). 
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Antidepressant versus placebo 

• Tricyclics versus placebo: 

o Trimepramine  (Myren 1982; Myren 1984; Tripathi 1983) 

o Amitriptyline (Rajagopalan 1998; Steinhart 1982) 

o Doxepin (Boerner 1988; Vij 1991) 

o Mianserin (Tanum and Malt 1996). 

 

• SSRI versus placebo: 

o Paroxetine (Tabas 2004) included high fibre diet (>25g daily) in both the treatment and 

placebo groups (NB. these patients had already been identified as non-responders to high 

fibre) 

o Fluoxetine (Kuiken 2003). 

 

Antidepressant versus usual care 

• SSRI versus usual care: 

o Paroxetine (Creed 2003) versus ‘routine care’ by gastroenterologist and GP including 

antispasmodics, laxatives, antidiarrhoeal medication or additional analgesics. 

 
Antidepressant versus psychotherapy (this is covered in the psychotherapy review) 

• Paroxetine versus psychotherapy (Creed 2003). 

 

It was decided to combine the SSRI studies with comparators of placebo and usual care using 

subgroup analyses. 

 

METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY    
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D.  

 

The method of randomisation was adequate in four of the studies: three used computer 

generated random numbers (Creed 2003; Kuiken 2003; Tabas 2004) and the other used a 

random number table (Vij 1991). Myren (1982) did not state that the study was randomised, but 

stated that the study was double blinded; we included this study because it was stated to be an 

RCT in the Cochrane review.  The remaining studies did not state the method of randomisation. 

Allocation concealment was reported in four studies (Creed 2003; Myren 1982; Tabas 2004). 

Creed (2003) and Kuiken (2003) reported that an independent third party carried out the 

randomisation; Tabas (2004) reported that identical capsules were sealed in sequentially 

numbered identical boxes.  

 

The majority of studies reported that the patients were blinded to the interventions, with the 

exception of Creed (2003), in which blinding was not possible due to the nature of the 

comparisons. However, the outcome assessors were blinded in this study. 
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Three studies reported a sample size calculation (Creed 2003; Kuiken 2003; Tabas 2004), but 

Kuiken (2003) was powered for a different primary outcome (rectal sensitivity) and was 

underpowered for symptoms. The remaining studies gave no details of an a priori sample size 

calculation (Boerner 1988; Myren 1982; Myren 1984; Rajagopalan 1998; Tripathi 1983; 

Steinhart 1982; Tanum and Malt 1996; Vij 1991).  

 

The majority of studies included in the review demonstrated baseline comparability of the 

groups, apart from Myren (1982) which was not comparable at baseline for vomiting, but levels 

of this were low in both groups (0.5 and 0.1 on 10cm VAS), and; Rajagopalan (1998) which was 

not comparable on stool type, with the antidepressant group having looser stools. In two studies 

there were no details of baseline characteristics (Tripathi 1983; Boerner 1988). 

 

Only one study had total missing data of more than 20% (Rajagopalan 1998), comprising 9/20 in 

each group (45%). Those who dropped out had a significantly shorter duration of symptoms at 

recruitment, but otherwise there was no difference between completers and dropouts. Two 

studies had no missing data (Tripathi 1983; Myren 1982). Four reported missing data of less 

than 20% (Kuiken 2003; Tanum and Malt 1996; Tabas 2004; Vij 1991). However, there were 

24% missing data in each arm of Vij (1991) for the outcome of pain. Myren (1984) and Steinhart 

(1982) provided no information regarding the number of drop outs.  

 

In Creed (2003) there were missing data, 16% (14/86) in the paroxetine group; 14% (12/85) 

psychotherapy. 0% in the routine care group did not start the trial.  A further 29/86 (34%) in the 

paroxetine group and 14/85 (16%) in the psychotherapy arm discontinued treatment, but these 

patients still appear to have been followed. Overall, loss to follow-up at three months was 12/86 

(14%) for paroxetine, 11/85 (13%) psychotherapy and 7/86 (8%) usual care arm. At 15 months 

the authors contacted more of the patients. The authors reported that there were no significant 

differences at baseline between those who did and did not complete the treatments. For the 3 

month pain score and SF36 outcome measures respectively, the patients included in the 

analysis were 74 and 59 (69%) paroxetine; 74 and 58 (68%) psychotherapy and 79 and 63 

(73%) usual care, but some of these patients had discontinued treatment. We decided to include 

the results from this study, with some reservations, especially about the paroxetine arm and 

about the SF36 results. The study also recorded the number of patients with an improvement in 

global symptoms, based on the results from 74, 74 and 80 patients respectively. The GDG 

decided that this outcome was more representative because patients that dropped out due to 

side effects would not have rated their global symptoms as improved. The follow-up period in 

Creed (2003) allowed the patients to have paroxetine in all arms: 42% in paroxetine group, 19% 

in psychotherapy and 22% in the usual care group, i.e. the follow-up period should be 

considered to be partly confounded. Therefore we did not report the results for the follow-up 

period for the comparison paroxetine versus placebo. 
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Overall, we considered that Rajagopalan (1998) was at high risk of bias because of the extent 

and nature of the missing data and the baseline differences, and we decided not to include the 

results from this study in the analysis. Three other studies were treated with caution: Myren 

(1982), which was not stated to be randomised; Creed (2003) which had missing data and non 

compliance for pain and SF36; and some confounding in the follow up period; and Vij (1991), 

which had 24% missing data in each arm for the pain outcome. We examined the latter three 

studies with sensitivity analyses. 

 

RESULTS  
A. Antidepressants versus placebo or usual care 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with global improvement of symptoms (pain, bloating and bowel 
habit) 
Six studies, in 434 patients, reported the number of patients with improvement in global 

symptoms (Boerner 1988; Creed 2003; Kuiken 2003; Tabas 2004; Myren 1982; Vij 1991). The 

studies were combined in a meta-analysis, but as separate subgroups by type of 

antidepressant. The controlled trial (Myren 1982) was included in the tricyclics subgroup and 

examined in a sensitivity analysis. The comparisons of paroxetine with placebo and with usual 

care were also considered in sensitivity analyses. ‘Usual care’ was defined as patients 

receiving IBS treatment that was deemed appropriate by either their gastroenterologist 

consultant or general practitioner.  

 

The difference between the antidepressants and placebo was statistically significant overall 

and for each subgroup. Within subgroups there was no heterogeneity, but between groups 

there was some (I2=42%, p=0.12). The overall relative risk (RR) for the meta-analysis of 434 

patients was 1.55 (95%CI 1.30, 1.84), which corresponded to a number needed to treat of 5 

(95%CI 4, 7), for a control group rate of 22 to 68%.  

 

For the tricyclic subgroup (n=180) the number with global improvement of symptoms was 

statistically significantly higher for the antidepressant group; RR 1.31 (95%CI 1.04, 1.64), 

which gave an NNT of 6 (95%CI 4, 34), for a control group rate of 22-68%. In the absence of 

the Myren (1982) study, which was not stated to be randomised, the RR for this group was 

1.37 (95%CI 0.99 1.91), i.e. no longer significant and with some heterogeneity (I2=62%, 

p=0.11).  

 

For the meta-analysis of the three SSRI studies (n=254), there was a significant difference 

favouring antidepressant, RR 1.80 (95%CI 1.38, 2.34), with no heterogeneity (I2=0%, p=0.48). 

This corresponded to an NNT of 4 (95%CI 3, 7), for a control group rate of 28-41%. In the 

absence of the Creed (2003) study the effect was slightly bigger (RR 1.85 (95%CI 1.17, 2.91). 

We decided to use the results in Figure 1 in the health economic modelling. 
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Figure 1 

 

 

b) Global symptom score 
One study with 28 patients reported the global symptom score, but no details of the scale 

were given. There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 2 

 

 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
i. Number of patients with less pain 
Three studies reported this outcome. Two were tricyclics versus placebo (Vij 1991; Tanum 

and Malt 1996) and the other was an SSRI versus placebo (Tabas 2004). These were 

included as subgroups in a meta-analysis in 150 patients. Overall there was significant 

heterogeneity (I2=84%, p=0.004), which is attributed to the type of antidepressant.  

 

There was a large significant difference in favour of tricyclics compared to placebo in the 

number of patients with reduced pain; RR 3.91 (95%CI 1.93, 7.93), with no heterogeneity 

(I2=0%, p=0.81), although the confidence interval was fairly wide. This corresponded to an 

NNT of 2 (95%CI 2, 4), for a placebo group rate of 16-18%. We noted that this analysis 
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included Tanum and Malt (1996) which had only 60% of patients with IBS, and; Vij (1991) 

which had 24% missing data in each arm.  

 

There was no significant difference between the SSRI and placebo in one study in 66 patients 

(Tabas 2004); RR 0.88 (95%CI 0.54, 1.45). 

 

Figure 3 

 

 

ii. Number of patients with pain 
One study in 34 non-depressed patients (Kuiken 2003) reported the number of patients with 

‘significant pain’. There was no statistically significant difference between interventions, 

although the confidence interval was fairly wide. 
 
Figure 4 

 

 

iii. Pain score 
Four studies (Creed 2003; Tanum and Malt 1996; Myren 1982; Myren 1984) reported a type of 

pain score, all appeared to use a VAS of 100 mm or 10cm. Myren (1982) recorded an 

abdominal obstruction discomfort measurement, which the GDG decided was a different 
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outcome to pain. Myren (1984) gave means and p values only.  We decided to combine the 

first two studies in a meta-analysis by subgroup (Creed 2003 compared an SSRI with usual 

care). We also noted that Tanum and Malt (1996) had only 60% of patients with IBS.  

 

Figure 5 

 
 

At the end of treatment, meta-analysis showed significant heterogeneity (I2=77%, p=0.04), 

with different effect sizes being found for the two studies. This may be an effect of type of 

antidepressant, type of comparator, severity of IBS, or it may be that Tanum and Malt (1996) 

overestimated the effect because there were only 60% of patients with IBS. Individually, there 

was a statistically significant difference for the Tanum and Malt (1996) study (tricyclic versus 

placebo in 60% IBS): mean difference -25.90 (95%CI -38.82, -12.98) and for the Creed (2003) 

study: mean difference -9.20 (95%CI -18.35, -0.05). 
 

Boerner (1988) compared a tricyclic with placebo, and recorded the median improvement in 

pain on a scale of 0 to 4. There was a difference in median change score of 0.3 units, in 

favour of the tricyclic antidepressant, which was reported to be statistically significant at the 

level of p<0.05. 

 
b) Bowel habit 
i. Number of patients with improvement in bowel habit 
Meta-analysis of two studies in 110 patients showed a statistically significant increase in the 

number of patients with improvement in bowel habit; RR 1.92 (95%CI 1.19, 3.07), with no 

heterogeneity between the tricyclics and SSRI subgroups (I2=0; p=0.51) corresponding to an 

NNT of 4 (95%CI 3, 13). The confidence interval was fairly wide. The results for individual 

classes of antidepressant were not statistically significant, although the antidepressant was 

favoured; Vij (1991) (tricyclics) had a wide confidence interval and Tabas (2004) (SSRI) was 

fairly wide. 

 
 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 325 of 554 

Figure 6 

 

 

c) Bloating 
i. Number of patients with less bloating 
Two studies recorded the number of patients with less bloating, one a tricyclic (Boerner 1998) 

and the other using an SSRI (Tabas 2004), both compared with placebo. Meta-analysis could 

not be carried out because Boerner (1998) reported the median. 

 

Boerner (1988) recorded the median improvement in the feeling of fullness on a scale of 0 to 

4. There was a difference in median change score of 0.23 units, in favour of the tricyclic, but 

this was reported to be not statistically significant. 

 

Tabas (2004), comparing SSRI with placebo, did not demonstrate a significant effect on the 

number of patients with less bloating, but the confidence interval was fairly wide so this 

conclusion was uncertain.   

 
Figure 7 
 

 
 

ii. Number of patients with bloating 
One study (Kuiken 2003) reported the number of patients with bloating in 34 non-depressed 

patients. There was no significant difference between the SSRI and placebo, although the 

confidence interval was fairly wide. We note that the study was sponsored by Eli Lilly 
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(manufacturers of fluoxetine). 

 

Figure 8 

 
 
3. Mental health 
a) Psychological Distress 
This was measured by the SCL-90 global severity index (90 item, 5 point rating scale; range 

90 to 450, high = bad). There was a small, statistically significant difference between SSRI 

(paroxetine) and usual care at 3 months, WMD: -0.28 (95%CI -0.43, -0.09), favouring the 

antidepressant. 

 
Figure 9 

 
 

b) Depression score 
One study (Myren 1982, CCT) recorded depression on a VAS of 0-10cm for tricyclics versus 

placebo, in which a high score indicated increased depression. There was statistically 

significantly less depression for the patients taking antidepressants. We noted that this study, 

at baseline, showed low scores on depression and anxiety scales. 
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Figure 10 

 
 
c) Anxiety 
Two studies reported anxiety; one (Myren 1982, CCT) compared tricyclics versus placebo on 

a VAS of 0 to 10 and the other (Tabas 2004) reported the number of patients with anxiety for 

the comparison SSRI with placebo. The former study, at baseline, showed low scores on 

depression and anxiety scales, and the latter reported that 27/81 (33%) had a score greater 

than 10 on the Beck Depression Inventory. 

 

i. Anxiety score 
There was no significant difference in the degree of anxiety. 

 
Figure 11 

 
 

ii. Number of patients with anxiety 
The confidence interval was wide and the result was not statistically significant. 
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Figure 12 

 
 

4.  Quality of life 
Two studies reported quality of life measures, both for SSRIs (Creed 2003; Tabas 2004). 

 

a) IBS-QoL 
One study (Tabas 2004) comparing SSRI and placebo examined the change compared with 

baseline in three components of IBS-QoL: food avoidance; work function; social function. 

Tabas (2004) found the following differences for SSRI versus placebo: 

• Food avoidance subscale – improvement of 12.7%; p value = 0.03 (statistically significant) 

• Work function subscale – improvement of 2.1%; p value = 0.08 (not significant)      

• Social function subscale – improvement of 13.4%; p value = 0.76 (not significant). 

 

b) Change in SF36 Mental component score at 3 months  
There was no significant difference in the mental health quality of life SF-36 score (scale 0 to 

100, high=good) at 3 months between SSRI (paroxetine) and usual care, although there were 

29% who discontinued treatment and 32% loss to follow up in the paroxetine arm. This 

conclusion does not agree with the p values reported in Creed (2003) (p=0.007). 

 

Figure 13 

 
 

c) Change in SF36 physical health score at 3 months 
The change in the physical health component also showed no significant difference at 3 

months. This did not agree with the p value reported in Creed (2003) (p=0.24). 
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Figure 14 

 
 

B. Comparison of different doses of Tricyclic antidepressant  
One study (Myren 1984) compared different doses of Trimipramine in 428 participants.  

 

1. Global symptoms 
The study reported the ‘total effect of treatments’ in the opinion of the physicians. Medians 

with their 95% confidence intervals were reported for each group. We used this to calculate 

the standard deviation, which we used with the median value to compare groups. Figure 16 

shows there was no significant difference between any of the doses. 

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a)  Number of patients with abdominal pain  
The study reported a statistically significant reduction in pain in patients that were given 50mg 

per day either as a single dose or in two divided doses (p < 0.01). Patients taking 35mg in a 

single dose had significantly less pain than placebo (p< 0.05), and for patients taking 30mg 

per day in three divided doses there was stated to be no difference between the drug and 

placebo (p= 0.10). 
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Figure 15 

 
 

ADVERSE EFFECTS 
The evidence on adverse effects of tricyclics and SSRIs is provided in the adverse effects 

review (section 8.5.2).  

 
ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR TRICYCLICS AND SSRIS 
One relevant health economic analysis was identified on the cost-effectiveness of SSRIs in the 

treatment of IBS (Creed 2003), but none were identified which considered the cost-effectiveness 

of tricyclics. Creed (2003) was a trial based economic evaluation conducted in the UK which 

recruited patients from secondary and tertiary care with severe IBS. This study aimed to assess 

whether an SSRI (paroxetine) would be superior to usual care in reducing abdominal pain and 

improving quality of life and whether these improvements could be achieved at no additional 

cost due to treatment costs being offset by reduced health care costs. (It also included a 

comparison of psychotherapy with usual care). The patient population considered were 

secondary and tertiary care patients with severe IBS who had not responded to usual treatment. 

The included patients had a mean duration of IBS of 8 years. This study was considered to be 

relevant to patients with refractory IBS only. The SSRI intervention consisted of 20mg of 

paroxetine daily for 3 months which was prescribed and monitored either by the patient’s 

gastroenterologist or their GP. After three months, patients in the SSRI arm returned to their GP 

and received usual care for one year during which time they were followed-up. In the 

comparator arm patients received usual care from either their gastroenterologist or their GP for 

the three month treatment period and the following year of follow-up. The primary outcome was 

abdominal pain measured on a VAS of severity with secondary outcomes considering days with 
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pain, overall change in symptoms and HRQofL measured by the SF-36. Direct costs of health 

care and intervention costs were recorded. 

 

The number of people with an improvement in global symptoms was significantly higher for 

SSRI at the end of treatment compared to usual care. The clinical outcomes from this trial have 

been summarised in detail in the clinical effectiveness review. Direct health care costs were not 

significantly increased for SSRI compared to usual care during the intervention period or the 

following year. However, the results for the follow-up period may have been partially confounded 

as patients in the usual care arm were also allowed SSRIs.  

 

This study was a partial economic evaluation as it did not assess the incremental cost of any 

benefit achieved in the form of a cost-effectiveness ratio. The evidence provided by this study 

was considered to be indirect as the patients were recruited from secondary and tertiary care 

and costs may differ for refractory patients managed in primary care. No potential areas of 

significant bias were identified but the results for the follow-up year were considered to be partly 

confounded by the use of SSRIs in the comparator arm during follow-up. Direct health care 

costs were not significantly increased by SSRIs during the intervention period. However, the 

study was powered to detect a specific change in clinical rather than cost outcomes. As this 

study did not provide an estimate of the cost per QALY for SSRIs compared to usual care, it was 

not particularly useful in determining whether recommending SSRIs for use in the NHS would 

result in the efficient use of NHS resources. 

 
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR TRICYCLICS AND SSRIS 
This section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of tricyclics and SSRIs as long-term maintenance therapies in IBS. The general 

methods used in the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail 

in Chapter 5 and the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are 

described below.  

 

The general approach is the same as for other maintenance therapies except that the clinical 

pathway has been modified to allow for gradual dose increases and an additional follow-up 

appointment at 12 weeks. The clinical pathway was modified as follows: 

• Treatment is initiated at 10mg with dose increases of 10mg no more frequently than every 2 

weeks. Patients are encouraged to increase the dose until an effective dose has been 

established or side-effects become problematic up to a maximum dose of 30mg for tricyclics 

and 20 mg for SSRIs. (Alternative maximum doses of 50mg for tricyclics and 40mg for 

SSRIs are considered in a sensitivity analysis). 

• Follow-up appointments are required every month until an effective dose has been 

established and a further follow-up appointment is required 12 weeks after that point. The 

usual 6 monthly review is carried out as for other pharmacological interventions. A sensitivity 
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analysis in which follow-up appointments are twice as frequent was considered in order to 

estimate whether monitoring patients more intensively would have a significant impact on 

cost-effectiveness.  

• Patients who do not respond to the maximum dose are switched to an alternative tricyclic or 

SSRI. An incremental analysis was carried out to determine whether allowing patients who 

do not respond to switch to a second treatment, provides sufficient additional benefit to be 

cost-effective given the additional costs.  

• The model assumes that the response seen in the clinical trial is gradually achieved over 

the range of doses considered, even if the maximum dose considered is not as high as the 

trial dose. For example, the RCT for tricyclics versus placebo used a range of doses from 30 

to 75mg, compared to the maximum dose of 30mg used in the basecase model. In the 

economic model, we assumed that equal numbers of patients respond to the 10mg, 20mg 

and 30mg doses with the total number of responders equal to that predicted by applying the 

RR from the RCTs to the response rate in the no treatment arm. Sensitivity analyses were 

carried out assuming all patients respond to the lowest or highest dose.  



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 333 of 554 

Figure 16: Patient pathway for Tricyclics (TC) and SSRIs 
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The following assumptions have been made regarding the effectiveness of tricyclics and SSRIs 

based on the clinical effectiveness review: 

• The following tricyclics were treated as a class of interventions with the same clinical 

effectiveness as there was insufficient evidence to demonstrate a significant difference in 

effectiveness between them: trimipramine, amitriptyline, doxepin. 

• There was evidence that there is no difference in the effectiveness of tricyclics for doses 

above 30mg compared to 30mg (Myren 1984), so this was the maximum dose modelled in 

the basecase. A more conservative assumption in which doses of 50mg are required to 

achieve the effectiveness seen in the RCTs have been considered in a sensitivity analysis. 

• The following SSRIs were treated as a class of interventions with the same clinical 

effectiveness as there was insufficient evidence to demonstrate a significant difference in 

effectiveness between them: fluoxetine, paroxetine. A maximum dose of 20mg was 

modelled in the basecase as this was the most commonly prescribed dose in the trials, but a 

sensitivity analysis was carried out on doses of up to 40mg using the dose distribution from 

Tabas (2004). 

• The studies included in the clinical effectiveness review did not stratify results by IBS 

subtype, so it was not possible to estimate the effectiveness for each of the subtypes 

separately. Therefore, it was assumed that these interventions are equally effective across 

all IBS subtypes.  

 

Modelled response rates 
Figures 18 to 23 below give the modelled response rates for six different strategies for 

prescribing tricyclics and SSRIs for the management of chronic pain in IBS.  

 

1. Tricyclic up to 30mg 

2. Tricyclic up to 30mg followed by second tricyclic up to 30mg 

3. Tricyclic up to 30mg followed by SSRI up to 20mg 

4. SSRI up to 20mg 

5. SSRI up to 20mg followed by tricyclic 

6. SSRI up to 20mg followed by second SSRI up to 20mg 

 

The RR of response for SSRIs versus placebo (or usual care) was much higher than the RR of 

response for tricyclics versus placebo (see Table 1) giving much larger increases in the number 

responding at each dose. However, as there was no head-to-head comparison of SSRIs and 

tricyclics, it was not possible to tell whether the apparent superiority of SSRIs is simply because 

they have been tested in a population that is more likely to respond to a pharmacological 

intervention. Indirect comparisons between SSRIs and tricyclics should be interpreted with 

caution due to the potential for bias. 
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Figure 17: Response rates for a tricyclic (up to 30mg) compared to no treatment 
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Figure 18: Response rates for a tricyclic up to 30mg followed by second tricyclic up to 
30mg in non-responders compared to no treatment 
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Figure 19: Response rates for a tricyclic up to 30mg followed by an SSRI up to 20mg in 
non-responders compared to no treatment 
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Figure 20: Response rates for an SSRI up to 20mg compared to no treatment 

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

0 4 8 12 16 20 24
Time (weeks)

R
es

po
ns

e 
ra

te

No treatment SSRI

 
 

 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 337 of 554 

Figure 21: Response rates for an SSRI up to 20mg followed by a tricyclic up to 30mg in 
non-responders compared to no treatment  
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Figure 22: Response rates for an SSRI (up to 20mg) followed by a second SSRI in non-
responders compared to no treatment 
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Amitriptyline tablets were the lowest cost tricyclic at doses of 10mg to 20mg. Doxepin had a 

lower cost per 10mg but the smallest tablet size is 50mg, so it was not considered practical to 

assume that doxepin is commonly prescribed at a doses of 10 to 30mg per day. It was assumed 

in the model that 10mg amitriptyline tablets (non-proprietary) are prescribed as the first line 

tricyclic, with trimipramine (Surmontil®) prescribed second line. The highest cost tricyclic was 

amitriptyline solution (non-proprietary) at £5.03 per month for a dose of 10mg per day, so this 

preparation was used in the high drug cost sensitivity analysis. 

 

Of the two SSRIs considered, the lowest cost preparation is fluoxetine (non-proprietary) and it 

was assumed that this is prescribed first line, with the lowest cost paroxetine preparation (non-

proprietary) prescribed second line. A sensitivity analysis was carried out assuming that the 

highest cost preparation is prescribed (Branded liquid preparations of fluoxetine and paroxetine 

at £14.40 and £9.62 per month respectively). 

 
Table 1: Intervention specific parameters – Tricyclics  

 
Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
TCA vs placebo 

1.31 Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
improvement in 
global symptoms 

Maximum number of 
switches considered 

1 to second tricyclic or SSRI Assumption 
based 

Drug costs 
Intervention Dose per day Cost per 

month*(assuming 
lowest cost 
preparation) 

 

Amitriptyline £1.43 to £4.30  
Doxepin £1.24 to £3.72 not avail under 

50mg 
Trimipramine 

10mg to 30mg 

£3.87 to £11.61  
 * British National Formulary (Joint Formulary Committee 2007) 
 
 
 Table 2: Intervention specific parameters – SSRIs 

 
Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
TCA vs placebo 

1.80 Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
improvement in 
global symptoms 

Maximum number of 
switches considered 

1 to Tricyclic or second SSRI Assumption 
based 

Drug costs 
Intervention Dose per day Cost per 

month*(assuming 
lowest cost 
preparation) 

 

Fluoxetine 10mg to 20mg £0.75 to £1.50  
Paroxetine 10mg to 20mg £3.05 to £6.10  
* British National Formulary (Joint Formulary Committee 2007) 
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RESULTS 
Tricyclic up to 30mg but no further treatment if no response 
A strategy of using up to 30mg of tricyclic is estimated to provide 0.46 additional QALYs 

(difference between QALYs gained for intervention and no treatment), at a cost of £4,459, 

compared to no treatment for a cohort of 100 patients over a 6 month period, provided treatment 

is not continued in those who do not respond to a dose of 30mg. This strategy has a cost per 

QALY of £9,762, compared to no treatment, in the first 6 months after initiating treatment. 

Treatment can be continued in the next 6 months for a cost per QALY of £3,395 provided that 

treatment is reviewed every 6 months and discontinued in patients who no longer experience a 

therapeutic benefit, either due to lack of effectiveness or a change in their symptom profile. 

 

The probabilistic sensitivity analysis estimates the uncertainty in the cost-effectiveness due to 

uncertainty surrounding the efficacy estimate, the utility gain, and the response rate in the no 

treatment arm. The results of this analysis are presented in Figure 24 as a CEAC, which shows 

the probability of the cost per QALY falling under various thresholds. The CEAC shows that a 

strategy of prescribing up to 30mg of tricyclic has a 76% probability of being under £20K 

compared to no treatment over a 6 month timeframe. 

  

Figure 23: CEAC for up to 30mg of tricyclic compared to no treatment 
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Univariate sensitivity results for up to 30mg of tricyclics 
The basecase cost-effectiveness estimates assume that an equal number of patients respond to 

the 10mg, 20mg and 30mg doses. However, if we assume that patients only respond after 

reaching the 30mg dose, then the cost per QALY is higher at £11,296. If patients are allowed to 

increase their dose up to 50mg in order to achieve a response and we assume that no patient 

responds to a lower dose then the cost per QALY is significantly higher at £17,937.  

 

If the highest cost preparation is prescribed instead of the lowest cost preparation, then the cost 

per QALY is increased to £14,022. If the GP follow-up is twice as frequent as modelled in the 
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pathway (i.e. every two weeks until an effective dose is established instead of every four weeks 

and two follow-up appointments in the next 12 weeks instead of one), then the cost per QALY is 

increased to £17,826.  These sensitivity analyses suggest that using tricyclics at doses of up to 

30mg is likely to be cost-effective compared to no treatment, even if the costs of care are higher 

than estimated in the modelled care pathway.  

 

The threshold analysis on the utility gain associated with an improvement in global symptoms 

shows that the cost per QALY would be over £20,000 if the utility gain is less than 0.035. For 

comparison, we used a utility gain of 0.071 in the basecase and a utility gain of 0.135 would be 

equivalent to a complete resolution of IBS symptoms.  

 

Table 3: Results for up to 30mg tricyclic (amitriptyline) with no switches compared to no 
treatment in a cohort of 100 patients with IBS (all subtypes) 

Scenario No Treatment Intervention Incremental 
 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 

QALY 
Basecase 0 1.60 4,459 2.05 9,762
No response in 
no treatment 
arm 0 0 4,252 0.46 9,308
Response rate 
in no treatment 
arm from 
RCTs 0 1.69 4,487 2.18 9,266
None respond 
until 30mg 
dose 0 1.60 4,730 2.01 11,296
Gradual 
response up to 
50mg 0 1.60 5,661 2.01 13,521
None respond 
until 50mg 0 1.60 6,145 1.94 17,937
Higher cost 
formulation 
(liq) 0 1.60 6,405 2.05 14,022
Follow-up 
twice as freq 0 1.60 £8,143 2.05 17,826
High utility 
gain of 0.135 0 3.02 4,459 3.89 5,156
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.034 and 0.035. 

 

 

Tricyclic up to 30mg with switch to a second tricyclic if no response to first 
If patients who do not respond to 30mg of tricyclic are allowed to switch to a second tricyclic 

drug, and we assume that the second tricyclic is just as likely to be effective, then the cost rises 

to £5,858 per 100 patients over the first 6 months, but the total QALY gain is increased to 0.60. 

The cost per QALY of treating patients with up to two tricyclics to gain a response is £9,789 per 

QALY compared to no treatment, and £9,873 compared to stopping treatment after the first 
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tricyclic. Even if the chance of response to the second tricyclic is half the chance of response to 

the first, the cost per QALY is £10,912 compared to no treatment and £18,324 compared to 

stopping after a failure on the first tricyclic.  

 

A probabilistic sensitivity analysis was carried out on the cost-effectiveness of allowing non-

responders to switch to a second tricyclic compared to no further tricyclic therapy for those who 

do not respond to the first tricyclic. The CEAC in Figure 25 shows that a strategy of prescribing 

up to 30mg of tricyclic with a switch to a second tricyclic for non-responders has an 87% 

likelihood of being under £20K compared to no further treatment for non-responders to 30mg of 

tricyclic.  

  

Figure 24: CEAC for up to 30mg a tricyclic with switch to a second tricyclic if no 
response compared to up to 30mg tricyclic without switch for non-responders 
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Tricyclic up to 30mg followed by an SSRI if no response to tricyclic 
If patients who do not respond to 30mg of tricyclic are allowed to switch to an SSRI (up to 

20mg), and we assume that the SSRI effectiveness is independent of the response to the 

tricyclic, then the cost rises to £5,648 per 100 patients over the first 6 months, but the total 

QALY gain is increased to 0.84. The cost per QALY of treating patients with a tricyclic at doses 

of up to 30mg followed by an SSRI of up to 20mg is £6,703 per QALY compared to no 

treatment, and £3,080 compared to stopping after the tricyclic. Even if the chance of response to 

the SSRI is half the chance of response seen in the SSRI trials, then the cost per QALY is 

£8,450 compared to no treatment and £5,342 compared to stopping after a failure on the 

tricyclic.  

 

A probabilistic sensitivity analysis was carried out on the cost-effectiveness of allowing non-

responders to switch to a SSRI compared to no further SSRI therapy for those who do not 

respond to the first tricyclic. The CEAC in Figure 26 shows that a strategy of prescribing up to 
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30mg of tricyclic with a switch to an SSRI for non-responders has a 95% likelihood of being 

under £10K compared to no further treatment for non-responders to 30mg of tricyclic.  

 

Figure 25: CEAC for up to 30mg of tricyclic with switch to an SSRI if no response 
compared to up to 30mg of tricyclic without switch for non-responders 
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SSRI up to 20mg but no further treatment if no response 
A strategy of using up to 20mg of SSRI is estimated to provide 1.23 additional QALYs, at a cost 

of £3,708, compared to no treatment for a cohort of 100 patients over a 6 month period, 

provided treatment is not continued in those who do not respond to a dose of 20mg. This 

strategy has a cost per QALY of £3,020 compared to no treatment, in the first 6 months after 

initiating treatment. Treatment can be continued in the next 6 months for a cost per QALY of 

£1,483 provided that treatment is reviewed every 6 months and discontinued in patients who no 

longer experience a therapeutic benefit, either due to lack of effectiveness or a change in their 

symptom profile. 

 

These estimates assume that an equal number of patients respond to the 10mg and 20mg 

doses. However, if we assume that patients only respond after reaching the 20mg dose, then 

the cost per QALY is higher at £3,209. If patients are allowed to increase their dose up to 40mg 

in order to achieve a response, then the cost per QALY is significantly higher at £3,790 when 

using the dose distribution from Tabas (2004). However, if no patient responds until a dose of 

40mg is reached then the cost per QALY is higher still at £4,698. 

 

If the highest cost preparation is prescribed instead of the lowest cost preparation, then the cost 

per QALY is increased to £9,799. If the GP follow up is twice as frequent as modelled in the 

pathway (i.e every two weeks until an effective dose is established instead of every four weeks 

and two follow-up appointments in the next 12 weeks instead of one), then the cost per QALY is 

increased to £5,667.  These sensitivity analyses suggest that using SSRIs at doses of up to 
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20mg is likely to be cost-effective compared to no treatment, even if the costs of care are higher 

than estimated in the modelled care pathway.  

 

The threshold analysis on the utility gain associated with an improvement in global symptoms 

shows that the cost per QALY would be over £20,000 if the utility gain is less than 0.011. For 

comparison, we have used a utility gain of 0.071 in the basecase and a utility gain of 0.135 

would be equivalent to a complete resolution of IBS symptoms.  

 

Table 4: Results for up to 20mg SSRI (fluoxetine) with no switches compared to no 
treatment in a cohort of 100 patients with IBS (all subtypes) 

Scenario No Treatment Intervention Incremental 
 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 

QALY 
Basecase 0 1.60 3,708 2.82 3,020
No response in 
no treatment 
arm 0 0 2,747 1.23 2,237
Response rate 
in no treatment 
arm from 
RCTs 0 1.69 3,817 2.99 2,932
None respond 
until 20mg 
dose 0 1.60 3,783 2.78 3,209
Gradual 
response up to 
40mg 0 1.60 4,430 2.77 3,790
None respond 
until 40mg 0 1.60 5,076 2.68 4,698
Higher cost 
formulation 
(liq) 0 1.60 12,032 2.82 9,799
Follow-up 
twice as freq 0 1.60 6,959 2.82 5,667
High utility 
gain of 0.135 0 3.02 3,708 5.35 1,595
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.010 and 0.011. 

 

 

A probabilistic sensitivity analysis was carried out on the cost-effectiveness of treatment with an 

SSRI (up to 20mg) compared to no treatment. The CEAC in Figure 27 shows the probability of 

the cost per QALY falling under various thresholds. The CEAC shows that a strategy of 

prescribing up to 20mg of SSRI has a 95% likelihood of being under £10K compared to no 

treatment over a 6 month timeframe. 
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Figure 26: CEAC for SSRI up to 20mg (with no switching for non-responders) compared 
to no treatment 
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SSRI up to 20mg with switching to a tricyclic (up to 30mg) if no response to SSRI 
If patients who do not respond to 20mg of SSRI are allowed to switch to a tricyclic drug (up to 

30mg), and we assume that the tricyclic effectiveness is independent of the response to the 

SSRI, then the cost rises to £4,526 per 100 patients over the first 6 months, but the total QALY 

gain is increased to 1.30. The cost per QALY of allowing patients to try an SSRI followed by a 

tricyclic is £3,477 per QALY compared to no treatment, and £11,073 compared to stopping after 

the SSRI. Even if the chance of response to the tricyclic in patients who haven’t responded to an 

SSRI is half the chance of response seen in the tricyclic trials, the cost per QALY is £3562 

compared to no treatment and £21,574 compared to stopping after a failure on the first tricyclic. 

If the frequency of follow-up is twice that estimated in the basecase pathway, then the cost per 

QALY for treatment with an SSRI, followed by a TCA in non responders, is £6,523 compared to 

no treatment and £20,750 compared to stopping treatment after the SSRI.  

 

A probabilistic sensitivity analysis was carried out on the cost-effectiveness of allowing non-

responders to switch to a tricyclic compared to no further tricyclic therapy for those who do not 

respond to the SSRI. The CEAC in Figure 28 shows that a strategy of prescribing up to 20mg of 

SSRI with a switch to a tricyclic for non-responders has a 59.6% probability of being under £20K 

compared to no further treatment for non-responders to 20mg of SSRI. In the probabilistic 

analysis, there is a 12.8% probability that all of the patients respond to the first SSRI resulting in 

no further benefit to be gained by switching patients to a second SSRI. In drawing the CEAC we 

have assumed that the cost per QALY of allowing patients to switch would be above any 

reasonable threshold when no benefit can be achieved for that switch.  
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Figure 27: CEAC for up to 20mg of SSRI with switch to tricyclic if no response compared 
to up to 20mg SSRI without switch for non-responders 
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SSRI up to 20mg with a second SSRI (up to 20mg) if no response to first SSRI 
If patients who do not respond to 20mg of SSRI are allowed to switch to a second SSRI (up to 

20mg), and we assume that the effectiveness of the second SSRI is independent of the 

response to the first SSRI, then the cost rises to £4,677 per 100 patients over the first 6 months, 

but the total QALY gain is increased to 1.43. The cost per QALY of allowing patients to try an 

SSRI followed by a tricyclic is £3,275 per QALY compared to no treatment, and £4,843 

compared to stopping after the first SSRI. Even if the chance of response to the second SSRI in 

patients who haven’t responded to the first SSRI is half the chance of response seen in the 

SSRI trials, the cost per QALY is £3,361 compared to no treatment and £7,544 compared to 

stopping after a failure on the first SSRI.  

 

A probabilistic sensitivity analysis was carried out on the cost-effectiveness of allowing non-

responders to switch to a second SSRI compared to no further SSRI therapy for those who do 

not respond to the first SSRI. The CEAC in Figure 29 shows that a strategy of prescribing up to 

20mg of SSRI with a switch to a second SSRI for non-responders has a 75% likelihood of being 

under £10K compared to no further treatment for non-responders to 20mg of SSRI. Again, there 

is a 12.8% probability that all of the patients respond to the first SSRI resulting in no further 

benefit to be gained by switching patients to a second SSRI. In drawing the CEAC we have 

assumed that the cost per QALY of allowing patients to switch would be above any reasonable 

threshold when there is no benefit can be achieved for that switch.  
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Figure 28: CEAC for up to 20mg SSRI with switch to a second SSRI if no response 
compared to up to 20mg SSRI without switch for non-responders 
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Indirect comparison of tricyclics and SSRIs 
The results presented above (see Tables 3 and 4) for tricyclics compared to no treatment and 

SSRIs compared to no treatment, suggest that SSRIs are more cost-effective than tricyclics as 

they have a larger QALY gain and lower cost compared to usual care. However, as discussed 

earlier, this conclusion should be treated with caution as it is based on an indirect comparison 

and these have a high potential for bias.  

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 

 
1. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence, mainly in patients with refractory IBS 

and with some depression, showing a significant global improvement in symptoms for both 

tricyclics and SSRIs when compared with placebo.  

 

2. There is limited evidence to show: 

• A significant reduction in pain and bloating for tricyclics when compared with placebo. 

• A borderline improvement in bowel habit for tricyclics when compared with placebo. 

 

3. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence showing show no significant 

improvement in global symptoms for 50mg tricyclics (Trimipramine) compared with 30mg. 

 

4. The evidence is inconclusive as to whether there is an improvement in pain for SSRIs 

compared with placebo. 
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5. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence to show there is no significant 

reduction in bloating or improvement in bowel habit for SSRIs when compared with placebo. 

 

6. There is a moderate amount of weak evidence to show there is no significant improvement 

in quality of life for SSRIs when compared with usual care. 

 

7. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence to show there are significantly more 

patients discontinuing treatment with SSRIs compared with usual care. 

 

ADVERSE EFFECTS EVIDENCE STATEMENTS (BASED ON NICE CLINICAL GUIDELINE 
23 ‘DEPRESSION’) 
8. Patients started on antidepressants who are not considered to be at increased risk of 

suicide should normally be seen after 4 weeks. Thereafter they should be seen on an 

appropriate and regular basis.  

 

9. In patients in primary care, there is insufficient evidence to determine whether there is a 

clinically significant difference between other antidepressants and amitriptyline (TCA) on 

reducing the likelihood of leaving treatment early either for any reason or due to side effects. 

 

10. There is good evidence in trials of eight weeks and longer, that there is no clinically 

significant difference between SSRIs and placebo on reducing the likelihood of leaving 

treatment early. This is not consistent when analysing the reasons for leaving treatment, 

which demonstrate a clinically significant difference favouring placebo over SSRIs in relation 

to leaving the treatment early due to side effects. 

 
HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that low dose tricyclics and SSRIs 

(trimipramine, amitriptyline, doxepin, paroxetine, fluoxetine) are cost-effective for long-term 

maintenance use in individuals with IBS. The cost-effectiveness estimate is based on a clinical 

pathway in which dose is increased gradually and response is assessed every four weeks until 

an effective dose is established or the maximum dose is reached. Trying a second tricyclic or 

SSRI in an individual who has not responded to a previous tricyclic or SSRI is also likely to be 

cost-effective when assuming that response to the second treatment is independent of a lack of 

response to the first. The cost-effectiveness analysis assumes that treatment is reviewed every 

6 months to establish whether it is still relevant to the individual’s symptom profile. 

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATIONS  
There is evidence from the clinical and cost effectiveness that tricyclics and SSRIs are effective 

in the symptom management of IBS. The GDG also took into consideration the reported adverse 

effects of tricyclics and SSRIs, but noted that the doses used for the management of IBS are 
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similar to those used in the treatment of chronic pain and are thus much lower than starting 

doses used for the management of depression. The GDG was concerned that primary care 

clinicians consider the side effects when prescribing tricyclics and SSRIs. Although the reported 

side effects of tricyclics are more common (at higher doses) than SSRIs, the GDG reported that, 

in primary care, tricyclics are used in preference to SSRIs in low doses. Therefore the GDG 

advised that Tricyclics and SSRIs should be prescribed as second line treatment, starting with 

Tricyclics, and moving on to SSRIs only when the former had been shown to be ineffective.  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Healthcare professionals should consider tricyclic antidepressants (TCAs)* as second-line 

treatment for people with IBS if laxatives, loperamide or antispasmodics have not helped. 

TCAs are primarily used for treatment of depression but are only recommended here for 

their analgesic effect. Treatment should be started at a low dose (5–10 mg equivalent of 

amitriptyline), which should be taken once at night and reviewed regularly. The dose may be 

increased, but does not usually need to exceed 30 mg. 

* At the time of publication (February 2008) TCAs did not have UK marketing authorisation for the 
indications described. Informed consent should be obtained and documented. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRIs) should be considered for people with IBS 

only if TCAs have been shown to be ineffective. 

** At the time of publication (February 2008) SSRIs did not have UK marketing authorisation for the 
indication described. Informed consent should be obtained and documented.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Healthcare professionals should take into account the possible side effects when 

prescribing TCAs or SSRIs***. After prescribing either of these drugs for the first time at low 

doses for the treatment of pain or discomfort in IBS, the person should be followed up after 

4 weeks and then at 6–12 monthly intervals thereafter. 

*** At the time of publication (February 2008) SSRIs did not have UK marketing authorisation for the 
indication described. Informed consent should be obtained and documented. 
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8.5 Adverse effects of pharmacological interventions 
BACKGROUND  
A wide variety of pharmacological interventions are available for the treatment of irritable bowel 

syndrome (IBS). As the various classes of agents have different pharmacological mechanisms 

of action, people with IBS may potentially be troubled by a wide range of adverse effects, 

depending on which treatment they are taking. While people with IBS are unlikely to experience 

significant harm from short-term or intermittent therapy, potential problems may arise if the 

drugs were taken over a longer-term period. 

 

In making informed treatment decisions, health care professionals and people with IBS need to 

carefully weigh up evidence on the anticipated benefits against that of any relevant concerns 

about the safety and tolerability of IBS drug therapy. There are a few fundamental questions that 

can potentially be usefully answered from a review of adverse effects data: 

 

• For people with IBS and health care professionals choosing to use a particular drug therapy 

for IBS, the review can inform them of potential adverse effects that could be anticipated 

from that therapy 

• Availability of comparative data among different drugs can help in reaching a treatment 

decision based on which safety profile (or nature and frequency of adverse effects) is more 

acceptable. 

 

While the overall frequencies of any adverse effects have been evaluated in the parallel efficacy 

reviews of IBS, there was limited detail given on what the specific adverse effects were, and 

whether the classes of drugs differ in their safety and tolerability profile. 

 
8.5.1 Adverse effects: antispasmodics, antimotility agents and laxatives 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to the evaluation of adverse effects and are reported in the following sections. 

 
Types of studies 
We did not apply any specific inclusion criteria based on study design; however, we preferred to 

exclude: 

• Single case reports, as there was substantial scope for reporting and publication bias 

(towards the esoteric, interesting cases), and such cases may not have been representative 

of the general patient population 

• Crossover studies, as it was impossible to discriminate between events that arise as a 

medium-long term complication of the first (previous) treatment, or as events resulting from 

the present therapy. This was particularly so as the protocol was primarily interested in 

evaluation of long-term effects from chronic administration of drugs for IBS. Moreover, 
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adverse events are usually measured as dichotomous outcomes, (presence or absence of 

an adverse effect) and it was technically challenging to incorporate dichotomous measures 

from crossover studies into meta-analyses. 

 

For the broad overall review, we accepted all studies evaluating the safety or tolerability of any 

drug therapy in populations of people with IBS. 

 

We also looked at adverse effects for three specific classes of drugs for IBS; their selection 

criteria are listed below by each class of agent: 

 

1. Antispasmodics 
Interventions of interest:  

• Dicyclomine bromide 

• Hyoscamine (atropine) 

• Hyoscine  

• Alverine  

• Mebeverine (including modified release) 

• Peppermint oil.  

Duration of intervention: minimum 4 weeks. 

 

Outcomes 
All outcomes reported within the categories of ‘adverse effects, side effects, adverse events, 

complications, safety, or tolerability’. 

 

2. Antimotility Agents 
Interventions of interest:  
1.  Loperamide 

2.   Co-phenotrope/Lomotil/Diphenoxylate. 

Duration of intervention: minimum 4 weeks. 

 

Outcomes 
All outcomes reported within the categories of ‘adverse effects, side effects, adverse events, 

complications, safety, or tolerability’. 

 

3. Laxatives 
Types of participants  
People with symptoms of IBS, including those with single symptom of IBS i.e. chronic 

constipation with no physical cause. 
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Excluded: studies of long-stay patients in hospital or nursing home setting, and palliative care 

patients (evidence too indirect as the groups are very different from people with IBS). 

 

Interventions of interest:  
1.  Polyethylene glycol (PEG) laxatives  

2.  Lactulose. 

Duration of intervention: minimum 4 weeks. 

 

Outcomes 
All outcomes reported within the categories of ‘adverse effects, side effects, adverse events, 

complications, safety, or tolerability’. 

 

Quality of Adverse Effects Data 
The techniques used in this review were generally based on advice within the Cochrane 

Handbook of Systematic Reviews regarding the assessment of adverse effects. This states, in 

particular, that the value of the data relies heavily on two major factors: 

• How thorough were the methods used in monitoring adverse effects? 

• How complete or detailed was the reporting? 

 

In view of this, we concentrated on recording the following parameters: 

• What methods (if any) did the trials stipulate for the specific assessment of AEs? 

• Did the investigators pre-specify any possible adverse events that they were particularly 

looking out for? 

• What categories of adverse effects were reported? 

 
 

Identification of studies 
We used a mixed strategy of checking articles that had already been retrieved for the efficacy 

reviews, and a new search of MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and the Cochrane Controlled Trials 

Register (search string: ‘drug-class’/ adverse-effects) with a total of 7206 hits. The search 

strategies are listed in Appendix B. 

 

A total of 71 full text articles were screened; adverse effects data were extracted from 17 

papers. 

 
Study Design 
The following types of studies were included in the adverse effects analysis: 

• One non-randomised study which carried out an adverse effects survey in people with IBS 

• Six randomised trials of antispasmodic agents 

• One randomised trial of antimotility agents 
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• Seven randomised trials of laxatives (including one with a crossover design that should be 

considered with caution) and one observational long-term follow-up study. 

 

Population 
The underlying diagnosis was stated to be IBS for people in the observational study, as well as 

in the antispasmodic and antimotility agent trials. 
However, the included laxative trials were predominantly in people with chronic or simple 

constipation, with no obvious physical cause. It is assumed that some of these people would 

have IBS. 

Intervention and Comparisons 
There was a very diverse range of interventions and associated comparator agents across the 

trials. 

 
Assessment and Reporting of Adverse Effects 
The results for the included trials are shown in Table 4 to Table 9.   

 

Although some trials stated that they specifically enquired about adverse effects, none of them 

actually stated whether this was an open question e.g. ‘Are you having any problems with the 

treatment?’ of if the enquiry was targeted at particular symptoms e.g. ‘Have you had any 

diarrhoea?’ 

 

Moreover, some trials stated that people were asked to record problems in a diary, but the trial 

report gives no details about whether people had to record specific events (including when and 

how often) or if it was left to their discretion. 

 

RESULTS  
Overall Effects of Medication on people with IBS 
Only one study looked at the overall impact of medication-related adverse effects on people with 

IBS (Lembo 2004). This was an online survey carried out in the United States, with people 

identified from a computer database. This survey collected data on medication use (questions 

on therapies used for symptoms of IBS) and self-reported assessment of adverse effects. 

Respondents were given a list of GI and non-GI adverse effects (including a free text entry box) 

and asked if they had experienced any side effects. 

 

All respondents stated that they had been diagnosed with IBS by their physicians. Most of the 

participants were women (88%) with a median age of 45 years. The average number of 

medications they had tried was 3.3. Of the 668 respondents, 504 reported constipation as their 

primary symptom i.e. most people were of the IBS-C subtype. 
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The survey covered more than 10 drug classes, including laxatives, antispasmodics, antimotility 

agents, antidepressants etc., but the article reported mainly on laxatives and antispamodics. 

Overall 51% of people on antispasmodics complained of at least one adverse effect, in contrast 

to 59% of people on laxatives. Raw data from this survey was reported based on drug class, 

and the author did not specify what the individual agents and dosages were. The overall figures 

were: 

 

Table 1. 

Laxative Antispasmodic Side Effect 

(n=171) % (n=189) % 

Any 100 58 96 51 

Drowsiness   43 23 

Dizziness 5 3 17 9 

Insomnia 1 1 2 1 

Nausea 32 19 4 2 

Abdominal cramps 67 39 9 5 

Abdominal pain 36 21 6 3 

Abdominal discomfort 55 32 8 4 

Bloating 36 21 6 3 

Dry mouth 8 5 47 25 

Headache 4 2 8 4 

Decreased sexual interest 1 1 2 1 

Constipation 7 4 9 5 

Diarrhea 31 18 2 1 

None 71 42 93 49 

SEVERITY 

Mild 62 36 113 60 

Moderate 94 55 55 29 

Severe 14 8 21 11 

 

 

The four most frequent adverse effects of antispasmodics are listed below. Figures for laxative 

users are given for purposes of comparison: 
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Table 2. 

 Antispasmodic 

(N= 189) 

Laxative 

(N= 171) 

Relative risk (95% CI) 

Dry mouth 47 (25%) 8 (5%) 5.32 (2.59 – 10.94) 

Drowsiness 43 (23%) 0 (0%) Not estimable (Odds Ratio 

8.65) 

Dizziness 17 (17%) 6 (3%) 2.56 (1.03- 6.34) 

Constipation 9 (5%) 7 (4%) 1.16 (0.44-3.05) 

 

 

The six most frequent adverse effects of laxatives are listed below. Figures for antispasmodic 

users are given for purposes of comparison. 

 

Table 3. 

 Laxative 

(N=171) 

Antispasmodic 

(N=189) 

Relative risk (95% CI) 

Abdominal cramp 67 (39%) 9 (5%) 8.23 (4.24-16.0) 

Abdominal 

discomfort 

56 (32%) 8 (4%) 7.74 (3.80-15.8) 

Bloating 36 (21%) 6 (3%) 6.63 (2.86-15.3) 

Diarrhoea 31 (18%) 2 (1%) 17.13 (4.16-70.5) 

Abdominal pain 36 (21%) 6 (3%) 6.63 (2.86-15.3) 

Nausea 33 (19%) 4 (2%) 9.12 (3.3 – 25.2) 

 

 

These findings indicated that laxatives wee significantly associated with GI adverse effects, 

while antispasmodics were associated with dry mouth, dizziness and drowsiness. The Relative 

Risk figures must be interpreted with caution as the treatment groups were not randomly 

allocated, and people with particular IBS symptoms may have been selectively channelled 

towards a specific class of treatment. However, it seems unlikely that channelling based on IBS 

subtype and existing gastrointestinal symptoms would have accounted for the marked difference 

seen with regards to side effects symptoms such as dry mouth, drowsiness and dizziness. 

Moreover, 504/668 (75%) of the respondents stated that constipation was their primary 

symptom. As the respondents had tried a mean of 3.9 IBS therapies, their adverse experiences 

with different classes of drugs could have been reflected within the survey responses.  

 

Strengths of the study were that it surveyed people outside a trial setting, and they may 

potentially have been able to take the treatments over a longer time period. One important 

feature of the study was that it specifically enquired about certain adverse effects, covering both 

GI and non-GI problems. 
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The main weaknesses were that there was considerable potential for selection bias as the 

respondents may not have been typical of people with IBS. Recall bias was also a major 

problem if the treatments were taken a long time ago. We were also not certain of the diagnosis 

of IBS, as this was based on the respondents reporting that they had been diagnosed by a 

physician. As the survey was carried out in the US, larger or different dose regimens may have 

been used. Perhaps the most important limitation was that the individual agents were not listed, 

and lumping by drug class obscured any differences in the safety profiles of individual agents 

within a class. 

 

RESULTS OF SPECIFIC CLASSES OF IBS THERAPIES 
1. Antispasmodics 
There were six included RCTs.  

 

The interventions and comparators were extremely varied, as was the reporting of adverse 

effects outcomes. In view of this, no meta-analysis was performed and a descriptive summary is 

given in the appendix. 

 

Mebeverine versus Dicyclomine  
There was a trend towards a lower rate of adverse effects in the mebeverine group (RR 0.33, 

95% CI 0.10, 1.04; p=0.06). GI symptoms were more frequently seen with dicyclomine. 

 

Mebeverine standard preparation versus Mebeverine sustained release 
No clear difference in safety or tolerability could be seen. 

 

Mebeverine versus Trimebutine 
Adverse effects were non-significantly more common in people taking mebeverine, with dry 

mouth being the most common complaint with mebeverine. Note: Trimebutine is not listed in the 

British National Formulary. 

 

Alverine versus placebo 
The authors reported 5 adverse events with alverine related to the nervous system but did not 

give any details. 

 

2. Antimotility agents 
We only identified two RCTs with adverse effects data. One was a crossover trial which should 

be treated with caution (Cann 1984). 

 

No clear trend could be identified. 
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3. Laxatives 
There were 7 included RCTs. Most of them did not specifically state that the participants had 

IBS, although it was very likely that some of the people with chronic constipation would fulfil the 

criteria for IBS. 

 

The interventions and comparators were extremely varied, as was the reporting of adverse 

effects. A descriptive summary is given in the appendix. 

 
Non-randomised study of TransiPEG. 
One long-term (6 month) observational study on 231 people taking TransiPEG provided limited 

information as there was no comparator group (Paille 1999). In this study, 21 people (9%) 

reported adverse effects with 14 (6%) stopping therapy due to adverse events. The most 

frequently reported problems were abdominal pain (8 people), flatulence (5 people), and 

diarrhoea (4 people). 

 

Lactulose versus Isphagula husk.  
Two RCTs were evaluated, one of which was a crossover study (Quah 2006), and the findings 

must therefore be viewed cautiously. Abdominal pain occurred at a higher rate in the lactulose 

arms than the isphagula husk arms. 

 
PEG versus lactulose (Ferguson and Attar 1999; Bouhnik 2004) 
There were non-significant trends towards lactulose causing more abdominal pain and bloating, 

as compared to PEG. Flatus was also more common with lactulose (RR 1.72, 95% CI 0.99, 

2.72). 

 
PMF versus Placebo. 
No clear trend could be identified from the two small studies (Corazziari 1996; Corazziari 2000). 

 

Different formulations of PEG 
PEG 3350 and PEG 4000 showed similar rates of adverse effects. Low dose PEG in either form 

was associated with fewer adverse effects compared to high dose (Chaussade 2003). 

 
The RCT data on lactulose was consistent with the findings of the non-randomised data with 

regards to increased risk of abdominal symptoms. 

 
Limitations of the results 
There were four major limitations that arose in this adverse effects review. The first problem was 

that the studies were primarily aimed at assessing and reporting on the efficacy of the drug 

treatments. Evaluation of safety took a back seat, and reporting of adverse effects data was 

often cursory or non-existent, even in instances where the methods sections had explicitly 
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stated the intention of monitoring for adverse effects. Trial reports did not follow a structured 

format (e.g. by WHO system organ class) of reporting adverse effects, thus making it impossible 

to pool outcomes data. 

 

The second major issue ws that none of the included studies appeared to anticipate, or pre-

specify particular adverse effects of interest or concern. It was often possible to predict, based 

on pharmacological mode of action, the potential adverse effects of a drug therapy. Trial 

investigators could have designed specific aspects of the protocol to concentrate on detecting 

these adverse effects. While some of the trials did specify general measures for monitoring 

overall adverse effects, none of the reports stated whether they were checking for any specific 

problems. Given the wide-ranging nature of possible adverse effects, it may have been very 

difficult for trials to reliably pick up safety issues, unless there was some prior awareness of 

what the potential problems might have been. 

 

The third major limitation was that many of the adverse outcomes of interest were very similar to 

the symptoms of the IBS itself. For instance, laxatives were associated with flatulence, cramps 

and abdominal pain – all of which are commonly seen in people with untreated IBS, and also 

form part of the efficacy assessment. This made it very difficult for the investigators to 

differentiate between the progress of the condition and the harmful effects of the drug. 

Moreover, some of these symptoms were listed within the efficacy section of the trial report, and 

it was not possible to determine whether a deterioration in these symptoms was due to lack of 

efficacy, the natural history of the condition, or the adverse effect of the drug. 

 

The final limitation was the lack of specific non-randomised studies aimed at eliciting adverse 

effects of drug therapy in IBS. The only such study we looked at was not focused on particular 

drugs, and was only able to provide data on broad classes of IBS therapies, without naming 

specific drugs. 
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Table 4: Details of RCTs of Antispasmodic agents 
Author Year Study design Drug & Dose Control Age Mean duration 
Grillage 1990 Randomised, double-blind, parallel-group Mebeverine 135 mg 3x daily Dicyclomine 10 mg 3x daily 26 8 weeks 

Gilbody 2000 Randomised, double-blind, double-dummy Mebeverine 200 mg b.i.d. Mebeverine 135 mg t.i.d. 33 8 weeks 

Schaffstein 1990 Randomised, double-blind, parallel-group 135 mg mebeverine tablet  200 mg trimebutine tablet Not stated 28 days 

Mitchell 2002 Double-blind, randomised, placebo-
controlled, parallel group 

120 mg alverine citrate 3x daily Placebo capsules 3x daily 40 12 weeks 

Liu 1997 Randomised, double-blind, placebo-
controlled 

Colpermin 3-4x daily Placebo capsules 3-4x daily Not stated 1 month 

Van 
Outryve 

1995 Randomised, double-blind, crossover Mebeverine plain 135 mg, 2 capsules t.i.d. Mebeverine sustained release 200 
mg, 2 capsules b.i.d. 

49 6 weeks 
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Table 5: Details of RCTs of Antispasmodic agents 
Study Methods used for AEs Reports Drug Comparator 

 Mebeverine Dicyclomine 

Total  participants 23 28 

  with any AE 3 11 

  with severe AE 0 0 

  stopped due to AE 
 

1 2 

Grillage 
1990 

Diary system 

Specific details  Weight increase, headache, flatulence, 
tremor. 
 
Reason for drop-out: weight increase. 

Gastrointestinal disturbance (nausea, 
dysphagia, flatulence, dyspepsia, 
diarrhoea) - 7 
Back pain, headache, agitation. 
Reason for drop-out: nausea, 
agitation. 

 Mebeverine 200mg bd Mebeverine 135mg tds 

Total  participants 106 107 

  with any AE 63 66 

  with severe AE 4 2 
  stopped due to AE 0 0 

Gilbody 
2000 

Diary system, laboratory tests 

Specific details   Abdominal pain 
Diarrhoea 
 
(Total drop-outs appear unrelated to 
study medication: 
4 for elective surgery, 
1 pregnancy, 
1 bloody diarrhoea - ulcerative colitis) 

Abdominal pain 
Diarrhoea 
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Study Methods used for AEs Reports Drug Comparator 

 Mebeverine 135 mg  Trimebutine 200 mg 

Total  participants 100 99 

  with any AE 8 2 

  with severe AE 0 0 

  stopped due to AE 1 1 

Schaffstein 
1990 

Specific enquiry at follow up, 
spontaneous reporting, urine 
biochemistry 

Specific details  Reason for drop-out: diarrhoea. 
 
Upper abdominal heaviness - 1 
Dry mouth + nausea - 1 
 
Erythrocyte count < normal on day 28 - 
3 

Reason for drop-out: headache, 
drowsiness, fever, pruritus. 
 
Dry mouth - 4 
Hot flush - 3 
Opthalmic pain, bitter taste, nausea - 
1 
Erythrocyte count < normal on day 28 
- 9 

 Alverine Placebo 

Total participants 53 54 

  with any AE 21 (40%) 26 (48%) 

  with severe AE 0 0 

  stopped due to AE 0 0 

Mitchell 
2002 

Spontaneous reports 
(unexpected events from people 
with IBS or investigators) 
 
 
 
 
 

Specific details 5 AEs related to nervous system  

 Colpermin Placebo 
Total  participants 
 

52 49 

  with any AE 0 0 
  with severe AE 0 0 
  stopped due to AE 0 0 

Liu 1997 Liver function test 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Specific details Heatburn from chewing capsule - 1 
Skin rash (mild, transient) - 1 

 

 Mebeverine 270mg tds Mebeverine 200 mg bd Van Outryve 
1995 

Clinical exam, spontaneous 
reporting, biological tests Total. of participants 60 60 
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No. with any AE 12 8 

No. with severe AE 0 0 

No. stopped due to AE 0 0 

Specific details Limb cramps - 2 
Diarrhoea - 1 
Anorexia + nausea - 1 
Flu/pharyngitis/rhinitis/sinusitis - 1 
Headache - 2 
Menorrhagia - 1 
Palpitations - 1 
Alopexia - 1 
Cystitis - 2 

Diarrhoea - 1 
Abdominal pain, cramps - 1 
Eructation - 1 
Flu/pharyngitis/rhinitis/sinusitis - 1 
Headache - 1 
Headache + nasal obstruction - 1 
Left paresthesia + asthenia - 1 
Anaemia + leucopenia - 1 
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Table 6: Details of RCTs of Antimotility agents 
Author Year Study design Drug & Dose Control Age Mean duration 

Cann 1984 Randomised, double-blind, crossover Loperamide 2mg 1-6X daily Placebo 35 5 weeks 

Lavo 1987 Randomised, double-blind, placebo 
controlled 

Loperamide 2mg 1-4capsules at night Placebo 43 13 weeks 
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Table 7: Details of RCTs of Antimotility agents 
Study Methods used for AEs Reports Drug Comparator 

 Loperamide Placebo 

Total  participants 28 28 

  with any AE 8 10 

  with severe AE NA NA 

  stopped due to AE 
 

NA NA 

Cann 
1984 

Not stated 

Specific details  NA NA 
 Loperamide Placebo 
Total  participants 11 10 

  with any AE NA NA 

  with severe AE NA NA 
  stopped due to AE NA NA 

Lavo 
1987 

Specific enquiry at follow-up 

Specific details   Constipation - 1 
Swollen fingers - 1 
Sleep disturbance - 1 
Blisters in the mouth - 1 

Blisters in the mouth - 1 
Vertigo - 1 
Numbness in the legs - 1 
Headache - 1 
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Table 8: Details of RCTs on Laxatives 
Author Year Study design Diagnosis Drug & Dose Control Mean 

duration 
Age 

Chaussade 2003 Double-blind, randomised, 
parallel-group 

Chronic 
idiopathic 
constipation 

PEG 3350 + electrolytes 
(Transipeg) standard dose (1 5.9g 
sachet / day) or 
Transipeg maximum dose (2 5.9g 
sachets / day)  
 

PEG 4000 (Forlax) standard 
dose (1 10g sachet / day or 
 Forlax maximum dose (2 10g 
sachets / day)  

1 month 52 

Bouhnik 2004 Randomised controlled 
parallel-group study 

Chronic 
idiopathic 
constipation 

PEG 4000 (Forlax) 10 g sachets. 2 
sachets/day, option to take 1-3 
sachets daily 

Lactulose 10 g sachets. 2 
sachets/day, option to take 1-3 
sachets daily 

4 weeks 57 

Dettmar 1998 open study with random 
allocation 

Simple 
constipation 

Lactulose and other laxatives  
  

Ispaghula husk 3.5 g sachet  
twice daily 

4 weeks Not stated 

Quah 2006 Randomised crossover  Lactulose 10 ml twice daily, 
maximum 30 ml twice daily  

Isphagula husk 3.5 g sachet 
once daily, maximum 2 sachets 

4 weeks 50 

Corazziari 2000 Double blind, placebo 
controlled, parallel group, 
randomised 

 PMF-100 17.5 g sachet twice daily, 
can be reduced to once daily 

Placebo sachet twice daily, can 
be reduced to once daily 

20 weeks 43 

Corazziari 1996 Randomised, double blind, 
placebo controlled, parallel 
group 

Chronic 
idiopathic 
constipation 

PMF-100 17.5 g sachet twice daily, 
can be reduced to once daily 

Placebo sachet 8 weeks 42 

Ferguson, 
Attar 

1999 Single blind, randomised, 
controlled 

Chronic 
idiopathic 
constipation 

PEGes 2 sachets (13 g PEG 3350 
each). Adjusted to 1-3 sachets daily 
if required 

Lactulose 2 sachets (10 g each). 
Adjusted to 1-3 sachets daily if 
required 

4 weeks Not stated 
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Table 9: Details of RCTs of Antimotility agents 
Study Methods used for monitoring 

adverse effects 
Reports Drug Comparator 

 PEG 3350 low 
dose 

PEG 3350 high 
dose 

PEG 4000 low 
dose 

PEG 4000 high 
dose 

Total  participants 65 70 66 67 

  with any AE 33 42 33 36 

  with severe AE NA NA NA NA 

  stopped due to AE 
 

NA NA NA NA 

Chaussade 
2003 

Diary system, spontaneous reporting, 
clinical examination, specific enquiry 
at follow-up, global impression (visual 
analogue scale 
 

Specific details  Diarrhoea / liquid 
stools – 9 (14%) 
 

Diarrhoea / liquid 
stools – 25 (36%) 
 

Diarrhoea / liquid 
stools – 11 (17%) 
 

Diarrhoea / liquid 
stools – 24 (36%) 
 

 PEG 4000 Lactulose 
Total  participants 32 33 

  with any AE 5 8 

  with severe AE 0 0 
  stopped due to AE 3 4 

Bouhnik 
2004 

Diary system, faecal studies 
 

Specific details   Borborygmi - 9 
Bloating - 10 
Abdominal pain - 6 
Flatus in excess - 15 
 

Borborygmi - 12 
Bloating - 11 
Abdominal pain - 9 
Flatus in excess - 16 
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Study Methods used for monitoring 

adverse effects 
Reports Drug Comparator 

 Isphagula husk Lactulose 

Total  participants 224 91 

  with any AE NA NA 

  with severe AE NA NA 

  stopped due to AE NA NA 

Dettmar 
1998 

Diary system 
 

Specific details  Abdominal pain / griping – 34 
Distension – 35 
Diarrhoea – 5 
Flatulence – 63 
Indigestion – 25 
Nausea – 18 
 

Abdominal pain / griping – 20 
Distension – 12 
Diarrhoea – 6 
Flatulence – 20 
Indigestion – 8 
Nausea – 7 
 

 Isphagula husk Lactulose 

Total participants 39 39 

  with any AE NA NA 

  with severe AE NA NA 

  stopped due to AE NA NA 

Quah 
2006 

Diary system 
 
 
 
 
 

Specific details Abdominal bloating – 11 
Abdominal pain / cramps – 5 
Nausea – 1 
Wind / flatulence – 10 
Headache – 2 
Anorexia – 0 
Urgency – 8 
 

Abdominal bloating – 11 
Abdominal pain / cramps – 10 
Nausea – 3 
Wind / flatulence – 16 
Headache – 2 
Anorexia – 1 
Urgency – 14 
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Study Methods used for monitoring 

adverse effects 
Reports Drug Comparator 

 PMF-100 Placebo 
Total  participants 
 

33 37 

  with any AE 57 (events, not people) 41 (events, not people) 
  with severe AE 0 0 
  stopped due to AE 0 0 

Corazziari 
2000 

Diary system, blood tests, specific 
enquiry, examination 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Specific details Number of adverse events (11 people 
reported 2 symptoms) 
Nausea - 22 
Vomiting - 1 
Anal pain - 5 
Haematochezia - 7 
Call to evacuate absent - 4 
Anal itching - 2 
Headache - 0 
Epigastric pain / discomfort - 13 
Faecal incontinence - 3 
 
(Stopped due to nausea, incontinence, anal 
pain) 
 

Nausea - 17 
Vomiting - 1 
Anal pain - 0 
Haematochezia - 2 
Call to evacuate absent - 0 
Anal itching - 2 
Headache - 3 
Epigastric pain / discomfort - 16 
Faecal incontinence - 0 
 

 PMF-100 Placebo 

Total. participants 25 23 

with any AE NA NA 

with severe AE NA NA 

stopped due to AE NA NA 

Corazziari 
1996 

Uncertain 
 

Specific details Abdominal pain - 8 
Abdominal bloating - 16 
Flatulence - 9 
Borborygmi - 3 
Anorexia - 3 
Headache - 3 
Asthenia - 1 
 

Abdominal pain - 6 
Abdominal bloating - 12 
Flatulence - 5 
Borborygmi - 8 
Anorexia - 1 
Headache - 1 
Asthenia - 1 
 

Study Methods used for monitoring 
adverse effects 

Reports Drug Comparator 

Ferguson , 
Attar 1999 

Diary system, blood tests (cell counts, 
electrolytes, glucose, urea nitrogen, 

 
 

PEG 3350 Lactulose 
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Total participants 

60 55 

 
 
with any AE 

NA NA 

 
With severe AE 

NA NA 

Stopped due to AE 
 

2 1 

protein, creatinine, folate, B12) 
 

Specific details (stop due to AE - reason: 
1 acute diarrhoea with vomiting and fever 
1 abdominal pain) 
Liquid stools - 7 
Bloating - 11 
Abdominal pain - 7 
Flatus - 8 
Rumbling - 2 
Mild hypokalaemia - 1 (taking diuretics) 
 

(stop due to AE - reason: depression) 
 
Liquid stools - 5 
Bloating - 20 
Abdominal pain - 11 
Flatus - 15 
Rumbling - 8 
Mild hypokalaemia - 1 (taking diuretics) 
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8.5.2 Adverse effects: tricyclics and selective serotonin re-uptake inhibitors 
CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERING STUDIES FOR THIS REVIEW 
Types of studies 
Adverse effects data have been extracted from the randomised trials included in the clinical 

effectiveness review of antidepressants. 

 

Search strategy for identification of studies 
In discussion with colleagues at NICE, it was agreed that for adverse effects evidence, direct 

reference to Clinical Guideline 23 (Depression) was appropriate in order to supplement the RCT 

data. Contact with the National Collaborating Centre for Mental Health clinical effectiveness lead 

established the search strategy supporting their work, and evidence statements were lifted from 

the guideline in relation to the adverse effects for both TCAs and SSRIs.  

 

PARAMETERS OF THE REVIEW 
It is recognised that these drugs are typically used to treat large populations with psychiatric 

morbidities. The context for this review is to recognise the potential harmful effects of these drug 

types when prescribed at low dose for the treatment of IBS symptoms, namely pain and 

discomfort. In the last twenty years, tricyclics and SSRIs have been prescribed in the treatment 

of functional GI disorders such as IBS. The prevalence of anxiety and depressive disorders is 

high in people with severe and/or intractable IBS and may be present to some degree in all 

people with IBS. A recognised pharmokinetic effect from these drug types is an analgesic effect 

that is separate from inhibitor effects typically desired in the treatment of depression. There is 

growing evidence to suggest that visceral pain syndromes such as IBS may be effectively 

treated using these drugs, that appear to modulate the interactions between the central and 

enteric nervous systems.  

 

The two drug classes (tricyclics, e.g. trimipramine, amitriptyline, doxepin, and SSRIs, e.g. 

paroxetine, fluoxetine) are among the medications that have been used as long-term 

maintenance therapy (i.e. for 3 months or more) for IBS.  
 

Treatment (for example with amitriptyline, the lowest cost tricyclic) is generally initiated at 10mg 

with dose increases of 10mg no more frequently than every 2 weeks. Patients are encouraged 

to increase the dose until an effective dose is established or side-effects become problematic, 

up to a maximum dose of 30mg for tricyclics and 20mg for SSRIs. An exception to this is 

doxepin, where the smallest tablet size is 50mg. Patients who do not respond to maximum dose 

are switched to an alternative drug, with switches from first to second tricyclic considered and 

switches between tricyclics and SSRIs considered.  
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A. Tricyclics 
1. Adverse effects 
All TCAs cause, to varying degrees, anticholinergic side effects (dry mouth, blurred vision, 

constipation, urinary retention, sweating), sedation and postural hypotension. These side 

effects necessitate starting with a low dose and increasing slowly. Mianserin is a sedating 

tricyclic. 

 

Evidence is available for the adverse effects occurring for doxepin (Boerner 1988) and 

mianserin (Tanum and Malt 1996). Tanum and Malt (1996) included the adverse effect of mild 

sedation, and it is known that mianserin is a sedating tricyclic. All the trials compared tricyclics 

with placebo control. 

 

In Boerner (1988), a dose of 50mg doxepin was compared with placebo. In Tanum and Malt 

(1996), the dose of mianserin was up to 120mg; we note that in this study only 60% of the 

participants had IBS. These doses are higher than those generally recommended for the use 

of these drugs in IBS. 

 

Figure 1. 

 
 

The Tanum and Malt (1996) study reported that significantly more patients were found to have 

adverse effects of mild sedation. In both studies the confidence intervals were wide.  

 

One further study (Myren 1984) compared different doses of trimipramine (30 to 50mg). There 

were no significant differences between any of the trimipramine groups and placebo for 

palpitations, dizziness or dryness in the mouth. There was a significant increase in tiredness 

and morning drowsiness in the first 1 to 2 weeks for the antidepressant groups compared with 

placebo, but there were no significant differences at the end of treatment. 

 

2. Number of patients withdrawing  
Two studies recorded the numbers of withdrawals from the trials, for people receiving 120mg 

minaserin (Tanum and Malt 1996) and 10mg trimipramine (Tripathi 1983), compared with 

placebo. Meta-analyis showed a statistically significant effect in favour of placebo, but the 

confidence interval was wide. 
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Figure 2 

 
 

B. SSRIs 
1. Adverse effects 
Evidence is available for the adverse effects occurring for fluoxetine, in comparison with 

placebo (Kuiken 2003). It was used at a dose of 20mg in this study. The confidence interval 

was fairly wide, but there was no significant difference between interventions.  

 

Figure 3 

 
 

2. Number of people withdrawing because of side effects. 
One study also investigated the number of participants withdrawing because of side effects for 

paroxetine compared with placebo (Tabas 2004); and Creed 2003 recorded the number who 

did not complete the treatment, for paroxetine compared with usual care. The confidence 

intervals were either wide or very wide, so conclusions could not be drawn about the non-

significant results, but we noted there were significantly more people discontinuing treatment 

in the paroxetine group of the Creed (2003) study than in the usual care group. In Creed 

(2003), the dose of paroxetine was 20mg; and in Tabas (2004), the dose was up to 40mg. 
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Figure 4 

  

C. Use of these drugs in the treatment of depression 
Further evidence is available on the use of these medications (often at higher doses) for 

depression (NICE CG 23). For example, the effective dose of tricyclics for depression is 

usually taken to be 125mg. When used for depression, SSRIs are generally as effective as 

tricyclic antidepressants and are less likely to be discontinued because of side effects.  

 

Tricyclics 
Tricyclics are usually considered to have more side effects than other classes of drugs when 

used for depression, and people are less likely to stay in treatment on tricyclics than on other 

classes of drugs (RR= 0.71; 95% CI 0.65 to 0.78). 

 

SSRIs 
There is evidence suggesting that people are more likely to have side effects while on SSRIs 

than on placebo (RR=1.19; 95% CI 1.13 to 1.25), and are also more likely to withdraw from 

treatment due to side effects (RR=2.45; 95% CI 2.08 to 2.89). However, overall, a similar 

number of patients withdrew from treatment, so these withdrawals due to side effects of SSRIs 

may be offset by the number of people on placebo who withdrew for other reasons, for 

example due to lack of effectiveness of the treatment. Fewer people on SSRIs than on other 

antidepressants withdrew from treatment due to side effects (RR= 0.78; 95% CI, 0.71 to 0.85). 

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
Evidence statements for this review are mostly based on those in NICE Clinical Guideline 23 

‘Depression’ (statements 2 to 4). 

 

1. There is a moderate amount of good quality evidence to show there are significantly more 

patients discontinuing treatment with SSRIs compared with usual care. 

 

2. Patients started on antidepressants who are not considered to be at increased risk of 

suicide should normally be seen after 2 weeks. Thereafter they should be seen on an 

appropriate and regular basis.  
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3. In people in primary care, there is insufficient evidence to determine whether there is a 

clinically significant difference between other antidepressants and amitriptyline (TCA) on 

reducing the likelihood of leaving treatment early either for any reason or due to side effects. 

 

4. There is good evidence in trials of eight weeks and longer that there is no clinically 

significant difference between SSRIs and placebo on reducing the likelihood of leaving 

treatment early. This is not consistent when analysing the reasons for leaving treatment, 

which demonstrate a clinically significant difference favouring placebo over SSRIs in relation 

to leaving the treatment early due to side effects. 
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9 Psychological Interventions 
 

Clinical Questions 
 
1. Does CBT have a role in managing symptoms? 

2. Do psychological interventions have a role in managing symptoms? 

3. Does hypnotherapy have a role in managing IBS symptoms? 

4. Does bio-feedback have a role in managing symptoms?  

5. Does relaxation therapy have a role in managing symptoms? 

 
BACKGROUND 
Psychosocial factors are integral to the way in which people experience and interpret symptoms 

and they influence both illness behaviour and response to treatment. The effects on 

gastrointestinal function caused by emotional and psychological response include fluctuation in 

acid secretion; changes in motor activity and gut transit and have been well documented (Wolf 

1981). Although it has been shown that there are no greater psychological disturbances in 

people with IBS than in the general population (Wilhelmsen 2000), anxiety and depression can 

be major contributing factors in the symptom profiles of IBS. Psychotherapy has been suggested 

as a possible treatment to reduce pain and symptoms and also to improve quality of life.  

 

There are a range of psychological treatments which can be used in the management of IBS. 

Psychological therapies may be defined as the treatment of mental and emotional disorders 

through the use of psychological techniques designed to encourage communication of conflicts 

and insight into problems, with the goal being relief of symptoms, changes in behaviour leading 

to improved social and vocational functioning and personality growth. 

 

Relaxation therapy is the simplest form of psychotherapy. The premise is that if response to 

stress contributes to IBS, reducing autonomic stress responses by relaxation will reduce 

symptoms, induce a feeling of well-being and increased confidence which will allow people with 

IBS to feel more able to control the condition. Relaxation can be taught using audio tapes and 

there are many readily available which people with IBS can access (Jones 2000). 
 

More complex psychological interventions include biofeedback, cognitive behavioural therapy, 

dynamic psychotherapy and hypnotherapy are usually initiated for people with moderate or 

severe symptoms who have not responded to other management programmes. These therapies 

are effective, but time consuming to provide, require specialist input and currently availability 

varies widely across the UK.   
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Biofeedback 
Biofeedback includes a number of techniques in which a physiological process is monitored and 

information regarding unconscious bodily functions are shown by audiovisual display to the 

patient. The patient is taught to bring about changes in the physiological process by using a 

number of strategies e.g. thoughts, sensations, feelings. The rationale is that the physiological 

process being monitored is causally related to a clinical condition, in this case IBS, and that 

alteration of the process can lead to a reduction or resolution of symptoms.  
 
Cognitive Therapy  
Cognitive therapy is a therapy that assumes that faulty thought patterns (called cognitive 

patterns) cause maladaptive behaviour and emotional responses. The treatment focuses on 

changing thoughts in order to solve psychological and personality problems. Behaviour therapy 

is also a goal-oriented, therapeutic approach, and it treats emotional and behavioural disorders 

as maladaptive learned responses that can be replaced by healthier ones with appropriate 

training. Cognitive-behavioural therapy (CBT) integrates features of behaviour modification into 

the traditional cognitive restructuring approach. Cognitive-behavioural therapy attempts to 

change clients' unhealthy behaviour through cognitive restructuring (examining assumptions 

behind the thought patterns) and through the use of behaviour therapy techniques. CBT can be 

used as a long-term treatment for irritable bowel syndrome. Different programmes comprise 

different elements in a variety of combinations, including: helping patients recognise the causes 

of disease; cognitive restructuring techniques to address unhelpful beliefs; changing underlying 

depressive or threatening ‘life scripts’; psychotherapy to cope with emotional problems and find 

new solutions; stress management or relaxation training, using progressive muscle relaxation 

techniques; breaking habits of learned illness behaviours; practising more adaptive behaviours; 

assertion and coping skills training. CBT can be administered to patients individually or as a 

group.  
 
Hypnotherapy 
Hypnosis describes a range of naturally occurring states of altered awareness which may vary 

from momentary distractions and 'absences' through much enhanced states of relaxation to very 

deep states of inward focus and awareness. The mental processes which can occur in any of 

these states, appropriately utilised are generally far more flexible and potentially far more 

powerful in effecting change than those we can achieve in most everyday states of active 

conscious awareness. These states may be induced quite formally or quite naturalistically, in an 

almost unnoticeable way, depending on the requirement of the problem, the capability of the 

practitioner and the needs of the client (UK Council for Psychotherapy (UKCP) 1992). 

 
Gut-directed hypnotherapy is a specific form of hypnotherapy developed for the management of 

gastrointestinal disorders. It uses the therapeutic qualities of hypnotherapy, such as deep 

relaxation, and adds gut-specific treatments and suggestions. ‘Gut-directed hypnotherapy’ can 
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be used as a treatment for irritable bowel syndrome. IBS is ideal for treatment with hypnosis, as 

there is no structural damage to the body. During hypnotherapy people learn how to influence 

and gain control of their gut function and then seem to be able to change the way the brain 

modulates their gut activity (Whorwell 2005). Firstly, patients are given a brief outline of the 

anatomy and physiology of the gut and a schematic representation of their symptoms, using a 

diagram of the colon showing how smooth muscle spasm can give pain, bloating and a 

disordered bowel habit. Patients are told that the reduction of this spasm and normalisation of 

smooth muscle activity will reduce pain and bloating and encourage a more normal flow through 

the bowel. Hypnosis is induced by a standard technique, then over successive sessions, 

patients are asked to place a hand on their abdomen and feel warmth; then this warmth is 

related to reduction of spasm and the ability to alleviate pain and distension; patients are told 

that bowel habit will normalise as their control gradually improves; they visualise the gut as a 

meandering river and they can adjust the flow along it to a comfortable setting as one would 

open and close lock gates on a river. Patients may be given a self-hypnosis tape to use at 

home. Ego-strengthening and confidence-building comments can be made at the end of the 

sessions. Hypnotherapy can be administered to patients individually or as a group.  

 
Dynamic Psychotherapy 
In the NHS psychodynamic psychotherapy is practised by psychiatrists, psychologists, social 

workers and other professionals who have received additional specialised training in these 

techniques. Long-term dynamic psychotherapy aims to bring about extensive change in several 

aspects of a person’s functioning. It is a prolonged treatment typically comprising of hourly 

meetings every week for periods of time up to three years. Short-term or focal dynamic 

psychotherapy is a modification of the approach in which attention is focused on only one area 

of the person’s experience. This shortens the amount of time required and usually this form of 

treatment requires between 10 and 20 sessions (University of Newcastle 2005).  

 
The selection of the appropriate psychological approach will depend on the individual person. 

They may express a preference for a particular intervention but in order to be able to make 

informed choices people with irritable bowel syndrome need to be made aware of the existence 

of these psychological treatments and the rationale for their use. It is important that they be 

made aware that using a psychological treatment does not mean that the syndrome is "all in the 

mind." Addressing psychosocial factors is increasingly recognised as an important part of the 

management of irritable bowel syndrome.   
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9.1 Relaxation 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, except that 

crossover studies were excluded as inappropriate due to the carry-over effect of the relaxation 

interventions. 

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Relaxation versus waiting list control, or symptom monitoring only 

• Relaxation versus usual medical care 

• Relaxation versus another intervention.  

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

PSYCINFO  database was searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in 

Appendix B. 

 

Study Design 
Three parallel group design randomised trials were included (Blanchard 1993; Forbes 2000; 

Keefer 2001). Further details are given in the included studies table. Forbes (2000) was 

conducted in the UK, the other two studies were carried out in the USA. Trials lasted between 6 

and 12 weeks. One study was conducted among patients recruited from their personal physician 

or media publicity (Blanchard 1993); one recruited from gastroenterologists and local media 

(Keefer 2001), and one recruited from secondary care (Forbes 2000). The total number of 

patients in the studies was 16 in Blanchard (1993) and Keefer (2001). Forbes (2000) included 

25 and 27 patients in the two treatment arms respectively. 

 

Population 
All the studies included only people with IBS. Blanchard (1993) and Forbes (2000) did not report 

the number of participants with bloating; Keefer (2001) reported that seven (of 16) had bloating. 

None of the studies reported whether the symptoms were post-infective. The mean age of 

participants was 51.5 years in Keefer (2001), with participants aged between 34 and 76 years; 

the people with IBS were aged 22 to 64 years in Blanchard (1993), and the median age in 

Forbes (2000) was 37 years, with a range from 19 to 71 years. All the studies included more 

women than men. The patients in the Blanchard (1993) study had had IBS for more a mean of 

around 13 years, and in Keefer (2001) 15.8 years. The patients in Forbes (2000) had had IBS 

for more than six months. 

 

In the Blanchard (1993) study, 56% of participants had an Axis I diagnosis; in Keefer (2001), 

77% had an Axis I diagnosis, and participants were excluded if they had bipolar I or II, 
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schizophrenia or other psychoses, or if they were actively suicidal. Co-morbidities were not 

stated in Forbes (2000).  

 

Interventions 
Blanchard (1993) used progressive muscle relaxation, on an individual basis with two sessions 

per week for the first two weeks and then once a week for six additional weeks; regular home 

practice was emphasised with an audiotape to guide this. Keefer (2001) used relaxation 

response meditation, in six weekly 30-minute treatment sessions.  

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Relaxation versus symptom monitoring only: two studies (Blanchard 1993; Keefer 2001). 

• Relaxation versus another intervention  

o Relaxation versus hypnotherapy (Forbes 2000). 

 

Outcomes 
The outcomes reported were: 

1. Global symptoms: 

a) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) (Blanchard 1993; Forbes 2000; 

Keefer 2001)  

b) Global symptom score: 

• Global improvement of IBS symptoms (mean Composite Primary Symptom Reduction 

[CPSR] score; CPSR represents proportional  reduction in score from baseline; scale 

range -1 to +1; Blanchard 1993; Keefer 2001). 

 

2. Individual symptoms: 

a) Pain 

• Pain score (0 to 4 recorded over 28 days where 0=absent to 4=debilitating; i.e. 

maximum 112) reported by Blanchard (1993).  

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY    
The quality assessment for included trials is shown in Appendix D.  

 

An adequate method of randomisation was reported in one study (computer-generated random 

numbers; Forbes 2000); the other studies did not state the method. Allocation concealment was 

also not reported. The patients were not blinded (because of the type of intervention). No study 

described an a-priori power calculation. The three studies included in the review demonstrated 

baseline comparability of the groups, although the baseline scores for Blanchard (1993) were 

higher for the relaxation group on abdominal pain (mean score 31.2 (SD 25.1) compared with 

24.4 (21.4) for the symptom monitoring group). This was not a statistically significant difference 

(Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Baseline pain scores 

 
 

All the participants were followed up in Forbes (2000). There were 20% or fewer drop-outs 

overall in one study (Keefer 2001): 3/16 dropped out (19%) (2/8 (25%) from the intervention 

group and 1/8 from the control group). 7/23 dropped out (30.4%) in Blanchard (1993), 6/14 

(43%) from the intervention group and 1/9 (11%) from the control group; this study was regarded 

with caution, as this large and unequal drop-out could have introduced a bias.  

 

RESULTS  
A. Relaxation versus symptom monitoring only  
There were two studies that compared relaxation with symptom monitoring in people with IBS 

(Blanchard 1993; Keefer 2001).   
 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with global improvement in symptoms  
This outcome was reported by Blanchard (1993) and Keefer (2001). 

 
Figure 2: Global improvement of symptoms 

 
 

Meta-analysis of two studies in 29 patients showed a large effect, favouring relaxation, but the 

confidence interval was wide, such that the results are not significant. We noted that there was 

also attrition bias for the Blanchard (1993) study. 

 

b) Global symptom score 
The global improvement of IBS symptoms (mean Composite Primary Symptom Reduction 

[CPSR] score; CPSR represents proportional reduction in score from baseline; scale -1 to +1) 

was reported by Blanchard (1993) and Keefer (2001). There was a large statistically 

significant improvement in symptoms for the relaxation group, but the confidence interval was 
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also wide. We noted that there was also attrition bias for the Blanchard (1993) study, and the 

other study, Keefer (2001), was small (13 patients). 

 

Figure 3: Global symptom score (CPSR) 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
A pain score (0-4 recorded, over 28 days, where 0=absent and 4=debilitating, i.e. maximum 

112) was reported by Blanchard (1993). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 

 
Figure 4: Pain score 

 
 

B. Hypnotherapy versus relaxation  
1. Global symptoms 

Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) was reported by Forbes (2000) at 12 

weeks. There was no significant difference between interventions. 
 
Figure 5: 
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EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
 
1.  There is insufficient evidence to show if there is a difference between relaxation and 

symptom monitoring, in the number of people with global improvement of symptoms, in 

people with long term IBS, at least half of whom had psychiatric co-morbidities. 

 

2.  There is a limited amount of weak evidence to show a large, significant improvement in 

global symptom score for people receiving relaxation, compared with symptom monitoring, 

in people with long term IBS, at least half of whom had psychiatric co-morbidities. 

 

3.  There is limited evidence to show no significant difference in pain score between relaxation 

and symptom monitoring, in people with long term IBS, at least half of whom had psychiatric 

co-morbidities. 

 

4.  There is a fair evidence to show no significant difference between relaxation and 

hypnotherapy in the number of people with global improvement of symptoms.  

 
Evidence to recommendation 
The GDG decided there is insufficient evidence to make a recommendation. This is discussed in 

the evidence to recommendation statement for relaxation and biofeedback (Section 9.3).  

 
9.2 Biofeedback 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to this review and are reported below. 

 
Types of intervention 
Both multiple and single component therapies were eligible for inclusion. 

 

Search strategy for identification of studies 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additional databases 

were not searched for this review. Biofeedback, aloe vera and reflexology were combined into 

one search. The search strategies are listed in Appendix B. 

 

The search strategy identified 560 studies. The titles and abstracts of these studies were 

assessed. Fifty-four studies were identified as being potentially relevant to the reviews and the 

papers for these were retrieved in full. Four studies met the inclusion criteria for this review, two 

of which were reports of the same trial (Blanchard 1992; Meissner 1997). The reference lists of 
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these studies were inspected for further potential papers, but none were identified. The 17 

excluded studies, with reasons for exclusion, are listed in the Appendix E. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES  
Study Design 
There were four randomised trials in this review, reported in three papers (Blanchard 1992; 

Leahy 1997; Neff 1987); two trials were from the same paper (Blanchard 1992), and one was 

reported only as an abstract (Leahy 1997). All the studies but one took place in the US. Leahy 

(1997) was carried out in the UK. 

 

Population 
All patients had a diagnosis of IBS and were treated in the secondary care setting in which the 

study took place. There was a higher proportion of women. The age range was 21 to 76 years. 

 

Patients in the Leahy study were said to be resistant to conventional medical therapy. The other 

studies did not report whether the IBS was refractory. 

 

Interventions 
One study (Leahy 1997) evaluated a single intervention, using a computer-aided gut-directed 

biofeedback apparatus to teach relaxation for IBS patients when troubled by symptoms. Patients 

were randomised to biofeedback or counselling. Biofeedback patients received four half-hour 

sessions. 

 

Three trials (Blanchard 1992 x 2; Neff 1987) evaluated multi-component therapy, which used a 

combination of educational information, progressive relaxation therapy, thermal biofeedback 

treatment and training in stress coping strategies. This was offered on an individual basis. The 

combination treatment consisted of twelve one-hour sessions spread over eight weeks.  

 

In Blanchard (1992a), the same therapist delivered the treatments, but in Blanchard (1992b) 

eight different therapists took part.  

 

In the two Blanchard 1992 trials, the patients were matched into triads, based on gender, age 

and predominant GI symptoms, and randomly assigned to multi-component biofeedback, 

attention placebo or symptom monitoring. Neff (1987) randomly assigned patients to multi-

component biofeedback and symptom monitoring. 

 

Comparisons 
All the comparative studies used symptom monitoring or attention placebo controls. The latter 

was used in Blanchard (1992). A combination of two procedures was used: ‘pseudo meditation’ 
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(in which patients were asked not to relax) and biofeedback using suppression of alpha-waves 

in the EEG (this is not associated with the relaxed state). 

 
In the symptom monitoring control group, patients simply monitored their symptoms for the 

duration of the intervention. The symptom monitoring (control) group were offered treatment at a 

later stage. 

 

The following comparisons were reported: 

• Single component biofeedback versus counselling then both groups had biofeedback 

(Leahy 1997) 

• Multi-component biofeedback versus symptom monitoring (Blanchard 1992 x2; Neff 1987) 

• Multi-component biofeedback versus attention control (Blanchard 1992 x2). 

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY OF INCLUDED STUDIES 
None of the RCTs reported details of the method of randomisation or allocation concealment. 

Patients were matched on age, gender and primary GI symptoms before randomisation in the 

Blanchard (1992) study. Patients in the Neff (1987) study were similar at baseline for age, 

duration of IBS, and years of education, but there were differences in the number of IBS-D 

patients: 5/10 in the biofeedback group and 2/9 in the control group.  

 

In Blanchard (1992a) all patients completed the trial, 1/9 dropped out from the control group of 

the Neff study, and in Blanchard (1992b), 7/31 (22%), 8/30 (27%) and 10/31 (32%) dropped out 

of the study for multi-component, attention placebo and symptom monitoring respectively. 

Therefore the second Blanchard trial is at higher risk of bias and will be considered in sensitivity 

analyses as appropriate. 

 
RESULTS 
A. Single component biofeedback 

In an abstract, Leahy (1997) reported that counselling had no effect on symptom score, but 

did not give separate results for the group randomised to biofeedback. 

 
B. Multi-component biofeedback 

Three randomised trials (Blanchard 1992a and b; and Neff 1987) in 30 and 115 patients, and 

19 patients respectively gave a multi-component therapy as the biofeedback intervention.  

 

1. Global symptoms 
All studies reported a composite primary symptom reduction score (CPSR): firstly, each 

patient recorded in a daily diary a symptom score, comprising abdominal pain, tenderness, 

diarrhoea, constipation, flatulence, belching and nausea. This was used to calculate a 

reduction score using the formula: 
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(baseline symptom score – end of treatment score) / baseline symptom score *100. 

 
a) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients)  
The RCTs reported the number of patients with an improvement in global symptoms; the 

Blanchard (1992) trials reported rater-assessments, but the patient assessment results were 

selected for the Neff (1987) study. Meta-analysis of three trials in 101 patients showed a 

statistically significant improvement in symptoms for biofeedback compared with symptom 

monitoring; RR 1.85 (95%CI 1.22, 2.79), with insignificant heterogeneity (I2=32%, p=0.23). 

This corresponded to a number needed to treat of 4 (95%CI 3, 8), for a control group rate of 0 

to 45%. However, there was no significant difference between biofeedback and attention 

placebo. The comparison of attention placebo versus symptom monitoring was also 

significant. We noted that the Blanchard (1992b) study had about 30% dropouts. A sensitivity 

analysis without this study for the comparison of biofeedback with symptom monitoring 

resulted in more heterogeneity and changed the relative risk to 3.14 (95%CI 1.35, 7.31). 

 
Figure 1 

 
 

b) Global improvement of symptoms 
The two trials within Blanchard (1992) reported the scores on the CPSR. There was a 

statistically significant difference, favouring multi-component feedback compared with 

symptom monitoring, but not in comparison with attention control, although the confidence 

intervals were fairly wide. We noted that around 30% of the patients in Blanchard (1992b) had 

missing data and we have assumed the numbers of patients in the analysis are the values for 

completers only. 
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Figure 2 

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
Neff (1987) reported means for these outcomes, but no standard deviations or p-values were 

given, so the rest of this review uses the results from Blanchard (1992). 
 
a) Pain 
The study reported daily abdominal pain and discomfort symptom scores on a scale of 0 to 4, 

recorded as weekly scores (i.e. maximum of 28). The confidence intervals were too wide to 

draw conclusions.  
 
Figure 3 

 
 
b) Bloating 
The second study reported bloating scores. Generally the confidence intervals were wide, but 

the attention placebo gave significantly less bloating than the symptom monitoring. 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 386 of 554 

Figure 4 

 
 
c) Bowel Habit 
i. Constipation 
The second study reported constipation scores. The scale used was 0 to 4 and the weekly 

average was used (i.e. maximum of 28). Generally the confidence intervals were too wide to 

draw conclusions.  

 
Figure 5 

 
 
ii. Diarrhoea 
The second study reported diarrhoea scores. The scale used was 0 to 4 and the weekly 

average was used (i.e. maximum of 28). Generally the confidence intervals were wide, but the 

multi-component biofeedback gave significantly lower diarrhoea score than the symptom 

monitoring. 
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Figure 6 

 
 

GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG noted that multi-component biofeedback (consisting of education, progressive 

relaxation therapy, thermal biofeedback treatment and training in stress coping strategies) is 

effective for people with IBS in comparison with symptom monitoring. However, the attention 

placebo of pseudo meditation and alpha wave EEG biofeedback had similar efficacy for 

improving global symptoms. The GDG suggested that actively involving people in the 

management of their chronic condition may have a beneficial effect. They also noted that 

spending time with patients and taking them seriously is valuable, and that behavioural 

treatments are difficult to unravel. 

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There is limited weak evidence to show a statistically significant improvement in global 

symptoms for biofeedback compared with symptom monitoring, although the confidence 

interval was fairly wide. There was no difference between biofeedback and attention 

placebo. 

 

2. There was insufficient evidence to determine the effects of biofeedback on pain, bloating 

and constipation.   
 

3. There is limited weak evidence to show a statistically significant improvement for reduction 

in diarrhoea for biofeedback compared with symptom monitoring, although the confidence 

interval was fairly wide. There was no significant difference between biofeedback and 

attention placebo and between symptom monitoring and attention placebo but there was 

much uncertainty due to wide confidence intervals. 

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The GDG decided there is insufficient evidence to make a recommendation. This is discussed in 

the evidence to recommendation statement for relaxation and biofeedback (Section 9.3).  
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9.3 Evidence to recommendation: relaxation and biofeedback 
The GDG took into consideration the limited clinical effectiveness evidence for relaxation and 

biofeedback. They noted that the relaxation review showed significant improvement in global 

symptoms for relaxation compared with symptom monitoring, but the trials were small and one 

of them had a large attrition bias. The biofeedback review compared biofeedback with symptom 

monitoring and with attention control: there was a significant effect on global symptoms in 

comparison with the former, but not with the latter and this led the GDG to conclude that 

attention may be an important factor for biofeedback.  

 

The GDG considered the clinical evidence to be too limited, either to carry out cost effectiveness 

analyses or to make recommendations for practice. However, they considered these therapies 

to be worth following up, particularly in view of recent developments in computer-aided 

biofeedback techniques and positive patient experience within the GDG indicating a preference 

towards relaxation. Therefore, the GDG proposed a recommendation for research, involving a 

comparison of computer-aided biofeedback, relaxation and attention control. The research 

recommendation is given in chapter 12. 

 
9.4 Psychotherapy 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, except that 

crossover studies were excluded as inappropriate due to the carry-over effect of the 

interventions. 

 

The following comparisons were to be included: 

• Psychotherapy versus waiting list control/symptom monitoring 

• Psychotherapy versus usual medical care 

• Psychotherapy plus another intervention versus the other intervention alone 

• Psychotherapy versus another intervention. 

 

SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

PSYCINFO  database was searched for this review.  

 

The search strategies are the same as those for hypnotherapy, as these were searched 

together. Details of the search strategies are lisetd in Appendix B. The titles and abstracts of the 

studies identified by the searches were assessed. Fifteen were identified to be potentially 

relevant to the reviews and these papers were retrieved in full. The reference lists of the 

retrieved studies were inspected for further potential papers, but none were identified. Twelve 

studies were excluded and are listed in Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF INCLUDED STUDIES 
Study Design 
Three randomised trials were included (Creed 2003; Guthrie 1991; Svedlund 1983), all in 

secondary care. Two of these were in the UK, the other in Sweden.  

 

Population 
The studies included patients between the ages of 17 and 75 years, although each had slightly 

different inclusion criteria and mean age of participants (Svedlund 1983: mean age was around 

34 years, range 17 to 59 years; Guthrie 1991: mean around 48 years, range 20 to 75 years; 

Creed 2003: mean around 40 years, range 18 to 65 years). All the studies included more 

women than men.  

 

IBS was stated, or implied, to be refractory in all of the studies. The patients in Guthrie (1991) 

had had IBS for more than 1 year (median around 4 years, range 1 to 20 years); their symptoms 

had not improved with medical treatment (bulking agents and/or antispasmodics) over six 

months. The patients in Creed (2003) had had IBS for more than six months; they had failed to 

respond to usual medical treatment. The patients in Svedlund (1983) had had IBS for at least a 

year, range 1 to 40 years, but their response to previous treatment was not stated. 

 

Only one study gave details about IBS characteristics: Creed (2003) reported that the patients 

had severe abdominal pain (over 60 on a 100 mm visual analogue scale [VAS]); 29% of the 

patients had diarrhoea-predominant IBS; 23% were constipation-predominant; and 48% had 

‘general’ IBS.  

 

In two of the studies, around half the participants currently had a psychiatric diagnosis. Of the 

patients in Guthrie (1991), 30% had major depression and a further 18% had anxiety states; in 

Creed (2003), 47% had a psychiatric diagnosis (mainly anxiety or depression). In Svedlund 

(1983), 29% had previously had depression and a further 41% had had other mental disorders. 

It was unclear if this was their current diagnosis. 

 

Svedlund (1983) stated that the patients were less representative of the general IBS population 

because they had to be prepared to participate in an extended socio-psychological investigation. 

Creed (2003) reported that the patients all had severe symptoms, but within this group were 

broadly representative, and Guthrie (1991) recruited patients from a tertiary referral centre, 

where there is likely to be a higher proportion with abuse and associated psychological 

problems. 

 

None of the studies reported the number of participants with bloating or whether the symptoms 

were post-infective. Creed (2003) described IBS as severe. Guthrie (1991) reported that 
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gastroenterologists assessment of severity was median 5 (range 2 to 8) on scale 0 to 9. 

Svedlund (1983) did not report severity.  

 

Interventions 
All the studies examined the effect of psychotherapy on IBS symptoms. Two studies (Svedlund 

1983; Guthrie 1991) compared psychotherapy plus medical therapy versus medical therapy 

alone; the third (Creed 2003) compared psychotherapy versus medical therapy and also had a 

second comparison with the SSRI antidepressant, paroxetine. 

 

In Svedlund (1983), all patients received the same medical treatment but those in one group 

also received dynamically oriented individual psychotherapy in ten hour-long sessions spread 

over three months. In Guthrie (1991), patients received the same medical treatment but patients 

in one group also received dynamic psychotherapy in seven interviews over three months, plus 

a relaxation tape to use at home. At the end of the 3 month period, patients in the control group 

were given psychotherapy. Creed (2003) randomised patients into three groups: psychodynamic 

interpersonal therapy (8 sessions over 3 months); 20mg daily of the SSRI antidepressant 

paroxetine for 3 months; or ‘usual care’, in which ‘patients continued to be seen either by their 

gastroenterologist and/or general practitioner, using whatever management was deemed 

appropriate’ (Creed 2003). Other medical management was stopped during the trial period in the 

paroxetine and psychotherapy groups. In the follow-up period, patients were allowed other 

treatments, principally antidepressants. 

 
Comparisons 
The following comparisons were included: 

• Psychotherapy plus medical care versus medical care only (Svedlund 1983; Guthrie 1991) 

• Psychotherapy versus usual care (Creed 2003) 

• Psychotherapy versus another intervention (antidepressant: SSRI – paroxetine) (Creed 

2003). 

 

METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
The quality assessment for included trials is shown in the Appendix D.  

 

The method of randomisation was adequate in Creed (2003) (computer generated random 

numbers) but not stated in either Svedlund (1983) or Guthrie (1991). Allocation concealment 

was adequate in Creed (2003) (randomisation list held by study administrator) but not stated in 

either Svedlund (1983) or Guthrie (1991). The patients were not blinded in any study (because 

of the type of intervention). The GDG did not consider blinding to be important for this review. 

Creed (2003) reported an a priori power calculation but the other two studies did not.  
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Svedlund (1983) and Creed (2003) demonstrated baseline comparability between the groups. 

The groups were mainly comparable in Guthrie (1991), except there was a higher proportion of 

males in the control group than the intervention group (17/49 vs. 8/53, p<0.05). Svedlund (1983) 

reported significant differences in the assessors rating of pain (however, this was not 

significantly different for the self-rating, which we used).  

 

There were fewer than 20% drop-outs in all the studies. Svedlund (1983) reported 2 out of 101 

participants dropped out. Guthrie (1991) reported that 7 of 53 participants dropped out of the 

treatment group plus 6 of 49 controls; data were available at 3 months for all but 2 participants 

(2% drop out), despite the withdrawal from treatment. In Creed (2003) there were missing data: 

16% (14/86) in the paroxetine group; 14% (12/85) psychotherapy; 0% in the routine care group 

did not start the trial.  A further 29/86 (34%) in the paroxetine group and 14/85 (16%) in the 

psychotherapy arm discontinued treatment, but these patients still appear to have been 

followed. Overall, loss to follow-up at three months was 12/86 (14%) for paroxetine, 11/85 (13%) 

psychotherapy and 7/86 (8%) usual care arm. At 15 months the authors contacted more of the 

patients. The authors reported that there were no significant differences at baseline between 

those who did and did not complete the treatments. For the 3 month pain score and SF36 

outcome measures respectively, the patients included in the analysis were 74 and 59 (69%) 

paroxetine; 74 and 58 (68%) psychotherapy and 79 and 63 (73%) usual care, but some of these 

patients had discontinued treatment. We decided to include the results from this study, with 

some reservations, especially about the paroxetine arm and about the SF36 results. The study 

also recorded the number of patients with an improvement in global symptoms, based on the 

results from 74, 74 and 80 patients respectively. The GDG decided that this outcome was more 

representative because patients that dropped out due to side effects would not have rated their 

global symptoms as improved. The follow-up period allowed the patients to have paroxetine in 

all arms: 42% in paroxetine group; 19% in psychotherapy, and; 22% in the usual care group, i.e. 

the follow-up for the comparison of psychotherapy and paroxetine should be considered to be 

partly confounded. In addition, 10% of the usual care group were given psychological treatment. 

Therefore we did not report the results for the follow-up period for the comparison 

psychotherapy versus paroxetine, and the comparison psychotherapy versus usual care was 

also considered with caution. 

 

Overall, we considered that none of the studies were at high risk of bias. Creed (2003) was 

treated with caution for the outcomes pain and SF36 because of missing data and non 

compliance. We also noted there was some confounding in the follow-up period. 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 392 of 554 

RESULTS 
A. Psychotherapy plus medical therapy versus medical therapy only 

1. Global symptoms 

a) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients)  
Two studies reported the numbers of patients with an improvement in global symptoms: 

Guthrie (1991) gave the numbers as assessed by gastroenterologists at the end of treatment 

(12 weeks), and; Svedlund (1983) reported the patients’ self-assessment at 15 months follow-

up (treatment lasted three months). There are significantly more patients with global 

improvement at both times. The GDG preferred to use the patient assessment in all reviews. 

At 15 months follow-up, the number needed to treat was 4 (95% 3, 13), for a control group 

rate of 40%. [The rater assessed result at 12 weeks corresponded to an NNT of 3 (95%CI 2, 

4) for a control group rate of 23%]. 
 
Figure 1: 

 
 

b) Global symptom score  
Svedlund (1983) reported a patient-rated global symptom score at 12 weeks and 15 months 

follow-up; this score rated somatic symptoms (19 items; each rated on a 7-point scale 

0=absent to high=extremely; i.e. lower is better. It was unclear what the maximum of the scale 

was but it is assumed to be 6. This gave an overall maximum of 114). There was a small 

statistically significant difference at 12 weeks, favouring psychotherapy plus medical 

treatment, which increased to -8.10 (95%CI -12.31, -3.89) at 15 months follow-up. The control 

group score was 38.0. 
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Figure 2: 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Abdominal pain 
Svedlund (1983) reported a patient-rated pain score at 12 weeks and 15 months follow-up. It 

was unclear what the maximum of the scale was but the baseline was about 10 units. There 

was a small statistically significant difference at 12 weeks, favouring psychotherapy plus 

medical treatment, which increased to -2.30 (95%CI -3.43, -1.17) at 15 months follow-up. The 

control group score was 8.11. 

 
Figure 3: 

 
 
3. Mental health outcomes (overall mental health; depression; anxiety) 
Svedlund (1983) reported the number of patients with improved mental symptoms, as 

assessed by raters at 12 weeks and by raters and patients at 15-month follow-up. There were 

significantly more patients improving according to the raters, but the patients’ rating showed 

no significant changes. The authors reported that several patients denied having mental 

complaints at baseline.  

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 394 of 554 

Figure 4: 

 
 

Guthrie (1991) reported a significant improvement, favouring the psychotherapy group, in the 

median scores on the Hamilton depression scale (p<0.001) and the Clinical anxiety scale 

(p<0.01), as assessed by the psychiatrist. 

 
B. Psychotherapy versus usual medical therapy  

1. Global symptoms 
Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) was reported by Creed (2003) at 12 

and 52 weeks. There were significantly more patients with global improvement in the 

psychotherapy group compared to usual care, at 12 weeks: RR 1.59 (95%CI 1.13, 2.23). This 

corresponded to an NNT of 5 (95%CI 3, 15), for a control group rate of 38%. However, there 

was no significant difference at 12 months follow-up. We noted, however, that 10% of the 

usual therapy patients were given psychotherapy in the follow-up period, which may have 

reduced the relative effectiveness of the psychotherapy arm. 

 
Figure 5: 
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2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Pain (change in VAS score on a scale of 100 mm) was reported by Creed (2003) at 12 and 52 

weeks. There was no significant difference between interventions at either time. 

 

Figure 6: 

 
 

3. Quality of life 
Creed (2003) measured the health-related quality of life using SF-36, recording both the 

physical and mental components. We noted that there was about 30% of missing data for 

these outcomes at three months follow-up. 

  

a) Physical component 
The physical component change score was reported at 12 weeks and at 52 weeks. On this 0 

to 100 scale, an increase is a benefit and a negative change score is a worsening. There was 

a small statistically significant improvement favouring psychotherapy at 12 weeks, which 

increased slightly at 52 weeks to mean difference 5.50 (95%CI 2.13, 8.87) for a control group 

value of 38.1.  

 
Figure 7: 
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b) Mental component 
The SF-36 mental component change score was reported by Creed (2003) at 12 weeks and at 

52 weeks. There was a small statistically significant difference at 12 weeks, but no significant 

difference at one year. 

 

Figure 8:  

 
 

 
 

4. Number of patients receiving prescriptions for antidepressants in follow up year 
Creed (2003) compared the number of patients receiving prescriptions for antidepressants in 

follow-up year. There was no significant difference between interventions. 
 
Figure 9: 

  
5. Number of patients discontinuing treatment 
Creed (2003) also reported the number of patients in each group who discontinued treatment. 

There was a large, statistically significant difference between interventions, favouring usual 

care. 
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Figure 10: 

 
 

C. Psychotherapy versus antidepressant medication (SSRI - paroxetine) 
1. Global symptoms 

a) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients)  
The numbers of patients improved were reported by Creed (2003) at 12 weeks and at 52 

weeks. There was no significant difference at either time, although we noted that the 52 week 

results are likely to be confounded by the use of antidepressants in both arms. 

 
Figure 11: 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Pain (change in VAS score) was reported by Creed (2003) at 12 weeks. There was no 

significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 12: 
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3. Quality of life 
Creed (2003) measured the health-related quality of life using SF-36, recording both the 

physical and mental components. We noted that there was about 30% of missing data for 

these outcomes at three months follow-up. 

 
a) Physical component 
The physical component change score was reported at 12 weeks. There was no significant 

difference between interventions.  

 
Figure 13: 

 
 

b) Mental health outcomes 
The SF-36 mental component change score was reported by Creed (2003) at 12 weeks. 

There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 14: 

 
 

4. Number of patients receiving prescriptions for antidepressants in follow up year 
Creed (2003) compared the number of patients receiving prescriptions for antidepressants in 

follow-up year. There was a statistically significant difference between interventions, favouring 

psychotherapy: RR 0.45 (95%CI 0.27, 0.75). This corresponded to a number needed to harm 

of 5 (95%CI 3, 10), for an antidepressant group rate of 42%. 
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Figure 15: 

 
 
5. Number of patients discontinuing treatment 
Creed (2003) also reported the number of patients in each group who discontinued treatment. 

There was a statistically significant difference between interventions, favouring psychotherapy. 

This gave an NNH of 6 (95%CI 4, 20), for an antidepressant group rate of 34%. 

 
Figure 16: 

 
 

ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR PSYCHOTHERAPY 
One relevant health economic analysis was identified on the cost-effectiveness of 

psychotherapy in the treatment of IBS. Creed (2003) was a trial based economic evaluations 

conducted in the UK which recruited patients from secondary and tertiary care with severe IBS. 

This study aimed to assess whether psychotherapy would be superior to usual care in reducing 

abdominal pain and improving quality of life and whether these improvements could be achieved 

at no additional cost due to treatment costs being offset by reduced health care costs. It also 

included a comparison of SSRIs with usual care. The patient population considered were 

secondary and tertiary care patients with severe IBS who had not responded to usual treatment. 

The included patients had a mean duration of IBS of 8 years. This study was considered to be 

relevant to patients with refractory IBS only. The psychotherapy intervention consisted of 8 

sessions over 3 months delivered by trained therapists. After three months, patients in the 

psychotherapy arm returned to their GP and received usual care for one year during which time 

they were followed-up. In the comparator arm patients received usual care from either their 

gastroenterologist or their GP for the three month treatment period and the following year of 

follow-up. The primary outcome was abdominal pain measured on a VAS of severity with 

secondary outcomes considering days with pain, overall change in symptoms and HRQofL 

measured by the SF-36. Direct health care costs per week were estimated for the intervention 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 400 of 554 

and follow-up periods. This included hospital costs (inpatient days, outpatient, day-patient and 

A&E attendances), primary care costs (GP surgery and home visits, practice nurse and practice 

based counsellor visits), domiciliary care services (NHS and PSS) and day centres, use of 

alternative therapies and prescribed medications. These were adjusted to allow for any 

differences before baseline and bias corrected 95% confidence intervals were presented. The 

cost of providing psychotherapy was not presented separately from the other direct health care 

costs.  

 

The number of patients with an improvement in global symptoms was significantly higher for 

psychotherapy at the end of treatment compared to usual care. The clinical outcomes from this 

trial have been summarised in detail in the clinical effectiveness review. Direct health care costs 

were significantly increased for psychotherapy compared to usual care during the intervention 

period and were significantly decreased during the following year. There was no significant 

increase in direct health care costs over the 15 month trial period. 

 

This study was a partial economic evaluation as it did not assess the incremental cost of any 

benefit achieved in the form of a cost-effectiveness ratio. The evidence provided by this study 

was considered to be indirect as the patients were recruited from secondary and tertiary care 

and costs may differ for refractory patients managed in primary care. No potential areas of 

significant bias were identified. Direct health care costs were significantly increased by 

psychotherapy during the intervention period and they were significantly increased during the 

follow-up period. However, the study was powered to detect a specific change in clinical rather 

than cost outcomes. As this study did not provide an estimate of the cost per QALY for 

psychotherapy compared to usual care, it was not particularly useful in determining whether 

recommending psychotherapy for use in the NHS would result in the efficient use of NHS 

resources. 

 
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR PSYCHOTHERAPY 
The section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of psychotherapy as one-off intervention in the management of IBS. The general 

methods used in the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail 

in Chapter 5 and the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are 

described below.  

 

• The effectiveness of psychotherapy in addition to usual care compared to usual care alone 

in people with refractory IBS was based on the number of patients with an improvement in 

global symptoms (at the end of treatment) for psychotherapy vs usual care (RR = 3.08, 

95%CI 1.74 – 5.47, based on Guthrie 1991).  

• We assumed that the relative risk of response had fallen to 1.68 (95% CI 1.14 – 2.49) by 15 

months based on follow-up data from Svedlund (1983). 
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• The evidence included in the clinical effectiveness review did not allow a subtype specific 

estimate of clinical effectiveness to be estimated. Therefore it was assumed that 

psychotherapy is equally effective in all IBS subtypes although it should be noted that the 

trials were carried out in patients with refractory IBS and a significant proportion of the trial 

population had a current or previous psychiatric diagnosis. 

• It was assumed that psychotherapy is given over 12 weeks as this was the duration used in 

RCTs. 

• The costs of psychotherapy were estimated from the number and duration of sessions and 

the unit cost for face-to-face time with a psychotherapist. The mean duration of 

psychotherapy from the three RCTs (Svedlund 1983; Guthrie 1991; Creed 2003) was 9.9 

hours. The cost of face-to-face time with a psychotherapist was based on the reference cost 

for counselling services in primary care (£48 per hour) on advice from GDG members that 

psychotherapy is provided by counsellors and nurses in the NHS at present. This gave a 

total cost of £471 (range £348 - £672) over 12 weeks.  
 

In the Creed (2003) economic analysis, there was a statistically significant lower cost per week 

for psychotherapy vs usual care (-£8.11 to -£0.04 95% CI) in the year following the intervention 

period (costs have been uplifted to reflect current prices). We took the mid-point of this interval 

which gave a cost per week of £-4.08 for psychotherapy compared to usual care in the year 

following treatment. This was applied in the basecase analysis for psychotherapy resulting in 

cost savings of £212 over the year following intervention.  

 

The results of the Creed (2003) study also suggested that there was a reduction in service use 

during the intervention period, as whilst the weekly costs during this period were significantly 

higher for psychotherapy compared to usual care (£1.23 to £15.30), these were not comparable 

to the cost of providing psychotherapy which would be expected to have a mean cost of £40 per 

week based on the number and duration of sessions provided in this study and the unit costs 

presented above. This suggested that there was a significant reduction in other health care use 

during the intervention period. As it was not possible to separate the costs of psychotherapy 

from the costs offsets due to lower resource use during the intervention period of the Creed 

(2003) study, we have based the intervention cost on the estimate described above. However, 

as it seems reasonable that patients will access NHS services less whilst they are receiving an 

effective intervention, we have applied the reduction in resource use seen in the follow-up period 

as a cost off-set during the intervention period. The direct costs measured by Creed (2003) 

during the intervention period have been considered in a sensitivity analysis. 

 
Modelled response rates 
In the basecase scenario the response rate of 25% in the no treatment arm was taken from the 

mean placebo arm response rate from the behavioural therapy trials. This represents the group 

of patients whose symptoms improve under usual care. The RR for an improvement in global 
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symptoms for psychotherapy vs no treatment at the end of treatment is 3.08; therefore the 

response rate in the intervention arm is 78% after 12 weeks. The response rate has fallen to 

43% by 15 months based on the 15 month follow-up data from Svedlund (1983). The time-frame 

of the analysis was limited to 15 months, with no further costs or benefits accrued beyond this 

time-point, as this was the longest follow-up available for psychotherapy in IBS.  

 
Figure 17: Response rate in the basecase analysis 
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Table 1: Intervention specific parameters – Psychotherapy 

 
Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
intervention vs placebo 
(at end of treatment) 

3.08 (1.74 – 5.47) Guthrie (1991) 

RR of response for 
intervention vs placebo 
(at 15 months) 

1.68 (1.14 – 2.49) Svedlund (1983) 

Cost for psychotherapy   £471 (range £348 - £672) over 12 weeks Weighted mean 
duration across 
studies and unit 
cost form Netten 
(2006) 

Cost-offset due to 
reduced resource use 
during intervention and 
1 year after 

-$4.70 (95%CI -$9.34 to -$0.05) per week  
Equiv to -£4.08 (95% CI -£8.11 to -£0.04) at 
current UK prices* 

Creed (2003)  

* Uplifted to 05/06 prices using Hospital and Community Health Services Pay and Prices 

Index, Netten (2006) 
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Psychotherapy in addition to usual care for 100 patients with refractory IBS is estimated to gain 

an additional 2.94 QALYs for an additional cost of £21,035 compared to usual care alone under 

the basecase assumptions. The incremental cost per QALY is therefore £7,160. The 

probabilistic sensitivity analysis considers the uncertainty in this basecase estimate due to the 

uncertainty in the parameters used to estimate the cost-effectiveness. The CEAC in Figure 18 

shows that given the parameter uncertainty, psychotherapy in additional to usual care has a 

84% probability of having a cost per QALY under £20,000 and a 92% probability of having a 

cost per QALY under £30,000, compared to usual care alone.  

 

Figure 18: CEAC for psychotherapy in addition to usual care compared to usual care 
alone in patients with refractory IBS 
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The incremental cost-effectiveness is dependent on the probability of an improvement for 

patients who receive usual care. When we applied a lower response rate of 9% in the usual care 

arm, the cost per QALY was increased to £14,629. As this sensitivity analysis significantly 

increased the cost per QALY estimate, the probabilistic sensitivity analysis was re-run using this 

lower response rate for the comparator arm. The mean cost per QALY from the 1000 samples 

was £17,577 and the cost per QALY had a 51% probability of being under £20,000 per QALY 

and a 62% probability of being under £30,000 per QALY.  

 

The threshold analysis showed that a response to treatment would need to provide more than 

0.026 QALYs per annum to give a cost per QALY of under £20,000 in the basecase analysis. 

When the utility gain associated with a response to treatment was increased to 0.135 

(equivalent to the QALY gain expected for a complete remission of symptoms) the cost per 

QALY was significantly lower at £3,782. 

 

When we assumed no fall-off in response up to 52 weeks post-intervention, the cost per QALY 

was £5,000. This would be further reduced by any continued response beyond 52 weeks. When 
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we assumed that there was no significant difference between psychotherapy and usual care at 

12 months, the cost per QALY increased to £9,062. 

 

When we estimated the incremental cost during the intervention and follow-up period directly 

from those measured in Creed (2003), psychotherapy was cost saving compared to usual care 

and resulted in greater QALY gain, dominating usual care. When we excluded the reduction in 

resource use observed in the Creed (2003) study from the analysis, the incremental cost of 

psychotherapy increased significantly to £47,154 and the cost per QALY increased to £16,051. 

As this is a significant increase in the cost per QALY, the probabilistic analysis was re-run under 

this assumption. In this conservative estimate the cost per QALY for psychotherapy in addition 

to usual care compared to usual care alone had  a 57% probability that of being under £20K and 

a 77% probability of being under £30K.   

 

Table 2: Sensitivity results for psychotherapy in addition to usual care compared to usual 
are alone for 100 patients with refractory IBS (all subtypes)  

 
Scenario Usual care Behavioural intervention 

and usual care 
Incremental 

 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 
QALY 

Basecase £0 2.02 £21,035 4.96 £7,160
Lower 
response rate 
in comparator 
arm (9%) £0 1.30 £21,035 2.74 £14,629
No fall-off in 
effect for 1 
year £0 2.02 £21,035 6.23 £5,000
Effect falls off 
over 12 
months £0 2.02 £21,035 4.34 £9,062
No resource 
use reduction  £0 2.02 £47,154 4.96 £16,051
Costs as 
measured in 
Creed (2003) £0 2.02 -£11,307 4.96 

-£3,849
Psychotherapy 

dominates
High utility 
gain of 0.135 £0.00 3.83 £21,035 9.39 £3,782
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated with 
responding to treatment lies between 0.025 and 0.026. 

 

Further analyses on the cost-effectiveness of psychotherapy compared to other behavioural 

interventions are given in section 9.7. 

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 
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1. There is fair evidence to show a significant global improvement in symptoms after 12 weeks 

and after 15 months, for dynamic psychotherapy in addition to medical therapy compared 

with medical therapy alone, given in secondary care to patients with long term or refractory 

IBS, approximately half of whom had psychological co-morbidities. 

 

2. There is fair evidence to show a significant global improvement in symptoms after 12 weeks, 

for psychodynamic interpersonal therapy compared with medical treatment, given in 

secondary care to patients with refractory IBS, approximately half of whom had 

psychological co-morbidities. 

 

3. There is weak evidence to show no significant global improvement in IBS symptoms after 12 

months follow up, for psychodynamic interpersonal therapy compared with medical 

treatment, given in secondary care to patients with long term IBS, many of whom had had 

psychological co-morbidities. This fall-off in effect may have been caused by confounding in 

the control arm. 

 

4. There is moderately good evidence to show a significant decrease in pain after 12 weeks 

and 15 months, for dynamic psychotherapy in addition to medical therapy compared with 

medical therapy alone, given in secondary care to patients with long term IBS, many of 

whom had had psychological co-morbidities. 

 

5. There is fair evidence to show no significant reduction in pain after 12 weeks and 12 months 

follow up, for psychodynamic interpersonal therapy compared with medical treatment, given 

in secondary care to patients with refractory IBS, approximately half of whom had 

psychological co-morbidities. 

 

6. There is weak evidence to show no significant difference in the patients’ assessment of their 

mental health at 15 months, between patients given dynamic psychotherapy in addition to 

medical therapy compared with medical therapy alone, either for all patients or for a 

subgroup with a psychological co-morbidity history. 

 

7. There is weak evidence to show a small, significant improvement in the physical component 

of the SF36 quality of life score after 12 weeks and 12 months follow up, and a small 

significant difference in the mental health score after 12 weeks, for psychodynamic 

interpersonal therapy compared with medical treatment, given in secondary care to patients 

with refractory IBS, approximately half of whom had psychological co-morbidities. There was 

no significant difference in the mental health score at 12 months follow up. 

 

8. There is weak evidence to show no significant difference in the number of patients requiring 

a prescription for antidepressants over 12 months, for psychodynamic interpersonal therapy 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 406 of 554 

compared with medical treatment, given in secondary care to patients with refractory IBS, 

approximately half of whom had psychological co-morbidities. 

 

9. There is weak evidence to show significantly more patients discontinued treatment for 

psychodynamic interpersonal therapy compared with medical treatment, given in secondary 

care to patients with refractory IBS, approximately half of whom had psychological co-

morbidities. 

 

10. There is fair evidence to show no significant difference in global improvement in symptoms, 

pain and quality of life (physical and mental) after 12 weeks, between psychodynamic 

interpersonal therapy compared with an SSRI, given in secondary care to patients with 

refractory IBS, approximately half of whom had psychological co-morbidities. 

 

11. There is weak evidence to show that significantly fewer patients required a prescription for 

antidepressants over 12 months, for psychodynamic interpersonal therapy compared with 

an SSRI, given in secondary care to patients with refractory IBS, approximately half of 

whom had psychological co-morbidities. 

 

12. There is weak evidence to show significantly fewer patients discontinued treatment for 

psychodynamic interpersonal therapy compared with an SSRI, given in secondary care to 

patients with refractory IBS, approximately half of whom had psychological co-morbidities. 

 

HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
Evidence from a trial based economic evaluation in secondary and tertiary care patients with a 

high level of NHS service use at baseline showed that direct health care costs are lower in the 

year following treatment for 3months of psychotherapy compared to 3 months of usual care. 

Health care costs were significantly higher during the intervention period for psychotherapy 

compared to usual care. This evidence is unlikely to be applicable to primary care patients 

except those with refractory IBS.  

 

Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that the addition of psychotherapy to usual 

care is cost-effective in individuals with refractory IBS although the cost-effectiveness was 

sensitive to uncertainty around the proportion of patients experiencing an improvement in global 

symptom score with usual care alone. It was also sensitive to the whether or not there was any 

reduction in health care service use during and following treatment 

 

GDG DISCUSSION  
Despite the prevalence of psychiatric comorbidities in the trials for this review, the GDG 

considered that dynamic psychotherapy could be a useful option for all people with refractory 

IBS, and had potential to be a first line therapy. The GDG therefore decided to include 
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pyschotherapy in one of its top five research recommendations, with the potential for this 

intervention to be considered as a first line therapy option. 
 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The evidence to recommendation statement for psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy is 

detailed in section 9.8.  

 

The combined guideline recommendation for psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy is also 

stated in section 9.8. 

 

9.5 Cognitive behavioural therapy 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, except that 

crossover studies were excluded as inappropriate due to the carry-over effect of the CBT 

interventions. 

 

The following comparisons were to be included: 

• CBT versus waiting list control or symptom monitoring only 

• CBT type 1 versus type 2 (e.g. stress management versus contingency management) 

• CBT individual versus CBT group  

• CBT + another intervention (e.g. medical therapy) versus the other intervention alone 

• CBT versus medical treatment. 

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

PSYCINFO  database was searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in 

Appendix B. 

 

Study Design 
Seventeen parallel randomised trials were included (Bennett 1985; Bergeron 1983; Blanchard 

1993; Bogalo 2006; Boyce 2003; Corney 1991; Drossman 2003; Fernandez 1998; Gong 2002; 

Greene 1994; Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Kennedy 2005; Lynch 1989; Payne 1995; Tkachuk 

2003; Toner 1998; Vollmer 1998). Further details are given in the included studies table.  

 

Six studies had more than one arm: Bergeron (1983) (stress management, relaxation, 

biofeedback); Boyce (2003) (CBT, relaxation, routine medical care); Drossman (2003) (half of 

the patients were randomised to CBT or attention control; the other half to desipramine or 

placebo tablet; the two halves were divided randomly initially); Fernandez (1998) (stress 

management, contingency management, conventional medical treatment or placebo); Payne 
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(1995) (CBT, self help group or waiting list control); Vollmer (1998) (CBT in a group, CBT 

individually or symptom monitoring waiting list control).  Thus, there were 28 possible 

comparisons for this review. We did not include the comparison with desipramine because this 

drug is not licensed for use in the UK. 

 

Two studies were reported only as abstracts (Bergeron 1983; Gong 2002). The former had no 

data reported. Three studies were RCTs with limited or incomplete data (Bennett 1985; Toner 

1998; Bogalo 2006). The Bennett study gave little detail (e.g. it was unclear how many patients 

were assigned to each group; no primary data were given; only p values for ANOVAs). The 

Toner (1998) study was briefly reported as part of a larger article. This study enrolled 101 

individuals with IBS, who were randomly allocated to group CBT, a psychoeducational group 

treatment (education about the condition and support) or usual medical treatment. No primary 

outcome data were reported. Bogalo (2006) appeared to use data from a randomised trial. 

However, this paper only reported outcomes for the intervention group not the controls. For the 

rest of this review, only the 14 studies with sufficient data are reported. 

 

The studies were carried out in the UK (Corney 1991; Kennedy 2005), Europe, Canada, the 

USA and China. Trials lasted between 6 and 12 weeks (the duration of the Gong (2002) study 

was not stated). One study was conducted in primary care (Kennedy 2005); seven were in 

secondary care (Blanchard 1993; Corney 1991; Drossman 2003; Fernandez 1998; Gong 2002; 

Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Lynch 1989); one study (Boyce 2003) recruited equal numbers of 

patients through gastroenterology clinics and through newspaper advertisements, and the 

others did not report the setting. The total number of patients in the studies ranged from 20 to 

431, with three studies including more than 100 patients (Boyce 2003; Drossman 2003; 

Kennedy 2005). All but four studies (Boyce 2003; Drossman 2003; Gong 2002; Kennedy 2005) 

had fewer than 25 patients in the treatment arm. 

 

Population 
All the studies included only patients with IBS, apart from Drossman (2003), for which 78% of 

the patients had IBS. None of the studies reported the number of patients with bloating or 

whether the symptoms were post-infective. The mean age of patients across studies was 

around 40 years, with those aged between 16 and 70 years included. All the studies included 

more women than men.  

 
Four studies reported or implied that the patients had refractory IBS (Greene 1994; Heymann-

Monnikes 2000; Lynch 1989; Tkachuk 2003): Tkachuk (2003) stated that the patients had 

refractory IBS; Lynch (1989) had patients referred from gastroenterology clinics and had 

duration of IBS of around 9 years; Heymann-Monnikes (2000) had tertiary referral patients. The 

patients in Greene (1994) had had IBS for 14.5 years. Boyce (2003) reported that about 50% of 
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patients had received medication for IBS. The other studies did not give any information about 

IBS duration. 

 

Most studies reported whether the patients had an Axis I diagnosis (e.g. major depression; 

schizoaffective disorder; paranoid state) or other psychiatric or psychological co-morbidities: 

• Heymann-Monnikes (2000) stated that patients were excluded if they had any mental 

disorder.  

• Drossman (2003) reported that no patients had psychiatric disorders, but almost half had a 

history of physical or sexual abuse.  

• Boyce (2003) excluded patients if they had major current psychotic illness, used 

psychological treatment, or antidepressants or antipsychotics. 

• Two studies excluded patients with serious psychiatric disorders (Lynch 1989 (implied); 

Vollmer 1998). 

• Five studies stated that the majority of patients had an Axis I diagnosis (Blanchard 1993, 50-

73%; Greene 1994, 90%; Payne 1995, 80-92%; Tkachuk 2003, 68%; Vollmer 1998, 82-

90%). 

• Three studies mentioned that the patients had received psychiatric treatments: in Fernandez 

(1998) 49% had had psychiatric treatment; in Kennedy (2005) 43% had consulted a doctor 

because of a psychological problem; in Lynch (1989) 6/21 (29%) patients used psychotropic 

drugs. 

• Corney (1991) had over 50% of the patients with one or more social problems. 

• The remaining studies (Bergeron 1983; Gong 2002) did not mention Axis I diagnoses or 

psychiatric complaints/treatments. 

 

Overall, therefore, eight studies can be considered to be representative or partly representative 

of the IBS population with concurrent psychiatric or psychological illnesses (Blanchard 1993; 

Fernandez 1998; Greene 1994; Kennedy 2005; Lynch 1989; Payne 1995; Tkachuk 2003; 

Vollmer 1998). Three studies can be considered to be in patients with IBS who do not have 

concurrent psychiatric or psychological illnesses (Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Drossman 2003; 

Boyce 2003). We noted that 15 to 20% of patients in primary care have a co-existing psychiatric 

condition and approximately half of those in secondary care. 

 

Interventions 
Twelve studies described some form of CBT: Boyce (2003); Corney (1991); Drossman (2003); 

Fernandez (1998) (one group had stress management sessions involving progressive muscle 

relaxation; another had contingency management sessions involving contingency contract for 

new behaviours; self-observation, shaping, stimulus control, neutralising inadequate habits and 

breaking learned illness behaviour, social skills training); Gong (2002); Greene (1994); 

Heymann-Monnikes (2000); Kennedy (2005); Lynch (1989); Payne (1995); Tkachuk (2003); 

Vollmer (1998). Two studies gave relaxation training (Bergeron 1983; Blanchard 1993). 
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The CBT interventions differed in the methods used (group or individual; administered by nurse 

practitioner or other professional); the number of sessions given (6 to 12), and; the duration of 

the study (6 to 12 weeks in the studies that stated this). 

 

CBT was defined in different ways in different papers. Two studies had therapy delivered by 

nurses (Corney 1991; Kennedy 2005). Details are given in the included studies table (Appendix 

D). 

 

It was decided to combine all CBT, behavioural therapy (BT) and cognitive therapy (CT) 

interventions under the general heading of CBT.   

 

CBT was compared with relaxation training; symptom monitoring; self-help support groups; 

medical therapy or placebo. Two studies had placebo as a comparator (Drossman 2003; 

Fernandez 1998). Drossman (2003) randomised the patients into two groups and then 

randomised one group to CBT and attention control and the other group to desipramine and 

placebo desipramine. We decided to classify the CBT-attention control comparison as placebo 

and treat the desipramine placebo as no treatment. Fernandez (1998) had a placebo condition 

consisting of giving the patient exercises to visualise bowel function; and prompting their own 

capacity for self regulation through thought. 

 

For the purposes of this review, we combined the comparators waiting list control, symptom 

monitoring, no treatment and placebo condition. The following comparisons were included: 

 

1. CBT versus a waiting list control group, symptom monitoring only or placebo: nine studies, 

12 comparisons (Blanchard 1993; Drossman 2003 x2; Fernandez 1998 x2; Gong 2002; 

Greene 1994; Lynch 1989; Payne 1995; Tkachuk 2003; Vollmer 1998 x2): 

o CBT versus waiting list control (Lynch 1989)  

o CBT versus symptom monitoring (Blanchard 1993; Greene 1994)  

o CBT versus waiting list control including symptom monitoring (Payne 1995; Tkachuk 

2003; Vollmer 1998 x2) 

o CBT versus an attention control condition involving symptom monitoring plus 

education plus access to a therapist (Drossman 2003) 

o CBT versus placebo condition  (Fernandez 1998 x2)   

o CBT versus no treatment (Drossman 2003; Gong 2002); 

2. CBT + another intervention versus the other intervention alone: 

o CBT + mebeverine versus mebeverine (Kennedy 2005) 

o CBT (multicomponent behavioural therapy) + optimised medical treatment versus 

optimised medical treatment alone (Heymann-Monnikes 2000); 

3. CBT 1 versus CBT 2 (three studies): 
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o Stress management versus relaxation (Bergeron 1983 – no data) 

o CBT versus relaxation (Boyce 2003) 

o Stress management versus contingency management (Fernandez 1998); 

4. CBT individual therapy versus CBT group therapy:  

o Vollmer (1998);  

5. CBT versus another intervention: 

o CBT versus biofeedback (Bergeron 1983 – no data) 

o CBT versus support group (Payne 1995) 

o CBT versus psychoeducational group (Toner 1998 – no data); 

6. CBT versus routine medical treatment (five studies, six comparisons): 

o CBT versus fluphenazine (anti-anxiety), mebeverine and fybogel (Bennett 1985) 

o CBT vs ‘routine medical care’ (Boyce 2003 x2; Corney 1991; Fernandez 1998 x2). 

 

Six studies stated that the patients were allowed to continue their IBS medical treatment: 

Fernandez (1998), although 50% did not take the medication properly; in Heymann-Monnikes 

(2000), 9/12 in the BT group and 11/12 in symptom monitoring had concurrent medication for 

IBS; Kennedy (2005); Lynch (1989), 10/21 had analgesics at recruitment and 6 used Metamucil 

or similar bulking agents; Tkachuk (2003); Vollmer (1998), no patients were excluded because 

of their ongoing IBS drug treatment. Gong (2002) reported that all patients received selective 

gastrointestinal calcium antagonists. 

 

One study (Boyce 2003) stated that the ‘vast majority’ were not taking concurrent medication. 

The rest did not state the concurrent medications for IBS. 

 
In view of the use of other IBS medication in both arms of the CBT versus placebo/symptom 

monitoring comparisons, we decided to combine interventions 1 and 2 as subgroups because 

they each could be considered to be variations of CBT versus no treatment/symptom 

monitoring. Furthermore, the GDG advised that CBT treatment would not interact with other 

medical treatments. We decided that if subgroup analysis were to be used, the attention control 

and placebo condition (Fernandez 1998; Drossman 2003) should be considered as a separate 

group to the other comparators. 

 

Outcomes 
The outcomes examined were: 

1.  Global symptoms: 

a) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients)  

b)  Global symptom score. 

2.  Individual symptoms: 

a) Pain 

b) Bloating 
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c) Bowel habits. 

3.  Adverse events 

4.  Quality of life 

5.  Number of patients withdrawing from the study 

6.  Mental health outcomes (overall mental health; depression; anxiety) 

 

Five studies recorded longer term follow up: Vollmer (1998) at 12 weeks; Corney (1991) at 40 

weeks; Boyce (2003) and Kennedy (2005) both at 26 and 52 weeks; Fernandez (1998) at 52 

weeks.  

 

The following outcome measures were recorded: 

 

 Table 1. 

Outcome measure Measured at treatment end 
(weeks) 

Measured at follow 
up (weeks) 

Global scores 
Global IBS symptom score 
(Bowel symptom severity scale 
0-48 scale; high = severe) 

Boyce 2003 (8) Boyce 2003 (26) 
Boyce 2003 (52) 

Global IBS symptom score 
(satisfaction, global wellbeing, 
diary pain scores, health related 
quality of life); high score = 
good; maximum unclear 

Drossman 2003 (12)  

Global IBS symptom score (7 
symptoms daily for 2 weeks 
each scored 0-4 from not a 
problem to debilitating symptom 
intensity; high score = bad) 

Greene 1994 (8)  

Global IBS symptom score (20 
items over 14 days); high score 
= bad 

Heymann-Monnikes 2000 (10)  

Global IBS symptom score 
(<75=normal; 75-174 mild; 175-
299 moderate; 300-500 severe 
symptoms) 

Kennedy 2005 (6) Kennedy 2005 (26) 
Kennedy 2005 (52) 

Global IBS symptom score 
(pain, discomfort, diarrhoea, 
constipation each rated 0=no 
symptoms to 6=very severe 
symptoms) 

Lynch 1989 (8)  

Global improvement of IBS 
symptoms (mean Composite 
Primary Symptom Reduction 
[CPSR] score; CPSR 
represents % reduction in score 
from baseline); i.e. high = bad 

Blanchard 1993 (8) Greene 
1994 (8) 
Payne 1995 (8) 
Vollmer 1998 (10) 

Vollmer 1998 (12) 

Global improvement of IBS 
symptoms (mean score) VAS 
(1=very much better to 7=very 
much worse; 4=no change) 
 

Heymann-Monnikes 2000 (10)  

Global improvement of IBS Blanchard 1993 (8)  Fernandez 1998 (52) 
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symptoms (no. patients) Fernandez 1998 (10)  
Gong 2002 (duration of 
treatment not stated) 
Greene 1994 (8) 
Lynch 1989 (8) 
Payne 1995 (8) 
Tkachuk 2003 (9) 
Vollmer 1998 (10) 
 

 

Pain scores 
Pain score (0=not a problem; 
4=debilitating symptoms) daily 
for 4 weeks 

Blanchard 1993 (8)  

Pain score (VAS score); high = 
bad. 

Corney 1991 (16) Corney 1991 (40) 

Pain score (McGill average 
daily pain); high score = bad 

Drossman 2003 (12)  

Pain score (0=not a problem; 
1=mild; 2=moderate; 3=severe; 
4=debilitating; scores totalled 
for 1 week); high score = bad 

Fernandez 1998 (10)  

Pain score (scored 0-4 daily for 
2 weeks); high score = bad 

Greene 1994 (8)  

Pain score (0=no pain; 6=very 
severe pain) 

Lynch 1989 (8)  

Pain score (0=not a problem; 
4=intense and incapacitating) 

Tkachuk 2003 (9)  
Vollmer 1998 (10) 

 

Pain score (0=not a problem; 
4=debilitating symptoms) daily 
for 4 weeks 

Blanchard 1993 (8)  

Bloating 
Bloating score (0=no symptom; 
6=very severe symptom) 

Greene 1994 (8)  
Lynch 1989 (8) 

 

Bloating score (0=not a 
problem; 4=intense and 
incapacitating) 

Tkachuk 2003 (9)  

Bloating score (0=not a 
problem; 4=debilitating 
symptoms) 

Vollmer 1998 (10)  

Bowel habits 
Constipation (VAS score); high 
= bad 

Corney 1991 (16) Corney 1991 (40) 

Constipation (0=not a problem; 
4=debilitating symptoms) 

Greene 1994 (8)  

Constipation (0=no symptom; 
6=very severe symptom) 

Lynch 1989 (8)  

Diarrhoea (VAS score); 
high=bad 

Corney 1991 (16) Corney 1991 (40) 

Diarrhoea (0=not a problem; 
4=debilitating symptoms) 

Greene 1994 (8)  

Diarrhoea (0=no symptoms; 
6=very severe symptoms) 

Lynch 1989 (8)  

Mental health 
Dysfunctional cognitions 
(Cognitive Scale for Functional 
Bowel Disorders); scale 25-175; 
high=bad 

Tkachuk 2003 (9)  

Mental health (max = 100) Tkachuk 2003 (9)  
Psychological distress (Clinical  Corney 1991 (40) 
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Interview Schedule); 0-48; 
high=bad 
Overall anxiety and 
psychological distress (Anxiety, 
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory 
[STAI]); Scale range 20-80; high 
= bad 

Greene 1994 (8)  
Heymann-Monnikes 2000 (10) 
Payne 1995 (8) 
Tkachuk 2003 (9) 

 

Psychological distress (HADS); 
range 0-56; high=bad 

Boyce 2003 (8)  
Kennedy 2005 (8) 

Boyce 2003 (26) 
Boyce 2003 (52) 
Kennedy 2005 (26) 
Kennedy 2005 (52) 

Beck depression inventory 
(scale maximum 63; high=bad) 

Greene 1994 (8)  
Heymann-Monnikes 2000 (10) 
Lynch 1989 (8) 
Payne 1995 (8) 
Tkachuk 2003 (9) 

 

Quality of life 
Disruption of daily life (0=no 
symptom; 6=very severe 
symptom) 

Lynch 1989 (8)  

Physical health (SF-36 Physical 
Composite Scale); high = bad; 
scale max 100 

Tkachuk 2003 (9)  

Quality of life (IBS-QOL) ; high 
score = good; max 84 

Drossman 2003 (12)  

Quality of life (GLQI score); max 
score 144; high=good 

Heymann-Monnikes 2000 (10)  

Work and social adjustment 
score (handicap in work, home, 
leisure and relationships; 0=not 
affected; 8 severely affected for 
each area; maximum total 40) 

Kennedy 2005 (6) Kennedy 2005 (26) 
Kennedy 2005 (52) 

Other 
Satisfaction (responder = 
satisfaction 3 or more on a 
scale where each of 8 items 
were rated 1=strongly disagree 
to 5=strongly agree) 

Drossman 2003 (12)  

 

 

Where necessary, linear scales that had a maximum value corresponding to a good outcome 

were inverted by subtracting the mean value from the maximum and using the same standard 

deviation. Studies could then be combined in a meta-analysis. 

  

METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D.  

 

An adequate method of randomisation was reported in two studies (Drossman 2003 – computer 

generated; Kennedy 2005 – random number tables); the other studies did not state the method. 

 

Allocation concealment was adequate in two studies (Drossman 2003 and Kennedy 2005 – 

independent third party); the other studies did not report allocation concealment.  
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Because of the type of intervention, the patients were not blinded. However, the GDG decided 

that blinding was not important for this review. 

 

Two studies (Drossman 2003; Kennedy 2005) described an a-priori power calculation. All 

studies included in the review demonstrated baseline comparability of the groups apart from the 

two that were reported only as abstracts (Bergeron 1983; Gong 2002). 

 

All the patients were followed up in four studies (Gong 2002; Greene 1994; Payne 1995; 

Tkachuk 2003). There were fewer than 20% missing data in five studies (Corney 1991: 2%; 

Drossman 2003: 7%; Heymann-Monnikes 2000: 7%; Kennedy 2005: 11%; Vollmer 1998: 6%).  

 

There was more than 20% missing data at the end of treatment in five studies (Bennett 1985; 

Blanchard 1993; Boyce 2003; Fernandez 1998; Lynch 1989):  

• Bennett (1985) reported 28% missing data  

• Blanchard (1993) reported 6 drop-outs from relaxation group; 1 from controls; the 7 drop-

outs out of the original 16 participants (44%) were replaced to give 16 participants (so not 

an ITT analysis); dropouts were unequal between the groups  

• Boyce (2003) reported that 66 of the original 105 participants were left at the end of 

treatment (8 weeks; 63% left; 37% drop-out); within groups drop outs were 13/35 (37%) in 

the CBT group, 16/35 (46%) in the relaxation arm and 9/34 (26%) in the medical therapy 

group  

• Fernandez (1998) reported that 33 patients dropped out at the end of treatment (16/23 

(70%) from the placebo group; 6/21 (29%) for stress management; 7/23 (30%) for 

contingency management and 4/23 (17%) on medical treatment), i.e. 48% drop-out overall  

• Lynch (1989) reported 6/27 missing data (22%; not stated from which group) and dropouts 

were replaced to achieve 21 patients in all.  

• Drop-out was unclear in the remaining study (Bergeron 1983).   

 

Of the five studies that reported longer term follow-up:  

• Boyce (2003) reported that 52/105 patients were followed-up at one year (50% missing 

data)  

• Fernandez (1998) had 53% missing data at 12 months 

• Kennedy (2005) reported 28% and 36% loss to follow up in the CBT+ mebeverine and 

mebeverine groups respectively at 3 months; 26% and 24% at 6 months, and 27% and 25% 

at 12 months for the primary outcome (IBS symptom score) 

• Corney (1991) appeared to lose one patient to follow-up at 9 months 

• Vollmer (1998) had 45% loss to follow up at 3 months. 
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Overall, we regarded the comparisons with placebo in Fernandez (1998) as having high 

potential for bias and these were not included in the analysis. The other comparisons in 

Fernandez (1998), Blanchard (1993), Boyce (2003) and Lynch (1989) were treated with caution, 

especially the relaxation arm of the Boyce study. Sensitivity analyses were carried out as 

appropriate. We also noted that Drossman (2003) had a population in which only 78% of 

patients had IBS. This study was similarly treated with caution. At follow-up, Fernandez (1998), 

Boyce (2003) and Vollmer (1998) were treated as having high potential for bias, and Kennedy 

(2005) had some potential for bias. 

 

RESULTS 
A. CBT versus waiting list control group, placebo or symptom monitoring only; and CBT 
+ IBS medication versus IBS medication alone 

There were nine studies included in the analysis that compared CBT with a waiting list control 

group; symptom monitoring only, or; placebo condition in patients with IBS (Blanchard 1993; 

Drossman 2003; Fernandez 1998; Gong 2002; Greene 1994; Lynch 1989; Payne 1995; 

Tkachuk 2003; Vollmer 1998). Two studies compared the combination of IBS medication and 

CBT with IBS medication alone (Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Kennedy 2005). Heymann-

Monnikes (2000) compared CBT plus optimised medical treatment versus optimised medical 

treatment alone. Kennedy (2005) investigated the addition of CBT to mebeverine in each arm.  

 
1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with global improvement of symptoms  
Eight studies with 217 patients compared CBT with symptom monitoring; no treatment, or; 

attention control (Blanchard 1993; Fernandez 1998; Gong 2002; Greene 1994; Lynch 1989; 

Payne 1995; Tkachuk 2003; Vollmer 1998 [individual and group CBT interventions]) for the 

outcome of global improvement in terms of the number of patients improved at the end of 

treatment. For this outcome measure the two CBT groups were combined in the Vollmer 

(1998) study. 

 

Figure 1 
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The relative risk analysis (Figure 1) showed significant heterogeneity (I2=80%, p<0.0001), 

attributable to Gong (2002). This was a larger study in which nearly all the patients improved 

with CBT and many with no treatment. A sensitivity analysis of the relative risk without Gong 

(2002), gave no heterogeneity (I2=0%, p=0.99) and the result was statistically and clinically 

significant (Figure 2). It was not clear why Gong (2002) should be so different, however, we 

noted that, whilst the majority of studies had patients with a psychiatric diagnosis or treatment, 

the exception was Gong (2002) (not stated). In addition, Gong (2002) was an abstract and all 

patients received selective GI calcium antagonists; the comparator was no treatment. 

 

The RR was 6.82 (95%CI 2.87, 16.18), for the meta-analysis of 6 studies in 146 patients. This 

corresponded to a number needed to treat (NNT) of 3 (95%CI 2, 3), for a baseline risk of 0 to 

10%. 

 

Figure 2 

 
 

Due to the high drop-out rates, a further sensitivity analysis was conducted excluding data 

from Blanchard (1993) and Lynch (1989). This made a slight difference (Figure 3) and 

therefore this figure was reported in the GRADE tables and used in the health economic 

modelling. This gave an NNT of 3 (95%CI 2, 4) for a control group risk of 7 to 10%. 

 

Figure 3 

 
 

One study (Fernandez 1998) reported global improvement in terms of the number of patients 

improved at 1 year follow-up. This was likely to be flawed because of the high drop-out rate for 

the no treatment group and is not reported here.  



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 418 of 554 

b) Global symptom improvement score (CPSR) 
Four studies (Blanchard 1993; Greene 1994; Payne 1995; Vollmer 1998) reported outcomes 

in terms of a global IBS change score, the 'Composite Primary Symptom Reduction (CPSR) 

score’ (including measurements of pain, tenderness, diarrhoea, constipation). The scale 

ranged from -1 to +1, so for example -0.66 represented a 66% improvement from baseline; 

0.04 represented a 4% worsening.  There was a statistically significant difference in symptom 

score of: -0.57 (95%CI -0.73, -0.42), which is clinically significant.  

 

Figure 4 

 
 

c) Global symptom score (scale: high is good) 
One large study included a global IBS score based on 'satisfaction, global wellbeing, diary 

pain scores, and health related quality of life’ (Drossman 2003).  For this study, CBT was 

significantly better than attention control, MD 0.09 (95%CI 0.04, 0.14), but was not significantly 

different from the no treatment placebo for desipramine; MD 0.04 (95%CI -0.01, 0.09). 

However, the range for the composite scale was unclear, so the clinical significance could not 

be assessed. 

  

Figure 5 

 
 

d) Global change in symptom score 
Heymann-Monnikes (2000) also reported the change in overall wellbeing compared to pre-

treatment on a visual analogue scale ranging from: 1=very much better, to; 7=very much 

worse, with; 4 indicating no change. This was a statistically significant improvement for the 

CBT + medical treatment compared with medical treatment alone. 
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Figure 6 

 
 
e) Global symptom score (scale: high = severe) 
Another study (Lynch 1989) described an IBS score in terms of 'pain, discomfort, diarrhoea, 

and constipation, each rated 0 (no symptoms) to 6 (very severe symptoms)’. The treated 

patients had a reduction of 2.16 points compared with 0.36 points in the waiting list group (no 

SDs reported, p<0.05).  

 

A further study (Greene 1994) of CBT versus symptom monitoring reported an IBS score 

based on 7 symptoms daily for 2 weeks each scored 0 to 4 (severe). The Heymann-Monnikes 

(2000) comparison of CBT+ medical treatment vs medical treatment alone reported a global 

symptom score derived from 20 items scored over 14 days. Kennedy (2005) reported the 

global IBS symptom score for patients receiving CBT plus mebeverine versus mebeverine 

alone. On the scale used, a score of <75 represented normal; 75-174 mild symptoms; 175-

299 moderate symptoms and 300-500 severe symptoms.   

 

Meta-analysis of these studies using the standardised mean difference showed a statistically 

significantly lower (better) global symptom scores for CBT compared with placebo. 

 

Figure 7 

 
 

For the specific comparison of CBT plus mebeverine versus mebeverine alone, there was a 

statistically significant improvement; mean difference: -71 (95%CI -107, -35) on a scale of 0 to 

500. 
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Follow-up in global symptom scores 
Kennedy (2005) (CBT + mebeverine versus mebeverine alone) also reported this outcome at 

follow-up at 13; 26, and; 52 weeks. At 13 weeks there was a statistically significant difference 

in favour of CBT + mebeverine; MD: -82 (95%CI -123, -42); at 26 weeks there was a 

borderline significant difference between interventions; MD: -40 (95%CI -80, 0.4; p=0.05), and 

there was no significant effect at 52 weeks; MD: -26 (95%CI -66, 15). The data were extracted 

from a graph, but the latter two results do not agree with the ‘estimated treatment effects’ (-14 

and 3 respectively) reported in table 10 of the paper. There was close agreement between the 

graph and the table for the effect size at the end of treatment and fairly close agreement at 13 

weeks (table: -68 and -71 respectively). We have used the results from the graph because the 

table was said to be ‘estimated’. 

 

Figure 8 

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Seven studies (Blanchard 1993; Drossman 2003; Fernandez 1998; Greene 1994; Lynch 1989; 

Tkachuk 2003; Vollmer 1998) reported pain score outcomes. However, different pain scoring 

scales were used: Blanchard (1993): 0-4 scale daily added up over 4 weeks; Drossman (2003) 

used the McGill pain score (items scored 0-3, averaged, and added over 2 weeks); Fernandez 

(1998): 0 to 4 scale daily added up over 1 week; Greene (1994): 0 to 4 scale daily added up 

over 4 weeks; Lynch (1989) used a score ranging from 0 to 6; Tkachuk (2003) and Vollmer 

(1998) used a score ranging from 0 to 4 daily. In all cases, the maximum of the scale 

corresponded to severe pain. 

  

The studies were combined in a meta-analysis (omitting Fernandez (1998) due to high drop-

out rates) using standardised mean differences. There was no significant difference between 

CBT and control for pain score. 
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Figure 9 

 
 

b) Bloating 
Bloating was reported by Greene (1994) on a 0-4 daily scale added up over 4 weeks, i.e. 

maximum 112; Lynch (1989) on a 0-6 scale; Tkachuk (2003) on a 0-4 scale daily, and; 

Vollmer (1998) (group and individual CBT; on a 0-4 scale daily). In each case, the maximum 

of the scale corresponded to severe bloating. The studies were combined using standardised 

mean differences. 

 

Figure 10 

  
 

There was no significant difference between interventions in the bloating score. 

 

c) Bowel habits 
Ratings of constipation and diarrhoea were reported by Greene (1994) on a 0-4 scale daily 

added up over 4 weeks, i.e. maximum 112, and; Lynch (1989) on a 0-6 scale. In each case, 

the maximum of the scale corresponded to severe symptoms. 

 

Both studies reported mean scores at baseline and after the intervention period. However, 

Lynch (1989) did not report standard deviations and was not analysed further.  

 

In Greene (1994), baseline constipation scores were 10.3 (SD 7.7) in the CBT group 

compared with 8.8 (SD 14.2) in the placebo group. Baseline diarrhoea scores were 13.9 (SD 

7.6) compared with 10.7 (SD 10.4). These are not significant differences.  
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Final scores at eight weeks showed a fairly small, statistically significant difference in the 

diarrhoea score (Figure 11). There was no significant difference in the constipation score. 

 

Figure 11 

 
 

3. Adverse events 
These were not reported in any of the studies.  

 
4. Quality of life 
The IBS-QOL scale (maximum 84; high is good) was used to report outcomes in Drossman 

(2003), whilst a scale of ‘disruption of daily life’ was used in Lynch (1989), although no 

standard deviations were reported.  

 

In Drossman (2003), there was a small statistically significant difference between CBT and no 

treatment on the IBS QoL scale. There was no significant difference between CBT and 

attention control. 

 

Figure 12 

 
 

Kennedy (2005) (CBT+mebeverine versus mebeverine alone) also reported on a global ‘Work 

and social adjustment score’ (handicap in work, home, leisure and relationships; 0=not 

affected; 8=severely affected for each area; maximum total 40). This outcome was also 
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reported at 26 and 52 weeks follow-up. There was a statistically significant improvement in 

this score that was maintained over the 52 weeks of follow-up. The difference was fairly small 

though: MD at 6 weeks -4.70 (95%CI -7.43, -1.97) on a scale of 0 to 40. 

 

Figure 13 

 
 

Heymann-Monnikes (2000) (CBT + medical treatment versus medical treatment) reported 

scores on the GI quality of life instrument (scale maximum 144; high is good). There was a 

statistically and clinically significant improvement in quality of life for the CBT group. 

 

Figure 14 

 

 
5. Number of patients withdrawing from study 
Blanchard (1993) and Fernandez (1998) reported withdrawals from the study. 

 

Figure 15 
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6. Mental health outcomes 
Five studies (Greene 1994; Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Lynch 1989; Payne 1995; Tkachuk 

2003) reported Beck depression inventory scores.  

 

a) Beck depression inventory score 
There was a statistically significant improvement in Beck Depression scores (scale maximum 

63; high=bad), favouring CBT; WMD -4.68 (95%CI -6.79, -2.57), but the difference was fairly 

small. There was no heterogeneity between studies (I2=0%, p=0.82). 

 

Figure 16 

 
 
b) Overall anxiety and psychological distress: State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI). 

Four studies (Greene 1994; Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Payne 1995; Tkachuk 2003) reported 

anxiety using the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (scale range 20-80; high = bad). There 

was no significant difference between CBT and control. 

 

Figure 17 

  
 

c) Psychological distress (HADS) 
Kennedy (2005) (CBT plus mebeverine versus mebeverine) reported the HADS score (range 

0 to 56; high=bad) at the end of treatment (6 weeks) and at follow-up at 26 and 52 weeks. 
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There was a small statistically significant difference favouring CBT which was maintained over 

52 weeks; MD at 6 weeks: -2.80 (95%CI -5.31, -0.29). 

 

Figure 18 

 
 

d) SF-36 mental health composite 
One study (Tkachuk 2003) reported the SF-36 mental health composite score (maximum 100, 

high = bad). There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 19 

 
 

e) Dysfunctional cognitions score 
One study (Tkachuk 2003) reported dysfunctional cognitions (scale 25-175; high=bad). This 

study showed a statistically significant improvement for the CBT patients compared with 

waiting list control with symptom monitoring. We noted that this study had the majority of 

patients with an Axis I diagnosis. 

 
Figure 20 
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B. CBT type 1 versus type 2 (e.g. stress management versus contingency management) 
Boyce (2003) compared CBT with relaxation. Fernandez (1998) compared stress 

management with contingency management. Payne (1995) compared CBT with self-help 

groups.  
 

B1. CBT versus relaxation  
1. Global symptoms 

Boyce (2003) reported Global IBS symptom score (symptom severity on a 0 to 48 scale) at the 

end of treatment (8 weeks) and at follow-up at 26 and 52 weeks. There was no significant 

difference between interventions at any time. We noted that there were large numbers of drop-

outs, especially in the relaxation arm. 

 
Figure 21 

 
 
2. Mental health outcomes 
Boyce (2003) reported the HADS score (0-56; high=bad) at the end of treatment (8 weeks) 

and at follow-up at 26 and 52 weeks. There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 

 
Figure 22 
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B2. Stress management versus contingency management 
1. Global symptoms 

Fernandez (1998) found that 8/15 of the stress management group and 14/16 of the 

contingency management group improved at the end of treatment (10 weeks). This study also 

reported global improvement in terms of the number of patients improved at 1 year follow-up: 

8 of the 13 remaining patients in the stress management group versus 7 of 11 patients in the 

contingency management group. At both durations the confidence intervals were fairly wide 

and there was no statistically significant difference between interventions, however, at the end 

of treatment stress management was favoured. 

 

Figure 23 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Fernandez (1998) reported mean pain scores on a scale of 0 to 4 (scores totalled for 1 week). 

There was no significant difference between interventions. No other individual symptoms were 

reported.  

 

Figure 24 

 
 

3. Number of patients withdrawing from study 
Fernandez (1998) reported 6/21 patients withdrawing from the stress management group 

compared with 7/23 for contingency management. 

 
 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 428 of 554 

B3. CBT versus self help groups  
1. Global symptoms 

At the end of treatment (8 weeks), Payne (1995) reported that 9/12 CBT patients and 3/12 

self-help group patients were improved after treatment. At follow-up (12 weeks) 10/12 CBT 

patients and 2/11 self-help group patients were improved. At both times there was a 

statistically significantly better result for the CBT group, but confidence intervals were wide. 

 

Figure 25 

 
 

2. Mental health outcomes 
a) Beck Depression Inventory  
Payne (1995) reported Beck Depression Inventory scores (scale maximum 63; high=bad) at 

the end of treatment (8 weeks) and at follow-up at 12 weeks. There was no significant 

difference at either time. 

 
Figure 26 

 
 

b) Overall anxiety and psychological distress: State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) 
Payne (1995) reported STAI scores (20 to 80; high = bad) at the end of treatment (8 weeks) 

and at follow-up at 12 weeks. There was no significant difference between interventions. 
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Figure 27 

 
 

C. CBT individual versus group 
One study (Vollmer 1998) compared CBT on an individual basis with CBT on a group basis. 

Outcomes reported were global improvement in symptoms (mean score); global improvement 

in symptoms (number of patients); pain score, and; bloating score (0=not a problem; 

4=debilitating symptoms). 

 

1. Global outcomes 
a) Global improvement in symptoms score 
Vollmer (1998) reported the mean global improvement in symptoms score (CPSR; scale -1 to 

+1) for CBT group patients compared with individual CBT at the end of treatment. There was 

no significant difference between intervention, but the confidence interval was fairly wide, 

leading to uncertainty. No standard deviations were given for the follow-up scores.  

 
Figure 28 

 
 

b) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) 
Vollmer (1998) reported 7/11 patients improved with group CBT compared with 6/11 for 

individual CBT. There was no significant difference between intervention, but the confidence 

interval was fairly wide, leading to uncertainty. 
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Figure 29 

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
The mean pain score (scale 0 to 4) showed no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 30 

 
 

b) Bloating 
The mean bloating score showed no significant difference between CBT group therapy and 

individual therapy, although individual therapy was favoured. 

 

Figure 31 

 
 

D. CBT versus medical therapy 
Boyce (2003) compared CBT or relaxation with routine medical care. Corney (1991) compared 

behavioural psychotherapy (nurse behaviour therapist 6-15 one-hour sessions) with 

‘conventional medical treatment’. Fernandez (1998) compared stress management or 

contingency management with ‘conventional medical treatment’. 

 

1. Global outcomes 
a) Number of patients with improvement in global symptoms 
One study (Fernandez 1998) reported the number of patients improved. Meta-analysis 

showed a statistically significant improvement for CBT compared with medical treatment, but 
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the confidence intervals were wide. At 52 week follow-up there were too many withdrawals for 

this to be reliable. 
 
Figure 32 

 

 

b) Global symptom score 
Boyce (2003) (CBT or relaxation versus medical care) reported Global IBS symptom score 

(symptom severity on a 0 to 48 scale) in 66 patients at the end of treatment (8 weeks) and at 

follow-up at 26 and 52 weeks. At 8 weeks, there was no significant difference between 

interventions, although we noted that the drop-out rates were fairly high, especially for the 

relaxation arm of the study. 

 
Figure 33 

 
 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Corney (1991), in 42 patients, reported pain on a visual analogue scale (VAS) (the scale was 

unclear, but may be 0 to 8 scale in 3 dimensions) at the end of treatment (16 weeks) and at 

follow-up (40 weeks). There was no significant difference between interventions at either time, 

but the confidence intervals were fairly wide. 
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Figure 34 

 
 

Fernandez (1998), in 50 patients, reported a pain score rated 0 (not a problem) to 4 

(debilitating). There were significant differences between both active treatment groups and the 

medical treatment control group (p<0.001 for the contingency management group and 

p<0.022 for the stress management group). We noted that around 30% of each CBT group 

was missing data and 26% of the control group.  

 

We combined these studies in a meta-analysis using standardised mean differences and 

found significant heterogeneity (I2=79%, p=0.009). The source of heterogeneity was not clear, 

although one difference is that the CBT intervention in Corney (1991) was behavioural 

psychotherapy. 

 

Figure 35 

 
 

b) Bowel habits  
Corney (1991) reported constipation and diarrhoea on a visual analogue scale (VAS) at end of 

treatment (16 weeks) and at follow-up (40 weeks). The scale was unclear. There was no 

significant difference between interventions, although the confidence interval may have been 

wide. 
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Figure 36 

 
 

For diarrhoea scores there was no significant difference, but the confidence interval was 

probably wide, depending on the scale. 

 

Figure 37 

 
 

c) Number of patients withdrawing from study 
Fernandez (1998) reported 6/21 withdrawals from the stress management group, 7/23 from 

the contingency management group and 4/23 from the medical treatment group. 

 

d) Mental health outcomes 
Boyce (2003) (CBT versus medical care) reported the psychological distress on the HADS 

scale (0-56, high is bad) at the end of treatment (8 weeks) and at follow-up at 26 and 52 

weeks. At 8 weeks, there was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 38 
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Corney (1991) reported psychological distress at 9 months follow up using the Clinical 

Interview Schedule (0-48, high=bad). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 

 

Figure 39 

 
 

ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR CBT 
One relevant health economic analysis was identified on the cost-effectiveness of CBT in the 

management of IBS. Kennedy (2006) was a trial based economic evaluation conducted in the 

UK, which recruited patients from primary care with IBS symptoms of moderate or greater 

severity following 2 weeks of GP care and 4 weeks of mebeverine. Patients were randomised to 

receive either CBT plus mebeverine or mebeverine alone. CBT consisted of six 50-minute 

sessions delivered by face-to-face contact with a trained nurse. The primary effectiveness 

measure was global IBS symptom score. Direct and indirect costs were measured and cost-

effectiveness acceptability curves were used to describe the probability that CBT plus 

mebeverine would be more cost-effective than mebeverine alone for various willingness to pay 

thresholds for a 10 unit change in global IBS symptom score. 

 

The addition of CBT produced significantly better global IBS symptom scores at 3 months but 

the effect had diminished and was no longer significant after 6 and 12 months of follow-up. 

Similar results were observed in the secondary effectiveness measures and further details of the 

clinical outcomes have been given in the clinical effectiveness review. The mean intervention 

cost of CBT was £308 per patient. The addition of CBT did not reduce service costs at 3, 6 or 12 

months. It is unclear whether service costs included intervention costs but given that the mean 

service costs at 3 months were less than £308 in both arms it is likely that they excluded the 

intervention cost. The CEACs presented show that CBT has a low probability (<25%) of being 

cost-effective when willingness to pay thresholds for a 10 unit change in global IBS symptom 

score are below £100. As this study did not provide an estimate of the cost per QALY for the 

addition of CBT to antispasmodic therapy, it was not particularly useful in determining whether 

recommending CBT for use in the NHS would result in the efficient use of NHS resources. 

 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR CBT 
This section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of CBT as a one-off intervention in the management of IBS. The general methods used 

in the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail in Chapter 5 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 435 of 554 

and the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are described 

below.  

 

• The effectiveness of CBT in addition to usual care compared to usual care alone in people 

with refractory IBS was based on the number of patients with an improvement in global 

symptoms (at the end of treatment) for CBT vs no treatment, symptom monitoring or 

attention control. (RR 6.11 (95%CI 2.33, 16.07) for baseline rate of 9%, from Figure 3 of 

CBT review).  

• We assumed that the response rate for CBT fell by 55% over the first 6 months and that 

there was no significant difference between CBT and usual care by the end of 12 months. 

This assumption was based on follow-up data for global symptom score from the study by 

Kennedy (2005). The mean difference, after adjustment for baseline difference, was used to 

scale the response rate after the end of treatment.  

• The evidence included in the clinical effectiveness review did not allow a subtype specific 

estimate of clinical effectiveness to be estimated. Therefore it was assumed that CBT is 

equally effective in all IBS subtypes.  

• CBT was assumed to be given over 12 weeks with alternative durations of 6 and 8 weeks 

considered in a sensitivity analyses, in which the costs are assumed to remain constant, but 

the effect is achieved over a shorter intervention period (i.e. the same number of sessions 

given at the same cost over a shorter time-frame). 

• A 15 month time-frame was used so that the cost-effectiveness could be compared to 

against other psychological interventions for which there was 15 month efficacy data. 
 

Modelled response rates 
In the basecase scenario the response rate of 25% in the no treatment arm was taken from the 

mean placebo arm response rate from the behavioural therapy trials. This represents the group 

of patients whose symptoms improve without any specific intervention. The RR for an 

improvement in global symptoms for CBT vs no treatment at the end of treatment is 6.11; 

therefore the modelled response rate in the intervention arm is 100% at the end of treatment (12 

weeks). As shown in Figure 40, the response rate in the CBT arm decreases to 59% by 6 

months and 25% by one year, based on the assumptions regarding fall-off in effectiveness 

described above. 

 

We have also considered a maintained benefits scenario in which the response to CBT was 

assumed to be maintained for the one year after the end of treatment but we assumed no further 

benefit beyond that point.  

 

The cost of CBT was calculated using the mean number and duration of sessions from the 

studies used to calculate the RR, giving a mean duration of 6.6 hours of CBT (excluding Payne 

(1995) which did not provide sufficient information). To this we applied the unit cost for face-to-



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 436 of 554 

face time with a Cognitive Behavioural Therapist of £57 per hour (PSSRU 2006), which gave a 

total mean cost of £375 (95%CI £167 - £582).  

 

The study by Kennedy (2005) found no significant difference in direct health care costs at 3, 6 or 

12 months for CBT plus mebeverine compared to mebeverine alone in patients with severe 

symptoms after 3 months of mebeverine. It is likely that significant reductions in resource use 

would only be observed in patients who are high service users at baseline and who then 

experience a reduction in symptoms as a result of therapy. It is likely that the population 

included in the Kennedy (2005) study were not high service users since they were recruited from 

primary care after a failure to respond to only one intervention. This is in contrast with the Creed 

(2003) study which recruited patients from secondary and tertiary gastroenterology clinics who 

had a median of 6 visits to the doctor in the past 6 months, median symptom duration of 8 years 

and a median of 30 days with pain in the past 30 days. If an indirect comparison is made 

between CBT and psychotherapy, the odds ratios at the end of treatment suggest that CBT is at 

least as effective as the psychotherapy delivered in the Creed (2003) study (CBT compared to 

usual care OR=13.54, 95%CI 4.12-44.48, and psychotherapy vs usual care OR=2.44, 95%CI 

1.28 – 4.67). It is therefore possible that similar reductions in resource use would be observed 

for CBT if the population were restricted to high service users. However, as there is no direct 

evidence for this we have excluded any reduced resource use for CBT in the basecase analysis. 

It was included in a sensitivity analysis by applying the reduction in resource use observed 

during the follow-up period of the Creed (2003) study for psychotherapy compared to usual care 

(£-4.08 per week, 95%CI-£8.11 to -£0.04) indirectly to CBT.  

 
Figure 40: Response rate in the basecase analysis 
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Table 2: Intervention specific parameters – CBT 

 
Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
intervention vs 
placebo (at end of 
treatment) 

6.11 (2.33 – 16.07) Meta-analysis of RCT 
evidence for 
improvement in global 
symptoms 

Fall-off in effect at 6 
months compared to 
end of treatment 

56% (47% to 66%) Kennedy (2005), global 
symptom score 

Fall-off in effect at 12 
months compared to 
end of treatment 

100% (Fixed) Kennedy (2005), global 
symptom score 

CBT cost: equiv to 6.6 
hours per patient 

£375 (£167 - £582). 

 

Weighted mean duration 
across studies and unit 
cost from Netten (2006) 

 
 

CBT in addition to usual care for 100 patients with refractory IBS is estimated to gain an 

additional 2.24 QALYs for an additional cost of £37,460 compared to usual care alone under the 

basecase assumptions. The incremental cost per QALY is therefore £16,732. The probabilistic 

sensitivity analysis considers the uncertainty in this basecase estimate due to the uncertainty in 

the parameters used to estimate the cost-effectiveness. The CEAC in Figure 41 shows that 

given the parameter uncertainty, CBT in additional to usual care has a 55% probability of having 

a cost per QALY under £20,000 and a 79% probability of having a cost per QALY under 

£30,000, compared to usual care alone.  

 

Figure 41: CEAC for CBT in addition to usual care compared to usual care alone in 
patients with refractory IBS 
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When we assumed that CBT is given over 6 or 8 weeks but at the same cost as in the 

basecase, the cost per QALY was £15, 771 or £16,079 respectively as the QALY gain was 

marginally increased (2.38 for 6 weeks and 2.33 for 12 weeks, compared to 2.24 in the 
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basecase). However, it should be noted that in this sensitivity analysis it was assumed that the 

response rate in the placebo arm was also achieved over a shorter duration, so that the RR was 

applied at the end of the intervention period to the same baseline response rate of 25%. These 

results suggest that assuming a 12 week intervention period in the basecase may have slightly 

underestimated the cost-effectiveness of CBT but it didn’t significantly bias the cost per QALY 

estimate. 

 

The RR for an improvement in global symptoms for CBT has been applied to a 25% response 

rate in the comparator arm giving a 100% response rate at 12 weeks for CBT. However, in the 

CBT trials, the mean response rate in the control arm was 9%. The sensitivity analysis using this 

lower response rate in the comparator arm gave a cost per QALY of £27,129. As this sensitivity 

analysis significantly increased the cost per QALY estimate, the probabilistic sensitivity analysis 

was re-run using this lower response rate for the comparator arm. The mean cost per QALY 

from the 1000 samples was £25,940 and the cost per QALY had a 31% probability of being 

under £20,000 per QALY and a 48% probability of being under £30,000 per QALY.  

 

The threshold analysis on utility gain showed that the response to treatment would need to 

provide more than 0.059 QALYs per annum to give a cost per QALY of under £20,000 in the 

basecase analysis. When the utility gain associated with a response to treatment was increased 

to 0.135 (equivalent to the QALY gain expected for a complete remission of symptoms) the cost 

per QALY was significantly lower at £8,837. 

 

When we assumed no fall-off in response up to 52 weeks post-intervention the cost per QALY 

was £6,317. This estimate would be further reduced by any continued response beyond 52 

weeks. When we assumed that there was no significant difference between CBT and usual care 

from 6 months, the cost per QALY increased to £28,184. Whilst these two scenarios represent 

extreme possibilities for the estimated fall-off in response, they demonstrate that the cost-

effectiveness is sensitive to the rate of fall-off in response after the end of intervention. 

 

When we assumed that the reduction in resource use observed in the one year after 

psychotherapy from the Creed (2003) study could also be expected in patients receiving CBT, 

the incremental cost for CBT reduced to £11,342 and the cost per QALY reduced to £5,066.  
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Table 3: Sensitivity results for CBT in addition to usual care compared to usual care 
alone for 100 patients with refractory IBS (all subtypes)  

 
Scenario Usual care Behavioural intervention 

and usual care 
Incremental 

 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 
QALY 

Basecase £0 2.02 £37,460 4.26 £16,732
Intervention 
given over 6 
weeks £0 2.13 £37,460 4.50 £15,771
Intervention 
given over 8 
weeks £0 2.09 £37,460 4.42 £16,079
Lower 
response rate 
in comparator 
arm (9%) £0 0.72 £37,460 2.10 £27,129
No fall-off in 
effect for 1 
year £0 2.02 £37,460 7.95 £6,317
Effect falls off 
over first 6 
months £0 2.02 £37,460 3.35 £28,184
Resource use 
reduction from 
Creed (2003) 
study £0 2.02 £11,342 4.26 £5,066
High utility 
gain of 0.135 £0.00 3.83 £37,460 8.07 £8,837
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.059 and 0.060. 

 

Further analyses on the cost-effectiveness of CBT compared to other behavioural interventions 

are given in section 9.7. 
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EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 

For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 

 

1. There is good evidence to show a significant global improvement in symptoms for CBT 

when compared with no treatment/symptom monitoring, mainly in patients with psychiatric 

co-morbidities and refractory IBS. 

 

2. There is moderately good evidence to show a borderline global improvement in symptom 

score for CBT in addition to mebeverine compared with mebeverine alone, at 26 weeks 

follow up, but there is no significant difference at 52 weeks, in primary care patients with 

about 50% psychiatric co-morbidities and IBS that did not respond to three months 

treatment with mebeverine. 

 

3. There is moderately good evidence to show no significant difference in pain and bloating for 

CBT when compared with no treatment/symptom monitoring in patients, most of whom had 

psychiatric co-morbidities 

 

4. There is limited evidence to show no significant effect on constipation, but a small, 

significant improvement in diarrhoea for CBT when compared with no treatment/symptom 

monitoring in patients, most of whom had psychiatric co-morbidities 

 

5. There is weak evidence to show no significant difference in quality of life (IBS QoL) for CBT 

when compared with no treatment/symptom monitoring in patients with psychiatric co-

morbidities 

 

6. There is moderately good evidence to show a significant global improvement in symptom 

score when CBT is added to mebeverine when compared with mebeverine alone. 

 

 

HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
Evidence from a trial based economic evaluation showed that the addition of CBT  to 

antispasmodic therapy does not result in lower service costs at 3, 6 or 12 months in individuals 

with symptoms of moderate or greater severity after 2 weeks of GP care and 4 weeks of 

mebeverine. 

 

Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that the addition of CBT to usual care is cost-

effective in individual with refractory IBS The ICER is sensitive to the proportion of patients 

experiencing an improvement in global symptom score with usual care alone and the efficacy in 

the 9 months after intervention, although none of the sensitivity analyses generated ICERs 
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above £30,000 per QALY. A threshold analysis showed that an improvement in global 

symptoms must result in a utility gain of at least 0.06 for the cost per QALY to remain below 

£20,000.  

 
GDG DISCUSSION 
The majority of people in the randomised trials had psychiatric co-morbidities and it is the view 

of the GDG that these could have skewed data when seeking to apply trial findings to the IBS 

population as a whole.  

 

Generally, CBT has a positive benefit in improving global symptom scores for people with IBS in 

the trials. Meta-analysis demonstrates the benefit of CBT in producing an initial big treatment 

effect. The GDG view is that people with IBS are likely to feel that they are coping better with 

their symptoms, whilst recognising the potential for a treatment tail off.  Even though there is 

some evidence that there is sustainable treatment effect, tail-off is usually addressed by a top up 

session.   

 

CBT has not generally been used as a first line therapy for the management of IBS, but the 

GDG agreed that this needs to be investigated further. The GDG therefore decided to include 

CBT in one of its top five research recommendations. 
 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The evidence to recommendation statement for psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy is 

detailed in section 9.8.  

 

The combined guideline recommendation for psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy is also 

stated in section 9.8. 

 
9.6 Hypnotherapy 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, except that 

crossover studies were excluded as inappropriate due to the carry-over effect of the 

hypnotherapy interventions. 

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Hypnotherapy versus waiting list control, or symptom monitoring only 

• Hypnotherapy versus usual medical care 

• Hypnotherapy individual versus hypnotherapy group  

• Hypnotherapy versus another intervention (e.g. psychotherapy or relaxation).  
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SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

PSYCINFO database was searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in Appendix 

B. 

 
The titles and abstracts from the search strategy were assessed. Nineteen were identified to be 

potentially relevant to the review and these papers were retrieved in full. The reference lists of 

the retrieved studies were inspected for further potential papers, but none were identified. The 

13 excluded studies are listed in Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion.  

 

Study Design 
Six parallel group design randomised trials were included (Forbes 2000; Galovski 1998; Harvey 

1989; Palsson 2002; Roberts 2006; Whorwell 1984). Further details are given in the included 

studies table.  

 

Four of the studies were carried out in the UK (Forbes 2000; Harvey 1989; Roberts 2006; 

Whorwell 1984). The remaining studies were carried out in the USA (Galovski 1998; Palsson 

2002). Trials lasted between 6 and 12 weeks. One study was conducted among patients 

recruited from primary care (Roberts 2006); the others were in secondary care.  

 

The total number of patients in the studies ranged from 12 to 81. Only two studies included more 

than 25 patients in a treatment arm (Forbes 2000; Roberts 2006). Forbes included 25 and 27 

patients in the two treatment arms respectively. In Roberts (2006) a power calculation was done, 

which suggested that 50 patients per group would be needed; however, the study only recruited 

40 patients in one arm and 41 patients in the other, so it was underpowered. On the basis of this 

power calculation, it is likely that all the studies are underpowered. 

 
Population 
All the studies included only patients with IBS. None of the studies reported the number of 

patients with bloating or whether the symptoms were post-infective, and it was unclear if the 

patients had pain at baseline. The mean age of patients was around 40 years, with those aged 

between 18 and 65 years included. All the studies included more women than men.  

 

IBS was stated, or implied, to be refractory all of the studies. The patients in Forbes (2000) had 

had IBS for more than six months and the inclusion criteria required that they had failed on 

conventional treatments, with the exception of antidepressants. Palsson (2002) stated that the 

patients all had symptoms refractory to standard medical management. Galovski (1998) had 

patients with a mean duration of IBS symptoms of six years (range 0.5 to 17years). Harvey 

(1989) did not report the duration of symptoms, but stated that the patients had refractory IBS. 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 443 of 554 

Roberts (2006) included primary care patients with IBS for more than six weeks, who were said 

to have failed conventional management. Whorwell (1984) included patients with severe 

refractory IBS who had not responded to any therapy over at least one year (the mean number 

of therapies previously tried per patient was six). 

 

The patients in Forbes (2000) and Roberts (2006) were allowed to continue pre-existing therapy 

for IBS, including antispasmodics and antidepressants; those in Palsson (2002) discontinued 

their IBS medication. Continued medication use was not stated in Galovski (1998), Harvey 

(1989), or Whorwell (1984). 

 

In Galovski (1998), 67% of patients had an Axis I diagnosis; one patient with bipolar disorder 

with a current manic state was excluded. Forbes (2000) stated that 19/52 (37%) of patients were 

considered to be psychiatric cases according to the GHQ. Harvey (1989) reported that 8/22 

(36%) had psychological problems (GHQ≥5). Patients requiring psychotropic medications were 

excluded from Palsson (2002). Psychiatric co-morbidities were not stated in the other two 

studies (Roberts 2006; Whorwell 1984). 

 
Interventions 
The hypnotherapy interventions were all ‘gut-directed hypnotherapy’ based on the methods 

described by Whorwell in 1984. All the trials assessed individual therapy; in one trial the 

comparator was group hypnotherapy (Harvey 1989). The studies varied in how hypnotherapy 

was delivered: Roberts (2006) had 5 weekly half-hour sessions and follow-up data were 

available at 3, 6 and 12 months (not end of therapy). Harvey (1989) had four 40-minute sessions 

over 7 weeks; Palsson (2002) had seven 45-minute sessions over 12 weeks; Forbes (2000) had 

six 30-minute sessions over 12 weeks, and; Whorwell (1984) had seven 30-minute sessions 

over 3 months. 

 

Hypnotherapy was compared with relaxation training, psychotherapy, symptom monitoring, 

waiting list control, and usual care. In one trial (Harvey 1989), hypnotherapy in groups was 

compared with individual therapy. In the Whorwell (1984) trial, hypnotherapy was compared with 

‘psychotherapy’, but author communication described this as ‘supportive listening’, more akin to 

attention control than psychotherapy. In Roberts (2006), IBS medication was continued in both 

groups, so that their comparison, hypnotherapy versus usual management, was, in reality, 

hypnotherapy versus no treatment. It was agreed to combine the comparators, waiting list 

control, attention control, symptom monitoring and no treatment / usual care.  

 

The following comparisons were included: 

• Hypnotherapy versus: a waiting list control group; attention control; symptom monitoring 

only, or; usual care (four studies: Galovski (1998); Palsson (2002); Roberts (2006); 

Whorwell (1984)): 
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o Hypnotherapy versus waiting list control (Palsson 2002)  

o Hypnotherapy versus symptom monitoring (Galovski 1998) 

o Hypnotherapy versus usual management (conventional medication in primary care) 

(Roberts 2006) 

o Hypnotherapy versus attention control + placebo tablet (both therapies delivered by 

same therapist) (Whorwell 1984); 

• Group hypnotherapy versus individual hypnotherapy:  

o Harvey (1989); 

• Hypnotherapy versus another intervention:  

o Hypnotherapy versus audiotape on relaxation (tape produced by same therapist) 

(Forbes 2000). 

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
The results of the quality assessment for included trials are shown in Appendix D.  

 

One study (Forbes 2000) reported an adequate method of randomisation (computer-generated 

random numbers); the other studies did not state the method. Allocation concealment was 

partially adequate in one study (Roberts 2006, sealed envelopes); the other studies were 

unclear. The patients were not blinded (because of the type of intervention). However, the GDG 

did not consider this to be important for the behavioural interventions. One study (Roberts 2006) 

described an a-priori power calculation, but did not meet the required number of patients during 

recruitment.  

 

The comparability of groups at baseline varied amongst the studies: 

• Two studies demonstrated baseline comparability of the groups (Forbes 2000; Galovski 

1998) 

• Two were mainly comparable:  

o Roberts (2006) reported that there were more males in the intervention group (8/40 

versus 4/41); and there were some differences in baseline quality of life scores (on 

three of eight subscales, p value not given)  

o Whorwell (1984) reported that bowel habit was more severely disordered in patients 

receiving hypnotherapy than in control patients (intervention group baseline score 

17.2 versus controls 12.8; where abnormality of bowel habit was scored 0=none, 

1=mild, 2=moderate or 3=severe, and scores totalled over 7 days, i.e. scale from 0 to 

21, p=0.005 for baseline difference); 

• Two did not state the comparability for the randomised population (Harvey 1989; Palsson 

2002).  

o However, Palsson (2002) gave baseline pain and bloating scores and the proportion 

of hard/loose stools only for completers, and these were not comparable across 
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groups (more severe pain and bloating and lower proportion of hard/loose stools for 

the intervention group).   

 

All the patients were followed up in two studies (Galovski 1998; Whorwell 1984). There were 

20% or fewer drop-outs overall in two studies (Harvey 1989; Forbes 2000). In Harvey (1989), 3 

out of 36 [8%] were missing and Forbes (2000) had 7/52 missing data for symptom diaries, but 

only 25/52 (48%) complied with the follow up for psychological outcomes. One study (Palsson 

2002) had more than 20% missing data in the control group: the 6 drop-outs in the study were 

all from the control group (i.e. 40% drop-out in this group), however, the study stated that the 

drop outs were related to non-treatment related causes such as relocation, scheduling 

difficulties and unrelated medical problems. Nevertheless we regarded this study with caution 

because this unequal drop-out could still have introduced a bias. In the other study (Roberts 

2006), data were missing for 18% of patients at 3 months; 17% at 6 months and 35% at 12 

month follow-up. However, the study stated that analysis indicated that the missing data were 

‘missing completely at random’, so that the results for the missing data would not be significantly 

different from those that completed the study. 

 

Overall, there is a risk of bias in the Palsson (2002) study for the pain and bloating outcomes, 

and the uneven drop-out rates between the groups should be taken into consideration (40% 

drop-out among controls versus none from the intervention group) and the differences at 

baseline. Forbes (2000) was considered at high risk for the psychological outcomes. The 

Roberts (2006) 12 month follow-up data should be regarded with caution, also due to the fairly 

high drop-out rate (35%). The difference in baseline for bowel habit should be taken into 

consideration in the Whorwell (1984) study.  

 

RESULTS 
A. Hypnotherapy versus waiting list control group, attention control, symptom 
monitoring only or usual management  

Four studies compared hypnotherapy with a waiting list control group; attention control; 

symptom monitoring only, or; usual management in patients with IBS (Galovski 1998; Palsson 

2002; Roberts 2006; Whorwell 1984).  

 
1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of patients with global improvement in symptoms 

This outcome was reported by Galovski 1998 at 6 weeks for hypnotherapy versus symptom 

monitoring in 11 patients. 
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Figure 1 

 
 

The confidence interval was too wide to determine if there is an effect (but see next section for 

further evidence on global improvement of symptoms – number of patients).  

 

b) Global improvement of symptoms score 
The Whorwell (1984) study in 30 patients reported the overall improvement of symptoms and 

general wellbeing, scored weekly on a scale of 0 to 3 (where 0 is no improvement and 3 is 

maximum improvement). From a baseline score of 0 in both groups, patients in the 

hypnotherapy group increased to a mean weekly value of 2.95 and those in the psychotherapy 

group increased to 0.52, i.e. a difference of 2.43. This was reported to be statistically 

significant (p<0.0001), i.e. a large effect. 

 

Chinn (2000) introduced a statistical approach that re-expresses standardised mean 

differences as odds ratios, according to the following simple formula:  

 

log OR = (π/√3) SMD 

 

The standard error of the standardised mean difference can be converted to the standard 

error of the log odds ratio by multiplying by π/√3 = 1.8140. We carried out this procedure for 

Whorwell (1984) in order to combine the data with those of Galovski (1998). This involved 

calculation of the standard error from the p value, conversion of the mean difference to 

standardised mean difference by dividing both MD and standard error by the standard 

deviation and then converting to log OR. 

 

Meta-analysis of the two studies, in 41 patients, gave a pooled odds ratio of 3.85 (95%CI 2.03, 

7.29), with non-significant heterogeneity (I2=45%, p=0.16). This was statistically significant, in 

favour of hypnotherapy. 
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Figure 2: Meta-analysis for global improvement of symptoms (number of patients) 

 
 

Galovski (1998) reported the global improvement of IBS symptoms at six weeks in 11 patients 

using the Composite Primary Symptom Reduction (CPSR) score; CPSR represents the 

proportional reduction in the score from baseline; scale -1 to +1. The confidence interval was 

too wide to determine if there was a difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 3 

 
 

c) Global symptom score 
The change over baseline in global symptom score was reported by Roberts (2006) at 12 

weeks (about 7 weeks after the end of treatment) for hypnotherapy versus usual IBS care in 

81primary care, refractory patients and at 26 and 52 weeks follow-up. 26 week standard 

deviations were not given, although the means were, and we noted that there was 35% 

missing data at 52 weeks (although the authors showed this to be missing-at-random, which 

made the results more acceptable). There was a statistically significant improvement in 

symptom score at 12 weeks, favouring hypnotherapy. The scale was not given, but reference 

was made to a questionnaire using 22 items each rated at 1-7 (7=high) (Wiklund 2003). This 

would have meant a maximum score of 154, but this was not entirely clear. The baseline 

scores were about 40, so a change of 8.5 units seems a reasonable effect size. At six months, 

the decreases in symptom score were 10 and 8 for the intervention and control groups 

respectively, i.e. a change of -2 units. At 12 months (follow-up) the change in symptom score 

was -2.70 (95%CI -10.48, 5.09), i.e., no longer significant. 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 448 of 554 

Figure 4 

 
 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
A pain score was reported by three studies (Palsson 2002; Roberts 2006; Whorwell 1984), all 

at 12 weeks. Palsson (2002) compared hypnotherapy versus waiting list control in 30 patients; 

neither had concurrent IBS medical treatments, and recorded pain score on a scale of 0 to 4 

recorded over 14 days, where 0=none, 1=mild, 2=moderate, 3=severe and 4=incapacitating, 

i.e. maximum 56. We noted that this study had 40% missing data in the control group, in 

addition, there was a significant difference in the baseline pain score for completers in the 

intervention group was of 7.9 units, which was large compared to the difference in effect size 

(11.8 units). Therefore the results from this study were considered to be potentially biased and 

are therefore not reported here. 

 

Roberts (2006) showed a significant difference in the pain score of -14.40 (95%CI -24.69, -

4.11) at 3 months, but this was no longer significant at 12 months. The baseline scores were 

53-55. Again there was 35% missing data, said to be missing-at-random. 

 
Whorwell (1984) recorded a pain score (0-3 recorded over 7 days, where 0=none, 1=mild, 

2=moderate, 3=severe, i.e. maximum 21). From a baseline score of 13 in both groups, 

patients receiving hypnotherapy reduced their mean score to 2.2 (i.e. a fall of 10.8), while 

those on psychotherapy had a mean score of 11.6 at 12 weeks (i.e. a fall of only 1.4); no 

standard deviations were given, but the difference between groups of -9.4 was reported to be 

statistically significant (p<0.0001). 

 
Figure 5 
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b) Bloating 
Two studies reported a bloating score at 12 weeks (Palsson 2002; Whorwell 1984). Palsson 

(2002) used a scale of 0 to 4 recorded over 14 days, where 0=none, 1=mild, 2=moderate, 

3=severe and 4=incapacitating. However, the baseline values for bloating were much lower for 

the control group (data given for completers only, mean 13.6 at baseline) than the intervention 

group (mean 20.3 at baseline), and there was 40% missing data in the control group. The 

study was therefore considered to be confounded for this outcome and was not considered 

further. 

 

Whorwell (1984) measured a bloating score (0-3 recorded over 7 days, where 0=none, 

1=mild, 2=moderate, 3=severe). From a baseline score of around 16, patients receiving 

hypnotherapy reduced their mean score to 3.2 (i.e. a fall of 12.8), while those receiving 

supportive listening (‘psychotherapy’) had a mean score of 13.2 at 12 weeks (i.e. a fall of only 

2.8); no standard deviations were given, but the difference between groups of -10.0 was 

reported to be statistically significant (p<0.0001). 

 

c) Bowel habit 
Roberts (2006) reported scores for constipation and diarrhoea. There was a non-significant 

difference (Figure 6), favouring hypnotherapy, in the diarrhoea score of –7.90 (95%CI -16.29, 

0.49) at 3 months, but very little difference at 12 months. The baseline scores were about 33. 

Again there was 35% missing data, said to be missing-at-random. For constipation, there was 

no significant effect at any time (Figure 7). Baseline scores were around 38. 

 
Figure 6 

 
Figure 7 
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Abnormality of bowel habit was reported by Whorwell (1984). At baseline, this was more 

severely disordered in patients on hypnotherapy than in control patients (intervention group 

baseline score 17.2 versus psychotherapy 12.8 (i.e. baseline difference of 4.4); where 

abnormality of bowel habit was scored 0=none, 1=mild, 2=moderate or 3=severe, and scores 

totalled over 7 days, i.e. scale from 0-21, p=0.005 for baseline difference). The score fell from 

17.2 to 1.6 (i.e. 15.6) in the hypnotherapy group compared with from 12.8 to 11.8 (i.e. 1.0) on 

psychotherapy (p<0.0001). The large baseline difference may have confounded this outcome 

measure. 

 

Palsson (2002) reported stool frequency. There was no significant difference in the baseline 

values, or at 3 months. 

 
Figure 8 

 
 
3. Quality of life 
IBS-specific quality of life (high = good) was reported by Roberts (2006) at 3 months (about 7 

weeks after end of treatment) in 81 patients and at 6 and 12 month follow-up. There was no 

significant difference at any time, although the difference in QoL score did not appear to 

change over time. Again the scale was not given, but reference to the Wiklund (2003) study 

suggested that the scale was 26 items with a 7 point Likert scale, giving a possible maximum 

of 182. Baseline scores were about 50. 

 
Figure 9 
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4. Use of IBS medication 
One study (Roberts 2006) gave the self-reported use of prescription medication, either 

sometime, or continual, and over-the-counter medication (including antispasmodics, anti-

motility agents, probiotics, herbal juices and teas, and incontinence pads) over the 12 months 

follow-up period. There were significantly more patients using prescription medication at some 

time during the 12 months; RR 0.61 (95%CI 0, 40, 0.94). This corresponded to an NNT of 4 

(95%CI 2, 14), for a control group risk of 79%. There was no significant difference in the over-

the-counter medication use. 

 
Figure 10 

 
 

B. Hypnotherapy versus another intervention (relaxation)  
Forbes (2000) compared hypnotherapy with relaxation in 52 patients. We noted that in both 

studies the two types of therapy were delivered by the same person, which could have 

introduced a therapist effect.   
 
1. Global symptoms 

Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) was reported by Forbes (2000) at 12 

weeks. There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 11 
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C. Group hypnotherapy versus individual hypnotherapy  
One study in 33 patients (Harvey 1989) compared hypnotherapy on an individual basis versus 

hypnotherapy on a group basis (6 to 8 patients); the outcome reported was the global 

improvement in symptoms (number of patients). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 

 

1. Global outcomes 
Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) 
 

Figure 12 

 
 

ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR HYPNOTHERAPY 
No relevant health economic analyses were identified on the cost-effectiveness of hypnotherapy 

in the management of IBS. 

 
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS FOR HYPNOTHERAPY 
This section describes the health economic analysis undertaken to inform recommendations on 

the use of hypnotherapy as a one-off intervention in the management of IBS. The general 

methods used in the economic analysis for all management interventions are described in detail 

in Chapter 5 and the model inputs and assumptions relevant to this particular intervention are 

described below.  

 The effectiveness of hypnotherapy in addition to usual care compared to usual care alone in 

people with refractory IBS was based on the number of patients with an improvement in 

global symptoms (at the end of treatment) for hypnotherapy vs waiting list control, symptom 

monitoring, attention control or usual care. (OR 3.85, 95%CI 2.03- 7.29, from meta-analysis 

of Whorwell (1984) and Galvoski (1998), giving a RR of 2.23, 95% CI 1.16 – 2.80, for a 25% 

response rate in the control arm).  

 We assumed that there is no further benefit after 12 months based on a non significant 

difference in mean global symptom score at 12 months (Roberts 2006). A linear fall-off was 

assumed between the end of treatment and 12 months. A sensitivity analysis assuming no 

further benefit after 6 months was carried out as the mean difference in global symptom 

score is similar at 6 months and 12 months but it is not possible to calculate statistical 

significance from the data presented for 6 months (Roberts 2006). 
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 The evidence included in the clinical effectiveness review did not allow a subtype specific 

estimate of clinical effectiveness to be estimated. Therefore it was assumed that 

hypnotherapy is equally effective in all IBS subtypes.  

 Hypnotherapy was assumed to be given over 12 weeks as this was the duration of 

intervention in the Whorwell (1984) and Galovski (1998) studies. 
 A 15 month time-frame was used so that the cost-effectiveness could be compared to 

against other psychological interventions for which there was 15 month efficacy data. 
 

Modelled response rates 
In the basecase scenario the response rate of 25% in the no treatment arm is taken from the 

mean placebo arm response rate from the behavioural therapy trials. This represents the group 

of patients whose symptoms improve without any specific intervention. The RR for an 

improvement in global symptoms for hypnotherapy vs no treatment at the end of treatment is 

2.23, therefore the response rate in the intervention arm is 57% at the end of treatment (12 

weeks). As shown in Figure 13, the response rate in the hypnotherapy arm has decreased to 

46% by 6 months and 25% by one year, based on the assumptions regarding fall-off in 

effectiveness described above. 

 

We have also considered a maintained benefits scenario in which the response to hypnotherapy 

is maintained for the one year after the end of treatment but there is no further benefit beyond 

this point.  

 

There was no NHS reference cost available for hypnotherapy, even though it is funded in some 

regions of the NHS. A typical salary for a hypnotherapist falls within the Agenda for Change 

band 6 (based on personal communication from Peter Whorwell). This is the same salary used 

in estimating the reference cost for counsellors, on which the cost estimate for psychotherapy 

has been based. We have assumed that hypnotherapists have a similar working pattern to 

counsellors undertaking psychotherapy in terms of the proportion of their time that is spent on 

direct client contact and the proportion that is spent on research, administration, education and 

other activities. Therefore the cost per hour for hypnotherapy has been taken to be equivalent to 

the cost per hour for psychotherapy. The costs of hypnotherapy were based on the mean 

number and duration of sessions used in the Whorwell (1984) and Galoviski (1998) studies, 

weighted by their contribution to the meta-analysis. This gave a mean duration of 3.6 hours of 

hypnotherapy. As there were only two studies used to estimate the RR, the cost range was 

based on the range from the various studies included in the clinical effectiveness review (2.2 – 

4.9 hours). This gave a total cost for hypnotherapy of £171, (range £105 - £237). 

 

For hypnotherapy there was evidence from Roberts (2006) that hypnotherapy resulted in a 

significant reduction in the use of prescriptions in the 1 year following intervention: RR of 0.61 

(0.40 – 0.91) for any prescription use and RR of 0.17 (0.04 to 0.68) for continual prescription use 
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for hypnotherapy compared to control. We have assumed no reduced resource use in the 

basecase analysis as reduced prescription rates are unlikely to have a significant cost impact. It 

was included in a sensitivity analysis by applying the reduction in resource use observed during 

the follow-up period of the Creed (2003) study for psychotherapy compared to usual care (£-

4.08 per week, 95%CI-£8.11 to -£0.04) indirectly to hypnotherapy. This is plausible given that 

the odds ratio for an improvement in global symptom score at the end of treatment is larger for 

hypnotherapy compared to usual care (3.85, 95% CI 2.03 – 7.29) than the odds ratio observed 

for psychotherapy vs usual care in the Creed (2003) study (OR=2.44, 95%CI 1.28 – 4.67). 
 
Figure 13: Response rate in the basecase analysis 
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Table 1: Intervention specific parameters – Hypnotherapy 

 
Description Value Evidence 
RR of response for 
intervention vs placebo 
(at end of treatment) 

2.23 (1.61 – 2.80)  
 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence for 
improvement in 
global symptoms 

Fall-off in effect at 12 
months compared to 
end of treatment 

100% Roberts (2006) 
global symptom 
score 

Hypnotherapy cost: 
equiv to 3.6 hours per 
patient 

£171, (range £105 - £237) 

 

Weighted mean 
duration across 
studies and unit 
cost from Netten 
(2006) 
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Hypnotherapy in addition to usual care for 100 patients with refractory IBS is estimated to gain 

an additional 1.12 QALYs for an additional cost of £17,092 compared to usual care alone under 

the basecase assumptions. The incremental cost per QALY for is therefore £15,300. The 

probabilistic sensitivity analysis considers the uncertainty in this basecase estimate due to the 

uncertainty in the parameters used to estimate the cost-effectiveness. The CEAC in Figure 14, 

shows that given the parameter uncertainty, hypnotherapy in additional to usual care has a 59% 

probability of having a cost per QALY under £20,000 and a 81% probability of having a cost per 

QALY under £30,000, compared to usual care alone.  

 

Figure 14: CEAC for hypnotherapy in addition to usual care compared to usual care alone 
in patients with refractory IBS 
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The incremental cost-effectiveness is dependent on the probability of an improvement for 

patients who receive usual care. When we applied a lower response rate of 9% in the usual care 

arm, the cost per QALY was increased to £25,809. It should be noted that the odds ratio rather 

than the RR was kept constant for this analysis as this was the efficacy estimate available from 

the clinical effectiveness review. As this sensitivity analysis significantly increased the cost per 

QALY estimate, the probabilistic sensitivity analysis was re-run using this lower response rate 

for the comparator arm. The mean cost per QALY from the 1000 samples was £25,770 and the 

cost per QALY had a 28% probability of being under £20,000 per QALY and a 51% probability of 

being under £30,000 per QALY.  

 

The threshold analysis showed that a response to treatment would need to provide more than 

0.054 QALYs per annum to give a cost per QALY of under £20,000 in the basecase analysis. 

When the utility gain associated with a response to treatment was increased to 0.135 

(equivalent to the QALY gain expected for a complete remission of symptoms) the cost per 

QALY was significantly lower at £8,081 
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When we assumed there was no fall-off in response up to 52 weeks post-intervention, the cost 

per QALY was decreased to £6,859. This would be further reduced by any continued response 

beyond 52 weeks. When we assumed that there was no significant difference between 

hypnotherapy and usual care from 6 months, then the cost per QALY is increased to £30,601. 

Whilst these two scenarios represent extreme possibilities for the estimated fall-off in response, 

they demonstrate that the cost-effectiveness is sensitive to the rate of fall-off in response after 

the end of intervention. 

 

When we assumed that the reduction in resource use observed in the one year after 

psychotherapy from the Creed (2003) study could also be expected in patients receiving 

hypnotherapy, the cost of providing hypnotherapy in additional to usual care was lower than the 

cost of providing hypnotherapy alone. Under these assumptions hypnotherapy in addition to 

usual care dominated usual care alone by providing significant health gains, whilst lowering 

cost.  

  

Table 2: Sensitivity results for hypnotherapy in addition to usual care compared to usual 
care alone for 100 patients with refractory IBS (all subtypes)  

 

Scenario Usual care Behavioural intervention 
and usual care 

Incremental 

 Cost QALY Cost QALY Cost per 
QALY 

Basecase £0 2.02 £17,092 3.14 £15,300
Lower 
response rate 
in comparator 
arm (9%) £0 0.72 £17,092 1.38 £25,809
No fall-off in 
effect for 1 
year £0 2.02 £17,092 4.51 £6,859
Effect falls off 
over first 6 
months £0 2.02 £17,092 2.58 £30,601
Resource use 
reduction from 
Creed (2003) 
study £0 2.02 -£9,026 3.14 

-£8,080
Hypnotherapy 

dominates
High utility 
gain of 0.135 £0 3.83 £17,092 5.94 £8,081
Threshold 
analysis on 
lowest utility 

A cost per QALY of £20,000 is reached when the QALY gain associated 
with responding to treatment lies between 0.054 and 0.055. 

 

Further analyses on the cost-effectiveness of hypnotherapy compared to other behavioural 

interventions are given in section 9.7. 
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EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
For this review, the evidence was assessed using the GRADE process and tables are shown in 

Appendix F. The following evidence statements are derived from the GRADE tables. 

 
1. There is moderately good evidence to show a significant global improvement in symptoms 

after 12 weeks, for hypnotherapy compared with attention control or symptom monitoring or 

usual management, mainly in patients with refractory IBS, both in primary and secondary 

care. 

 

2. There is moderately good evidence to show no significant improvement either in global 

symptoms or in pain after 52 weeks, for hypnotherapy compared with usual management, in 

patients with refractory IBS in primary care. 

 

3. There is moderately good evidence to show a significant reduction in pain for hypnotherapy 

compared with attention control or usual management, in patients with refractory IBS, both 

in primary and secondary care. 

 

4. There is limited evidence to show a significant reduction in bloating for hypnotherapy 

compared with attention control, in patients with refractory IBS, in secondary care. 

 

5. There is moderately good evidence to show no significant improvement in diarrhoea or 

constipation or quality of life, after 12 weeks, for hypnotherapy compared with usual 

management, in patients with refractory IBS in primary care. 

 

6. There is limited evidence to show a significant reduction over 12 months, in the number of 

prescriptions for other IBS medications, for hypnotherapy compared with usual 

management, in patients with refractory IBS in primary care. 

 

7. There is limited evidence to show no significant difference between group and individual 

hypnotherapy, in patients with refractory IBS and psychological problems in secondary care. 

 
HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
Evidence from a decision analytic model showed that the addition of hypnotherapy to usual care 

is cost-effective in individual with refractory IBS although the cost-effectiveness was sensitive to 

uncertainty around the proportion of patients experiencing an improvement in global symptom 

score with usual care alone. The ICER is sensitive to the proportion of patients experiencing an 

improvement in global symptom score with usual care alone and the efficacy in the 9 months 

after intervention. A threshold analysis showed that an improvement in global symptoms must 

result in a utility gain of at least 0.05 for the cost per QALY to remain below £20,000. 
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GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG’s view was that hypnotherapy may be considered a developing intervention for IBS 

and the amount of evidence is limited. Despite this, the judgement and experience of GDG 

clinicians together with the limited RCT evidence from the review suggest that gut directed 

hypnotherapy strategies provide people with IBS with benefits in a cost-effective manner. 

Currently hypnotherapy is used as a second line therapy option, usually for people with 

unresolved IBS symptoms, who have failed to respond to a combination of management 

strategies. It features on the patient care pathway as one of the psychological interventions that 

primary care clinicians should consider if symptoms persist.  

 

Although there is currently a lack of research in hypnotherapy, the GDG agreed there is 

potential for long-term benefits to the NHS from this behavioural therapy that need to be 

investigated further, including its use as a first line therapy. The GDG therefore decided to 

include hypnotherapy in one of its top five research recommendations, with the potential for this 

intervention to be considered as a first line therapy option. 
 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The evidence to recommendation statement for psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy is 

detailed in section 9.8.  

 

The combined guideline recommendation for psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy is also 

stated in section 9.8. 

 

9.7  Indirect comparison of psychological interventions 
We have undertaken an indirect comparison to assess the relative cost-effectiveness of the 

psychological interventions (CBT, psychotherapy and hypnotherapy). It is indirect because it is 

based on the cost-effectiveness of each intervention compared to usual care as no trials were 

identified which compared behavioural interventions head-to-head. The results are presented for 

two scenarios. In the first scenario the basecase assumptions are maintained from the analysis 

of each intervention compared to usual care. In the second scenario the basecase assumptions 

are maintained except that the resource use reduction from the Creed (2003) study has been 

excluded from the cost-effectiveness estimate for psychotherapy. This has been done because 

the GDG felt that there was a lack of similar evidence for CBT and hypnotherapy but that this 

was due to a lack of trials reporting economic outcomes for these interventions rather than a 

true difference in the cost-effectiveness compared to psychotherapy.  

 

Hypnotherapy provided the smallest QALY gain compared to usual care but is likely to be cost-

effective compared to usual care as discussed in section 9.6. As CBT provided more QALY gain 

than hypnotherapy at additional cost, we have considered the incremental cost-effectiveness of 

CBT compared to hypnotherapy. The CEAC in Figure 1 shows that CBT has a 52% probability 
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of being cost-effective compared to hypnotherapy at a cost per QALY threshold of £20,000 and 

a 76% probability of at a threshold of £30,000. The mean cost per QALY for CBT compared to 

hypnotherapy under the basecase assumptions was £18,158 for the deterministic model. There 

was concern that this comparison had been biased by the use of different unit costs for therapy 

sessions for CBT and hypnotherapy so we carried out a sensitivity analysis using the unit costs 

for CBT for both psychological interventions. This gave a cost per QALY of £15,301. 
 
Figure 1: CEAC for CBT vs hypnotherapy 
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Under the basecase assumptions, psychotherapy provided additional QALY gain compared to 

CBT but the mean cost for psychotherapy was less than for CBT. The CEAC in Figure 2 shows 

the incremental cost-effectiveness of psychotherapy compared to CBT. Psychotherapy has a 

68% probability of providing additional QALY gain at no additional cost compared to CBT and a 

73% probability of providing additional QALY gain for less than £20,000 per QALY. There was 

concern that this comparison had been biased by the use of different unit costs for therapy 

sessions for CBT and psychotherapy so we carried out a sensitivity analysis using the unit costs 

for CBT for both psychological interventions. This raised the intervention cost for psychotherapy, 

but it still had a lower overall cost than CBT. 

 

The lower cost of psychotherapy is driven by the assumption on lower resource use for 

psychotherapy compared to usual care. When this factor was excluded from the analysis 

psychotherapy had a mean cost per QALY of £11,314 compared to hypnotherapy with a 61% 

probability of a being under £20,000 and a 70% probability of being under £30,000 per QALY. 
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These results suggest that each of the interventions would result in the cost-effective use of 

NHS resources but it does not address which is the most cost-effective.  
 
Figure 2: CEAC for psychotherapy compared to CBT 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

£0 £10,000 £20,000 £30,000 £40,000 £50,000
Cost per QALY threshold

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

 
 

Figure 3 is a multi-way cost-effectiveness acceptability curve which shows the probability that 

each of the three psychological interventions is optimal compared to the other two at various 

cost per QALY thresholds. The optimal intervention is the one that provides the most QALY gain 

at a cost per QALY under the threshold. This is most easily described by considering the 

incremental net benefit of each intervention, which is the (monetary) value of a strategy 

compared with an alternative strategy for a given cost-effectiveness threshold. For example, if 

society is willing to pay £20,000 for an additional QALY then the incremental NB is: 

 

Net benefit = (Additional QALY gain x £20,000) – additional cost 

 

The strategy with the greatest incremental net benefit compared to usual care, at a given cost 

per QALY threshold, is the optimal strategy at that threshold. We used the results of the 

probabilistic sensitivity analysis to estimate the probability that each behavioural therapy is 

optimal at various cost per QALY thresholds. Figure 3 shows that under the basecase 

assumptions, psychotherapy has the highest probability of being the optimal strategy at 

willingness to pay thresholds of £10,000 to £50,000.  
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Figure 4 shows that when a similar exercise is carried out for the second scenario, in which we 

assumed that none of the three interventions result in reduced resource use, psychotherapy had 

a lower probability of being the optimal strategy, but it is still the most likely to be optimal for 

willingness to pay thresholds of £20,000 to £50,000 per QALY. Hypnotherapy has the highest 

probability of being the optimal strategy for cost per QALY thresholds under £20,000. 

 

These results suggest that providing psychotherapy for people with refractory IBS is likely to 

result in more efficient use of NHS resources than providing CBT or hypnotherapy. However, the 

analysis did not take into account factors that may be important in deciding the optimal 

treatment for an individual. For example, if the effectiveness of these behavioural interventions 

is higher in patients who are committed to a particular intervention then choosing to provide the 

intervention preferred by the patient may result in treatment being more cost-effective. The 

results of the cost-effectiveness modelling suggest that all three behavioural interventions would 

result in the cost-effective use of NHS resources at willingness to pay thresholds of £20,000 to 

£30,000, given the evidence currently available.  
 
HEALTH ECONOMIC STATEMENT 
A decision analytic model was used to carry out an incremental analysis for the three 

psychological interventions. This was an indirect comparison based on the effectiveness of each 

behavioural therapy compared to usual care and therefore may be biased. Psychotherapy was 

the most cost-effective intervention when considering a cost per QALY threshold in the £20,000 

to £30,000 range. This conclusion was not dependent on whether the reduction in resource use 

for psychotherapy compared to usual care, as observed in Creed (2003), was included in the 

analysis. 
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Figure 3: Multi-way CEAC for psychological interventions under the basecase 
assumptions 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

£0 £10,000 £20,000 £30,000 £40,000 £50,000

Cost per QALY threshold

P
ro

ba
bi

lit
y

Hypnotherapy
CBT
Psychotherapy

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 463 of 554 

Figure 4: Multi-way CEAC for psychological interventions when we assumed that there is 
no resource use reduction associated with any of the therapies 
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9.8 Evidence to recommendation: psychotherapy, CBT and hypnotherapy 

The GDG considered CBT, hypnotherapy and psychotherapy, as a group of similar, but distinct 

therapies when making recommendations, and took into account several factors:  

 

Firstly, they considered the clinical effectiveness reviews and cost effectiveness modelling that 

have been carried out mainly for the treatment of people with refractory IBS. The GDG 

interpreted the cost effectiveness analyses, including the indirect comparisons between the 

three therapies. The GDG noted that the trials were mainly in people with refractory IBS, and, for 

this group, the therapies were all cost effective. 

 

Secondly, the GDG highlighted the current national variation relating to where these therapies 

are accessed, and noted that this is dependent on the commissioning patterns of individual 

strategic health authorities. Typically, they are more available in secondary care.  

 

Thirdly, the GDG took into consideration the need to give people with IBS and their primary care 

clinician a choice in which behavioural therapy was most appropriate for them, and what might 

be available locally.  

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 464 of 554 

On balance, the GDG decided not to distinguish between the three therapies, and 

recommended that any one of them should be considered for people who have had IBS for at 

least 12 months, and who have not responded to first line therapies and whose symptoms 

continued. This patient profile has been defined for the purpose of this guideline as refractory 

IBS. 

 

The GDG discussed whether there was an optimum time for treatment with any of these 

psychological therapies: leaving patients too long may have meant the person was no longer 

able to respond. In addition, the GDG was keen to determine whether these therapies could be 

used as first line treatments, as they had potential to enable people with IBS to cope with their 

symptoms by giving initial treatments which would have long term sustainability. This view was 

supported by evidence in children with IBS, which showed that hypnotherapy is clinically 

effective as a first line therapy. The GDG therefore proposed a recommendation for research to 

compare, head-to-head, the three therapies as first line therapies, with follow-up at various time 

points up to a year. 

 

During GDG discussion relating to psychological therapies, it was recognised that it would be 

very useful for clinicians to be able to predict which people would have refractory IBS and which 

factors put them at risk. Therefore a second research recommendation was proposed to 

investigate what factors are important. These research recommendations are given in chapter 

12. 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Referral for psychological interventions (cognitive behavioural therapy [CBT], hypnotherapy 

and/or psychological therapy) should be considered for people with IBS who do not respond 

to pharmacological treatments after 12 months and who develop a continuing symptom 

profile (described as refractory IBS). 
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10 COMPLEMENTARY AND ALTERNATIVE THERAPIES 

 

Clinical Questions 

1. Is acupuncture an effective intervention in managing IBS symptoms? 

2. Is reflexology an effective intervention in managing IBS symptoms? 

3. Is herbal medicine an effective intervention in managing IBS symptoms? 

 
BACKGROUND 
Complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) may be defined ‘as wide ranging therapies 

which may be used exclusively i.e. complete healing systems, or in combination with orthodox 

medical treatment’ (House of Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology 2000 p.2). 

The terms ‘Alternative’ and ‘Complementary’ are used to define the use and setting of a therapy 

in relation to orthodox medicine. ‘Alternative’ usually refers to treatment modalities that are 

generally a substitute for orthodox treatment whereas ‘complementary’ refers to treatments that 

are used alongside orthodox medical treatments. CAM is usually considered to include the 

practice of therapies that are not considered integral to the dominant health care model of a 

country, society or culture.  

 

The House of Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology Sixth Report addressed the 

future of CAM in relation to research, service delivery, education and training and regulation. 

The report stated that there is very little evidence about the efficacy of many complementary and 

alternative treatments but the use of CAM is widespread and is increasing across the developed 

world. There is a clear need for more effective guidance for the public and health professionals 

who advise patients as to what does and does not work and what is and is not safe.  

 

In order to begin to establish the effectiveness of CAM it is important to identify specific 

therapies and particular conditions where the use of CAM may be appropriate. It is not 

uncommon for those suffering from chronic conditions, for whom conventional medicine has 

been less than successful in alleviating symptoms, to seek complementary and alternative 

medicine (CAM). Irritable Bowel Syndrome is an example of such a condition.  

 

The guideline considered commonly used therapies, Acupuncture, Chinese Herbal Medicine, 

Homeopathy and Reflexology. Hypnotherapy was considered with the psychological 

interventions. 

 
Homeopathy 

Homeopathy is defined as a system of therapy based on the concept that disease can be 

treated with drugs (in minute doses) thought capable of producing the same symptoms in 
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healthy people as the disease itself. Homeopathy was invented by the German physician 

Samuel Hahnemann (1755-1843) in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. It was both refined 

and popularized by the American physician James Tyler Kent. Homeopathy is based on the 

theory that each naturally occurring element, plant, and mineral compound will, when ingested 

or applied, result in certain symptoms. Hahnemann believed that, by diluting these substances 

in a standardized manner, one could reach the true essence of that substance. Hahnemann 

described this process of dilution as "potentizing" (German: "potenziert") the substance. These 

dilute amounts could then be used to treat the very symptoms they were known to produce. 

An initial search idenitified two trials using homeopathy for IBS, both conducted about 30 years 

ago and reported in German.No trials have been done since. Only randomised trials were to be 

considered for this review and the absence of further studies suggested no need to carry out a 

full review. 
 
Acupuncture 
Acupuncture is defined as a therapeutic and/or preventive medical procedure used in or adapted 

from Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM) performed by the insertion of 1 or more specially 

manufactured solid metallic needle(s) into specific location(s) on the body. The intent is to 

stimulate acupuncture points, with or without subsequent manual manipulation. The 

acupuncture points are situated on fourteen major ‘meridians’. The TCM theory is that 

acupuncture stimulates ‘qi’ (translated as life force) that circulates through the meridians. In 

optimum health the flow of ‘qi’ is unobstructed. Interruption or stagnation of the flow of ‘qi’ results 

in diverse symptoms. The theory is that insertion and manipulation of needles at particular 

points stimulates the energy flow, restoring the balance and thus normalising the function of the 

organ. An alternative theory is that acupuncture is a specialised sensory stimulation that is 

analysed through sensory neural pathways. 

Reflexology  
Reflexology is an ancient form of complementary medicine thought to originate in China, 

however research has shown that reflexology was also used by some early African tribes, 

Native American Indians and early Egyptians. Reflexology is a complementary therapy based on 

the theory that by the application of pressure to specific reflex points on the feet and hands, 

which correspond to the organs of the body, it is possible to ‘normalise’ function. In conventional 

medical terms reflexology could be said to facilitate homeostasis. Reflexology is a widely used 

therapy; it has been estimated that between 6 and 12% of the population use it and anecdotal 

evidence suggests that many people find it extremely effective for a range of chronic conditions 

including functional bowel conditions, although there is little rigorous research to support this 

view.  

People with IBS may be drawn to acupuncture and reflexology’s ancient roots and the desire for 

non-pharmacological treatment. Alterations in pain modulation, motility, and autonomic nervous 
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system function are likely mechanisms of IBS symptoms, which may have physiological 

responses to acupuncture and reflexology.  

 

Herbal Medicine 
Emerging evidence for herbal medicine (Chinese and non Chinese) suggesting a possible 

benefit informed one of the guideline’s research recommendations. 

 

People with IBS are interested in CAM and will continue to use these modalities as long as 

medical therapy fails to relieve their symptoms. To optimise the care of people with IBS there is 

a need for further evidence of the potential benefits and safety of these treatments. Integration 

of CAM into Western medical practice will require more than selection of a few isolated 

acupoints, or yoga positions. A wider understanding of the paradigm specific use of these 

techniques, mechanisms of action, and potential pitfalls is required.  

 

10.1 Reflexology 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used. Interventions 

were any form of reflexology. 
 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

AMED  database was searched for this review. Search strategies are given in Appendix B.  

 

The search strategy identified 560 studies. The titles and abstratcs of these studies were 

assessed. One was identified to be potentially relevant to this review and this paper was 

retrieved. The reference lists of these studies were inspected for further potential papers, but 

none were identified. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES 
Types of Studies 
Only one study was identified: a quasi randomised trial in a UK primary care setting (Tovey 

2002). 

 

Types of Participant 
Thirty four patients were allocated treatments. The groups were comparable at baseline as 

regards age; gender; duration, and; severity of condition.  

 

Inclusion criteria were that patients had to have a diagnosis of IBS in line with Rome II criteria, 

and they should be currently under the care of a primary care physician following referral to a 
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gastroenterologist to exclude organic GI disease. Patients were excluded if they had organic GI 

disease or had previously used reflexology. 

 
Intervention  

Six 30-minute sessions of reflexology delivered in a way that was as close as possible to normal 

practice conditions, over an eight week period. The control group received six 30-minute 

sessions of foot massage that excluded pressure on key points of the foot.  

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
Sequence generation was by alternation, and the allocation concealment was inadequate. A 

power calculation was carried out and the sample size required was 18 patients per group for 

the outcome of abdominal pain. 4/19 (21%) in the reflexology group were lost to follow-up and 

2/15 in the control group.  

The study reported no significant differences in baseline characteristics (pain; diarrhoea; 

constipation; bloating). 

   

RESULTS 
Individual symptoms of IBS were recorded daily using a 5 point scale, but global symptoms were 

not reported. 

a) Pain 
Pain was the primary outcome measure. There was no significant difference between the 

reflexology and control groups for this outcome, either at assessment 2 weeks after completion 

of the intervention (p=0.32) or at 3 month follow-up.  

 

Table 1. 

Reflexology 

Baseline 

Pain score (0-4 
scale) 

Change from baseline: 

reflexology post treatment 

Control 

Baseline 

Change from baseline: 

control post treatment 

Median:1.4  

IQR: 0.6 to 2.1  

End of treatment: Median: 

-0.10 (IQR: -0.80 to 0.10) 

3 months follow up:  

Median 0.00  

Median:0.7 

IQR:0.5 to 

1.3 

Median:-0.40 (IQR: -0.90 to 

0.00) 

3 months follow up:  

Median -0.25 

 

b) Bowel function 
There was no significant difference, 2 weeks after completion of the intervention, in bowel 

function (change in constipation or diarrhoea) (p=0.47) between intervention and control groups.  
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Table 2. 

Reflexology Baseline 

Bowel Function 
(scale 0-4) 

Change from 

baseline: reflexology 

post treatment 

Control Baseline Change from 

baseline: control post 

treatment 

Median: 1.9 

IQR: 1.2 to 2.1 

Median: 0.05 

IQR: -0.53 to 0.43 

Median: 1.2 

IQR: 0.3 to 1.7 

Median:-0.30 

IQR: -0.80 to 0.20 

 

c) Bloating 
There was also no significant difference, 2 weeks after completion of the intervention, in bloating 

(p=0.0.17) between intervention and control groups.  

 

 Table 3. 

Reflexology Baseline 

Bloating 
(scale 0-4) 

Change from 

baseline: reflexology 

post treatment 

Control Baseline Change from 

baseline: control post 

treatment 

Median: 2.5 

IQR: 1.3 to 3.1 

Median: -0.10 

IQR: -0.60 to 0.20 

Median:2.0 

IQR: 1.0 to 2.2 

Median: -0.40 

IQR: -1.05 to -0.15 

 

HEALTH ECONOMIC EVIDENCE 
The cost effectiveness of reflexology was not taken into consideration for this review because 

reflexology is not prescribed with treatment being purchased independently by people with IBS. 

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENT 
There is limited evidence from a single study in people with IBS in Primary Care showing no 

significant effect on pain, bowel function and bloating compared with the foot massage placebo 

group. 

 
GDG CONSENSUS 
The GDG was concerned that the foot massage group may not have been reliable as a placebo 

group. The limited evidence from this small, quasi-randomised trial does not lend support to the 

use of reflexology in the management of IBS in adults. However, there may be a need for further 

research. 

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The review reported limited evidence that showed reflexology is not effective in the management 

of IBS symptoms. The GDG’s clinical view was that the current lack of effectiveness precludes a 

positive recommendation.  
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RECOMMENDATION 
The use of reflexology should not be encouraged for the treatment of IBS. 
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10.2 Acupuncture 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some were 

specific to the acupuncture review and are reported below. 
 
Types of studies 
Crossover trials could be included, but those with a washout period of less than 2 weeks were to 

be excluded. All study designs were included for adverse effects. Specific searches for adverse 

effects were not carried out.   

 
Types of intervention 
Studies to be considered for inclusion included the following interventions: 

• Single acupuncture needling point 

• Combination acupuncture needling points. 

 

Methods of acupuncture that do not involve needle insertion for example laser or acupressure 

were to be excluded. For the purposes of this review the minimum acceptable dose was to be 

two treatments of acupuncture. Studies that included a single acupuncture treatment were to be 

excluded.  

 
Types of comparisons 
The following comparisons were to be included: 

• Single acupuncture versus sham acupuncture (placebo) 

• Combination acupuncture versus sham acupuncture (placebo) 

• Single acupuncture versus another type of treatment 

• Combination acupuncture versus another type of treatment 

• Acupuncture + treatment 2 versus treatment 2 
 
Subgroup analyses 
Subgroup analyses were to be carried out if there is heterogeneity as follows: 

• Symptom severity  

• Dose 

• Type of acupuncture. 

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES  
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

AMED database was searched for this review. The search strategies are listed in Appendix B. 

The search strategy identified 764 studies. The titles and abstracts of these studies were 

assessed. Of these studies, 20 were identified on the basis of the title and abstract as being 
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potentially relevant to the review and these papers were retrieved in full. All reference lists of 

these studies were inspected for potential papers for inclusion in the review, but no further 

potential studies were found in addition to the titles already identified. Nineteen studies and one 

Cochrane review were identified (Manheimer 2006). Of these, eight were excluded and these 

are listed in Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion.   

 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 
Twelve studies met the inclusion criteria for the review (Chung 2003; Burford-Mason 2003; 

White 2001; Ernst and White 1997; Ernst and White 2001; MacPherson 2001; Yamashita 2001; 

Schneider 2006; Lowe 2000; Forbes 2005; Conboy 2006; Fireman 2001). Five studies 

(Schneider 2006; Lowe 2000; Forbes 2005; Conboy 2006; Fireman 2001) investigated the 

effectiveness of acupuncture for the treatment of IBS. One was conducted in the UK (Forbes 

2005) and one each in Germany, Canada and Israel. Seven studies investigated adverse effects 

(Chung 2003; Burford-Mason 2003; White 2001; Ernst and White 1997; Ernst and White 2001; 

MacPherson 2001; Yamashita 2001). 

 

Study Design 
All the studies in the review were parallel studies, with the exception of Fireman (2001) which 

was a crossover study. The latter had a three week washout period, but first period results were 

also reported, which were used in preference because of the uncertainty about carry-over 

effects. One study (Lowe 2000) was only reported as a conference abstract. 

 

All the studies took place in secondary care. The studies investigating adverse effects included 

medical doctors in primary and secondary care and non-medical acupuncturists. 

 

The Cochrane Review ‘Acupuncture for treatment of irritable bowel syndrome’ (Manheimer 

2006) included six trials. Two were excluded from the guideline review: one used electrical ear 

acupuncture (Liu 1995) and the other was a study in Chinese (Liao 2000). The Cochrane review 

authors stated that there was a possibility that Liao (2000) was not an RCT.  

 

Population 
All studies included people with a diagnosis of IBS, although the definition varied. Three used 

the Rome I criteria (Fireman 2001; Forbes 2005; Lowe 2000) and two used the Rome II criteria 

(Schneider 2006; Conboy 2006). All studies included a combination of IBS types and none of 

the studies stated that any participants had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. All studies 

included some participants with bloating. One study (Schneider 2006) identified all patients as 

having bloating, and in another (Fireman 2001) 80% had bloating. 

 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 473 of 554 

All of the studies described symptom severity as mixed. The age range of participants was 17 to 

79 years with the average mean age being approximately 46 years. No study particularly 

identified elderly participants. All studies had more women than men. 

 

The Forbes (2005) study only included people who were refractory to other treatments; Fireman 

(2001) had participants who had had clinical symptoms for at least a year. 

 

The numbers of participants ranged from 25 to over 100 (Conboy 2006; Liu 1997). 

 

Interventions 
The included studies all used different acupuncture protocols, but all used Chinese style 

acupuncture. One study used a single acupuncture point (Fireman 2001) and the remainder 

used a combination of points (Lowe 2000; Forbes 2005; Conboy 2006; Schneider 2006). The 

number of sessions of acupuncture varied from two (Fireman 2001) to ten (Forbes 2005; 

Schneider 2006).  

 
Comparisons 
The majority of studies compared true acupuncture with sham acupuncture. One study 

compared acupuncture plus psychotherapy with acupuncture alone and psychotherapy alone 

(Liu 1997).   

 
The sham acupuncture varied between studies:  

• Multiple needling versus sham needling at non acupuncture points (Schneider 2006)  

• Single needling versus sham needling at an inappropriate acupuncture point (Fireman 2001)  

• Multiple needling versus sham needling at inappropriate acupuncture points (Forbes 2005)  

• Multiple needling versus non-needling at the same acupuncture points (Lowe 2000; Conboy 

2005).  

 

Two studies used a validated sham needling device (Conboy 2005; Schneider 2006).  

 

Outcomes 
The studies measured a range of outcomes using different scales.  

 

1. Global score  
a) Number of people with global improvement of symptoms 
The Forbes (2005) study reported the number of people who recorded a reduction in symptom 

score of four points, which constituted an improvement. The Lowe (2001) study recorded a 

patient-determined success rate, which was based on individual patient expectations stated at 

baseline.  
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b) Global improvement of symptoms score 
Fireman (2001) used a visual analogue scale (1 to 5), on which 5 equated to significant 

improvement in global symptoms. Liu (1997) used a three point scale, 1 = cured, 2 = improved, 

3 = no effect.   

 
c) Global symptom score 
Forbes (2005) used a global symptom score with a scale of 0 to 30 based on symptom diaries 

plus the Bristol Stool Form Scale. A reduction of 4 points was considered clinically significant.  

 

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Three studies reported a pain score (Fireman 2001, Lowe 2000, Scheider 2006). In all cases the 

highest rating meant worst symptoms, although the scales used were not the same. The Lowe 

(2000) study only gave p-values for the pre-post comparison for each group and the Scheider 

(2006) study recorded scores on the pain subscale of SF36. 

 

b) Bloating 
One study reported bloating as an individual symptom (Fireman 2001). 

 

c) Bowel habits 
No studies reported bowel habit as an individual symptom in all patients, although Fireman 

(2001) reported diarrhoea scores for 11 patients with diarrhoea and defaecation difficulty scores 

in 13 people with constipation. We decided that these small subgroups broke the randomisation 

and were likely to give unreliable results. 

 

3. Mental health 
One study (Forbes 2005) assessed participants using the Hospital Anxiety and Depression 

(HAD) scale and recorded the change score. 

 

4. Quality of Life  

One study (Forbes 2005) assessed participants using using the EuroQol quality of life 

questionnaire. 

 

Schneider (2006) used the FDDQL (scale 0 to 100), which assesses the disease related impact 

of bowel symptoms on quality of life; and the SF36 health-related quality of life measure. The 

primary outcome of the study was improvement in the global score of the FDDQL i.e. a 

reduction in score after 10 sessions. Lowe (2001) used the validated quality of life tool, IBS-36, 

but only reported p-values for changes from baseline. 
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METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
The quality assessment for included trials is shown in Appendix D.  

 

The method of randomisation was reported in three studies, all of which were classified as 

adequate (computer generated: Forbes 2005; Schneider 2006; Conboy 2006). The other studies 

did not state the method of randomisation (Fireman 2001; Lowe 2000). 

 

Allocation concealment was reported in two studies (Forbes 2005; Schneider 2006). The 

Schneider (2006) study had adequate concealment (sequence retained by a central telephone 

centre) and the Forbes (2005) had partial concealment (sealed envelopes). 

 

Three studies reported that the outcome assessors and the patients were blinded to the 

interventions (Fireman 2001; Forbes 2005; Schneider 2006). It was unclear whether the patients 

were blinded in Lowe (2000). 

 

Most studies described the details of the placebo and active intervention giving the location of 

acupuncture points used. Lowe (2000) was the exception.  

Four studies (Lowe 2000; Forbes 2005; Schneider 2006; Conboy 2006) described an a-priori 

power calculation. Two studies used an intention to treat analysis (Schneider 2006; Forbes 

2005). Most studies included in the review demonstrated some level of baseline comparability of 

the groups, but one provided no data regarding baseline characteristics (Lowe 2000). The 

number of people who withdrew from the studies or were lost to follow-up was minimal. None of 

the studies were considered to be at high risk of bias.  

 
RESULTS  
1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with global improvement of symptoms 
Two studies recorded the number of people with an improvement in global symptoms (Lowe 

2000, Forbes 2005). These two studies were combined in a meta-analysis of 109 participants, 

even though the studies used different types of sham acupuncture. There was no statistically 

significant difference between acupuncture and sham acupuncture.  
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Figure 1: Number of people with global improvement of symptoms 

 
 
b) Global improvement of symptoms score 
Fireman (2001) recorded the global improvement in symptoms score (based on symptoms of 

pain; defaecation difficulties; diarrhoea; alternating diarrhoea and constipation; bloating; 

abdominal discomfort relieved by defaecation, and; mucus in stools), in 25 patients, using a 

visual analogue scale (1 to 5), on which 5 equated to significant improvement in global 

symptoms. As this study was a crossover design, data were used from the first period only. 

There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 
Figure 2: Global improvement of symptoms score 

 
 
c) Global symptom score 
One study (Forbes 2005) recorded the global symptom score on a scale of 0 to 30. There was 

no significant difference between acupuncture and sham acupuncture. 
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Figure 3: Global symptom score 

  

2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Two studies recorded pain scores, Fireman (2001) and Scheider (2006). The latter used the 

discomfort subscale of SF36. The studies differed in the type of acupuncture used (single versus 

multiple point, respectively), and therefore were not combined in a meta-analysis. There was no 

significant difference between interventions in either study, although the sham acupuncture is 

favoured in the Fireman (2001) study.  

 
Figure 4: Pain score  

 
 
Figure 5: Oain component of SF 36 

  
3. Bloating 
Fireman (2001) reported a bloating score on a VAS of 1 to 5 in 20 participants. There was no 

significant difference between acupuncture and sham acupuncture. 
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Figure 6: Bloating score 

 
 
4. Quality of life 
Three studies reported quality of life measurements (Forbes 2005, Lowe 2000 and Schneider 

2006). Forbes 2005 reported a small improvement in the EuroQol scores over baseline in both 

the acupuncture (59.4 to 64.6%) and sham acupuncture (64.6 to 65.6%) groups, neither 

difference was significant. Lowe (2000) reported a marked improvement in the IBS-36 quality of 

life score in both true and sham groups. There was no significant difference between the two 

groups.  Schneider reported a mean difference of 1.98 (95%CI -3.59, 7.39) in 43 people, at the 

end of treatment, on a scale of 0 to 100, i.e. no significant difference.  After three months follow-

up, there was still no significant difference (MD 3.41 (95%CI -3.02, 9.83) 

 
5. Adverse effects 
The benefit of acupuncture cannot be evaluated without considering the risks associated with 

treatment. The incidence of adverse effects is largely unknown. However, for the purposes of 

this review, we included seven studies investigating adverse effects (Chung 2003; Burford-

Mason 2003; White 2001; Ernst and White 1997; Ernst and White 2001; MacPherson 2001; 

Yamashita 2001). Three of these were systematic reviews (Ernst and White 1997; Ernst and 

White 2001; Yamashita 2001), two were surveys of acupuncture practice and one a 

commentary. The systematic reviews identified ten reports which included surveys from Europe 

and eighty-nine reports from the Far East. The most common adverse events identified in 

Europe were: 

• Pain at the site of needling 

• Pain due to aggravation of the presenting condition 

• Bleeding – petechia, ecchymosis, haematoma 

• Nausea and/or vomiting 

• Fainting 

• Tiredness. 

 

Potentially serious adverse effects are rare: two cases of pneumothorax and two cases of 

needle fracture requiring surgical removal of the fragment, and one case of burn injury following 

moxibustion. There were no reports of infection complications or transmission of disease 

through needling.  
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The review from the Far East (Yamashita 2001) synthesised 89 papers that reported 124 cases 

of adverse events. These were classified into five categories: 

• Injuries or foreign bodies (42 cases) 

• Infections (32 cases, including 11 cases of Hepatitis B) 

• Neurological problems (29 cases, including 18 cases of spinal cord injury, 10 of which were 

caused by needle breakage) 

• Dermatological problems (17 cases) 

• Other (4 cases). 

 

The reviewers had previously demonstrated that severe adverse effects seem to be uncommon 

in standard practice for adequately trained acupuncturists.  

 

The two Ernst and White, European reviews also found that there was no standard definition of 

adverse effects and estimated that there may be under-reporting of adverse events. It is also 

possible that there is over reporting of adverse effects so that the true incidence of serious 

complications may be very low. They emphasise the need to ensure appropriate training 

standards and appropriate regulatory and surveillance systems to enable more accurate 

assessment.   

 
HEALTH ECONOMIC EVIDENCE 
The cost effectiveness of acupuncture was not taken into consideration for this review because 

acupuncture is not prescribed, with the majority of acupuncture treatment being purchased 

independently by people with IBS. 

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There is fair evidence to show no significant effect of acupuncture on IBS global symptoms, 

pain, and quality of life compared with placebo. 

 

2. There is limited evidence of potentially serious adverse effects associated with acupuncture 

treatments. 

 
GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG was concerned about the reported adverse effects (some of which were severe), non-

registration and the safety of acupuncture. They noted an additional adverse effect that occurs 

with moxibustion, which can lead to burns. Members of the GDG were not surprised that 

acupuncture has been shown to have no significant effect in IBS: this might be expected 

because acupuncture is thought to work by producing endorphins which give pain relief, but they 

have no effect on visceral pain.It was noted that the patient community widely supports 

Traditional Chinese Medicine acupuncture. 
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The GDG’s clinical view was that, although people with IBS widely support the use of 

acupuncture, the current lack of effectiveness and potential harm precludes a positive 

recommendation.  

 
EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The GDG took into consideration the lack of effectiveness of acupuncture, the limited evidence 

showing harm, and registration and regulation difficulties, and decided they would not 

recommend the use of acupuncture for IBS. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
The use of acupuncture should not be encouraged for the treatment of IBS. 
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10.3 Herbal Medicine 
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, but some 

specific to the herbal medicine review are reported below. 

 
Types of studies 
The GDG decided that crossover studies should not be included in this review because it was 

unclear whether herbal medicines effected longer term changes or how long they were retained 

in the gut. 

 

Types of intervention 
Studies were to include the following classes of interventions: 

• Single Chinese herbal medicines 

• Combination Chinese herbal medicines 

• Single non-Chinese herbal medicines 

• Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines.  

 

The following comparisons were to be included: 

• Single Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo 

• Combination Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo 

• Single non-Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo 

• Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo 

• Single Chinese herbal medicines versus Combination Chinese herbal medicines 

• Single non-Chinese herbal medicines versus Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines 

• Herbal medicine type 1 versus type 2. 

 

The review was concerned only with longer-term maintenance treatment.  

 

Subgroup analyses 
We planned to carry out subgroup analyses as follows: 

• Sub-types of IBS (diarrhoea-predominant, constipation-predominant and alternating) 

• Dose of herbal medicine. 

 
SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). The MEDLINE search 

strategy is given in Appendix B. 

Six studies met the inclusion criteria for the review. The reference lists of these were inspected 

for further potential papers, but none were identified.  
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DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW 

Six studies met the inclusion criteria for the review (Bensoussan 1998; Brinkhaus 2005; Leung 

2006; Madisch 2004; Wang 2006; Yadav 1989). Two studies were conducted in China (Leung 

2006; Wang 2006), two in Germany (Brinkhaus 2005; Madisch 2004) and one each in Australia 

(Bensoussan 1998) and India (Yadav 1989).   

 

The total sample sizes ranged from 60 to 208, with all but one study (Wang 2006) having more 

than 100 participants. 

 

Study Design 
Setting: The setting was not stated in majority of studies; one was in primary care (Madisch 

2004) and one took place in secondary care (Wang 2006).  

 

All the studies included in the review had a parallel design. 

 

Three studies had two arms (Leung 2006; Wang 2006; Yadav 1989). Two studies (Bensoussan 

1998; Brinkhaus 2005) had three arms: one study (Bensoussan 1998) compared standard 

Chinese herbal medicine, individualised Chinese herbal medicine and placebo and the other 

study (Brinkhaus 2005) compared the single non-Chinese herb curcuma with another single 

non-Chinese herb fumitory and with placebo. This gave a total of 12 comparisons in the review. 

 

Population 
The definition of IBS varied between studies: one used the Rome I criteria (Bensoussan 1998); 

two used the Rome II criteria (Leung 2006; Wang 2006); two used authors’ definitions 

(Brinkhaus 2005; Madisch 2004) and one used the Sandler (1984) criteria (Yadav 1989).  

 

All studies but two included people who had a range of IBS types; the other two studies 

specified diarrhoea predominant IBS symptoms (Leung 2006; Wang 2006). No studies stated 

that the participants had IBS as result of gastrointestinal infection. 

 

The majority of studies did not state the number of participants with bloating; only two stated that 

some people had bloating (Madisch 2004; Yadav 1989). 

 

One study described symptom severity as severe (Brinkhaus 2005); the rest did not state 

symptom severity. 

 

The age range of participants across studies was 13 to 65 years, with the mean age (where 

given) ranging from 28.4 to 48 years. No study particularly identified elderly participants. There 

were approximately equal numbers of men and women in total. 
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Interventions 
The studies varied in the type of herbal medicines used:  

• Single Chinese herbal medicines: none  

• Combination Chinese herbal medicines  

o One used individualised combination herbal preparations from a formulary of 81 

Chinese herbs; 15 capsules (dose not stated) (Bensoussan 1998) 

o One used a standard formula Chinese powdered herb capsule containing a combination 

of 20 different herbs; 15 capsules (Bensoussan 1998)  

o One used a standard formula Chinese herbal preparation containing 11 herbs; water-

extracted herbs as granules, which were dissolved in water (Leung 2006) 

o One used the combination Chinese herbal formula Tong-xie-ning granule (TXNG), 

aqueous extract containing 4 herbs; three times per day, 15 g/day (Wang 2006) 

• Single non-Chinese herbal medicines  

o One study used curcuma tablets; three times per day, 60 mg/day of aqueous spray 

dried extract (Brinkhaus 2005)  

o One study used fumitory tablets; three times per day, 1500 mg/day of aqueous spray 

dried extract (Brinkhaus 2005)  

o One used bitter candytuft; three times per day, 20 drops (Madisch 2004) 

• Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines  

o One used the commercially available preparation STW 5 containing 9 herbs; three times 

per day, 20 drops (Madisch 2004) 

o One used STW 5-II, a research preparation containing 6 herbs; three times per day, 20 

drops (Madisch 2004) 

o One used an Ayurvedic combination containing two herbs plus excipient 

(polyvinylpyrrolidone, glucose, citric acid); granules taken three times per day, 15 g/day 

(Yadav 1989).   

 

The doses used, where given, varied across studies, ranging from 60mg to 15g/day, with some 

studies being unclear on the dose used (Bensoussan 1998; Leung 2006; Madisch 2004).  

 

The duration of the intervention ranged from 3 to 18 weeks. One study (Wang 2006) was only 3 

weeks duration and the GDG decided not to consider this further. One study had a duration of 4 

weeks (Madisch 2004) one had 6 weeks (Yadav 1989), one 8 weeks (Leung 2006), one 16 

weeks (Bensoussan 1998) and one 18 weeks (Brinkhaus 2005). 

 
Comparisons 
The included studies covered the following comparisons:  

• Single Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo: none 

• Combination Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo: 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 484 of 554 

o Individualised Chinese combination herbal preparation versus placebo (Bensoussan 

1998) 

o Standard formula Chinese powdered herb capsule containing a combination of 20 

different herbs versus placebo (Bensoussan 1998)  

o Standard formula Chinese herbal preparation containing 11 herbs versus placebo 

(Leung 2006) 

o Tong-xie-ning granule (TXNG) containing 4 herbs versus placebo (Wang 2006) 

• Single non-Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo: 

o Curcuma versus placebo (Brinkhaus 2005)  

o Fumitory versus placebo (Brinkhaus 2005)  

o Bitter candytuft versus placebo (Madisch 2004) 

• Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo: 

o STW 5 containing 9 herbs versus placebo (Madisch 2004) 

o STW 5-II, a research preparation containing 6 herbs versus placebo (Madisch 2004) 

o Ayurvedic combination containing 2 herbs versus placebo (Yadav 1989).   

• Combination Chinese herbal medicines versus single Chinese herbal medicines: none 

• Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines versus single non-Chinese herbal medicines 

o STW 5 containing 9 herbs versus bitter candytuft (Madisch 2004) 

o STW 5-II, a research preparation containing 6 herbs versus bitter candytuft (Madisch 

2004) 

• Single Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2: none 

• Combination Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2: 

o Individualised Chinese combination versus standard formula Chinese powdered herb 

capsule (Bensoussan 1998) 

• Single non-Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2: 

o Curcuma versus fumitory (Brinkhaus 2005)  

• Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2: 

o Commercially available STW 5 containing 9 herbs versus STW 5-II, a research 

preparation containing 6 herbs (Madisch 2004). 

 

OUTCOMES 
The studies measured a range of outcomes.  

 

1. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with an improvement in global symptoms 
Four studies recorded the participants’ assessment of improvement at the end of the study 

(ranged from 6 to 18 weeks) (Bensoussan 1998; Brinkhaus 2005; Leung 2006; Yadav 1989). 
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b) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score was recorded by two studies: Madisch 2004 at 4 weeks on a scale of 

0 to 12 (severe) and Bensoussan 1998 at 16 weeks on a 4 x 100mm VAS. 

 

c) Global assessment of IBS discomfort 
This outcome was recorded by one study at 4 weeks (Madisch 2004) on a VAS of 0 to 100mm 

(most intense discomfort). 

 

d) Global assessment of treatment on symptoms  
This outcome was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004). Madisch (2004) recorded the 

physician’s assessment of the efficacy of the drug at 4 weeks.  

 
2. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
Pain was reported in several ways, either giving the number of people with pain at the end of the 

study, the number of people whose pain improved or worsened compared with the baseline, and 

pain scores. The latter recorded a range of features, including severity, frequency and duration, 

or a combination of these. In addition, studies recorded the final scores, mean daily scores or 

the change from baseline. The studies reporting these outcomes are as follows: 

• Number of people with an improvement in pain symptoms: one study (Yadav 1989). 

• Pain score: two studies (Leung 2006 [scale 0 to 4 (high = bad)]; Madisch 2004 (scale 0 to 21 

[high = bad]). 

• Change in pain score: one study (Brinkhaus 2005); scale 0 to 50mm VAS (high = worse). 

 

b) Bloating 

• Number of people with no bloating: one study (Madisch 2004) 

• Change in bloating score: one study (Brinkhaus 2005); scale 0 to 50mm VAS (high = 

worse). 

 

c) Bowel habits 

• Stool score: one study using Bristol stool score (Leung 2006). 

• Stool frequency: one study (Leung 2006). 

• Number of people with improvement in bowel habit (alternating diarrhoea and constipation): 

one study (Yadav 1989) 

• Number of people with absence of bowel habit problems (diarrhoea or constipation or both): 

one study (Madisch 2004) 

• Number of people with an improvement in bowel symptoms (Yadav 1989). 

 

3. Quality of Life 

• One study reported quality of life as an outcome (Leung 2006). 
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• Two studies reported the number of patients with improvement in psychological distress 

(Brinkhaus 2005 [psychosocial stress], Yadav 1989 [Hamilton scale]). 

 

4. Adverse effects 

• Two studies reported adverse effects (Brinkhaus 2005; Madisch 2004). 

 
METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY 
The quality assessment for included trials is shown in the Appendix. The method of 

randomisation was adequate (computer generated) in two studies (Leung 2006; Wang 2006), 

partially adequate in two (Bensoussan 1998; Madisch 2004) and unclear in two (Brinkhaus 

2005; Yadav 1989). 

 

Allocation concealment was adequate in two studies (Brinkhaus 2005; Leung 2006), and 

partially adequate in one (Wang 2006). 

 

All the studies reported that the participants were blinded to the interventions; outcome 

assessors were blinded in four studies (Bensoussan 1998; Leung 2006; Madisch 2004; Wang 

2006) but this was unclear in two studies (Brinkhaus 2005; Yadav 1989). All described in detail 

the appearance and taste of the placebo and active intervention.  

 

Four studies (Bensoussan 1998; Leung 2006; Madisch 2004; Wang 2006) described an a-priori 

power calculation. Three studies used an intention to treat analysis (Brinkhaus 2005; Madisch 

2004; Wang 2006). All studies included in the review demonstrated some level of baseline 

comparability of the groups. 

 

Two studies had no loss to follow-up (Brinkhaus 2005; Madisch 2004). One study (Yadav 1989) 

reported that more than 20% of participants in at least one arm (or overall) were not analysed or 

were lost to follow-up (21% overall; 11/68 on herbal therapy [16%] and 18/70 on placebo [26%]), 

while in the other three studies, fewer than 20% of participants were lost to follow-up.  

 

One study had a duration of intervention of only three weeks (Wang 2006) and was not 

considered further. 

 

The risk of bias was assessed for each included study and only Yadav (1989) was considered to 

be at higher risk of bias due to the attrition rate of 26% in the placebo arm. This was considered, 

where possible, in sensitivity analyses.  
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RESULTS  
A. Herbal medicines versus placebo 
A1. Combination Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo 
All comparisons were of combinations of herbs versus placebo, rather than single herbs: 

• Individualised Chinese combination herbal preparation versus placebo (Bensoussan 1998) 

• Standard formula Chinese powdered herb capsule containing a combination of 20 different 

herbs versus placebo (Bensoussan 1998)  

• Standard formula Chinese herbal preparation containing 11 herbs versus placebo (Leung 

2006) 

• Combination Chinese herbal formula Tong-xie-ning granule (TXNG) containing 4 herbs 

versus placebo (Wang 2006). 

 
I. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with an improvement in global symptoms 
Two studies (three comparisons) in 218 people recorded the participants’ assessment of 

improvement at the end of treatment (Bensoussan 1998; Leung 2006). 

 

Figure 1: Global improvement of symptoms (number of people) 

 
 

There was significant heterogeneity across studies (I2=60, p=0.08). It is unclear if the cause of 

the heterogeneity is: 

• Different types of herbs 

• Different durations of intervention (Bensoussan 1998 had 16 weeks; Leung 2006 had 8 

weeks) 

• Differences in dose (although the doses were not stated) 
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• Differences in the solubility of the herbs (the Leung 2006 intervention was aqueous 

granules; Bensoussan 1998 had encapsulated herbs) 

• Differences in the type of IBS (Leung 2006 patients had diarrhoea predominant; 

Bensoussan 1998 had mixed types of IBS).  

 

Bensoussan (1998) also measured this outcome at a follow up 14 weeks after the end of the 

trial, however only 51% of the participants originally randomised to placebo were available at 

this point, and we decided not to report the results here. 

 

b) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score was recorded by one study (Bensoussan 1998) in 61 people at 16 

weeks on a scale of maximum 400. 

 

Figure 2: Global symptom score 

 
There was a significantly lower score for the herbs groups compared with placebo. 

 
II. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
i. Pain score 
One study in 119 people recorded a pain score (Leung 2006). This was rated from 0 (none) to 4 

(very severe). The median score for people taking herbs was 1 (range 0 to 4) and for those on 

placebo was 1.5 (range 0 to 4); this was not significantly different.  

 
b) Bowel habits 
i. Stool score  
Stool score was assessed in one study (Leung 2006) using the Bristol Stool Scale. The 

participants in the herb group scored a median of 5 (range 3 to 6) and those on placebo scored 

5 (1 to 6); this was not significantly different.  

 
ii. Stool frequency 
Stool frequency (daily) was assessed in one study (Leung 2006). The people in the herb group 

scored a median of 2 (range 1 to 7) and those on placebo scored 2 (1 to 6); this was not 

significantly different. 
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III. Quality of Life 
One study in 119 people reported quality of life as an outcome using the SF-36 physical and 

mental scales, each of which has a maximum score of 100 (Leung 2006). There was no 

significant difference between herbs and placebo. 

 

Figure 3: Quality of life 

  

A2. Single non-Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo: 

• Single non-Chinese herb curcuma versus placebo (Brinkhaus 2005)  

• Single non-Chinese herb fumitory versus placebo (Brinkhaus 2005)  

• Single non-Chinese herbal preparation bitter candytuft versus placebo (Madisch 2004). 

 
I. Global symptoms 
a) Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) 
One study recorded the participants’ assessment of improvement in 67 people (Brinkhaus 

2005). There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 
Figure 4: Global improvement of symptoms 
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b) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score (scale 0 to 12) was recorded in one study (Madisch 2004) in 104 

people at 4 weeks. There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 
Figure 5: Global symptom score   

 
 

c) Global assessment of IBS discomfort 
This outcome was recorded by one study at 4 weeks (Madisch 2004) on a 100mm VAS. There 

was significantly more global discomfort for the group given placebo. 

 

Figure 6: Global assessment of IBS discomfort  

 
 

d) Global assessment of treatment on symptoms  
This outcome was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004), which recorded the physician’s 

assessment of the efficacy of the intervention at 4 weeks (number of people recorded as ‘good’ 

or ‘very good’). There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 7: Global assessment of efficacy (by clinician)  
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II. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
i. Pain score 
Two studies recorded a pain score. Brinkhaus (2005) (in 106 participants) recorded the change 

in pain on a VAS 0 to 50mm, with high being good; Madisch (2004) (in 104 participants) 

reported a pain score on a scale of 0 to 21, where a high score was more severe pain. These 

studies were analysed separately, but neither showed a significant effect of herbs on pain. 

 

Figure 8: Pain score and change in pain score 

 
 
b) Bloating 
i. Bloating score 
One study recorded the change in bloating score on a scale of 0 to 50mm (Brinkhaus 2005). 

There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 
Figure 9: Change in bloating score 

 
 
ii. Number of people with bloating 
One study (Madisch 2004), in 104 participants, recorded the number of people with no bloating. 

There were significantly more people with an absence of bloating for the herbs group compared 

with placebo; RR 2.00 (95%CI 1.15, 3.46). 
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Figure 10: Number of people with no bloating 

 
 
c) Bowel habits 
One study (Madisch 2004) recorded the number of people with complete relief or absence of 

changed bowel habit (constipation, diarrhoea or alternating bowel habit). There was a significant 

effect in favour of the herbal medicine, but the confidence interval is very wide, so this 

conclusion is uncertain. 

 

Figure 11: Number of people with absence of changed bowel habit  

 
 

III. Psychological distress 
One study in 90 participants reported the number of people whose psychological distress 

caused by IBS was improved with treatment (Brinkhaus 2005). There was no significant 

difference between interventions. 

 
Figure 12: Number of people with reduction in psychological stress  

 
 

IV. Adverse effects 
a) Adverse effects related to treatment  
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Two studies reported adverse effects related to the study treatment (Brinkhaus 2005; Madisch 

2004). There were significantly more adverse effects in the herbal medicine group, but the 

confidence interval was wide, and the type of herbal medicine seemed to be important. 

 

Figure 13: Number of people with adverse effects 

 
NB: Scale 0.01 to 100 

 

b) Number of people reporting tolerability 
Two studies gave the number of people reporting tolerability to treatment. There was no 

significant difference between interventions and no heterogeneity across studies (I2=9%, 

p=0.33) 

 

Figure 14: Number of people reporting tolerability 

 
 
A3. Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines versus placebo: 

• Non-Chinese herbal preparation STW 5 containing 9 herbs versus placebo (Madisch 

2004) 
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• Non-Chinese herbal preparation STW 5-II, a research preparation containing 6 herbs 

versus placebo (Madisch 2004) 

• Non-Chinese Ayurvedic combination containing two herbs (Yadav 1989).   

 

I. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with an improvement in global symptoms 
One study (Yadav 1989) in 109 participants recorded their assessment of improvement (‘good’ 

or ‘satisfactory’ response) after 6 weeks. There were significantly more people with improvement 

in symptoms in the herbal medicine group; RR 1.99 (95%CI 1.29, 3.07). However, this study 

was considered to be at higher risk of bias due to the attrition rate of 26% in the placebo arm. 

 

Figure 15: Global improvement of symptoms 

 
 

b) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004) in 151 people at 4 

weeks. The scale was 0 to 12. There was a significant difference between interventions, 

favouring the combination herbal medicine group. 

 
Figure 16: Global symptom score   

 
 

c) Global assessment of IBS discomfort 
This outcome was recorded by one study at 4 weeks on a 100mm VAS (Madisch 2004). There 

was significantly more global discomfort for the group given placebo. 
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Figure 17: Global assessment of IBS discomfort  

 
 

d) Global assessment of treatment on symptoms  
This outcome was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004) in 154 participants, which recorded 

the physician’s assessment of the efficacy of the intervention at 4 weeks. The herbal medicines 

were judged to be significantly more efficacious than placebo; RR 1.78 (95%CI 1.23, 2.58). 

 

Figure 18: Global assessment of treatment on symptoms 

  

II. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
i. Number of people with improved pain response 
One study (Yadav 1989) reported the number of people with an improvement in pain symptoms 

(excellent’, ‘good’ or ‘satisfactory’ improvement). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. However, this study was considered to be at higher risk of bias due to the attrition 

rate of 37% in the placebo group and 29% in the herbal medicines group for this outcome.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 496 of 554 

Figure 19: Improvement in pain symptoms 

 
 

ii. Pain score 
One study recorded a pain score in 151 participants on a scale of 0 to 21 at 4 weeks (Madisch 

2004). There was a statistically significant reduction in pain for the herbal medicines group: 

WMD -1.65 (95%CI -2.58, -0.72). 

 

Figure 20: Pain score 

 
 

b) Bowel habits 
i. Improvement in symptoms of bowel habit (constipation, diarrhoea or alternating) 
One study (Yadav 1989) reported the number of people with an improvement in bowel 

symptoms. Overall there was a significant improvement for the people given herbal medicines. 

However, this study was considered to be at higher risk of bias due to the attrition rate of 26% in 

the placebo group. 

 

The study also reported sub-group analyses by type of IBS, but the participants were not 

stratified before randomisation and so we have not included the results in this review. 

 

One other study (Madisch 2004) reported the number of participants with an absence of bowel 

problems and found significantly more people had no bowel problems in the herbal medicine 

groups (shown combined in Figure 21). The confidence interval was very wide, however. 
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Figure 21: Improvement of bowel symptoms 

 
 

III. Psychological improvement 
One study reported the number of patients with a psychological improvement (Yadav 1989). 

There was a significantly greater improvement for the herbal medicine group; RR 2.10 (95% CI 

1.23, 3.50). However, this study was considered to be at higher risk of bias due to the attrition 

rate of over 20%.  

 

Figure 22: Psychological improvement 

 
 

IV. Adverse effects 
The Madisch (2004) study reported that only one person in the STW 5 herbal medicine group 

had an adverse event and none in the placebo group. The Yadav (1989) study reported that two 

participants had an adverse effect (drowsiness) and there was none in the placebo group. One 

study (Madisch 2004) reported tolerability (Figure 23). There was no significant difference 

between interventions. 

 
 
 
 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 498 of 554 

Figure 23: Tolerability  

 
 
B. Herbal medicine type 1 versus herbal medicine type 2 
B1. Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines versus single non-Chinese herbal 

medicines 

• Commercially available non-Chinese herbal preparation STW 5 containing 9 herbs 

versus single non-Chinese herbal preparation bitter candytuft (Madisch 2004) 

• Non-Chinese herbal preparation STW 5-II, a research preparation containing 6 herbs 

versus single non-Chinese herbal preparation bitter candytuft (Madisch 2004) 

 

I. Global symptoms 
a) Global symptom score (mean)  
A global symptom score was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004) in 102 participants at 4 

weeks. The scale was 0 to 12.  There were significantly lower symptom scores for the herbal 

medicine group: WMD -1.20 (95%CI -1.83, -0.57). 

 
Figure 24: Global symptom score 

  

b) Global assessment of IBS discomfort 
This outcome was recorded by one study at 4 weeks (Madisch 2004) on a 100mm VAS. There 

was no significant difference between interventions. 
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Figure 25: Global assessment of IBS discomfort  

 
 

c) Global assessment of treatment on symptoms  
This outcome was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004), which recorded the clinician’s 

assessment of the efficacy of the intervention at 4 weeks (number of people recorded as ‘good’ 

or ‘very good’). There were significantly more people assessed to be efficaciously treated in the 

combined group compared to the single herbal medicine: RR 1.46 (95% CI 1.06, 1.99). This 

corresponds to an NNT of 5 (95% CI 3, 20). 

 

Figure 26: Global assessment of efficacy (by clinician) 

 
 

II. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
One study (Madisch 2004) reported a pain score on a scale of 0 to 21. There was significantly 

less pain for the group treated with combination herbal medicines. 

 
Figure 27: Pain score 
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b) Bowel habits 
One study (Madisch 2004) recorded the number of people with complete relief or absence of 

changes in bowel habit (constipation, diarrhoea or alternating bowel habit). There was no 

significant difference between interventions.  

 

Figure 28: Number of people with no change in bowel habit  

 
 

III. Adverse effects 
One study reported tolerability (Madisch 2004). The combination herbal medicines were 

significantly better tolerated than the single bitter candytuft herb. 

 

Figure 29: Tolerability  

 
 

B2. Combination Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2 

• Individualised Chinese combination versus standard formula Chinese powdered herb 

capsule (Bensoussan 1998c). 

 

I. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with an improvement in global symptoms 
One study recorded the participants’ assessment of improvement in 66 people at the end of the 

16-week treatment period and at follow up 14 weeks later (Bensoussan 1998). There was no 

significant difference between interventions. 
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Figure 30: Global improvement of symptoms  

 
 

b) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score was recorded by one study: Bensoussan (1998) at 16 weeks (end of 

treatment) and at follow up 14 weeks later, on a scale of 4 x 100mm. There was no significant 

difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 31: Global symptom score 

 
 
B3. Single non-Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2: 

• Single non-Chinese herb curcuma versus single non-Chinese herb fumitory (Brinkhaus 

2005).  

 

I. Global symptoms 
a) Number of people with an improvement in global symptoms 
One study recorded the participants’ assessment of improvement in 44 people (Brinkhaus 

2005). There was no significant difference between interventions. 
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Figure 32: Global improvement of symptoms  

 
 

II. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain 
One study recorded a pain score on a VAS of 0 to 50mm (Brinkhaus 2005). There was no 

significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 33: Pain score  

 
 

c) Bloating 
One study (Brinkhaus 2005) recorded a bloating score on a VAS of 0 to 50mm. There was no 

significant difference between interventions 

 

Figure 34: Bloating score  

 
 

III. Psychological distress 
One study reported the number of people whose psychological distress caused by IBS was 

improved with treatment (Brinkhaus 2005). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 
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Figure 35: Global improvement of symptoms  

 
 

IV. Adverse effects 
One study reported tolerability (Brinkhaus 2005). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 

 

Figure 36: Tolerability  

 
 

B4. Combination non-Chinese herbal medicines type 1 versus type 2: 

• Commercially available non-Chinese herbal preparation STW 5 containing 9 herbs 

versus non-Chinese herbal preparation STW 5-II, a research preparation containing 6 

herbs (Madisch 2004). 

 

I. Global symptoms 
a) Global symptom score (mean)  
The global symptom score was recorded by one study in 99 people (Madisch 2004) at 4 weeks 

on a scale of 0 to 12. There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 37: Global symptom score  
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b) Global assessment of IBS discomfort 
This outcome was recorded by one study at 4 weeks (Madisch 2004) on a scale of 0 to 100mm. 

There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 38: Global assessment of IBS discomfort  

 
 

c) Global assessment of treatment on symptoms  
This outcome was recorded by one study (Madisch 2004) in 102 people, which recorded the 

clinician’s assessment of the efficacy of the drug at 4 weeks (number of people recorded as 

‘good’ or ‘very good’). There was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 39: Global assessment of treatment on symptoms  

 
 

II. Individual symptoms 
a) Pain  
One study (Madisch 2004) reported a pain score on a scale of 0 to 21. There was no significant 

difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 40: Pain score  
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b) Bowel habits 
One study (Madisch 2004) recorded the number of people with complete relief or absence of 

changes in bowel habit (constipation, diarrhoea or alternating bowel habit). There was no 

significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 41: Number of people with no changes in bowel habit  

 
 

III. Adverse effects 
One study reported tolerability (Madisch 2004). There was no significant difference between 

interventions. 

 

Figure 42: Tolerability 

 
 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS  
1. There is inconsistent evidence to show if Chinese combination herbs give an improvement 

in global symptoms compared with placebo. 

 

2. There is moderate evidence to show there is no significant effect of combination Chinese 

herbal medicines on pain, bowel habits or quality of life. 

 

3. There is moderate evidence to show no significant difference between single non-Chinese 

herbal medicines and placebo in global symptoms or in pain score, but inconsistency or 

uncertainty in the bloating and bowel habit outcomes respectively. 

 

4. There is moderate evidence to suggest that combination non-Chinese herbal medicines give 

a significantly greater improvement in global symptoms, compared with placebo, however, 

there was inconsistency or uncertainty in the pain and bowel habit outcomes respectively. 
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5. There is moderate evidence to suggest that combination non-Chinese herbal medicines give 

a significantly greater improvement in global symptoms, pain and tolerability, but no 

significant difference in bowel habits, compared with single non-Chinese medicines.  

 

6. There is moderate fair evidence to suggest that there is no significant difference between 

individualised combination Chinese medicines and standard formula Chinese medicines, in 

global symptoms.  

 

7. There is limited evidence to show that there is no significant difference between two single 

non-Chinese herbs, curcuma and fumitory, in global symptoms, pain, bloating, tolerability or 

psychological distress. 

 

8. There is moderate evidence to show that there is no significant difference between two 

combination non-Chinese herbs, STW5 and STW-II, in global symptoms, pain, bowel habits, 

tolerability or psychological distress. 

 

EVIDENCE TO RECOMMENDATION 
The review evidence suggests that some herbal preparations may be clinically effective in 

people with IBS and are well tolerated. However, the GDG believed there were too many 

uncertainties regarding type and dose of herbal medicines to make a recommendation for 

practice, and proposed that these interventions should be investigated further in a research 

recommendation. 
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11  Psychosocial interventions: patient information and support 
groups  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
Psychosocial factors contribute to the predisposition to IBS; some authors believe it the most 

important factor in terms of who manifests IBS, how severe it becomes and how people with IBS 

cope with managing the condition. The multifaceted nature of IBS requires an appreciation and 

understanding of psychosocial principles that relate to the disorder and the way these may be 

addressed in treatment strategies. It is important to explore the possible indicators of 

psychological distress which may affect the ways in which a person with IBS presents their 

condition and the associated coping behaviours. A history of physical and sexual abuse is twice 

more common in people first presenting with IBS than in people with organic gastrointestinal 

disease prior to a definitive diagnosis. Anxiety and other major life stress and/or trauma have 

been shown to correlate with the development of IBS and the severity of its symptoms (Gunn 

2003; Camilleri 2001; Jones 2000). The presence of psychosocial factors is also an indicator for 

the likelihood that people will seek medical attention for IBS as well as other medical conditions. 

 

Addressing psychosocial factors with an ongoing collaborative multi-disciplinary approach leads 

to improvement in the clinical outcomes and while psychosocial factors do not cause IBS 

symptoms, they do influence the patients’ response both to the condition and treatment (Gaynes 

1999).   

 

Support groups and patient information 
People with IBS often experience a sense of frustration, isolation, and a need to identify a 

niche in the health/sick role continuum. Frustration may arise from their perceived inability 

to control symptoms, prevent episodes, identify episode triggers, and obtain medical 

validation of the condition. Many people with IBS consider their condition to be severe and 

greatly affecting their lives. They feel that some health care professionals do not give 

credence to IBS as a chronic debilitating condition and that information which may help 

them understand more about how to live with the condition is often not forthcoming.  The 

constant anticipation of the next IBS episode, the nature of the bowel symptoms, the 

Clinical Questions 
 
1. Do psychosocial interventions have a role in managing IBS symptoms? 

2. Do self help/support groups have a role in managing IBS symptoms? 

3. Information determines patient experience by facilitating informed choices. 

4. What role does patient information play in IBS? 
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requirement for quick and easy access to toilet facilities, often results in embarrassment and 

withdrawal from social activities with resultant isolation (Bertram 2001). Providing people 

with IBS appropriate information about their disorder may promote a strong physician-

patient interaction and may reduce healthcare use. Most people with IBS feel insufficiently 

informed, particularly in relation to risk of serious disease and the role of diet (Dancey 1993; 

O’Sullivan 2000). 

 

The isolation people with IBS experience in many aspects of their lives may also be addressed 

by the use of support groups. Support groups have been suggested as a way for people to help 

one another by having the opportunity to discuss coping strategies with others who are 

experiencing similar issues. However provision and access to IBS support groups may vary 

throughout the UK. 

“There is no self help group near to me at the moment, but maybe that will happen in due 

course. I am sure that to talk with fellow sufferers must be a great help. So many people are 

striving to get the better of this awful affliction without much luck, but, ever the optimist, I shall 

continue to look for an answer.”  

 

This anonymous quote is not atypical of the IBS patient experience, and to address these 

concerns through effective diagnosis and management interventions is an essential aspect of 

this clinical guideline. Support group discussion may provide people with an opportunity to share 

others’ difficulties with IBS, which may affirm their own IBS experiences. They may be relieved 

to finally be able to discuss their problems and symptoms with others who understand the 

challenges. 

 

People appear to cope better with this chronic illness if they have sufficient information about 

IBS and appropriate support networks. Within the context of the whole IBS patient journey, 

evidence suggests that an important feature of effective coping and improved quality of life is for 

people to take responsibility through shared management with their primary care clinician 

(Kennedy 2003; Lacy 2007; Rogers 2007). Therefore, due consideration of the information 

needs of people with IBS is fundamental to the provision of effective management strategies.   

 

Review of the literature for psychosocial interventions, support groups and patient information 

led to two reviews, one on support groups and self help, and the other on patient information. 

There was no evidence for other psychosocial interventions. The support groups and patient 

information reviews are closely linked: a common theme is the investigation of the effectiveness 

of a guidebook giving patient information. The two reviews are presented in sections 11.1 and 

11.2; section 11.3 describes the process of evidence to recommendation for both reviews, 

leading to a single recommendation.  
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11.1 Support Groups and Self Help  
SELECTION CRITERIA 
The selection criteria described in the general methodology section were used, except that 

crossover studies were excluded as inappropriate due to the carry-over effect of the 

interventions. 

 

The following comparisons were to be included: 

• Support group versus waiting list control 

• Support group plus other intervention versus other intervention only 

• Support group versus other intervention. 

 

SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, and 

The Cochrane Library (1966 to current day with guidance from the GDG). Additionally, the 

PSYCINFO  database was searched for this review. The search strategies are given in 

Appendix B. 

The titles and abstracts of these studies were assessed. Three studies were identified as being 

potentially relevant to the review and these papers were retrieved in full. The reference lists for 

each of the retrieved studies were inspected for further potential papers, but none were 

identified. The one excluded study is listed in Appendix E, along with reasons for exclusion. 

 
CHARACTERISTICS OF INCLUDED STUDIES 
Study Design 
Two randomised trials were found (Payne 1995; Robinson 2006). One was carried out in the 

USA (the setting was not stated) (Payne 1995); the other was carried out in primary care in the 

UK (Robinson 2006). 

 

Population 
The 34 patients (5 men and 29 women) in the Payne (1995) study had IBS satisfying the Rome I 

criteria; their mean age was around 40 years (range 22 to 70 years); 29/34 had an Axis I 

disorder. 

 

The 420 patients (50 men and 370 women) in the Robinson (2006) study had IBS, of whom 38% 

satisfied Rome II criteria (the rest diagnosed by GP or specialist if they had previously been 

referred); patients were excluded if they were unable to read or understand English; their mean 

age was 40 years (SD 14.4 years); psychiatric co-morbidities were not stated. They had had 

bowel symptoms for a mean of 6 years (SD 7.2 years).  
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Neither of the studies reported the number of participants with bloating or whether the symptoms 

were post-infective. 

 

Interventions and comparisons 
Payne (1995) compared three groups: 1) support group; 2) cognitive behavioural therapy; 3) 

waiting list control for 8 weeks. The self-help group intervention involved guided discussion on 

aspects of IBS, for example, stress and diet, for 1 hour 15 minutes per week for 8 weeks. 

 

Robinson (2006) compared three groups: 1) self-help support group plus educational guidebook; 

2) guidebook only; 3) usual care. The self-help guidebook included information on: lifestyle; diet; 

drugs, and; alternative therapies. The self-help meeting was a one-off 2-hour meeting of 8 to 12 

people at a time; only 59 of 139 attended. The study carried out some additional qualitative 

research and noted that some people were unwilling to discuss bowel related symptoms with 

strangers, which may have been the cause of the poor attendance rate. The control group had 

usual care at the discretion of the primary care physician. Data were collected at one year. 

 

People in Payne (1995) continued to take their medication unchanged. Participants in Robinson 

(2006) were informed that they were free to continue to visit their primary care physician without 

restriction. 

 

Comparisons were: 

• Support group versus waiting list control for 8 weeks 

• Self-help support group plus educational guidebook versus guidebook only, followed at one 

year 

• Guidebook only versus usual care, followed at one year 

• Support group versus cognitive behavioural therapy (this is reported in the CBT review), at 8 

weeks. 

 
Outcomes 
The outcomes examined were: 

1. Global symptoms: 

a)  Global improvement in symptoms (number of patients) (Payne 1995)  

b)  Global symptom score on a 7-point scale from unbearable to no symptoms (i.e. higher 

score is better) (Robinson 2006) 

c) Global improvement of IBS symptoms (mean Composite Primary Symptom Reduction 

[CPSR] score; CPSR represents the proportional reduction in score from baseline); 

i.e. high = bad (Payne 1995) 

d)  Global assessment of treatment on symptoms (Robinson 2006). 
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2. Mental health outcomes (overall mental health; depression; anxiety) 

Overall anxiety and psychological distress (Anxiety, State-Trait Anxiety Inventory [STAI]); 

Scale range 20 to 80; high = bad (Payne 1995) 

Beck depression inventory (scale maximum 63; high=bad) (Payne 1995). 

 

METHODOLOGICAL QUALITY    
The quality assessment for included trials is shown in Appendix D.  

 

The method of randomisation was adequate in Robinson (2006), which stated that it used a 

randomisation system based on minimisation. Allocation concealment was adequate in one 

study using a central telephone randomisation system (Robinson 2006) and not stated in the 

other (Payne 1995). The patients were not blinded (because of the type of intervention). Neither 

study reported an a priori power calculation. Payne (1995) demonstrated baseline comparability 

between the groups; this was not stated in Robinson (2006). All the participants were followed 

up in Payne (1995), while in Robinson (2006) data were missing for 56 patients overall (13%). 

Overall, neither study was considered to be at risk of bias. 

 

RESULTS 
A. Support group versus waiting list control 

1) Global symptoms 

Global improvement of IBS symptoms was reported by Payne (1995) at 8 weeks, in 22 

people, using the mean Composite Primary Symptom Reduction [CPSR] score; CPSR 

represents the proportional reduction in score from baseline. The study gave individual patient 

data, allowing calculation of standard deviations. There was no significant difference between 

interventions, but the confidence interval was fairly wide. 

 

Figure 1: 

 
 

2) Mental health outcomes 
a) Beck Depression Inventory  
Payne (1995) reported Beck Depression Inventory scores (scale maximum 63; high=bad) at 

the end of treatment (8 weeks). There was no significant difference between interventions. 
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Figure 2: 

 
 

b) Overall anxiety and psychological distress: State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) 

Payne (1995) reported STAI scores (20 to 80; high=bad) at the end of treatment (8 weeks). 

Again there was no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 3: 

 
 

B. Self-help support group plus educational guidebook versus guidebook only 
1. Global symptoms 

Robinson (2006) reported a global IBS symptom score on a 7-point scale from unbearable to 

no symptoms (i.e. higher score is better) at the 52-week follow-up in 247 patients. There was 

no significant difference between interventions. We note, however, that only 59 of the 139 

participants attended the support group meeting (although the global symptoms scores were 

still reported). 

 
Figure 4: 

 
 

People also reported their assessment of treatment on symptoms (global improvement of 

symptoms score) on a 7-point scale from very much worse to very much improved (i.e. higher 

score is better). There was no significant difference between interventions. 
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Figure 5: 

 
 

C. Guidebook only versus usual care 
1) Global symptoms 

Robinson (2006) reported a global IBS symptom score on a 7-point scale from unbearable to 

no symptoms (i.e. higher score is better) at the 52-week follow up in 242 patients. There was 

no significant difference between interventions. 

 

Figure 6: 

 
 

Patients also reported their assessment of treatment on symptoms (global improvement of 

symptoms) on a 7-point scale from very much worse to very much improved (i.e. higher score 

is better). There was a statistically significant difference, in favour of the guidebook. 

 

Figure 7: 

 
 
The results from Robinson (2006) suggest that the guidebook may have helped patients, with 

little additional benefit from the support group (a single 2-hour meeting, which only 59 of the 

139 patients in this randomisation arm actually attended). 

 
ECONOMIC LITERATURE FOR PSYCHOSOCIAL INTERVENTIONS / SUPPORT GROUPS 
One relevant health economic analysis was identified on the cost-effectiveness of psychosocial 

interventions or support groups in the management of IBS. Robinson (2006) was a trial based 

economic analysis looking at the impact of two self help interventions (a guidebook and a self-
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help group session) on clinical and economic outcomes in primary care patients with IBS. Only 

the economic outcomes are described here as the clinical effectiveness results have been 

described in the clinical effectiveness review. The economic outcomes reported were GP visits, 

hospital consultation rates, prescription costs and overall costs.  

 

This study provided evidence that the provision of a self-help guidebook reduced GP visits (-

1.56 visits per annum, P<0.001), hospital visits (-0.22 visits per annum, p=0.038) and 

prescription costs (£24, p=0.031) but the addition of a self-help group session did not further 

reduce resource use. Overall costs for GP visits, hospital visits and prescribed drugs were 

reduced for those who received the guidebook (-£73, 95%CI -£43 to -£103, p<0.001) but there 

was no significant effect on overall costs from the addition of the self-help session. The 

guidebook was also associated with a significant increase in the use of self-care activities such 

as dietary interventions and relaxation therapy. 

 

This study was a partial economic evaluation as it did not assess the incremental cost of any 

benefit achieved by the provision of a guidebook or self-help group session in the form of a cost-

effectiveness ratio. A particular limitation of this study was the failure to include intervention 

costs for the guidebook or self-help group. This limitation would only affect the conclusions 

drawn from this study if the cost of providing the guidebook exceeded the cost-savings resulting 

from reduced resource use in patients provided with a guidebook. The evidence provided by this 

study was considered relevant to the guideline as it considered both costs and effects for the 

intervention in an appropriate population and setting. No potential areas of significant bias were 

identified except for the exclusion of intervention costs. Whilst this study did not provide a full 

economic analysis of the provision of guidebooks, with or without a self-help group session, this 

evidence was considered alongside the clinical effectiveness evidence to inform 

recommendations on the use of self-help groups and self-help information in the management of 

IBS.  

 
EVIDENCE STATEMENTS 
1. There was limited evidence to show no significant difference in global improvement of 

symptoms or in depression on the Beck inventory for a self help group intervention, involving 

guided discussion on aspects of IBS, for example, stress and diet, for 1hour 15 minutes per 

week for eight weeks, compared with waiting list control. 

 

2. There was good evidence to show no significant additional effect on global symptoms of a 

single two-hour self help meeting of 8 to 12 people at a time, in people already receiving a 

guidebook. It is noted that less than half the people attended the self help meeting. 

 

3. There was good evidence to show no significant additional effect on the number of primary 

care consultations and hospital visits of a single two-hour self help meeting of 8 to 12 people 
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at a time, in people already receiving a guidebook. It is noted that less than half the people 

attended the self help meeting. 

 

4. There was good evidence to show no significant additional effect of a single two-hour self 

help meeting of 8 to 12 patients at a time, in patients already receiving a guidebook, on the 

overall cost of GP visits, hospital visits and prescription drugs. It is noted that less than half 

the people attended the self help meeting. 

 

5. There was good evidence to show a significant improvement in global symptoms for people 

receiving a self-help guidebook, which included information on lifestyle, diet, drugs and 

alternative therapies, in comparison with usual care. 

 

6. There was good evidence to show a significant decrease in the number of primary care 

consultations and hospital visits for people receiving a self-help guidebook, which included 

information on lifestyle, diet, drugs and alternative therapies, in comparison with usual care. 

 

7. There was good evidence to show a significant reduction in the overall cost of GP visits, 

hospital visits and prescription drugs for people receiving a self-help guidebook, which 

included information on lifestyle, diet, drugs and alternative therapies, in comparison with 

usual care. 

 

GDG DISCUSSION 
The GDG commented that people may not attend support groups because of travel difficulties 

(due to lack of control of symptoms) and a general reluctance to discuss bowel problems with 

others. The superior effect of the guidebook compared to usual care was not surprising, and the 

GDG noted that a simple guide to IBS has proved popular in the past. It was also noted that 

many people with IBS do make a great effort to attend support groups and those that attend find 

these beneficial.   

 
11.2 Patient Information 

OBJECTIVE 
To review the evidence on the information needs of people who have been diagnosed with IBS, 

assessing the impact that information has in their self management of the syndrome and their 

ability to maximise quality of life when living with the syndrome.   

 

CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERING STUDIES FOR THIS REVIEW 
Types of studies 
Quantitative (RCTs, prospective studies, survey) and qualitative (eg. focus group) study designs 

were considered for this review.  
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SEARCH STRATEGY FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDIES 
Searches were performed on the following core databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL,  and 

The Cochrane Library. Searches were performed from the beginning of each database and 

updated to June 2007.  The search strategies are given in Appendix B: 

Following sifting, five studies were included in the review.  

 
CHARACTERISTICS OF CLINICAL STUDIES INCLUDED IN THE REVIEW  
Five studies were included in this review: three were prospective studies (Kennedy 2003, Lacy 

2007, Bogalo 2006) and two were separate papers from a randomised trial (Robinson 2006, 

Rogers 2007). One study was excluded and is given in Appendix E. 

 

Prospective non-randomised studies 
The Lacy (2007) study used a questionnaire that addressed two main domains: 

• Participant knowledge of IBS (epidemiology and natural history; aetiology; symptoms; 

diagnosis and treatment)  

• Participant attitudes towards IBS (relationships of IBS to functional status; concerns and 

fears about IBS; ability of the medical system to address patients’ needs). 

 
People with IBS were identified from a search of the medical records in Lebanon, New 

Hampshire, USA and the records were examined to ensure that the participants met the Rome II 

criteria. 261 of 664 contacted (39%) returned the questionnaires. 

 
Bogalo (2006) was a prospective study of 31 people assigned to the treatment group in an RCT. 

These participants received a self-help treatment manual over six weeks, with one chapter per 

week. Each chapter was task oriented. Topics covered in each of the six weeks were: IBS 

explained; assessing symptoms and self monitoring; managing IBS symptoms; cognitive 

restructuring, personal expectations and activity patterns; relaxation and stress management; 

and maintenance. The study investigated the hypothesis that treatment group participants who 

had a higher level of engagement in the homeworking tasks would experience greater relief from 

their IBS symptoms. 

 
The Kennedy (2003) study used focus groups of 12 people to explore participants’ knowledge 

and experience of IBS. Participants were recruited from an article in a regional paper asking for 

volunteers. Focus group meetings were held over a two week period and lasted 1¼ to 1½ hours. 

Each session was taped and transcribed. Transcripts were read and analysed using a 

framework developed for the study. Four main areas were outlined (perceptions and 

expectations; experience of IBS; information needs and sources; managing IBS) and these were 

divided into 16 subheadings. Each comment in the focus group was allocated to one of the sub-

headings. The patients’ views and experiences were used in the development of a self-help 

guidebook. 
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Randomised studies 
The Robinson (2006) study measured the clinical and cost effectiveness of three interventions: 

the Kennedy self-help guidebook; the guidebook together with a two-hour one-off support group 

meeting; and usual care. It is noted that less than half of the people in the support group arm 

attended the support group meeting. This study has been reported and discussed in the Support 

groups review (section 11.1)  

 
Rogers (2007) is a report of a qualitative study of a purposefully selected group of 12 of the 

Robinson (2006) trial patients: four of these participants had received the guidebook only; four 

had received the guidebook and had attended the support group meeting; one who had received 

the guidebook but did not attend the meeting; and three control group participants. Interviews 

were carried out with the participants, lasting between 40 and 90 minutes. These were 

transcribed and transcripts were analysed thematically, against one another by constant 

comparison. Key themes included: the lived experience of IBS (impact on everyday life; 

experience of symptoms; and reaction of others); ways of managing; lay epidemiology; 

experience of medical management and diagnosis; alternative help-seeking views about 

medication; the guidebook as projected identification with others; use of the guidebook, together 

with perceived changes; and continuity from being part of the trial.  

 
Quantitative and qualitative narrative review was carried out to assimilate the evidence on the 

reported benefits of information in enabling people with IBS to better understand their condition 

and make lifestyle adjustments. A thematic analysis was carried out across included studies. 
 
RESULTS 
From the qualitative study data, several distinct themes emerge. These are: 

• There is a lack of clear information to support people with IBS,  which creates 

misunderstanding and misconception 

• People with IBS are often misinformed at the point of diagnosis, not fully understanding the 

diagnosis and its potential impact on quality of life 

• Medical management is often one-dimensional, with no attention given to lifestyle and other 

therapeutic interventions 

• Developing coping mechanisms are augmented by structured information. Patient 

experience was improved through exposure to a guidebook which focused on self-

management in partnership with the primary care clinician 

• Structured information provides an instant source of help, sensitive to the episodic nature of 

IBS, facilitating the sharing of experience and ongoing IBS management 

• Patient information is essential for shared decision-making and partnership between 

clinicians and people with IBS 

• Information should be patient-centered with involvement of the person with IBS 
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• Primary care clinicians should take responsibility to ensure that their knowledge of IBS 

enables expressed concerns to be answered, offering support through clear explanation 

• People with IBS need information relating to cause, cure and long-term prognosis for IBS  

• Appropriate sources of information for people with IBS include magazine articles, leaflets in 

shops, books, support groups, internet, medical journals and books. 

 
Information needs 
The importance of good information is highlighted in this review of published papers relating to 

the information needs, experiences, and quality of life issues for people with IBS. Given the 

chronic nature of IBS, information quality will contribute to the development of an effective 

shared decision making model between primary care clinician and the person with IBS. The 

primary care clinician is a key resource for the person who presents with IBS, and following 

positive diagnosis the importance of information sharing and shared decision making relating to 

their symptom profile and treatment response is a key aspect.  

 
Respondents in the Kennedy study (2003) highlighted that primary care clinicians had little 

knowledge about IBS, and subsequently were unable to provide much in the way of clear 

information that encouraged self-help strategies for people with IBS. Magazine articles, leaflets, 

books, support groups, internet sources and published journal articles were highlighted as 

useful. The inclusion of patients in producing patient information emerged as a contemporary 

theme within this study, this is consistent with NICE’s approach to developing patient 

information, and is produced as part of this clinical guideline suite of information. Lacy (2007) 

supports points raised for discussion from the Kennedy study, highlighting that specific guidance 

on diagnosis, treatment, misconceptions about natural history of the disease and subsequent 

confusion should all feature in prepared information.  

 

Information clearly has an educative role, in correcting inappropriate concerns relating to cancer, 

and in developing the shared care model that provides clarity in symptom based presentation 

and subsequent treatment interventions that are appropriate for that particular person with IBS. 

 

The Robinson (2006) study found that use of the self-help guidebook compared with usual care 

resulted in fewer primary care consultations, and a greater improvement in global symptoms. 

Well prepared information appears to be at least cost neutral, with a cost per patient reduction 

reported as £73. This aspect is discussed further in the support groups review (section 11.1) 

 

Understanding the importance of patients as agents of change is a key aspect to effective 

implementation of evidence, where patients become the drivers for change in healthcare 

behaviours. The success of the patient self-help booklet reported in the Kennedy study (2003) is 

a clear example of the importance of patient information, in meeting the needs of people 

learning to live with IBS or adapting lifestyle for those people who have lived with IBS for a 

significant period of time. 
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Quality of life 
Chronic illness remains a significant challenge to the individual in terms of effective coping, and 

to the NHS in identifying the appropriate level of support to that individual. In this review, quality 

of life issues are raised consistently in studies that ask people with IBS questions relating to the 

level of impact that IBS has on their daily living activities. People often express the desire for 

cure and information relating to long term prognosis, reflecting the over-medicalised language 

relating to effective coping. Living with IBS is the challenge, and symptom based management 

relating to the quality of life experience is key in the shared care model. In the Lacy (2007) 

study, nearly all participants (n=261) reported that IBS affected their lives in some way. Clearly 

this relates to severity and quality of life when considered as a continuum, and one can see the 

person moving from coping to not coping, reflecting the episodic nature of the syndrome. 

 

The role of information and its added value in addressing misconceptions, diagnosis, providing 

reliable answers to questions, treatment interventions and indicating when access to a primary 

care clinician should be considered due to continued worsening of symptoms are all aspects 

highlighted within this clinical guideline. If addressed, collectively they should provide a 

foundation for the patient to develop effective coping strategies.  

 

GDG DISCUSSION 
Information should be clear, concise and relate to the symptom-based management of the 

syndrome. It should deal with areas of misconception, embarrassment and quality of life issues. 

This should be provided at the earliest opportunity by the primary care clinician following positive 

diagnosis of IBS. 

 

The role of well prepared information provides the basis for the development of the shared care 

model between the primary care clinician and the person with IBS. Evidence supports the use of 

information booklets that encourage self help activity.  

 

EVIDENCE STATEMENTS  
1. There is fair evidence indicating that if people with IBS receive directed information and 

encouragement to be actively involved in the management of their condition that this 

contributes to: 

• A positive impact on treatment outcomes 

• An improvement in quality of life perception and reduction in symptom severity 

• Reduction in primary care consultations.   

 

2. There is weak evidence indicating that people with IBS lack appropriate information relating 

to their condition. This can lead to misunderstanding and reduced quality of life experiences.  
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11.3 Evidence to Recommendation 
The GDG took into consideration the evidence in both reviews. This included the clinical and 

cost effectiveness results from the quantitative studies, and the qualitative analysis in the patient 

information review, which was supported by the experiences of all members of the GDG. The 

evidence from the support groups review showed improved clinical outcomes and reduced 

health care costs for people provided with a self-help guidebook, and indicated that providing 

self-help information in the management of IBS is likely to be clinically and cost-effective. There 

did not appear to be an additional effect from a support group meeting, but this may have been 

confounded by the poor attendance. Some members of the GDG had extensive experience of 

self-help groups and reported that they are a current voluntary sector patient provision, providing 

social support, and that people with IBS comment positively on their involvement in self help 

organisations. The GDG decided not to make a recommendation on the usefulness of support 

groups.  

 
Based on the qualitative data in the patient information review and their own experience, the 

GDG recognised the need for clear unambiguous information, and indicated its role and 

importance in helping people with IBS develop coping strategies in partnership with their primary 

care clinician. The GDG noted that patient information should be provided early in the patient 

pathway following a positive diagnosis of IBS, and that self-help information should be wide 

ranging, covering areas such as general lifestyle, physical activity, diet and symptom-targeted 

medication. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
People with IBS should be given information that explains the importance of self-help in 

effectively managing their IBS. This should include information on general lifestyle, physical 

activity, diet and symptom-targeted medication. 
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12  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH 
 

1. Tricyclic antidepressants, SSRIs and SNRIs 
Are low-dose tricyclic antidepressants (TCAs), SSRIs and SNRIs effective in the treatment of 

IBS as a first line therapy, and which is the more effective and the safer option?   

 

Why is this important? 
Reviews have shown that TCAs and SSRIs have each been compared with placebo, but not 

at low dose. In practice, TCAs are used at higher doses and concordance with treatment is 

poor because of side effects. GDG clinicians believe that at low doses (e.g. 5 to 10 mg 

equivalent of amytriptyline), TCAs could be the treatment of choice, but there is a lack of 

evidence. Newer antidepressants, SNRIs, maybe useful in the treatment of IBS pain. A large 

randomised trial is proposed, comparing an SSRI, a TCA, an SNRI and placebo. Participants 

should be adults with a positive diagnosis of IBS, stratified by type of IBS and randomised to 

treatments. The primary outcome should be global improvement in IBS symptoms. Health 

related quality of life should also be measured. Adverse effects should be recorded. Study 

outcomes should be assessed at 12, 26 and 52 weeks after the start of therapy. 

 

2. Psychological interventions 
Are psychological interventions (psychological therapy, hypnotherapy and CBT) equally 

effective in the management of IBS symptoms, either as first line therapies in primary care, or 

in the treatment of people with IBS that is refractory to other treatments? 

 
Why is this important? 
Reviews show some evidence of effect when comparing psychological interventions with 

control, mainly in people with refractory IBS. Many trials are small in size. The psychological 

interventions of psychological therapy, hypnotherapy and CBT are thought to be useful in 

helping people with IBS cope with their symptoms, but it is unclear at what stage these should 

be given, including their use as first line therapies in primary care. A large randomised trial is 

proposed, comparing CBT, hypnotherapy and psychological therapy (psychodynamic 

interpersonal therapy). Participants should be adults with a positive diagnosis of IBS, and they 

should be stratified into those with and without refractory IBS and then randomised to 

treatments. The primary outcome should be global improvement in IBS symptoms. Health 

related quality of life should also be measured. Adverse effects should be recorded. Study 

outcomes should be assessed at 12, 26 and 52 weeks after the start of therapy. 

 

3. What factors contribute to refractory symptoms in IBS?  
Why is this important? 
Most individuals with IBS experience symptoms that are relatively short lived or only trouble 

them on an intermittent basis. Some people, however, develop chronic and severe symptoms 
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that are difficult to treat. There are relatively few prospective studies that have investigated 

this problem.  

 

A large, prospective, population based cohort study is proposed, which would evaluate people 

in the community with IBS symptoms, according to measures of bowel symptomatology, 

physical symptom profile, psychological symptoms, childhood adversity, past history of 

psychiatric disorder, social supports, quality of life and other relevant potential predictors. 

Individuals would be re-evaluated 12 and 24 months later using similar measures.  Baseline 

variables would be used to predict chronicity of symptoms, quality of life and healthcare 

utilisation at 12 months and at 24 months. 

 

4. Relaxation and biofeedback 
What is the effect of relaxation and biofeedback therapies on IBS symptoms and patient-

related outcomes? 

 

Why is this important? 
Reviews of biofeedback and relaxation therapies suggest a positive effect on the control of 

IBS symptoms, but evidence is limited and not sufficient to make recommendations. Patient 

representation within the group supports this view, from a personal and anecdotal perspective.  

 

Recent developments in computer-aided biofeedback methods merit investigation. A large 

randomised trial is proposed to compare relaxation therapy, computer-aided biofeedback 

therapy and attention control in primary care. Participants should be adults with a positive 

diagnosis of IBS, and they should be stratified into those with and without refractory IBS, and 

then randomised to treatments. The primary outcome should be global improvement in IBS 

symptoms. Health related quality of life should also be measured. Adverse effects should be 

recorded. Study outcomes should be assessed at 12, 26 and 52 weeks after the start of 

therapy. Qualitative data should be generated relating to how people with IBS perceive their 

IBS condition. 

 

5. Herbal medicines 
Are Chinese and non Chinese herbal medicines safe and effective as first-line therapy in the 

treatment of IBS, and which is the more effective and safer option?   

Why this is important 

Reviews of herbal medicines suggest a positive effect on the control of IBS symptoms, but 

evidence is limited and not sufficient to make recommendations (8 comparisons from the six 

trials provides heterogeneous data which are very difficult to interpret). A large randomised 

placebo controlled trial is proposed, comparing Chinese and non Chinese herbal medicine, 

single and multiple compounds, which should be available within the UK as standard 

preparations. Participants should be adults with a positive IBS diagnosis and should be 
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stratified by IBS type and then randomised to treatments. The primary outcome should be 

global improvement in IBS symptoms, with symptom scores being recorded using a validated 

scale. Health-related quality of life should also be measured, and adverse events recorded. 

Study outcomes should be assessed at 12, 26 and 52 weeks post-intervention. 



 

Irritable bowel syndrome: full guideline   Page 524 of 554 

13 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GUIDELINE 
 

The Healthcare Commission assesses the performance of NHS organisations in meeting core 

and developmental standards set by the Department of Health in ‘Standards for better health’, 

issued in July 2004. Implementation of clinical guidelines forms part of the developmental 

standard D2. Core standard C5 says that national agreed guidance should be taken into 

account when NHS organisations are planning and delivering care. 

 

NICE has developed tools to help organisations implement this guidance (listed below). These 

are available on the NICE website (www.nice.org.uk/CG61).   

• Slides highlighting key messages for local discussion. 

• Costing tools: 

− Costing report to estimate the national savings and costs associated with 

implementation 

− Costing template to estimate the local costs and savings involved. 

• Implementation advice on how to put the guidance into practice and national initiatives that 

support this locally.  

• Audit criteria to monitor local practice. 
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14  RELATED NICE GUIDANCE 
 

Published 
Depression:  Depression, management of depression in primary and secondary care. NICE 

clinical guideline 23 (2004). Available from www.nice.org.uk. 

 

Referral for Suspected Cancer: Referral Guidelines for Suspected Cancer in Adults and 

Children. NICE clinical guideline 27 (2005). Available from www.nice.org.uk. 

 

Physical Activity. NICE public health intervention guidance PH1002 (2006). Available from 

www.nice.org.uk. 

 
15  UPDATE OF THE GUIDELINE 
 

NICE clinical guidelines are updated as needed so that recommendations take into account 

important new information. We check for new evidence 2 and 4 years after publication, to decide 

whether all or part of the guideline should be updated. If important new evidence is published at 

other times, we may decide to do a more rapid update of some recommendations.  
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Appendix B: Search strategies and databases searched 
 
 
This appendix details the search strategies used in the identification of relevant studies for the 

guideline on Irritable Bowel Syndrome (IBS). The search strategies are presented as closely as 

possible in the same order as they appear in the full guideline. The searches carried out to inform 

the cost-effectiveness reviews are presented at the end of this appendix. 

 

The National Collaborating Centre for Nursing and Supportive Care (NCC-NSC) conducted all 

searches on the following databases: Medline, Embase, Cinahl (using the OVID interface) and 

The Cochrane Library. Additional databases were searched for individual reviews if appropriate. 

 

All searches were performed for articles published since the inception of each database.  

 

Search filters were applied where appropriate, including filters for randomised controlled trials 

(RCT) and systematic reviews (SR). The RCT filter used was based on that recommended by 

Cochrane (Higgins, 2005). An exclusions filter was designed to remove irrelevant results. 

 

The search strategies for each review are reproduced below. Note that the searches make use of 

the controlled vocabulary which varies between databases and between search interfaces. 

Amendments were made where necessary in order to take these variations into account.  

 

Where possible, searches were restricted to articles written in English. All searches were updated 

to June 2007. 

 

Hand searching was not undertaken by the NCC-NSC following NICE advice that exhaustive 

searching on every guideline review topic is not practical (Mason et al., 2002). Reference lists of 

articles were checked for further articles of potential relevance.  
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IBS Filter 
 
The following patient filter was developed in consultation with the Guideline 
Development Group (GDG). 
 
Medline 
 

1 ((intestin$ or gastrointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or 
functional or irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or 
spasm$)).mp. 

2 flatus.mp. 
3 bloat$.mp. 
4 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
5 IBS.mp. 
6 ((faecal or fecal) adj2 incontinen$).mp. 
7 dyspepsia/ 
8 exp gastrointestinal motility/ 
9 flatulence/ 

10 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
11 colonic diseases, functional/ 
12 fecal incontinence/ 
13 or/1-12 
14 (diarrhoea or diarrhea).mp. 
15 diarrhea/ 
16 constipat$.mp. 
17 constipation/ 
18 or/14-17 
19 13 or 18 

 
Embase 
 

1 ((intestin$ or gastrointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or 
functional or irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or 
spasm$)).ti,ab. 

2 flatus.ti,ab. 
3 wind.ti,ab. not exp weather/ 
4 bloat$.ti,ab. 
5 irritable bowel syndrome.ti,ab. 
6 IBS.ti,ab. 
7 ((faecal or fecal) adj2 incontinen$).ti,ab. 
8 dyspepsia/ 
9 exp gastrointestinal motility/ 

10 flatulence/ 
11 irritable colon/ 
12 feces incontinence/ 
13 or/1-12 
14 (diarrhoea or diarrhea).ti,ab. 
15 diarrhea/ 
16 constipat$.ti,ab. 
17 constipation/ 
18 or/14-17 
19 13 or 18 
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Cinahl 
 

1 ((intestin$ or gastrointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or 
functional or irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or 
spasm$)).mp. 

2 flatus.mp. 
3 wind.mp. not exp weather/ 
4 bloat$.mp. 
5 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
6 IBS.mp. 
7 ((faecal or fecal) adj2 incontinen$).mp. 
8 dyspepsia/ 
9 exp gastrointestinal motility/ 

10 flatulence/ 
11 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
12 fecal incontinence/ 
13 or/1-12 
14 (diarrhoea or diarrhea).mp. 
15 diarrhea/ 
16 constipat$.mp. 
17 constipation/ 
18 or/14-17 
19 13 or 18 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 ((intestin* or gastointestin* or colon* or bowel*) near/2 (motility or sensitiv* or 

functional or irritable or irritat* or gas* or spastic* or unstable or instability or 
spasm*)) 

#2 (bloat* or flatus or flatulen* or wind) 
#3 irritable bowel syndrome 
#4 IBS 
#5 ((faecal or fecal) near/2 incontinen*) 
#6 dyspepsia 
#7 (diarrhoea or diarrhea) 
#8 constipat* 
#9 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8) 
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RCT Filter 
 
The following filter is based on that recommended in the Cochrane Handbook 
(Higgins, 2005). 
 
Medline 
 

1 randomized controlled trial.pt. 
2 controlled clinical trial.pt. 
3 randomized controlled trials/ 
4 random allocation/ 
5 double blind method/ 
6 single blind method/ 
7 or/1-6 
8 animals/ not humans/ 
9 7 not 8 

10 clinical trial.pt. 
11 exp clinical trials/ 
12 (clin$ adj25 trial$).ti,ab. 
13 ((singl$ or doubl$ or trebl$ or tripl$) adj25 (blind$ or mask$)).ti,ab. 
14 placebos/ 
15 placebo$.ti,ab. 
16 random$.ti,ab. 
17 research design/ 
18 or/10-17 
19 18 not 8 
20 19 not 9 
21 9 or 20 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp randomized controlled trial/ 
2 (random$ or placebo$).ti,ab. 
3 ((singl$ or doubl$ or trebl$ or tripl$) adj25 (blind$ or mask$)).ti,ab. 
4 (clin$ adj25 trial$).ti,ab. 
5 exp comparative study/ 
6 exp evaluation/ 
7 exp follow up/ 
8 exp prospective study/ 
9 (control$ or prospective$ or volunteer$).ti,ab. 

10 or/1-9 
11 exp human/ 
12 10 and 11 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp clinical trials/ 
2 clinical trial.pt. 
3 (clin$ adj25 trial$).ti,ab. 
4 ((singl$ or doubl$ or trebl$ or tripl$) adj25 (blind$ or mask$)).ti,ab. 
5 (random$ or placebo$).ti,ab. 
6 random assignment/  
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7 placebos/ 
8 quantitative studies/ 
9 (control$ or prospective$ or volunteer$).ti,ab. 

10 or/1-9 
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SR Filter 
 
Medline / Embase 
 

1 review.pt. or review.ti. 

2 
(systematic$ or evidence$ or methodol$ or quantitativ$ or analys$ or 
assessment$).ti,sh,ab. 

3 1 and 2 
4 meta-analysis.pt. 
5 meta-analysis/ 
6 (meta-analy$ or metanaly$ or metaanaly$ or meta analy$).ti,ab. 

7 
((systematic$ or evidence$ or methodol$ or quantitativ$) adj5 (review$ or survey$ 
or overview$)).ti,ab,sh. 

8 ((pool$ or combined or combining) adj2 (data or trials or studies or results)).ti,ab. 
9 or/3-8 

 
Cinahl 
 
1 review.pt. or review.ti. or "systematic review".pt. 

2 
(systematic$ or evidence$ or methodol$ or quantitativ$ or analys$ or 
assessment$).ti,sh,ab. 

3 1 and 2 
4 meta-analysis/ 
5 (meta-analy$ or metanaly$ or metaanaly$ or meta analy$).ti,ab. 

6 
((systematic$ or evidence$ or methodol$ or quantitativ$) adj5 (review$ or survey$ or 
overview$)).ti,ab,sh. 

7 ((pool$ or combined or combining) adj2 (data or trials or studies or results)).ti,ab. 
8 or/1-7 
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Exclusions Filter 
 
The following filter was designed to remove irrelevant results from searches. If 
used it was combined into search strategies using the NOT operator. 
 
Medline / Embase / Cinahl 
 

1 letter.pt. 
2 letter/ 
3 letter$/ 
4 editorial.pt. 
5 historical article.pt. 
6 anecdote.pt. 
7 commentary.pt. 
8 note.pt. 
9 case report/ 

10 case report$.pt. 
11 case study/ 
12 case study.pt. 
13 exp animal/ not human/ 
14 nonhuman/ 
15 exp animal studies/ 
16 animals, laboratory/ 
17 exp experimental animal/ 
18 exp animal experiment/ 
19 exp animal model/ 
20 exp rodentia/ 
21 exp rodents/ 
22 exp rodent/ 
23 or/1-22 
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Diagnosis 
 
Medline 
 

1 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
2 IBS.mp. 
3 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
4 or/1-3 
5 sensitiv$.mp. 
6 diagnos$.mp. 
7 di.fs. 
8 or/5-7 
9 4 and 8 

 
Embase 
 

1 sensitiv$.mp. 
2 diagnos$.mp. 
3 di.fs. 
4 or/1-3 
5 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
6 IBS.mp. 
7 irritable colon/ 
8 or/5-7 
9 4 and 8 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 sensitiv$.mp. 
2 diagnos$.mp. 
3 di.fs. 
4 or/1-3 
5 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
6 IBS.mp. 
7 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
8 or/5-7 
9 4 and 8 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 irritable bowel syndrome 
#2 IBS 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
#4 (sensitiv* or diagnos*):ti,ab,kw 
#5 (#3 AND #4) 

 

http://collaboration.rcn.org.uk/intranet/documents/weire.RCNLON/Local Settings/Temporary Internet Files/cochrane/searchHistory
http://collaboration.rcn.org.uk/intranet/documents/weire.RCNLON/Local Settings/Temporary Internet Files/cochrane/searchHistory
http://collaboration.rcn.org.uk/intranet/documents/weire.RCNLON/Local Settings/Temporary Internet Files/cochrane/searchHistory
http://collaboration.rcn.org.uk/intranet/documents/weire.RCNLON/Local Settings/Temporary Internet Files/cochrane/searchHistory
http://collaboration.rcn.org.uk/intranet/documents/weire.RCNLON/Local Settings/Temporary Internet Files/cochrane/searchHistory
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Referral  
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. This searched carried out and sifted in combination with the Follow-up 
search below. 
 
Medline 
 

1 "referral and consultation"/ 
2 referral$.ti,ab. 
3 21 or 22 

 
Embase 
 

1 patient referral/ 
2 referral$.mp. 
3 20 or 21 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp "referral and consultation"/ 
2 referral$.mp. 
3 20 or 21 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 referral*:ti,ab,kw 
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Follow-up 
 

This searched carried out and sifted in combination with the Referral search 
above. 
 
Medline 
 

1 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
2 IBS.mp. 
3 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
4 or/1-3 
5 long-term care/ 
6 aftercare/ 
7 exp primary health care/ 
8 (primary adj (care or health?care)).mp. 
9 (follow$ adj up).mp. 

10 follow up studies/ 
11 ((repeat$ or return$) adj3 (visit$ or consult$ or appointment$)).mp. 
12 exp treatment outcome/ 
13 or/5-12 
14 4 and 13 

 
Embase 
 

1 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
2 IBS.mp. 
3 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
4 or/1-3 
5 long term care/ 
6 aftercare/ 
7 follow up/ 
8 (follow$ adj up).mp. 
9 ((repeat$ or return$) adj3 (visit$ or consult$ or appointment$)).mp. 

10 exp primary health care/ 
11 (primary adj (care or health?care)).mp. 
12 exp treatment outcome/ 
13 or/5-12 
14 4 and 13 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 irritable bowel syndrome.mp. 
2 IBS.mp. 
3 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
4 or/1-3 
5 long term care/ 
6 after care/ 
7 (follow$ adj up).mp. 
8 (primary adj (care or health?care)).mp. 
9 exp primary health care/ 

10 ((repeat$ or return$) adj3 (visit$ or consult$ or appointment$)).mp. 
11 exp treatment outcomes/ 
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12 or/5-12 
13 4 and 12 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 irritable bowel syndrome 
#2 IBS 
#3 #1 or #2 
#4 follow* next up 
#5 (primary next (care or health*care)) 
#6 ((repeat* or return*) near/3 (visit* or consult* or appointment*)) 
#7 (after next care) or aftercare 
#8 (long next term next care) or (long*term next care) 
#9 treatment next outcome* 

#10 (#4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9) 
#11 #3 and #10 
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Physical Activity 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters. 
 
Medline  
 

1 exertion/ 
2 exp exercise movement techniques/ 
3 exercise/ 
4 physical fitness/ 
5 "physical education and training"/ 
6 exp sports/ 
7 dancing/ 
8 (((tai or t'ai) adj (chi or ji)) or (taiji or taichi)).mp. 
9 (aerobic$ adj exercise$).mp. 
10 exercise$.mp. 
11 (physical$ adj3 (fit$ or exercis$ or train$ or activ$ or endur$)).mp. 
12 (exercis$ adj3 (train$ or activ$)).mp. 
13 (activ$ adj3 life?style$).mp. 
14 or/1-13 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp kinesiotherapy/ 
2 exp exercise/ 
3 fitness/ 
4 physical education/ 
5 exp sport/ 
6 dancing/ 
7 (((tai or t'ai) adj (chi or ji)) or (taiji or taichi)).mp. 
8 (aerobic$ adj exercise$).mp. 
9 exercise$.mp. 

10 (physical$ adj3 (fit$ or exercis$ or train$ or activ$ or endur$)).mp. 
11 (exercis$ adj3 (train$ or activ$)).mp. 
12 (activ$ adj3 life?style$).mp. 
13 or/1-12 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exertion/ 
2 therapeutic exercise/ 
3 walking/ 
4 tai chi/ 
5 yoga/ 
6 exp exercise/ 
7 physical fitness/ 
8 physical activity/ 
9 "physical education and training"/ 

10 exp sports/ 
11 exp dancing/ 
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12 (((tai or t'ai) adj (chi or ji)) or (taiji or taichi)).mp. 
13 (aerobic$ adj exercise$).mp. 
14 exercise$.mp. 
15 (physical$ adj3 (fit$ or exercis$ or train$ or activ$ or endur$)).mp. 
16 (exercis$ adj3 (train$ or activ$)).mp. 
17 (activ$ adj3 life?style$).mp. 
18 or/1-17 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 exertion or exercis* or dance* or dancing or yoga or walk* or sport* or 
run* or jog* or swim* or bike* or bicycl* 

#2 ((tai or t'ai) NEXT (chi or ji)) or (taichi or taiji) 
#3 (physical* NEAR/3 (fit* or exercis* or train* or activ* or educat* or 

endur*)) 
#4 (exercis* NEAR/3 (train* or activ*)) 
#5 (activ* NEAR/3 life*style*) 
#6 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5) 
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Fibre 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters 
 
Medline 
 

1 (fibre or fiber).mp. 
2 exp dietary fiber/ 
3 bran.mp. 
4 roughage.mp. 
5 nuts/ 
6 seeds/ 
7 fruit/ 
8 vegetables/ 
9 avena sativa/ or oats.mp. 

10 pectins/ or pectin$.mp. 
11 triticum/ or wheat.mp. 
12 psyllium/ or (ispaghula or isogel or ispaghule or metamucil or plantaglucide 

or plantago or reguval).mp. 
13 (calcium polycarbophil or polycarbofil or mitrolan).mp. 
14 or/1-13 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp dietary fiber/ 
2 (fibre or fiber).mp. 
3 exp bran/ 
4 bran.mp. 
5 roughage.mp. 
6 exp nut/ 
7 exp plant seed/ 
8 exp fruit/ 
9 exp vegetable/ 

10 exp oat/ 
11 exp pectin/ 
12 exp wheat/ 
13 exp ispagula/ 
14 exp polycarbophil calcium/ 
15 (psyllium or ispaghula or isogel or ispaghule or metamucil or plantaglucide 

or plantago or reguval).mp. 
16 (calcium polycarbophil or polycarbofil or mitrolan).mp. 
17 or/1-16 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp dietary fiber/ 
2 (fibre or fiber).mp. 
3 bran.mp. 
4 roughage.mp. 
5 exp fruit/ 
6 exp vegetables/ 
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7 (nuts or seeds).mp. 
8 oats/ 
9 oats.mp. 

10 pectin$.mp. 
11 exp wheat/ 
12 exp psyllium/ 
13 (ispaghula or isogel or ispaghule or metamucil or plantaglucide or plantago 

or reguval).mp. 
14 (calcium polycarbophil or polycarbofil or mitrolan).mp. 
15 or/1-14 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 fibre OR fiber OR roughage OR bran 
#2 nuts or seed* or fruit* or vegetable* or oat* or pectin* or wheat* or psyllium 

or ispaghula or ispagula or isogel or ispaghule or metamucil or 
plantaglucide or plantago or reguval or calcium polycarbophil or polycarbofil 
or mitrolan 

#3 #1 or #2 
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Probiotics 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters. 
 
Medline 
 

1 exp probiotics/ 
2 pro?biotic$.mp. 
3 pre?biotic$.mp. 
4 syn?biotic$.mp. 
5 exp oligosaccharides/ 
6 oligosaccharide$.mp. 
7 bifidobacterium/ 
8 exp lactobacillus/ 
9 lactobacill$.mp. 

10 (bifido$ or bifidu$).mp. 
11 exp inulin/ 
12 exp lactococcus/ 
13 exp enterococcus/ 
14 exp streptococcus/ 
15 exp saccharomyces/ 
16 lactococc$.mp. 
17 enterococc$.mp. 
18 streptococc$.mp. 
19 saccharomyces.mp. 
20 or/1-19 

 
Embase 
 

1 probiotic agent/ 
2 prebiotic agent/ 
3 synbiotic agent/ 
4 pro?biotic$.mp. 
5 pre?biotic$.mp. 
6 syn?biotic$.mp. 
7 exp oligosaccharides/ 
8 oligosaccharide$.mp. 
9 bifidobacterium/ 

10 exp lactobacillus/ 
11 lactobacill$.mp. 
12 (bifido$ or bifidu$).mp. 
13 exp inulin/ 
14 exp lactococcus/ 
15 exp enterococcus/ 
16 exp streptococcus/ 
17 exp saccharomyces/ 
18 lactococc$.mp. 
19 enterococc$.mp. 
20 streptococc$.mp. 
21 saccharomyces.mp. 
22 or/1-21 
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Cinahl 
 

1 probiotics/ 
2 pro?biotic$.mp. 
3 pre?biotic$.mp. 
4 syn?biotic$.mp. 
5 exp oligosaccharides/ 
6 oligosaccharide$.mp. 
7 exp lactobacillus/ 
8 lactobacill$.mp. 
9 (bifido$ or bifidu$).mp. 

10 inulin$.mp. 
11 exp enterococcus/ 
12 exp streptococcus/ 
13 lactococc$.mp. 
14 enterococc$.mp. 
15 streptococc$.mp. 
16 saccharomyces.mp. 
17 or/1-16 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 (pro*biotic* or pre*biotic* or syn*biotic*)  
#2 (oligosaccharide* or bifido* or bifidu* or lactobacill* or inulin* or lactococc* or 

enterococc* or streptococc* or saccharomyces)  
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
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Aloe Vera 
 
See Biofeedback 
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Exclusion Diet 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters.  
 
Medline 
 

1 ((food or gluten or wheat or lactose) adj (sensitiv$ or hypersensitiv$ or 
toleran$ or intoleran$)).ti,ab. 

2 food hypersensitivity/ 
3 wheat hypersensitivity/ 
4 lactose intolerance/ 
5 ((elimination or exclusion) adj2 diet$).ti,ab. 
6 or/1-5 

 
Embase 
 

1 ((food or gluten or wheat or lactose) adj (sensitiv$ or hypersensitiv$ or 
toleran$ or intoleran$)).ti,ab. 

2 gluten free diet/ 
3 wheat allergy/ 
4 lactose intolerance/ 
5 food allergy/ 
6 ((elimination or exclusion) adj2 diet$).ti,ab. 
7 exclusion diet/ 
8 or/1-7 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 ((food or gluten or wheat or lactose) adj (sensitiv$ or hypersensitiv$ or 
toleran$ or intoleran$)).ti,ab. 

2 diet, gluten-free/ 
3 food hypersensitivity/ 
4 lactose intolerance/ 
5 ((elimination or exclusion) adj2 diet$).ti,ab. 
6 or/1-5 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 (food or gluten or wheat or lactose):kw,ti,ab and (sensitiv* or hypersensitiv* or 
toleran* or intoleran*):kw,ti,ab 

#2 (elimination or exclusion) near/2 diet*:kw,ti,ab 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
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Laxatives 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. They were limited using the exclusions filter by RCT and SR study design 
filters. 
 
Medline 
 

1 ((faecal or fecal or stool$ or feces or faeces) adj3 soften$).mp. 
2 ((bowel$ or colon$) adj clean$).mp. 
3 (purgative$ or cathartic$ or laxative$).mp. 
4 exp cathartics/ 
5 or/1-4 

 
Embase 
 

1 ((faecal or fecal or stool$ or feces or faeces) adj3 soften$).mp. 
2 ((bowel$ or colon$) adj clean$).mp. 
3 (purgative$ or cathartic$ or laxative$).mp. 
4 exp Laxative/ 
5 or/1-4 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 ((faecal or fecal or stool$ or feces or faeces) adj3 soften$).mp. 
2 ((bowel$ or colon$) adj clean$).mp. 
3 (purgative$ or cathartic$ or laxative$).mp. 
4 exp cathartics/ 
5 or/1-4 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 (laxative* or cathartic* or purgative*):kw,ab,ti 
#2 ((bowel* or colon*) near/3 clean*):kw,ab,ti 
#3 ((faecal or fecal or stool* or feces or faeces) near/3 

soften*):kw,ab,ti 
#4 (#1 OR #2 OR #3) 
#5 MeSH descriptor Cathartics explode all trees 
#6 (#4 OR #5) 
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Laxatives: Adverse Drug Effects 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above.  
 
Medline 
 

1 ((faecal or fecal or stool$ or feces or faeces) adj3 soften$).mp. 
2 ((bowel$ or colon$) adj clean$).mp. 
3 (purgative$ or cathartic$ or laxative$).mp. 
4 to.fs. 
5 ae.fs. 
6 or/1-3 
7 4 or 5 
8 6 and 7 
9 exp cathartics/to, ae 

10 8 or 9 
 
Embase 
 

1 ((faecal or fecal or stool$ or feces or faeces) adj3 soften$).mp. 
2 ((bowel$ or colon$) adj clean$).mp. 
3 (purgative$ or cathartic$ or laxative$).mp. 
4 or/1-3 
5 to.fs. 
6 ae.fs. 
7 or/5-6 
8 4 and 7 
9 exp laxative/ae, to 

10 8 or 9 
 
Cinahl 
 

1 ((faecal or fecal or stool$ or feces or faeces) adj3 soften$).mp. 
2 ((bowel$ or colon$) adj clean$).mp. 
3 (purgative$ or cathartic$ or laxative$).mp. 
4 or/1-3 
5 ae.fs. 
6 4 and 5 
7 exp cathartics/ae 
8 6 or 7 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 ((adverse*) near/2 (effect* OR reaction* OR event*)):ti,ab,kw 
#2 side effect*:tw,ab,ti 
#3 toxic*:ti,ab,kw 
#4 drug* near/2 safe*:ti,ab,kw 
#5 (complication* or tolerability):ti,ab,kw 
#6 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5) 
#7 (laxative* or cathartic* or purgative*):kw,ab,ti 
#8 ((bowel* or colon*) near/3 clean*):kw,ab,ti 
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#9 ((faecal or fecal or stool* or feces or faeces) near/3 soften*):kw,ab,ti 
#10 MeSH descriptor Cathartics explode all trees with qualifiers: AE,TO 
#11 (#7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10) 
#12 (#6 AND #11) 
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Antimotility 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters. 
 
Medline 
 

1 exp antidiarrheals/ 
2 (anti?diarrh?ea$ or anti?peristaltic$ or anti?motility).mp. 
3 exp codeine/ or codeine.tw. 
4 or/1-3 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp Antidiarrheal Agent/ 
2 (anti?diarrh?ea$ or anti?peristaltic$ or anti?motility).mp. 
3 exp codeine/ or codeine.tw. 
4 or/1-3 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp Antidiarrheals/ 
2 (anti?diarrh?ea$ or anti?peristaltic$ or anti?motility).mp. 
3 exp codeine/ or codeine.tw. 
4 or/1-3 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 (anti*diarrh*ea* or anti*peristaltic* or anti*motility):ti,kw,ab 
#2 (codeine or loperamide or imodium or lomotil or diphenoxylate):kw,ti,ab 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
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Antimotility: Adverse Drug Effects 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. 
 
Medline 
 

1 exp antidiarrheals/to, ae 
2 exp codeine/to, ae 
3 (anti?diarrh?ea$ or anti?peristaltic$ or anti?motility).mp. 
4 codeine.tw. 
5 to.fs. 
6 ae.fs. 
7 or/5-6 
8 3 or 4 
9 7 and 8 

10 1 or 2 or 9 
 
Embase 
 

1 exp Antidiarrheal Agent/ae, to 
2 exp codeine/to, ae 
3 (anti?diarrh?ea$ or anti?peristaltic$ or anti?motility).mp. 
4 codeine.tw. 
5 or/3-4 
6 ae.fs. 
7 to.fs. 
8 6 or 7 
9 5 and 8 

10 1 or 2 or 9 
 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp Antidiarrheals/ae 
2 exp codeine/ae 
3 (anti?diarrh?ea$ or anti?peristaltic$ or anti?motility).mp. 
4 codeine.tw. 
5 or/3-4 
6 ae.fs. 
7 5 and 6 
8 1 or 2 or 7 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 (anti*diarrh*ea* or anti*peristaltic* or anti*motility):ti,kw,ab 
#2 (codeine or loperamide or imodium or lomotil or diphenoxylate):kw,ti,ab 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
#4 ((adverse*) near/2 (effect* OR reaction* OR event*)):ti,ab,kw 
#5 side effect*:tw,ab,ti 
#6 toxic*:ti,ab,kw 
#7 drug* near/2 safe*:ti,ab,kw 
#8 (complication* or tolerability):ti,ab,kw 
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#9 (#4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8) 
#10 (#3 AND #9) 
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Antispasmodics 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters. 
 
Medline 
 

1 exp parasympatholytics/ 
2 spasmolytic$.mp. 
3 (anti-spasmodic$ or antispasmodic$ or parasympatholytic$).mp. 
4 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin).mp. 
5 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet).mp. 
6 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin).mp. 
7 (cimetropium bromide or alginor).mp. 
8 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan).mp. 
9 (trimebutin$ or debridat or cerekinon).mp. 

10 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 
atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine).mp. 

11 ((peppermint adj2 oil$) or (colpermin or mintec)).mp. 
12 exp cholinergic antagonists/ 
13 (acetylcholine antagonist$ or anticholinergic agent$ or anti-cholinergic agent$ or 

cholinergic-blocking agent$ or cholinergic blocking agent$ or cholinolytic$ or anti-
cholinergic$ or anticholinergic$ or cholinergic antagonist$).mp. 

14 (cholinergic adj2 block$).mp. 
15 or/1-14 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp spasmolytic agent/ 
2 spasmolytic$.mp. 
3 (anti-spasmodic$ or antispasmodic$ or parasympatholytic$).mp. 
4 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin).mp. 
5 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet).mp. 
6 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin).mp. 
7 (cimetropium bromide or alginor).mp. 
8 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan).mp. 
9 (trimebutin$ or debridat or cerekinon).mp. 

10 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 
atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine).mp. 

11 ((peppermint adj2 oil$) or (colpermin or mintec)).mp. 
12 peppermint oil/ 
13 exp cholinergic receptor blocking agent/ 
14 (acetylcholine antagonist$ or anticholinergic agent$ or anti-cholinergic agent$ or 

cholinergic-blocking agent$ or cholinergic blocking agent$ or cholinolytic$ or anti-
cholinergic$ or anticholinergic$ or cholinergic antagonist$).mp. 

15 (cholinergic adj2 block$).mp. 
16 or/1-15 
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Cinahl 
 

1 exp parasympatholytics/ 
2 spasmolytic$.mp. 
3 (anti-spasmodic$ or antispasmodic$ or parasympatholytic$).mp. 
4 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin).mp. 
5 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet).mp. 
6 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin).mp. 
7 (cimetropium bromide or alginor).mp. 
8 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan).mp. 
9 (trimebutin$ or debridat or cerekinon).mp. 

10 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 
atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine).mp. 

11 ((peppermint adj2 oil$) or (colpermin or mintec)).mp. 
12 exp cholinergic antagonists/ 
13 (acetylcholine antagonist$ or anticholinergic agent$ or anti-cholinergic agent$ or 

cholinergic-blocking agent$ or cholinergic blocking agent$ or cholinolytic$ or anti-
cholinergic$ or anticholinergic$ or cholinergic antagonist$).mp. 

14 (cholinergic adj2 block$).mp. 
15 or/1-14 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 spasmolytic*  
#2 (anti-spasmodic* or antispasmodic* or parasympatholytic*)  
#3 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin)  
#4 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet)  
#5 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin)  
#6 (cimetropium bromide or alginor)  
#7 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan)  
#8 (trimebutin* or debridat or cerekinon)  
#9 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 

atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine)  
#10 ((peppermint near/2 oil*) or (colpermin or mintec))  
#11 (acetylcholine antagonist* or anticholinergic agent* or anti-cholinergic agent* or 

cholinergic-blocking agent* or cholinergic blocking agent* or cholinolytic* or anti-
cholinergic* or anticholinergic* or cholinergic antagonist*)  

#12 (cholinergic near/2 block*)  
#13 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11 OR 

#12) 
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Antispasmodics: Adverse Drug Effects 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above. 
 
Medline 
 

1 spasmolytic$.mp. 
2 (anti-spasmodic$ or antispasmodic$ or parasympatholytic$).mp. 
3 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin).mp. 
4 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet).mp. 
5 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin).mp. 
6 (cimetropium bromide or alginor).mp. 
7 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan).mp. 
8 (trimebutin$ or debridat or cerekinon).mp. 
9 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 

atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine).mp. 
10 ((peppermint adj2 oil$) or (colpermin or mintec)).mp. 
11 (acetylcholine antagonist$ or anticholinergic agent$ or anti-cholinergic agent$ or 

cholinergic-blocking agent$ or cholinergic blocking agent$ or cholinolytic$ or anti-
cholinergic$ or anticholinergic$ or cholinergic antagonist$).mp. 

12 (cholinergic adj2 block$).mp. 
13 or/1-10,11-12 
14 ae.fs. 
15 to.fs. 
16 or/14-15 
17 13 and 16 
18 exp parasympatholytics/ae, to 
19 exp cholinergic antagonists/ae, to 
20 or/17-19 

 
Embase 
 

1 spasmolytic$.mp. 
2 (anti-spasmodic$ or antispasmodic$ or parasympatholytic$).mp. 
3 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin).mp. 
4 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet).mp. 
5 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin).mp. 
6 (cimetropium bromide or alginor).mp. 
7 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan).mp. 
8 (trimebutin$ or debridat or cerekinon).mp. 
9 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 

atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine).mp. 
10 ((peppermint adj2 oil$) or (colpermin or mintec)).mp. 
11 (acetylcholine antagonist$ or anticholinergic agent$ or anti-cholinergic agent$ or 

cholinergic-blocking agent$ or cholinergic blocking agent$ or cholinolytic$ or anti-
cholinergic$ or anticholinergic$ or cholinergic antagonist$).mp. 

12 (cholinergic adj2 block$).mp. 
13 or/1-10,11-12 
14 ae.fs. 
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15 to.fs. 
16 or/14-15 
17 13 and 16 
18 exp spasmolytic agent/ae, to 
19 peppermint oil/ae, to 
20 exp cholinergic receptor blocking agent/ae, to 
21 or/17-20 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 spasmolytic$.mp. 
2 (anti-spasmodic$ or antispasmodic$ or parasympatholytic$).mp. 
3 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin).mp. 
4 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet).mp. 
5 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin).mp. 
6 (cimetropium bromide or alginor).mp. 
7 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan).mp. 
8 (trimebutin$ or debridat or cerekinon).mp. 
9 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 

atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine).mp. 
10 ((peppermint adj2 oil$) or (colpermin or mintec)).mp. 
11 (acetylcholine antagonist$ or anticholinergic agent$ or anti-cholinergic agent$ or 

cholinergic-blocking agent$ or cholinergic blocking agent$ or cholinolytic$ or anti-
cholinergic$ or anticholinergic$ or cholinergic antagonist$).mp. 

12 (cholinergic adj2 block$).mp. 
13 or/1-10,11-12 
14 ae.fs. 
15 13 and 14 
16 exp parasympatholytics/ae 
17 exp cholinergic antagonists/ae 
18 or/15-17 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 spasmolytic* 
#2 (anti-spasmodic* or antispasmodic* or parasympatholytic*) 
#3 (mebeverine or duspatalin or spasmotalin or duphaspasmin) 
#4 (pinaverium bromide or dicetel or eldicet) 
#5 (otilonium bromide or octylonium or spasmomen or doralin) 
#6 (cimetropium bromide or alginor) 
#7 (hyoscine butyl bromide or hyoscinbutylbromide or scopolaminebutylbromide or 

buscapine or buscolysin or buscopan or butylscopolamine or scopolan) 
#8 (trimebutin* or debridat or cerekinon) 
#9 (scopolamine or hyoscine or scoburen or scopace or scopoderm or vorigeno or 

atrochin or atroquin or atroscine or oscine) 
#10 ((peppermint near/2 oil*) or (colpermin or mintec)) 
#11 (acetylcholine antagonist* or anticholinergic agent* or anti-cholinergic agent* or 

cholinergic-blocking agent* or cholinergic blocking agent* or cholinolytic* or anti-
cholinergic* or anticholinergic* or cholinergic antagonist*) 

#12 (cholinergic near/2 block*) 
#13 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11 OR 



Irritable Bowel Syndrome NICE guideline: Appendix B: Search strategies and databases searched 
 

 30

#12) 
#14 (#13 AND IBS filter) 
#15 ((adverse*) near/2 (effect* OR reaction* OR event*)):ti,ab,kw 
#16 side effect*:tw,ab,ti 
#17 toxic*:ti,ab,kw 
#18 drug* near/2 safe*:ti,ab,kw 
#19 (complication* or tolerability):ti,ab,kw 
#20 (#15 OR #16 OR #17 OR #18 OR #19) 
#21 (#14 AND #20) 
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Antidepressants 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters. 
 
Medline 
 

1 exp antidepressive agents/ 
2 (antidepressant$ or antidepressive$).mp. 
3 exp serotonin uptake inhibitors/ 
4 or/1-3 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp serotonin uptake inhibitor/ 
2 exp tricyclic antidepressant agent/ 
3 1 or 2 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp Antidepressive Agents/ 
2 (antidepressant$ or antidepressive$).mp. 
3 exp Serotonin Uptake Inhibitors/ 
4 or/1-3 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 (selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor* or serotonin reuptake inhibitor* or 
serotonin uptake inhibitor* or ssri*):ti,kw,ab 

#2 (tricyclic*):ti,kw,ab 
#3 (antidepressant* or antidepressive*):ti,kw,ab 
#4 (#1 OR #2 OR #3) 
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Cognitive Behavioural Therapy (CBT) 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters.  
 
Medline 
 

1 cognitive therapy/ 
2 (cogniti$ adj (behavio$ or therap$)).ti,ab. 
3 (cogniti$ adj (technique$ or restructur$ or challenge$)).ti,ab. 
4 (behavi$ adj therapy).ti,ab. 
5 behavior therapy/ 
6 or/1-5 

 
Embase 
 

1 cognitive therapy/ 
2 (cogniti$ adj (behavio$ or therap$)).ti,ab. 
3 (cogniti$ adj (technique$ or restructur$ or challenge$)).ti,ab. 
4 (behavi$ adj therapy).ti,ab. 
5 behavior therapy/ 
6 or/1-5 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 cognitive therapy/ 
2 (cogniti$ adj (behavio$ or therap$)).ti,ab. 
3 (cogniti$ adj (technique$ or restructur$ or challenge$)).ti,ab. 
4 (behavi$ adj therapy).ti,ab. 
5 behavior therapy/ 
6 or/1-5 

 
Psycinfo 
 

1 (cogniti$ adj (behavio$ or therap$)).ti,ab. 
2 (cogniti$ adj (technique$ or restructur$ or challenge$)).ti,ab. 
3 cognitive behavior therapy/ 
4 exp cognitive techniques/ 
5 behavior therapy/ 
6 (behavi$ adj therapy).ti,ab. 
7 or/1-6 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 (cogniti* NEAR behavio*):ti,kw,ab 
#2 (cogniti* NEAR therap*):ti,kw,ab 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
#4 (cogniti* NEAR technique*):ti,kw,ab 
#5 (cogniti* NEAR restructur*):ti,kw,ab 
#6 (cogniti* NEAR challeng*):ti,kw,ab 
#7 (#4 or #5 or #6) 
#8 (behavi* next therapy):kw,ti,ab 
#9 (#3 OR #7 OR #8) 



Irritable Bowel Syndrome NICE guideline: Appendix B: Search strategies and databases searched 
 

 33

Hypnotherapy / Other Psychiatric Interventions 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters.  
 
Medline 
 

1 hypnosis/ 
2 hypnotherapy.ti,ab. 
3 ((psychodynamic or interpersonal) adj therapy).ti,ab. 
4 psychotherapy.ti,ab. 
5 exp psychotherapy/ 
6 relaxation techniques/ 
7 stress, psychological/th 
8 (stress adj2 (treat$ or therap$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 
9 (relax$ adj2 (technique$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 

10 or/1-9 
 
Embase 
 

1 hypnosis/ 
2 hypnotherapy.ti,ab. 
3 ((psychodynamic or interpersonal) adj therapy).ti,ab. 
4 psychotherapy.ti,ab. 
5 exp psychotherapy/ 
6 relaxation training/ 
7 "stress management"/ 
8 (stress adj2 (treat$ or therap$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 
9 (relax$ adj2 (technique$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 

10 or/1-9 
 
Cinahl 
 

1 hypnosis/ 
2 hypnotherapy.ti,ab. 
3 ((psychodynamic or interpersonal) adj therapy).ti,ab. 
4 psychotherapy.ti,ab. 
5 exp psychotherapy/ 
6 exp relaxation techniques/ 
7 Stress Management/ 
8 exp Stress/ 
9 (stress adj2 (treat$ or therap$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 

10 (relax$ adj2 (technique$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 
11 or/1-11 

 
Psycinfo 
 

1 exp hypnosis/ 
2 exp Hypnotherapy/ 
3 exp relaxation therapy/ 
4 (hypnosis or hypnotherapy).ti,ab. 
5 (relax$ adj2 (technique$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 
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6 exp Stress Management/ 
7 (stress adj2 (treat$ or therap$ or manag$)).ti,ab. 
8 exp psychotherapy/ 
9 ((psychodynamic or interpersonal) adj therapy).ti,ab. 

10 psychotherapy.ti,ab. 
11 or/1-11 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 (hypnosis or hypnotherapy):ti,ab,kw 
#2 (psychodynamic next therapy):ti,ab,kw  
#3 (interpersonal next therapy):ti,ab,kw 
#4 psychotherapy:kw,ti,ab  
#5 stress near/2 (treat* or therap* or manag*):ti,ab,kw 
#6 relax* near/2 (technique* or manag*):kw,ti,ab 
#7 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6) 
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Biofeedback 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters. This 
search was done in combination with those for aloe vera and refloxology. 
 
Medline 
 

1 aloe/ 
2 aloe$.mp. 
3 1 or 2 
4 exp "biofeedback (psychology)"/ 
5 (feedback adj psych$).mp. 
6 biofeedback.mp. 
7 or/4-6 
8 exp massage/ 
9 reflexology.mp. 

10 reflex zone$.mp. 
11 zone$ therap$.mp. 
12 (shiatsu or shiatzu).mp. 
13 exp acupressure/ 
14 or/8-13 
15 3 or 7 or 14 

 
Embase 
 

1 aloe/ 
2 aloe vera/ 
3 aloe$.mp. 
4 psychophysiology/ 
5 (feedback adj psych$).mp. 
6 biofeedback.mp. 
7 massage/ 
8 reflexology/ 
9 reflexology.mp. 

10 reflex zone$.mp. 
11 zone$ therap$.mp. 
12 (shiatsu or shiatzu).mp. 
13 exp Acupressure/ 
14 or/1-13 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 aloe/ 
2 aloe$.mp. 
3 1 or 2 
4 biofeedback/ 
5 (feedback adj psych$).mp. 
6 biofeedback.mp. 
7 or/4-6 
8 massage/ 
9 reflexology/ 
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10 reflexology.mp. 
11 reflex zone$.mp. 
12 zone$ therap$.mp. 
13 (shiatsu or shiatzu).mp. 
14 exp Acupressure/ 
15 or/8-14 
16 3 or 7 or 15 

 
Amed 
 

1 exp Aloe/ 
2 aloe$.mp. 
3 exp biofeedback/ 
4 (feedback adj psych$).mp. 
5 biofeedback.mp. 
6 exp reflexology/ 
7 massage/ 
8 acupressure/ 
9 reflex zone$.mp. 

10 zone$ therap$.mp. 
11 (shiatsu or shiatzu).mp. 
12 reflexology.mp. 
13 or/20-31 
14 19 and 32 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 aloe* OR biofeedback OR (feedback NEXT psych*) 
#2 massage or acupressure or reflexology or (reflex next zone*) or 

(zone$ next therap*) or shiatsu or shiatzu 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 

 



Irritable Bowel Syndrome NICE guideline: Appendix B: Search strategies and databases searched 
 

 37

Patient Information, Psychosocial Interventions, Support Groups 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the exclusions filter 
described above. 
 
Medline  
 

1 ((client$ or patient$ or user$ or carer$ or consumer$ or customer$) adj3 
(attitud$ or priorit$ or perception$ or preferen$ or expectation$ or choice$ 
or perspective$ or view$ or satisfact$ or inform$ or experience$)).mp. 

2 (information adj need$).mp. 
3 (information adj requirement$).mp. 
4 (information adj support$).mp. 
5 (patient$ adj information$).mp. 
6 (service$ adj2 acceptab$).mp. 
7 (service$ adj2 unacceptab$).mp. 
8 psycho?social.mp. 
9 (patient$ adj (complian$ or adheren$ or concordan$)).mp. 

10 patient education/ 
11 exp attitude to health/ 
12 exp patient acceptance of health care/ 
13 "quality of life"/ 
14 self-help groups/ 
15 ((self-help or support) adj2 (group$ or organi?ation$ or network$)).ti,ab. 
16 (peer$ adj support).ti,ab. 
17 qualitative research/ 
18 exp interviews/ 
19 questionnaires/ 
20 or/1-19 
21 irritable bowel syndrome.ti,ab. 
22 IBS.mp. 
23 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
24 or/21-23 
25 20 and 24 

 
Embase 
 

1 ((client$ or patient$ or user$ or carer$ or consumer$ or customer$) adj3 
(attitud$ or priorit$ or perception$ or preferen$ or expectation$ or choice$ 
or perspective$ or view$ or satisfact$ or inform$ or experience$)).mp. 

2 (information adj need$).mp. 
3 (information adj requirement$).mp. 
4 (information adj support$).mp. 
5 (patient$ adj information$).mp. 
6 (service$ adj2 acceptab$).mp. 
7 (service$ adj2 unacceptab$).mp. 
8 psycho?social.mp. 
9 (patient$ adj (complian$ or adheren$ or concordan$)).mp. 

10 patient education/ 
11 exp attitude/ 
12 exp patient attitude/ 
13 "Quality of Life"/ 
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14 Self Help/ 
15 support group/ 
16 ((self-help or support) adj2 (group$ or organi?ation$ or network$)).ti,ab. 
17 (peer$ adj support).ti,ab. 
18 qualitative research/ 
19 exp Interview/ 
20 exp Questionnaire/ 
21 or/1-20  
22 irritable bowel syndrome.ti,ab. 
23 IBS.mp. 
24 irritable colon/ 
25 or/22-24 
26 21 and 25 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 ((client$ or patient$ or user$ or carer$ or consumer$ or customer$) adj3 
(attitud$ or priorit$ or perception$ or preferen$ or expectation$ or choice$ or 
perspective$ or view$ or satisfact$ or inform$ or experience$)).mp. 

2 (information adj need$).mp. 
3 (information adj requirement$).mp. 
4 (information adj support$).mp. 
5 (patient$ adj information$).mp. 
6 (service$ adj2 acceptab$).mp. 
7 (service$ adj2 unacceptab$).mp. 
8 psycho?social.mp. 
9 (patient$ adj (complian$ or adheren$ or concordan$)).mp. 

10 patient education/ 
11 exp attitude to health/ 
12 "Quality of Life"/ 
13 support groups/ 
14 ((self-help or support) adj2 (group$ or organi?ation$ or network$)).ti,ab. 
15 (peer$ adj support).ti,ab. 
16 exp qualitative studies/ 
17 exp Interviews/ 
18 focus groups/ 
19 exp Questionnaires/ 
20 or/1-19 
21 irritable bowel syndrome.ti,ab. 
22 IBS.mp. 
23 irritable bowel syndrome/ 
24 or/21-23 
25 20 and 24 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 

#1 (client* or patient* or user* or carer* or consumer* or customer*) near/3 (attitud* 
or priorit* or perception* or preferen* or expectation* or choice* or perspective* 
or view* or satisfact* or inform* or experience*) 

#2 information NEXT need* 
#3 information NEXT requirement*  
#4 information NEXT support* 
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#5 service* near/2 acceptab* 
#6 service* near/2 unacceptab* 
#7 (patient* next (complian* or adheren* or concordan*)) 
#8 (psycho-social OR psychosocial) OR (psycho NEXT social) 
#9 patient* NEXT (education or acceptance) 

#10 patient* next information* 
#11 quality of life 
#12 (self-help or (self next help) or support) next/2 (group* or organi*ation* or 

network*) 
#13 qualitative or interview* or questionnaire* or (focus next group) 
#14 (irritable bowel syndrome or IBS):kw,ti,ab 
#15 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5 OR #6 OR #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11 

OR #12 OR #13) 
#16 (#14 AND #15) 
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Reflexology 
 
See Biofeedback 
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Acupuncture 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS filter described 
above.  
 
Medline 
 
1 acupuncture/ 
2 exp acupuncture therapy/ 
3 acupuncture$.mp. 
4 or/1-3 

 
Embase 
 
1 exp acupuncture/ 
2 acupuncture$.mp. 
3 1 or 2 

 
Cinahl 
 
1 exp acupuncture/ 
2 acupuncture$.mp. 
3 1 or 2 

 
Amed 
 
1 acupuncture/ 
2 exp acupuncture therapy/ 
3 acupuncture$.mp. 
4 or/1-3 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 (acupunctur*):ti,kw,ab 
#2 (electro?acupunctur* or acupressure or meridian* or moxibustion):ti,ab,kw 
#3 (#1 OR #2) 
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Herbal Medicines 
 
The following search strategies were combined with the IBS and exclusions filters 
described above. They were limited by RCT and SR study design filters.  
 
Medline 
 

1 exp phytotherapy/ 
2 exp plant preparations/ 
3 or/1-2 

 
Embase 
 

1 exp phytotherapy/ 
2 exp medicinal plant/ 
3 exp plant extract/ 
4 exp herbal medicine/ 
5 or/1-4 

 
Cinahl 
 

1 exp medicine, herbal/ 
2 exp plants, medicinal/ 
3 exp plant extracts/ 
4 or/1-3 

 
Amed 
 

1 exp plants, medicinal/ 
2 exp plant extracts/ 
3 or/1-2 

 
The Cochrane Library 
 
#1 (plant* NEAR/2 extract*):ti,ab,kw 
#2 (plant* NEAR/2 preparation*):ti,ab,kw 
#3 phytotherapy:kw,ti,ab 
#4 (herb* NEAR/2 medic*):ti,ab,kw 
#5 (#1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4) 
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Patient Information 
 
See Psychosocial / Support Groups  
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Cost-effectiveness 
 

Searches were performed on the MEDLINE database to determine the cost-
effectiveness of tests to identify alternative diagnoses in patients meeting the 
diagnostic criteria for IBS who do not have any “red-flag” symptoms using the 
following search strategy. Specific searches were also performed on the NHS 
EED database using the MeSH terms for inflammatory bowel disease (exploded 
to include Crohn’s disease and ulcerative colitis), lactose intolerance and coeliac 
disease. Free-text searching on the NHS EED database was explored but did not 
yield any further relevant papers. 
 
Medline 
 
1 colitis.mp.   
2 crohn$.mp.   
3 inflammatory bowel disease.mp.   
4 celiac.mp.   
5 coeliac.mp.   
6 divertic$.mp.   
7 or/1-6  
8 exp colitis/  
9 exp inflammatory bowel diseases/  
10 exp malabsorption syndromes/  
11 or/8-10  
12 7 or 11  
13 cost-benefit analysis/  
14 cost effectiveness.ti,ab.  
15 cost benefit.ti,ab.  
16 cost utility.ti,ab.  
17 cost per QALY.ti,ab. 
18 cost per quality adjusted life year.ti,ab. 
19 economic evaluation.ti,ab.  
20 economic appraisal.ti,ab.  
21 or/13-20  
22 letter.pt. 
23 editorial.pt. 
24 historical article.pt.  
25 22 or 23 or 24  
26 21 not 25 
27 animal/  
28 human/  
29 27 not (27 and 28)  
30 26 not 29  
31 12 and 30  
32 limit 31 to english language  

 
 
Searches were performed on the MEDLINE database to assess the cost-
effectiveness of interventions used in the management of IBS using the following 
search strategy. Specific searches were also performed on the NHS EED 
database using the MeSH term for irritable bowel syndrome which yielded two 
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further papers. Free-text searching on the NHS EED database was explored but 
did not yield any further relevant papers.  
 
Medline 
 
1 ((intestin$ or gastrointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or 

functional or irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or 
spasm$)).mp.  

2 flatus.mp.  
3 irritable bowel syndrome.mp.  
4 IBS.mp.  
5 ((faecal or fecal) adj2 incontinen$).mp.  
6 dyspepsia/  
7 exp gastrointestinal motility/  
8 flatulence/  
9 irritable bowel syndrome/  
10 colonic diseases, functional/  
11 fecal incontinence/  
12 or/1-11  
13 (diarrhoea or diarrhea).mp.  
14 diarrhea/  
15 constipat$.mp.  
16 constipation/  
17 or/13-16  
18 12 or 17  
19 cost-benefit analysis/  
20 cost effectiveness.ti,ab.  
21 cost benefit.ti,ab.  
22 cost utility.ti,ab.  
23 cost per QALY.ti,ab.  
24 cost per quality adjusted life year.ti,ab.  
25 economic evaluation.ti,ab.  
26 economic appraisal.ti,ab.  
27 or/19-26  
28 letter.pt.  
29 editorial.pt.  
30 historical article.pt.  
31 28 or 29 or 30  
32 27 not 31  
33 animal/  
34 human/  
35 33 not (33 and 34)  
36 32 not 35  
37 18 and 36  
38 limit 37 to english language  
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APPENDIX C: CHARACTERISTICS OF INCLUDED STUDIES 
 
C1: DIAGNOSIS 
 
A) DIAGNOSTICS 

Study Sensitivity (Se) and Specificity (Sp) Predictive value (PPV) 

KRUIS CRITERIA 

Kruis 1984 
N=108 

Se = 83% 
Sp = 97% 
Accuracy if score > 44 is 99% 

Based on IBS prevalence if score is > 44 
10% 87.1% 
30% 96.4% 
50% 98.4% 

Dogan & Unal 1996a Turkey 
N=347 

Se = 81% 
Sp = 91% if score of 44 points was positive 90% 

Frigerio 1992 Italy 
N=1257 

Se= 47% men, 60% women 
Sp= 94% men, 95% women 

54% men, 82% women  
Negative Predictive value 91.6% men, 87.3% 
women 

Osset 1991 Italy 
Quoting from Kruis 1984 

Se= 83% 
Sp= 97% 
99% accurate if score is > 44 points 

 

Dogan 1996b Turkey 
Manning discriminated IBS from OGD  
N=347 

Se= 90% 
Sp= 87% if > 3 positive 87% 

Rao 1993  
N=123 

Se=67% 
Sp=93% 93.4% 
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Talley 1990 
N=361 

Se= 42% 
Sp= 85%  

 

 

 

Study Sensitivity (Se) and Specificity (Sp) Predictive value (PPV) 

MANNING AND KRUIS CRITERIA 

Dogan 1996c Turkey: Correlation significant 
in IBS r=0.714 p=<0.05 but not in OGD r = 
0.190 p=>0.05 
N=347 

Se= 80% 
Sp= 97% 96% 

MANNING (3/6) CRITERIA 

Jeong 1990 
N=172 

Se= 67% 
Sp= 70%  

Smith 1992 
Manning > ¾  
N=109 

Se= 63% 
Sp= 85% 
 

 

MANNING (>3/6) CRITERIA 

Talley 1990 
N = 361 

Se= 84% 
Sp= 76%  
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Kruis 1984  
N=479 

Se= 64% 
Sp= 99% 94% 

 

 

 

 

 

Study Sensitivity (Se) and Specificity (Sp) Predictive value (PPV) 

ROME CRITERIA 

Saito 2003a, USA 
Prevalence Cohort study 
1st  survey  1987N=1121 
2nd survey 1989 
3rd survey 1992 N=892 
response N=643 (72%) 

Prevalence rates by criteria: 
Rome (1989) 27.6 per 100 (95%CI:23.6-31.5) 
Rome (1990) 5.1 per 100 (95%CI:3.2-7.1) 

 

Vanner 1999  
N=384 (retrospective) 
N=95 

Se= 63% 
Sp= 100% 98% 

ROME I CRITERIA 

Saito et al 2003b, USA  
N= 1014 women 

Rome I (1992) 6.8 per100 (95%CI 4.7-8.9) 
Se=83% 
Sp= not given 

Good agreement between Rome I & II ( >95% Kappa 
>0.68) 
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Chey 2002a USA 
Mearin 2001a Spain 
Patients diagnosed with Manning, Rome I & 
Rome II > 2/3 of subjects fulfilling Manning or 
Rome I would not be diagnosed as having 
IBS if using Rome II  
N=281 

Se/Sp = not given  

 
 
 
 
 

Study Sensitivity (Se) and Specificity (Sp) Predictive value (PPV) 

ROME II CRITERIA 

Saito 2003c USA Rome II (1999) 5.1 per 100 (95% CI:3.1-7.0) 
Rome II & Rome ( 79% kappa 0.29) 
Rome II more restrictive. Results similar for other 
studies Mearin et al, Thompson et al  Chey et al 

Chey 2002b USA 
Difference in sensitivity seemed to be 
attributable to more restrictive time 
requirement for pain with Rome II  
N=1014 women 

Se= 47% 
Sp=not given 

If different thresholds are used subjects identified are 
not the same. Manning identified less severe 
symptoms. Treatment would be no different using 
any criteria 

Boyce 2000 Australia (prevalence study) 
N=2910 See Table 2 in paper  

BDQ CRITERIA (Talley et al) - VALIDATED QUESTIONNAIRE FOR IDENTIFYING IBS  
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Bijkerk 2003 Netherlands  
N= 99 

All patients had diagnosis of IBS but only18% 
(n=14) met Rome II  
GP diagnosis based on Bloating (87%) and 
absence of alarm features (87%) rather than 
diagnostic criteria. GP diagnosis correlated most 
closely with Manning. GP’s reported tests to 
exclude organic  disease in pts over 50 
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B) COLONIC EVALUATION 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Hamm 1999 

Rome criteria met for at 
least 6 months, & no colonic 
endoscopic exam in 
previous 2 years. i.e. not all 
recent diagnosis 

Age < 50: Flexible 
sigmoidoscopy 
Age > 50: Colonoscopy or 
flexible sigmoidoscopy plus 
barium enema 

None 

7/306 (2%) 
 
1146 patients not 
tested 

3 IBD 
1 colonic obstruction 
3 colonic polyps without 
malignancy 

Tolliver 1994 

International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

Air contrast barium enema, 
flexible sigmoidoscopy and / 
or colonoscopy. 

None 
43 abnormalities 
in 23 patients (all 
196 tested) 

2 which could be the cause of 
IBS symptoms 
1 IBD 
1 cancer 
 

MacIntosh 1992 

IBS patients referred to 
secondary care, (89% 
fulfilled Manning 3 or more 
and 84% fulfilled Rome 
criteria) 

Sigmoidoscopy,  
colonoscopy, phosphate 
enema, rectal biopsy 

None 0/89 (all patients 
tested) None 

Francis  1996 

Patients evaluated within 6 
months of diagnosis, met 
Rome criteria and normal 
stool exam, haematological 
and biochemical indices 
including ESR 

Sigmoidoscopy in all, plus 
barium enema or 
colonoscopy in over 45 year 
olds 

None 0/125 (all patients 
tested) 

None except diverticular 
disease 
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C) LACTOSE INTOLERANCE 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Hamm 1999 Rome criteria met for at 
least 6 months. Not all 
recent diagnosis 

Hydrogen breath test   None – ideally 
should report 
response to 
lactose 
restricted diet 

23% of 1122 
patients 
 
330 not tested 

Unconfirmed lactose 
intolerance as no response to 
treatment recorded 

Tolliver 1994 International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

Hydrogen breath test 3 year follow-up 
to assess 
symptoms 

48/186  
(10 not tested, 
doesn’t state 
why) 

Possible lactose 
malabsorption but no 
difference in symptoms at 3 
years compared to those 
without diagnosis  

 
 
D) THYROID FUNCTION 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Hamm 1999 Rome criteria met for at 
least 6 months and without 
test in previous 12 months. 
Not all recent diagnosis 

TSH and thyroxine   None – ideally 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

67/1209 (6%)  
 
3% hypo and 3% 
hyper 

Hypo or hyperthyroidism 

Tolliver 1994 International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

T3 T4 TSH None – ideally 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

1/171, author 
states this 
provided no 
useful clinical 
information 
 
25 not tested 

Not clear  
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E) STOOL TESTS 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Hamm 1999 Rome criteria met for at 
least 6 months and without 
test in previous 3 months. 
Not all recent diagnosis 

Faecal ova and parasite test  None – ideally 
should report 
resolution of 
symptoms 
following 
treatment 

19/1154 (2%) 
 
298 not tested 

Enteric infection of 
unconfirmed clinical 
significance  

Tolliver 1994 International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

Occult blood and parasites Occult blood - 
structural 
evaluation 
Parasites – 
none, should 
report resolution 
of symptoms 
following 
treatment 

Occult blood 
15/183 
(13 not tested) 
 
Parasites 0 /170 
(26 not tested) 

1 Hemorrhoids, 2 annal 
fissures, 1 melanosis coli 

 
F) OTHER LABORATORY TESTS 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Tolliver 1994 International Congress of 
Gastroenterology Symptom 
Criteria for IBS. Referred to 
secondary care without prior 
diagnosis 

FBC, HgB, ESR, Chemistry 
panel, urine analysis 

None FBC& HgB; 
0/196 
Chemistry: 2/196 
Urine: 4/157 
(39 not tested) 
 

No useful clinical information  

Sanders 2001 Rome II without “sinister 
symptoms” of  weight loss, 
rectal bleeding, nocturnal 
diarrhoea or anaemia 

FBC, ESR, blood urea 
nitrogen, serum electrolyte 
concentration, thyroid 
function, CRP, blood 

 CRP: 2/300 
ESR: 1/300 
Liver function: 
2/300 

3 IBD (abnormal CRP / ESR) 
2 excess alcohol ( IBS 
symptom response to reduced 
intake not reported) 
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(Secondary care) 

glucose.  Anaemia: 1/300 
All patients tested 

Anaemia was secondary to 
coeliac disease 

 
G) COELIAC SCREENING 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Sanders 2001 Rome II without “sinister 
symptoms” of  weight loss, 
rectal bleeding, nocturnal 
diarrhoea or anaemia 
 
(Secondary care) 

IgA and IgG antiglandin, 
endomysial antibody  

Duodenal 
biopsy 

66/300 
 
All patients tested 

14 coeliac disease confirmed 
by biopsy, 
1 positive serology but refused 
biopsy 
Response to diet not reported 
 

Sanders 2003 Primary care cross-sectional 
study, IBS diagnosis from 
Rom II (subgroup of whole 
cross-sectional cohort) 

IgG/IgA antiglandin and 
EMA 

Small bowel 
biopsy, and 
follow-up after 
diet 

Positive tests not 
reported for IBS 
subgroup 
 
All patients tested 

4/123 IBS patients had coeliac 
disease, all responded to diet 

 
 
H) ULTRASOUND 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Francis 1996 Patients evaluated within 6 
months of diagnosis, met 
Rome criteria and normal 
stool exam, haematological 
and biochemical indices 
including ESR 

Ultrasound of abdomen and 
pelvis 

None 22/125 (18%) 
 
All patients tested 

No change to IBS diagnosis  
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I) BACTERIAL OVERGROWTH 
 

Study Population tested Tests used Gold standard Abnormal tests Alternative diagnosis 

Pimentel 2000 Referred for lactulose 
hydrogen breath test 
Rome I criteria. Excluded if 
evidence of rapid transit 

Hydrogen breath test   Reported 
symptom 
resolution and 
repeat test 
result but only in 
minority of 
treated patients 

157 of 202 (78%) 
 

Only 47 had repeat test to 
confirm response to therapy 
25 achieved eradiation and 
45% of these no longer met 
Rome criteria 

Pimentel 2003 Community and IBS support 
group advertisement, Rome 
criteria 

Hydrogen breath test   Reported 
symptom 
response and 
repeat test 
results 

84% of 111 had 
positive first test 

20% of those with positive test 
and antibiotic treatment 
achieved normal second test, 
symptom improvement 
associated with treatment and 
normal second test 
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C2: PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline  
 
 

C3: FIBRE 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Aller 2004; Trial held in Spain; 
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: No spasmolytic agents were 
used by pts for 6 months prior to the study and during the 
trial.  Patients with organic disease were excluded Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some people; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 46 yrs (SD12); Gender 
(M/F): 19:37; Comorbidities: None; Weight: assessed at 3 
months Int 65.5kg SD12.1 Control: 66.6kg SD12.5 
Smoking: Int:21% Control32% 

1) Diet with 30.5 g fibre (4.11. Soluble, 25.08 insoluble; 
13% soluble)  (mixed fibre); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency / day: daily; amount 30.5 g fibre per day (n= 
28) 

2) Diet with 10.4g fibre (1.97g soluble,8.13g  insoluble; 
19% soluble)  (mixed fibre); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day: daily; amount 10.4 g fibre per day 
(n=28) 

Arthurs 1983; Trial held in Ireland;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: Other; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: Not 
stated; Age (range): Mean 28 (15-50); Gender (M/F): 17: 
61; Comorbidities: amount 2 sachets / day (n=38 ) 

1) Ispagula poloxamer 188 (2 sachets) + 30g fibre 
containing diet daily  (soluble fibre); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency / day: 2; amount 30g/day (n=40) 

2) Inert placebo +30g fibre containing diet daily (placebo); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 2 times daily 

Chapman 1990; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusions: organic disease 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Manning; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating / flatus: Not stated; 
Post infective: Not stated Age (range): 18-75; Gender 
(M/F): 25:78; Comorbidities: none; Duration of symptoms: 
median no. in months Int:20 Control:24 
 

1) Mebeverine 135mg TID + 3.5g IspaghulaBD (soluble 
fibre); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 3 times day; 
amount 7-10.5g ispaghula + 405mg Mebeverine daily 
(n= 54) 

2) Mebeverine 405 mg + Dietary advice leaflet  (mixed 
fibre); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 3 times daily; 
amount 405mg mebeverine (n=49) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Cook 1990; Trial held in Canada;  
crossover; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: previous 
dietary counselling, fibre supplementation, prior GI 
surgery, taking essential concurrent medication; Type of 
IBS: Constipation; IBS definition: Manning; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 25.8(SD2.4)18-37 yrs; Gender 
(M/F): not stated; Comorbidities: none; IBS 
Symptom Questionnaire (scores 1-37); 4 week washout 
period 

1) 20g fibre cookies daily  (insoluble fibre); duration: 12 
weeks; frequency/day: 2 cookies twice daily; amount 
20g per day (n=14 ) 

2) Identical cookies with no fibre  (placebo); duration: 12 
weeks; frequency/day: 2 cookies twice daily; amount 
:0g per day (n=14) 

Dettmar 1999; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS unchanged for 12 
months; organic disease excluded; Type of IBS: Unclear; 
IBS definition: Symptoms described; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: Not stated; Age (range): mean 34 yr (18-40yr); 
Gender (M/F): 32:78; Comorbidities: Not stated 

1) Ispaghula husk 3.5g + mebeverine hydrochloride 
135mg sachet  (soluble fibre); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: twice daily; amount 7g fibre + 270mg 
mebeverine (n=56) 

2) Mebeverine hydrochloride 135mg tablets + high fibre 
dietary advice (Mebeverine);  duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: three times daily; amount 405mg 
mebeverine (n=54) 

Fielding 1984; Trial held in Ireland;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of IBS: 
Constipation; IBS definition: Authors' definition; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; 
Post infective: n 
Not stated; Age (range):  28 (15-46yrs); Gender (M/F): 
18:37; Comorbidities: none 

1) 30g cereal fibre + 10g fruit fibre  (mixed fibre); duration: 
4 weeks; frequency/day: 40g fibre daily; amount 40g 
fibre daily (n=28 ) 

2) 30g fruit & vegetable fibre +10g cereal fibre  (mixed 
fibre); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: daily; amount 
40g fibre daily (n= 27) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Fowlie 1992; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: use of dietary 
fibre supplements, laxatives or constipation medication. 
Psychiatric disorders. Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 
Symptoms described; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 40 (18-65)yrs; Gender (M/F): 17:32; 
Comorbidities: none; 24hr recall of CHO,Fat protein & 
Fibre assessed by dietitian blind to symptom score 

1) Fibre tablet-44%of its 624mg fibre + daily supplement 
of 4.1gm fibre  (mixed fibre); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day: 5 tablets TDS; amount 10g fibre/daily 
(n=25 ) 

2) Placebo tablet-starch, calcium phosphate & lactose 
with 29mg  fibre + daily supplement 0.4g fibre  
(placebo); duration: 3 months; frequency/day: once 
daily; amount 1gm fibre/daily (n= 24) 

Kruis 1986; Trial held in Germany;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: other medication 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms described; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Some people; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 42 
(19-71yrs); Gender (M/F): 47:73; Comorbidities: none; 
Weight, Length of time since diagnosis, duration of 
symptoms, ethnicity, socio-economic group 

1) 3 times 5g daily commercially available wheatbran 
(insoluble fibre); duration: 16 weeks; frequency/day: 3 
times day; amount 15mg/day (n=40)2) 4 times 100mg 
daily  Placebo mebeverine  (usual diet); duration: 16 
weeks; frequency/day: three time daily; amount: 0mg 
daily (n= 40)3.  4  times daily Mebeverine 
Placebo(n=40) 

Longstreth 1981; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: other GI disease, 
pregnancy, liver or gallbladder disease, previous use of 
psyllium Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms 
described; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
bloating/flatus: Some people; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): not given; Gender (M/F): not given; Comorbidities: 
none 

1) 6.4g sachet of psyllium in water  (soluble fibre); 
duration: 8weeks; frequency/day: 3 times daily; amount 
19g/day (n=40)  

2) Corn starch and polyvinylprrrolidone -inactive agent to 
replace psyllium  (placebo); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3 times daily; amount 3 times daily (n= 
37) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Lucey 1987; Trial held in UK;  
crossover; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: None stated; Type of IBS: 
Mixed; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not 
stated Age (range): 32 (22-78yrs); Gender (M/F): 9:19; 
Comorbidities: None; frequency/day: 12 biscuits/ day; 
amount : 2.76g fibre daily (n=28 ) 

1) Normal diet + 12 bran biscuits containing 1.3g fibre 
each  (insoluble fibre); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day: 12 biscuits per day; amount 12.8g fibre 
daily (n=28) 

2) Normal diet +12  placebo biscuits each with 0.23g fibre  
(placebo); duration: 12 

Manning 1977; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion|: taking drugs 
known to modify bowel motility, organic disease Inclusion: 
normal barium studies, Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 20-60 yrs; Gender (M/F): 14:12; Comorbidities: 
none 

1) Whole wheat bread +/or unprocessed wheat bran 
(insoluble fibre); duration: 6 weeks; frequency/day: 20g 
fibre daily; amount 20g wheat bran daily in divided 
doses (n=14 ) 

2) Exclusion of all wholegrain cereals + only moderate 
intake of fruit & vegetables  (no fibre); duration: 6 
weeks; frequency/day: daily; amount not stated (n= 12) 

Parisi 2002; Trial held in Italy;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Exclusions: Patients with 
systemic GI disease, psychiatric disease 10 days before 
commencing study asked to stop all medication. Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 40.3(+/-14.6); Gender 
(M/F): 49:139; Comorbidities: none; Patients could switch 
treatments after 4 weeks  Separate Data available. 

1) 30g wheat bran  (insoluble fibre); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: daily; amount 30g/day (n=94) 

2) PHGG partially hydrolized Guar Gum  (soluble fibre); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: daily; amount 5g in 
60 mls apple juice (n= 94)After 4 weeks patients could 
change groups if their symptoms were worse, groups 
further divided into fibre - phgg ans phgg-fibre groups. 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Parisi 2005; Trial held in Italy;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Ex: systemic, GI & 
psychiatric disease. 10 days before joining study all 
medication stopped. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: 
Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 
45(SD13.6); Gender (M/F): 22:64; Comorbidities: none; 
BMI measured at baseline 

1) 10g partially hydrolyzedGuar Gum  (soluble fibre); 
duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: once daily; amount 
10g/day (n=40) 

2) 5g partially hydrolyzed Guar Gum  (soluble fibre); 
duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: once daily; amount 
5g/day (n= 46) 

Prior & Whorwell 1987; Trial held in 
UK;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
Secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusions: None stated 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms described; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: All 
patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 18-63yrs; 
Gender (M/F): 8:72; Comorbidities: none 

1) I sachet of  56% ispaguhla  (soluble fibre); duration: 12 
weeks; frequency/day: 1+ sachet  3 x daily; amount 
11g per day (n=40) 

2) 1 sachet  3x daily  (placebo); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day:3/day; amount 0g 3x daily (n=40 ) 

Rees 2005; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Negative investigations, no 
other bowel disorder/ serious illness; stools<1/day or 
variable or 1-2/day and hard, pellety, variable or straining. 
Excl if pregnant/surgery in last 6 months, on diet or 
medication Type of IBS: Constipation; IBS definition: Rome 
I; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 18-70yr; 
Gender (M/F): 3:24; Comorbidities: not stated 

1) Coarse wheat bran  (insoluble fibre); duration: 8-12 
weeks; frequency/day: once; amount 10g x 4 weeks, 
increased if poss weeks 5-8 (n=14) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 8-12 weeks; 
frequency/day: once; amount - (n=14) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Ritchie 1979; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Investigations negative for 
organic disease Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had 
IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): mean 38
yr (16-69 yr); Gender (M/F): 22:74; Comorbidities: Not 
stated 

1) Ispaghula (Fybogel)  (soluble fibre); duration: 3 
months; frequency/day: twice daily; amount 2 sachets 
(n=48) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 3 months; frequency/day: 
twice daily; amount 2 sachets (n=48)factorial design 
trial also looking at real or dummy lorazepam, and real 
or dummy hyoscine 

Ritchie 1980; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Organic disease excluded 
Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): mean 39 yr (14-82 yr); 
Gender (M/F): 25:71; Comorbidities: not stated 

1) Ispaghula (Fybogel)  (soluble fibre); duration: 
frequency/day: twice daily; amount 7g (n=48) 

2) Coarse natural bran  (bran); duration: frequency/day: 
daily; amount 20g (n=48)factorial design trial also 
looking at lorazepam, hyoscine,mebeverine and 
Motival 

Soltoft 1976; Trial held in Denmark;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: over 14yrs, no 
other disease present. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
Symptoms described; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 40 (18-73)yrs; Gender (M/F): 21:38; 
Comorbidities: none; Weight, Length of time since 
diagnosis, duration of symptoms, ethnicity, socio-economic
group 

1) 10gm bran fibre biscuits containing 85% miller'swheat 
bran 10g 3 x day  (insoluble fibre); duration: 6 weeks; 
frequency/day: TDS; amount 30g bran daily (n= 322)  

2) Wheat biscuits of same size & appearance containing 
no bran-  (placebo); duration: 6 weeks; frequency/day: 
three times daily; amount 0g brantds (n=27) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Tarpila 2004; Trial held in Finland;  
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusions – patients with 
colitis ulcerosa, Crohn's disease or malignancies of any 
kind or any abnormality in the screening lab tests. 
Systematic use of other bulk laxatives forbidden. Type of 
IBS: Constipation; IBS definition: Authors' def; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: All patients; 
Post infective: not stated Age (range): 45.5 (sd 12); 
Gender (M/F): 5:50; Comorbidities: none Weight: 63 kg(sd 
13.5) dietary fibre intake was monitored by food 
questionnaire completed weekly 

1) Foil sachets of 6g Flax seed  (mixed fibre); duration: 3 
months; frequency/day: 2-4 times/day; amount 12-
24g/day (n=26) 

2) Foil sachets of 6g psyllium fibre  (mixed fibre); 
duration: 3 months; frequency/day: 2-4 times /day; 
amount 12-24g/day (n=29) 

Villagrasa 1991; Trial held in Spain;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: Other systemic 
disease, pregnancy, abnormal faecal analysis Inclusion: 
medical history of IBS for>3 yrs Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated;
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 20-76yrs; Gender (M/F): 62:52; 
Comorbidities: nonesocio-economic group: stated as 
education level & occupation Clinical evaluation 3mths: 
bariu 

1) High fibre diet 20gm + 10gm bran supplement (mixed 
fibre); duration: 2 years; frequency/day: once daily; 
amount 30g fibre daily (n=53) 

2) Normal diet(10-15gm fibre)+ 120mg otilonium bromide 
(usual diet); duration: 24 months; frequency/day: once 
daily; amount 10-15gm fibre + 120mg otilium (n= 61) 
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C4: PRE/PRO-BIOTICS 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Bittner 2005; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of IBS: 
Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not post 
infective Age (range): 20- 70yrs; Gender (M/F): 2:23; 
Comorbidities: none Weight, Length of time since 
presentation, duration of symptoms, ethnicity, socio-
economic group 

1) 1x500mg Prescript-Assist capsule twice a day 
(stimulant); duration: 2 weeks; frequency/day: 
twice/day; amount 1gm/day (n=12) 

2) 1xplacebo capsule twice a day  (placebo); duration: 2 
weeks;frequency/day: twice day; amount 0gm/day 
(n=13) 

Gade & Thorn 1989; Trial held in 
Denmark;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusions: Pregnant 
women, laxative , spasmolytic, antidiarrhoeal & ntibiotic 
treatment inweek prior to participation. Type of IBS: Mixed; 
IBS definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
mixed; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not 
post infective Age (range): Mean: 34 yrs(16-60); Gender 
(M/F): 12:42; Comorbidities: NoneHamilton Miller review 
has assayed Paraghurt and estimated daily dose to be 8 x 
10^6 CFU. IBS at least 6 months; implies that other IBS 
medication stopped 

1) 4 x Paraghurt tablet (freeze dried Streptococcus 
faecium) 4 times/day with food  (softeners); duration: 4 
weeks; frequency/day: 4times/day; amount 8 tablets 
/day ( dose estimated as 8 x 10^6 CFU/d) (n=32) 

2) 4 x placebo tablets 4 times /day (placebo); duration: 4 
weeks; frequency/day: 4 times/day; amount 0g /day 
(n= 22) 

Kajander 2005; Trial held in  
Finland;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inc.s- lactose intolerance. 
Exc.s - pregnant, GI disease or other, surgery, dementia, 
antimicrobial medication during previous 2 months Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: --- Age (range): 45.5 (21-65); Gender (M/F): 
24:79; Comorbidities: noneWeight: BMI: 25.5kg/m2 
Patients were allowed to continue other IBS medication 
(number not stated) Rome II also used. Sub groups 
Predefined. 

1) 1 capsule: L. rhamnosus LC705, Bacillus breve Bb99, 
P.freudenreichii ssp.shermanii JS (probiotics); 
duration: 6 months; frequency/day: once /day; amount 
1 capsule/day (8-9 x 10^9 CFU/day) (n=52)  

2) 2) 1  placebo capsule (cellulose, stearate, gelatin)  
(placebo); duration: 6 months; frequency/day: 
once/day; amount 1 capsule/day (n=51 ) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Kim 2003; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion:No GI Disease, 
previous abdominal surgery, no use of medication that may 
alter gut motility, no over the counter medication and no 
antibiotic use within 2 weeks of recruitment. Type of IBS: 
Diarrhoea; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; 
Post infective: not post infective Age (range): 19-70; 
Gender (M/F): 8:10; Comorbidities: none Duration of 
symptoms: Median  8yrs range(2-41 yrs) in intervention 
grp. Median 6yrs Range(1-22 yrs) in control grp. Implies no 
concurrent IBS medication. 

1) VSL#3 powder sachet ( Bifidobacteriumx 3 strains, 
Lactobacillus x 4strains, Streptococcus x1 strain); 
miscible with yoghourt, soluble in water (probiotics); 
duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 1 sachet x 
twice/day; amount 45 x 10^10 lyophilized bacteria/day 
(n=12) 

2) 1 x identical looking placebo (starch) sachet x 
twice/day; miscible with yoghourt, soluble in water  
(placebo); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: twice 
/day; amount 0 lyophilized bacteria/day (n=13 ) 

Kim 2005; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: Pregnancy, 
previous abdominal surgery,long term antibiotic use or 
medication that may alter gut motility. Type of IBS: Mixed; 
IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: All patients; Post infective: not post 
infective Age (range): 21 -75yrs; Gender (M/F): 3:45; 
Comorbidities: noneAll patients had visible distention >25% 
time for previous 12 m. Low dose antidepressants 
permitted during trial. 

1) VSL#3 powder sachet ( Bifidobacteriumx 3 strains, 
Lactobacillus x 4strains, Streptococcus x1 strain)  in 
6oz pasteurised yoghurt  (probiotics); duration: 4 or 8 
w (n=16, n=8 resp); frequency/day: 1 sachet twice/ 
day; amount 45 x 10^10 lyophilized bacteria/day 
(n=24)  

2) 1 identical looking placebo sachet twice /day in 6oz 
yoghurt  (placebo); duration: 4 or 8 w (n=9, n=15 resp); 
frequency/day: twice/day; amount 0 lyophilized 
bacteria/day (n=24) 



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline  
 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Niedzielin 2001; Trial held in 
Poland;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excl: when disorders 
excludable through abdominal ultrasound & 
rectosigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy Type of IBS: Mixed; 
IBS definition: Manning; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: All patients; Post infective: not post 
infective Age (range): 45 (27-63yrs); Gender (M/F): 8:32; 
Comorbidities: none statedWeight:  mean 63.5 kg(SD4.5) 
All patients had a previous history of IBS, treated with 
different medications and had been referred to secondary 
care because of problems with management. 

1) Fruit drink 5% oatmeal soup fermented with L 
plantarum 299V; concn 5 x10^7 CFU/ml  (probiotics); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: twice/day; amount 
400mls twice/day (i.e., 4 x 10^10 CFU) (n=20) 

2) Inactive fruit drink thsat looked ,smelled and tasted the 
same as active fruit drink.  (placebo); duration: 4 
weeks; frequency/day: twice /day; amount 0 probiotic 
twice /day (n=20) 

Niv 2005; Trial held in Israel;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: previous 
abdominal surgery, active organic GI disease, major 
psychiatric disorders Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: 
Some patients; Post infective: post infective Age (range): 
45yrs; Gender (M/F): 18:36; Comorbidities: noneDuration 
of symptoms: mean 6.7 (SD6.2) in Intervention. 9.2 (SD 
11) in placebo. Other medications were continued; 20% 
received IBS medication. 

1) Tablets of L. reuteri ATCC 55730 with 1 x 10^8 CFU  
(probiotics); duration: 6 months; frequency/day: 2 
times/day; amount 4/day for 7d then 2/day (i.e.mainly 2 
x 10^8 CFU) (n=27) 

2) 4xidentical looking  placebo tablets  (placebo); 
duration: 6 months; frequency/day: twice/day; amount 
0 probiotic/day (n= 27) 

Nobaek 2000; Trial held in Sweden;  
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: pregnancy, 
previous abdominal surgery,mental disorders, organic GI 
diseases & other systemic disease.Antibiotic treatment of 
medication that may alter gut motility Type of IBS: Mixed; 
IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Postinfective: not post 
infective Age (range): 48 (21-78)yrs; Gender (M/F): 16:36; 
Comorbidities: None Patients recruited via newspaper 
advert. IBS medication was exclusion. 

1) 5% oatmeal soup fermented with Lactobacillus 
plantarum DSM 9843 with 5 x 10^7 CFU mixed with 
Rose-hip drink  (probiotics); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount 400ml/day (5 x10^7 
CFU) (n=30) 

2) Rose-hip drink  (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount 400mls (n=30) 
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Olesen & Hoyer 2000; Trial held in 
Denmark;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: other chronic 
disease,abnormal dietray habits, regular use of strong 
analgesics/medication that may affect gut motility Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Manning; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post 
infective: not post infective Age (range): 45(SD13.1); 
Gender (M/F): 16:80; Comorbidities: noneWeight: mean 
74.1 (SD 14.4) / 71.5 (SD 13.3) , duration of 
symptoms(mths) 159(SD141) / 175(SD143) 

1) 10g sachet for 2 weeks then 20g for 10 weeks 
(osmotic); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: 10 gx 
twice day; amount 20g /day (n=52) 

2) 10g placebo sachet  (placebo); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day: twice day; amount 10g twice/day 
(n=46) 

O'Mahony 2004; Trial held in 
Ireland;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
mixed 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: other GI disease, 
other systemic diseases, pregnancy, previous abdominal 
surgery, lactose intolerance or immune defficiency Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post
infective: not post infective Age (range): 44.3(18-73)yrs; 
Gender (M/F): 27:48; Comorbidities: NONE Patients from 
gastroenterology clinics and newspaper advertisement. All 
participants were white. Overall, IBS type was: 28% IBS-D; 
26% IBS- C; 45% IBS-A. Patients were instructed not to 
take laxatives or antimotility agents. 

1) Lactobacillus salivarius UCC4331 (1 x 10^10)  in 
malted milk drink  (probiotics); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: once /day; amount 1x 10^10 live 
bacterial cells (n25) 

2) Malted milk drink  (placebo); duration: 8 weeks;  
frequency/day: once/day; amount 0 x probiotic (n= 
25)3. Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 in malted milk 
drink, duration: 8 weeks; dose/day: 1x 10^10 live 
bacterial cells; frequency/day: once (n=25) 

Saggioro 2004; Trial held in 
Italy;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: not stated Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post 
infective: not post infective Age (range): 40 (26-64); 
Gender (M/F): 31:39; Comorbidities: NonePatients had 
been treated with drugs without success.:Lactobacillus 
plantarum LPO1 + Lactobacillus acidophilus LAO2 
5x10^9(n=26) 

1) Lactobacillus plantarum LPO1 & Bifidobacterium Breve 
BRO 5x10^9sachet dissolved in water (probiotics); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: Twice daily; amount 
5 x 10^9 bacteria/day (n=242) 

2) Placebo sachet dissolved in water  (placebo); duration: 
4 weeks; frequency/day: Twice/day; amount 0 
probiotics/day (n=20 )Group B 
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Tsuchima 2004; Trial held in Italy;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion:lactose 
intolerance, previuos abdominal surgery, psychiatric 
disorders, pregnacy, Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: 
Some patients; Post infective: not post infective Age 
(range): 46(36-65)yrs; Gender (M/F): 20:48; Comorbidities:
None Mean number of years since diagnosis:6.1 yrs All 
patients had undergone a number of treatments without 
significant and lasting benefit 

1) SCM-III included  Lactobacillus acidophilus1.25x10^6, 
Lactobacillus helveticus1.3x10^9 + 
bifidobacterium4.95x10^9 (probiotics); duration: 12 
weeks; frequency/day: 10mls x 3 times /day; amount  
(n=34) 

2) SCM-III inactive preparation (heat-inactivated)  
(placebo); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: 3 
times/day; amount 10mls x3 times/day (n= 34) 

Whorwell 2006; Trial held in 
UK;  parallel; trial; Setting: primary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: over 55 without 
sigmoidoscopy inlast 5 yrs, use of antipsychotic medication 
inlast 3 months, previous major psychiatric disorder in past 
2 yrs, pregnant, lactose intolerance, immunodeficiency, 
previous abdominal surgery. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 41.9yrs(19-69); Gender (M/F): 0:362; 
Comorbidities: nonePatients stratified by above/below 4 on 
Bristol Stool scale. Mean weight 71 kg (range 46-155) 

1) Bifidobacterium infantis 35624 1x10^6 in capsule 
(probiotics); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: once 
daily; amount 1x10^6/day (n= 90) 

2) Placebo capsule  (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount og per day (n=90) 

3) 1x10^8 B. Infantis 4)  1x10^10 B. Infantis 
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C5: ALOE VERA 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Davis 2006; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: previous failed 
management with antispasmodic, bulking agents & 
dietary interventions, Exclusion: other medical conditions, 
pregnancy Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 

1) 50 mls QDS of pink, mango flavoured  Aloe Vera 
syrup  (Aloe Vera gel); duration: 1 month; 
frequency/day: 4x day; amount 200mls /per day (n= 
31) 

2) 50 mls QDS pink, mango flavoured placebo syrup  
(placebo); duration: 1 month; frequency/day: 4 x day 

Odes 1991; Trial held in Israel; 
arallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: drug induced 
constipation, patients with diarrhoea or alternating IBS 
excluded. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms 
described; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infe 

1) 500mg caps celandin: aloevera:psyllium in 6:3:1 ratio 
(47% fibre 3x day = 0.71g fibre)  (mixed fibre); 
duration: 4 weeks + 2 week basal period; 
frequency/day: 1-3 caps nocte; amount 0.71g per day 
(n=19) 

2) Placebo capsule of identical appearance  (placebo) 
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C6: EXCLUSION DIET 
 
A) RANDOMISED STUDIES 

Study Participants Interventions 

Atkinson 2004; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Include age 18-75 yr; 
excluded if tertiary care pts, coexisting disease, GI surgery, 
lactose intolerance. Mean duration of IBS >10yr Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: severe; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not Age (range): mean 44 yr (17-74yr); Gender 
(M/F): 20:130; Comorbidities: Not stated. IgG antibody 
assay against 29 foods; intervention diet excluded those pt 
had a/b to; sham diet included an equally difficult to 
exclude staple food as true diet . Cow's milk replaced by 
potato, wheat with rice, yeast with whole egg, etc. 

1) Exclusion diet (excluding foods to which pt had igg 
antibodies)  (exclusion diet); duration: 3 months; 
frequency/day: ; amount  (n=75) 
2) Sham diet  excluding same number of foods but not 
those to which pt had antibodies (sham diet); duration: 3 
Months; frequency/day: amount (n=75) 

Symons 1992; Trial held in 
Australia; crossover; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: none stated Type of  IBS: 
Mixed; IBS definition: Manning; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
mixed; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not 
stated Age (range): mean 45yrs; Gender (M/F): 12:27; 
Comorbidities: none; no baseline data given consecutive 
days; amount 20g fructose + 3.5g sorbitol (n=15) 

1) 25g fructose + 5g sorbitol in 250 ml tap water  (exclusion 
diet); duration: 2 days; frequency/day: once a day for 2 
consecutive days; amount 25g fructose + 5g sorbitol 
(n=15) 
2) 20g fructose + 3.5g  sorbitol in 200mls water (exclusion 
diet); duration: 2 days; frequency/day: once a day for 2 
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B) NON-RANDOMISED STUDIES 

Study (drop out rate) Diet Details 

LAMB, PEARS AND RICE DIET 

Bentley 1983 
8/27 (29.6%); N=27 

Diet: 2 weeks duration; initially only lamb, pears and rice, 
then other foods introduced individually. 
Challenge: identified foods reintroduced on 3 occasions, 3 
days apart 

14/21 remission after ED. This is just significant, but wide 
CI. Taking into account drop outs and assuming they are 
treatment failures makes the result non significant. 
10/21 specific food intolerance identity confirmed in 3/8 by 
double blind challenge. 

Parker 1995 
53/253(21%); N=253 (phase 1) 
33/129 (25%); N=129 (phase 2) 
 
 

Diet: 2 weeks ED comprising of lamb, pears, white rice 
and spring water 
Challenge: single food re-introduction at daily intervals 
Phase 2: less restricted diet 

100/200 improved on diet 
 
Phase 2: 39/96 improved on diet 

1 MEAT, 1 FRUIT AND DISTILLED WATER 

Jones 1982 
4/25 (20%); N=25 (6 = food 
challenge) 

Diet: 1 week of  single meat, 1single fruit & distilled water 
Challenge: hospital double blind challenge 

4/25 refused diet. 
14/21 improved and identified foods that provoked 
symptoms – this is just significant, but wide CI. Including 
Refusers as failures means not significant. 
Food challenge: 10/12 test solutions identified correctly. 
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Study (Drop out rate) Diet Details 

LOW ALLERGENIC DIET AND SIMILAR 

 
McKee 1987 
(not stated); N=40 

 
Diet: 1 week low allergenic diet, excluded all sources of 
salicylates, amines, glutamates, additives 
Challenge: Open, frequency not stated 
 
 

 
6/40 remission during exclusion diet 

Nanda  1989 
11/200 (5.5%); N=200 

Diet: 3 week low allergenic, excluded dairy, cereals, citrus 
fruit, potato, tea, coffee, additives. 
Challenge: open challenge every 2 days 
 
 

91/189 remission during ED 
73/189 found specific foods by open food challenge 
Follow up approx 14 months 73/91 responders still 
compliant with ED 

Petitpierre 1985 
0% drop out; N=24 

Diet: 3 weeks Low allergenic 
Challenge: open and single blind, Frequency not stated. 
 
 
 

3/24 remission with ED but challenges negative 
14/24 specific foods identified and confirmed by blind 
challenge 
7/24 symptoms unchanged 

Hawthorne 1991 
5/38 (9.5%); N=38 

Diet: 2 weeks exclusion of dairy, cereals, yeast, eggs, 
citrus fruits, tea, coffee, alcohol, potato, onion, tomato, 
banana, peas. 
Challenge: foods re-introduced at 2 day intervals  
following set protocol 
 
 

5/38 refused to try diet 
18/33 improved: 16/18 identified foods which exacerbated 
symptoms, 2/18 did not. 
15/33 had no improvement from diet 
Follow-up of 16 improvers at 3 to 45 months. 

Smith 1985 
Not stated; N=28 

Diet: 2 weeks diet allowed, lamb, white fish, cabbage, 
carrots, peas, Ryvita, dairy free margarine, black tea. 
Challenge: foods were reintroduced at 2 day intervals  in 
responders 
 

11/28 improved 
Follow-up at 1yr: 7/9 responders were still well and 
maintaining diet. 
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Study (Drop out rate) Diet Details 

FOOD EXCLUSION BASED ON IgG ANTIBODIES 

Drisko 2006 
All patients completed study and 
follow up at 1 year; N=20 

Diet: 2-3 weeks duration; tailored food exclusion based on 
IgE and IgG food and mould panels. 
Challenge: food reintroduced over several months 

Statistically significant reduction in stool frequency 
(diarrhoea) from 4.29 (2.49) stools per day to 3.43 (1.22) 
Pain score (1 to 5 scale) 
3.65 (1.12) to 2.71(1.38) p>0.5 (not significant) 
Overall QoL scores (100 point scale, high = better) 
46.51(21.08) to 67.22(20.92) p<0.001 RE-introduction 
results? 

Zar 2005; N=25 

Diet: 6 months duration; IgG4 antibody titres to 16 
common foods. These were excluded if titres >250mcg/l – 
most common exclusions: milk, cheese, eggs, beef, lamb, 
wheat and tomato. 
On average patients excluded 8 (3 -13) foods 

Symptom score (scale 1-100) 21/25 showed statistically 
significant improvement in pain severity p<0.001, pain 
frequency p=0.034, bloating severity p=0.001, improved 
bowel habit p=0.004, QOL  p=0.008 
Follow up at 6 months: 6/15 lost to follow-up, the remaining 
patients maintained improvement 

FOOD EXCLUSION BASED ON IgG ANTIBODIES 

Zwetchkenbaum and Burakoff  
1988; 1/10 (10%); N=10  

3/9 remission of symptoms with ED; 6/9 had no change in 
symptoms. 
Challenges did not identify  provoking food 
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Study (Drop out rate) Diet Details 

STARVATION DIET 

 
Kanazawa and Fukudo 2006 
No drop out; N=58 hospitalised pts. 

 
Diet: 10 days starvation diet followed by 5 days re-feeding 
(from 225 – 2100kca). Patients were allowed 2 litres of 
water + 500 ml xylitol solution. 
Patients also received brief psychotherapy for 12 weeks 
hospital stay. 

 
Starvation significantly decreased the following symptoms: 
abdominal pain/discomfort, distension, diarrhoea, anxiety 
and QOL (p=0.001), nausea (p<0.01), anorexia p=0.02) 
 

LACTOSE RESTRICTED DIET 

Böhmer and Tuynman 1996 
No drop out; 105 (70 IBS patients, 
35 healthy controls) 

Diet: 6 week duration; lactose restricted diet (no details 
given) 

17/70 IBS patients had positive hydrogen breath test and 
glucose blood test compared to 2/35 controls. There was 
no difference in symptom score between groups at 
baseline. After dietary therapy, statistically significant 
decrease in symptom score in lactose intolerant group 
p<0.001. The lactose tolerant group had no change in 
scores. The incidence of lactose malabsorption was 4 
times higher in IBS group than in healthy controls. 
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C7: LAXATIVES 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Attar 1999; Trial held in France and 
UK;  parallel trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: probably IBS for 
some patients; Severity of IBS symptoms: not stated; 
bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 55 (SD 23) y (31% geriatric institutions); 
Gender (M/F): 21:94; Comorbidities: none stated. Inclusion 
& Exclusion criteria: Chronic idiopathic constipation, for >3 
m, <3 stools/week and/or straining at stool. For patients  45
y, colonscopy/ barium enema within last 5 years. 
Exclusions:  medicines that modify bowel habit; severe 
liver, renal, cardiac disease, pregnant. Comments: Patients 
could use suppositories/microenemas for relief. Possibly 
IBS: 20% & 35% of patients in control group had pain & 
bloating resp. If stools liquid, dose reduced to 1 
sachet/day. After 2w pts could change dose to 1, 2 or 3 
sachets/day. 31% geriatric 

1) Polyethylene glycol 3350 (Movicol) powder in a sachet 
containing 13.12g PEG + NaCl + NaHCO3; each  
Sachet diluted in 125 ml water  (osmotic); duration: 4 
weeks; frequency/day: twice in 2 divided doses; 
amount 26.24 g (2 sachets) (n=60) 

2) Lactulose (Lactulose Biphar) sachet containing 10g 
diluted in 15 ml water; each sachet diluted in 125 ml 
water  (osmotic); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 
twice in 2 divided doses; amount  20g (2 sachets) 
(n=55) 

Bouhnik 2004; Trial held in France; 
parallel trial; Setting: primary care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: probably IBS for 
some patients; Severity of IBS symptoms: not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not stated 
age (range): mean 57 (18); Gender (M/F): 9:56; 
Comorbidities: none stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
6 months <3 BM/week and/or difficulty and/or straining; 
excl: drugs modifying bowel habit, severe liver, kidney or 
heart disease, pregnancy, breastfeeding. Comments: 
Patients asked to stop enema/suppositories 48h before 
first stool collection. 45-53% had bloating at washout and 
30 and 45% had pain. 

1) Lactulose (Duphalac)  (osmotic); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: once; amount 20g – could vary to 10 or 
30g (n=33) 

2) Polyethylene glycol 4000 (Forlax) + electrolyte  
(osmotic); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: once; 
amount 20g – could vary to 10 or 30g (n=32) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Chaussade 2003; Trial held in 
France; parallel trial; Setting: 
primary care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: probably IBS for 
some patients; Severity of IBS symptoms: not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 52.2 (18.5)yr; Gender (M/F): 40:226; 
Comorbidities: none stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
>3 months of <3BM/week or hard/lumpy stools requiring 
straining/feeling of incomplete emptying; excl: severe 
systemic illness, psychiatric disease, fragile colonic 
mucosa, occlusion /subocclusion abdo pain, ulcer, poor 
compliance. Comments: No physical or chemical laxatives 
(other than study medication) permitted during the study. 
At baseline, bloating was ~ 3 points on a scale of 1-4 
(considerable) and pain 2.6. Implied use of Rome II criteria 
for chronic constipation. 

1) Polyethylene glycol 3350 (Transipeg) plus electrolytes  
(osmotic); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: once; 
amount Standard: 5.9g (n=67)  

2) Polyethylene glycol 4000 (Forlax)  (osmotic); duration: 
4 weeks; frequency/day: once; amount Standard: 10g 
(n=66)Group 3=max transipeg dose (11.8g): group 
4=max Forlax dose (20g) 

Corazziari 1996;Trial held in Italy;  
parallel trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: probably IBS for 
some patients; Severity of IBS symptoms: not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 42 (15) yr; Gender (M/F): 11:37; 
comorbidities: none stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
18-70 yr, <2 BM/week for 12 mo, or 2 or more of: <3 
BM/week, straining, incomplete evacuation + hard stools at 
least 25%; Exc:organic d, anorectal lesions, abnormal lab 
tests, Inflam bowel d, pregnant, gi surgery, drugs affecting 
gut motility, chronic d. Comments: All patients instructed to 
standardise their diet to 15g/day fibre and 1500ml water 
and to refrain from laxatives and enemas. In run-in period 
52-60% pts had pain and 84-91% had bloating, i.e. likely to 
beIBS. 

1) PMF-100  (osmotic); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 
twice a day; amount 250ml (n=25) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 
twice a day; amount 250ml (n=23) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Corazziari 2000; Trial held in Italy;  
parallel trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: probably IBS for 
some patients; Severity of IBS symptoms: not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 43(15)yr; 18-73; Gender (M/F): 12:58; 
Comorbidities: none stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
<2BM/wk for 12 mo or 2 or more of: <3 BM/wk, straining, 
incomplete emptying, hard stools at least 25%; Excl: 
organic d. GI tract, anorectal lesions, inflammatory bowel 
d, pregnant/no effective contraception, GI surgery, drugs, 
chron d.. Comments: All patients instructed to standardise 
their diet to 15g/day fibre and 1500ml water and to refrain 
from laxatives, rectal evacuants and enemas. Some 
patients had pain and bloating. Chronic constipation 
defined using Rome criteria. 

1) Isosmotic PEG (PMF-100)  (osmotic); duration: 20wk; 
frequency/day: twice daily (cd reduce to 1); amount 
35g (n=33) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 20 wk; frequency/day: 
twice; amount n/a (n=37) 

Dettmar 1998; Trial held in UK;  
parallel trial; Setting: primary care 

Type of IBS: unlikely to be IBS; IBS definition: not IBS 
(indirect) - constipation; Severity of IBS symptoms: not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not 
stated Age (range): not stated; Gender (M/F): 139:250; 
Comorbidities: not stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
Over 18 yr, simple constipation, excluded if pregnant, 
unstable diabetes, blood PR, other gastrointestinal 
disease, symptoms requiring hospital investigation, 
laxative abuse, drugs altering bowel habit, regular laxative 
use.Comments: General practice study in UK. The majority 
of patients reported pain, bloating or flatulence prior to the 
study. Authors were from Reckitt & Colman, manufacturers
of fybogel. No details of duration of constipation. 

1) Ispaghula (fybogel)  (bulking agent); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: twice a day; amount 7g (n=224) 

2) Other laxative (mostly lactulose) (overall); duration: 4 
weeks; frequency/day: routine prescription; amount not 
stated (n=170) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Kienzle-Horn 2006; Trial held in 
Germany; parallel trial; Setting: 
primary care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: unclear; Severity 
of IBS symptoms: not stated; Bloating/flatus: not stated; 
Post infective: not stated Age (range): 19-89yr, mean 
around 58yr; Gender (M/F): 15:39; Comorbidities: none 
stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: <3BM/wk for at least 
3 months and/or straining, hard stool, low stool weight, 
incomplete emptying; excl: drug-induced, organic d, GI 
surgery, pregnancy, no contraception. Comments: 
Concomitant medications likely to cause changes in GI 
motility were not permitted. No information on pain or 
bloating. 

1) Bisacodyl  (stimulant); duration: 3 days; frequency/day: 
once; amount 10mg (n=28) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 3 days;frequency/day: 
once; amount n/a (n=27) 

Kienzle-Horn 2007; Trial held in 
Germany; parallel trial; Setting: 
mixed 

Type of IBS: constipation; IBS definition: symptoms 
described; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 63 (23-94) yrs; Gender (M/F): 40:104; 
comorbidities: none. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
Exclusion: organic disease of rectum + colon. Concomitant 
use of diuretics, adrencorticosteroids, cardiaclyosides, and 
recent use of either of the study medication not permitted. 
Comments: Weight, Length of time since presentation, 
duration of symptoms, ethnicity, socio-economic group 

1) 5-10mg bisacodyl  tablets daily  (stimulant); duration: 4 
weeks; frequency/day: once daily at night; amount 5-
10mg per day (n=70 ) 

2) 5-10mg sodium picosulphate solution  (stimulant); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: once daily at night; 
amount 5-10mg per day (n=74 )If more than 2 
interventions, type in rest; otherwise clear box 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Medoff 2004; Trial held in USA;  
parallel trial; Setting: primary care 

Type of IBS: constipation; IBS definition: IBS for some pts; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
some patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 48 
(19-81) y; Gender (M/F): 8:35; Comorbidities: none stated. 
Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Functional constipation or 
IBS-C;   colonoscopy, sigmoidoscopy or barium enema in 
last 10y; ≤2 BMs/wk (later 3) + bloating/difficult evacuation.
Exclusions: renal insufficiency; diarrhoea predominant, 
cardiac dysrhythmia, pregnant, NaP adv effects history. 
Comments: Weight 159 lb, race: 83 and 76% white 7/43 
patients had IBS (all were responders) Patients were 
encouraged not to use alternative laxatives, and impact of 
this thought to be minimal. 7/43 patients had IBS 

1) Sodium phosphate tablets, starting dose 4 (6g) daily, 
then titrated, mean 4.56 tablets  (osmotic); duration: 28 
days; frequency/day: once in morning (4 x 15min); 
amount mean 6.84g (n=16) 

2) Sodium phosphate tablets, starting dose 8 (12g) daily, 
then titrated, mean 7.04 tablets  (osmotic); duration: 28 
days; frequency/day: once in morning (4 x 15min); 
amount mean 10.56g (n=24) 

Quah 2006; Trial held in Singapore; 
crossover trial; Setting:secondary 
care 

Type of IBS: unclear if IBS; IBS definition: not IBS 
(indirect)-constipation; Severity of IBS symptoms: not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): median 50yr, 18-85; Gender (M/F): 16:34; 
Comorbidities: none stated. Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: 
3 mo of 2 or more of: straining, lumpy/hard stools, 
incomplete emptying, sensation of obstruction, manual 
evacuation, <3BM/wk; excl: colonic pathology, abnormal 
thyroid, drugs, pregnant, severe liver/renal/ cardiac d, 
uncontrolled diabetes, incontinence. Comments: Patients 
taking concommitant medication that could modify bowel 
habit were excluded. Incidence of pain and bloating at 
baseline not stated. Chronic constipation defined using 
Rome criteria. 

1) Lactulose  (osmotic); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: twice daily; amount 20ml (n=50) 

2) Ispaghula (fybogel)  (bulking agent); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: once; amount 3.5g (n=50) 
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Rouse 1991; Trial held in UK; 
parallel trial; Setting: primary care 

Type of IBS: unlikely to be IBS; IBS definition: not IBS 
(indirect) - constipation; Severity of IBS symptoms: not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): mean around 50.5 yr; Gender (M/F): Not 
stated; Comorbidities: Not stated. Inclusion & Exclusion 
criteria: At least 3 weeks of 3 or less bowel evacuations er 
week; excluded if constipation secondary to organic cause, 
laxative abusers, galactosaemia, lactose intolerance. 
Comments: 12/124 patients took other laxatives during the 
study and were considered to be protocol violators.  
General practice study in UK. 53-54% patients in both 
groups had abdominal pain after 7 days. Bloating not 
mentioned. 

1) Ispaghula (fybogel)  (bulking agent); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: bd; amount 7g (n=56) 

2) Lactulose  (osmotic); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: bd; amount 30ml (increasing to 60ml if 
necessary (n=56) 

Wulkow 2007; Trial held in 
Germany; parallel trial; Setting: 
primary care 

Type of IBS: constipation; IBS definition: probably IBS for 
some patients; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 54 (19-98) yrs; Gender (M/F): 11:46; 
Comorbidities: . Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: 
organic GI disease, abdominal surgery within 4 weeks, 
major disease, malignancy, chronic spinal injury and 
females who were pregnant or breastfeeding. 

1) 7mg sodium picosulphate  (stimulant); duration: 3 
days; frequency/day: once daily; amount 7mg/day 
(n=29) 

2) 0 mg placebo  (placebo); duration: 3 days; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount 0mg/day (n= 28) If 
more than 2 interventions, type in rest; otherwise clear 
box 
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C8: ANTI-MOTILITY 
 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Amery 1975; Trial held in Belgium; 
parallel; trial; Funding: Authors from 
Janssen pharmaceutica 
(manufacturers of Imodium - 
loperamide); Setting: primary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: patients aged 8 
and over, presenting acute diarrhoea. Type of IBS: ----; IBS 
definition: Not IBS (indirect) - diarrhoea; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated. Age (range): median 31 (9 to 82); 
Gender (M/F): 122:91; Co-morbidities: 70/213 patients had 
infectious diarrhoea; rest had unknown aetiology. 

1) Loperamide 2 mg. (Loperamide); duration: 24 hours; 
frequency/day: 2; amount 4 mg (n=56) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 24 hours; frequency/day: 
2; amount (n= 59)diphenoxylate (2.5 mg). Class: co-
phenotrope. Intervention time: 24 hours. Frequency/ 
day: two. Intervention dose/day: 4 mg (n=48). 

Cornett 1977; Trial held 
in USA; parallel; trial; 
Funding: Janssen 
Pharmaceutica; Setting: not 
stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: Acute diarrhoea, 
with at least four liquid or soft bowel movements during the 
24-hour period prior to start of study, without antidiarrheoal 
medi. 12 hours prior to entrance to study. Exclude: patients 
with life threatening diarrhoea. Type of IBS: ----; IBS 
definition: Not IBS (indirect) - diarrhoea; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): (11 to 84 years); Gender 
(M/F): 176:164; Co-morbidities: not stated. Acute diarrhoea 
with vomiting, cramps etc. 
Note: Potential non-adults in the study: table reveals that 
8% were in age group 10 to 19. 

1) Loperamide: capsule of 2 mg; 2 capsules initially 
(Loperamide); duration: 72 hours; frequency/day: up to 
8 capsules; amount up to 16 mg (n=159) 

2) Diphenoxylate (2.5 mg) plus atropine sulphate (0.025 
mg) in one capsule. 2 capsules initially (co-
phenotrope); duration: 72 hours; frequency/day: up to 
8 capsules; amount up to 20 mg (n=181). 
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Dettmer 1994; Trial held in 
Germany; parallel; trial; 
Funding: ;Setting: secondary 
care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: outpatients aged 
18 and over with acute (present 24 to 72 hours) diarrhoea 
(at least 3 watery/ loose stools within 24-hours). 
Excluded: Patients with chronic, bloody, or severe 
diarrhoea, requiring hospital admission, antibiotics within 7 
days. Type of IBS: ----; IBS definition: Not IBS (indirect) - 
diarrhoea; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): median 30 years (18 to 88); Gender (M/F): 
115:115; Co-morbidities: Acute diarrhoea, 174/230 tested 
for bacterial infection Median given in many of the 
outcomes, not mean. 

1) Loperamide oxide (slow-release form of loperamide) 1 
mg; two tablets initially (Loperamide); duration: up to 
72 hours; frequency/day: up to 8 per day; amount up to 
8 mg (n=76). 

2) Placebo: two tablets initially ; duration: up to 223 h 
frequency/day: up to 8 per day; (n= 76). 

3) Loperamide oxide (slow-release form of loperamide) 2 
mg; two tablets initially. N=78. Time: 72 hours. 
Dose/day: up to 16 mg. Frequency/day: up to 8. 

Dom 1974; Trial held in 
Belgium; parallel; trial; 
Funding: ; Setting: primary 
care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: inclusion: presence of 
incapacitating acute diarrhoea (4 or more unformed stools 
during the 24-hour period prior to consultation) in non-
hospitalized patients aged 14 or more. Type of IBS: ----; 
IBS definition: Not IBS (indirect) - diarrhoea; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post
infective: not stated Age (range): median 35 years (14 to 
95); Gender (M/F): 330:284; Co-morbidities: acute 
diarrhoea, chronic patients excluded. 283 patients  
excluded after randomisation as did not meet entry criteria. 
41 non-compliant patients excluded so not ITT. 

1) Loperamide: capsule of 2 mg; 2 capsules initially 
(Loperamide); duration: 3 days; frequency/day: up to 
10 capsules; amount up to 20 mg (n=423 (estimate)). 

2) Diphenoxylate (2.5 mg) plus atropine sulphate (0.025 
mg) in one capsule. 2 capsules initially (co-
phenotrope); duration: 3 days; frequency/day: up to 25 
mg; amount up to 10 capsules (n=423 (estimate) 
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Dreverman and van der Poel 
1995; Trial held in Netherlands; 
parallel; trial; Funding: ; Setting: 
primary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: patients who had 
passed 4 or more loose/ watery stools within 24-hour prior 
to consultation, present between 24t o 72 hrs. Excluded: 
chronic diarrhoea, serious pathology, major gastrointestinal 
surgery, had taken interfering medicine, pregnant women. 
Type of IBS: ----; IBS definition: Not IBS (indirect) - 
diarrhoea; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 16-75; Gender (M/F): 136:106; Co-morbidities: 
Acute diarrhoea, viral/food related/bacterial Infections. 

1) Loperamide-oxide 0.5 mg: initially 2; duration: 3 days; 
requency/day: up to 7; amount up to 3.5 mg (n=76). 

2) Placebo; duration: 3 d; frequency/day: up to 7 (n=78). 
Operamide-oxide 1 mg; initially 2. 

3) Intervention time: 3 days. Frequency/day: up to 7; 
ntervention dose/day: 7 mg (n=80). 

Efskind 1995; Trial held 
in Norway;  parallel; trial; 
Funding: Janssen 
pharmaceutica (manufacturers 
of Imodium - loperamide) 
provided the drug, monitored 
the study and gave statistical 
support; Setting: primary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: cases 18 and over, 
with IBS of at least 1 year, with weekly symptoms for at 
least 3 months with main symptoms: abdominal pain, 
changing stool patterns/ consistency. Excluded: 
gastrointestinal/endocrinologic diseases, operations, 
pregnant women. Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 
Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): age 18 years and over; Gender (M/F): 18:54; 
Co-morbidities: Rescue medication not allowed. Values of 
outcomes read from graph. 

1) Loperamide 2 mg (one capsule initially) (operamide); 
duration: 7 weeks; frequency/day: 1 n evening; amount 
up to 6 mg (n= 35) 

2) Placebo (one capsule initially); duration: 7 weeks; 
requency/day: 1; amount placebo dose djustment in 
weeks 1-2 (n= 34). 
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Ericsson 1990; Trial 
held in Mexico;  parallel; trial; 
Funding: Setting: not stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: US adults in 
Mexico attending summer school with diarrhoea defined as 
3 or more unformed stools in 24-hours plus symptom of 
cramps, nausea or vomiting. Excluded: cases with frankly 
bloody stools or temperature 39 C or over, diarrhea longer 
than 14-d 
Type of IBS: ----; IBS definition: Not IBS (indirect) - 
diarrhoea; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): mean 24 years; Gender (M/F): not stated; Co-
morbidities: Shigella, Salmonella, Campylobacter, E coli, 
Plesiomonas, Endamoeba, Aeromonas Infection/travellers 
d. Setting may be primary care. 76% o cases had 

1) Loperamide hydrochloride 2 mg: 2 tablets initially 
uration: until the patient well, at least 5 days 
frequency/day: up to 8; amount up to 16 mg (n=46). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: until the patient well, at 
least 5 days; frequency/day: up to 8; (n=45) 

 

Harford 1980; Trial held 
in USA;  crossover; trial; 
Funding: Support from non 
industry grants; Setting: not 
stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: patients with 
chronic diarrhoea (increased frequency/fluidity/ volume of 
stool) and faecal incontinence, in a stable condition Type 
of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: IBS for some patients; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): (31-70 
years); Gender (M/F): 1:14; Co-morbidities: 4/15 had IBS, 
individual patient data given – SUBGROUP analysis. 
Washout time short but acute study. Rescue medication 
not allowed. First 4 patients had 2 tablets / 6h then next set 
had 1/6h. 

1) Diphenoxylate plus atropine sulphate (Lomotil). 2 
tablets or 1 tablet (fixed dose)  (co-phenotrope); 
duration: 3 days; frequency/day: 4 times; amount 10 or 
20 mg diphenoxylate (4 or 8 tablets) (n= 15) 

2) Small white tablet manufactured by Eli Lilly and 
company (Blank No 21)  (placebo); duration: 3 days; 
frequency/day: 4 times; amount 4 or 8 tablets (n=15) 
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Hovdenak 1987 overall; Trial held 
in Norway;  parallel; trial; Funding: 
none stated; Setting: not stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: Patients with IBS 
with symptoms present for 6 months or more. Excluded: 
patients with organic diseases, obvious food related 
disorders, patients with mild/ transient/ infrequent 
complaints. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): not stated; 
Gender (M/F): not stated; Co-morbidities: not stated IBS-D 
(16); IBS-A with pain (21); IBS-A without pain (12); IBS-C 
(9) reported as subgroups (not stratified before 
randomisation). Rescue medication not mentioned. 

1) Loperamide (4 mg nocte)  (Loperamide); duration: 3 
weeks; frequency/day: 1; amount 4 mg nocte (n=29) 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 3 weeks; frequency/day: 1 
(n=29). 

Jaffe G 1977; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Funding:; Setting: 
primary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: sufferers from 
acute diarrhoea of less than 3 days. Excluded: diarrhoea 
due to other pathological condition, sufferers from chronic 
diarrhoea, patients taking other concurrent medication. 
Type of IBS: ----; IBS definition: Not IBS (indirect) - 
diarrhoea; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated;  
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: --- Age (range): 
mean 37 years SD 12.5 (range unknown); Gender (M/F): 
42:41; Co-morbidities: Acute diarrhoea; 39/83 had 
vomiting. Duration of diarrhoea was up to 3 day 

1) Diphenoxylate (2.5 mg) plus atropine sulphate (0.025 
mg) in one capsule. 4 capsules initially (co-
phenotrope); duration: 4 days; frequency/day: up to 4 
(5 mg: 2 capsules*2.5mg); amount up to 20 mg (n=42) 

2) Imodium (2 mg): 2 capsules initially (loperamide 
hydrochloride); duration: 4 days; frequency/day: up to 
8 capsules; amount up to 16 mg (n=41) 
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Lavo 1987; Trial held in 
Sweden;  parallel; trial; 
Funding: none stated; 
Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: aged 18 to 70, 
diarrhoea as main symptom, symptoms present for more 
than 3 months. Excluded: demonstrable organic bowel 
disease. Type of IBS: Diarrhoea; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): mean 43 
years (22-69); Gender (M/F): 3:18; Comorbidities: Mainly 
female population. Mean duration of symptoms 106 
months (range 10 to 240). Two weeks without interfering 
medication before study. No IBS definition, but they had 
been 'referred’. Rescue medication not mentioned. 

1) Loperamide: capsule of 2 mg; 1 capsule initially 
(Loperamide); duration: 13 weeks; frequency/day: 1 
nocte; amount up to 8 mg (4 capsules) (n=13)  

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 13 weeks; 
frequency/day: 1 nocte; amount up to 4 mg (n= 12) 

Lee, 1968; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Funding: ; 
Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: patients aged 16 or 
over with diarrhoea defined as more frequent and looser 
consistency than expected. Excluded. Diarrhoea had 
lasted more than 5 days, and sinister aetiology of 
diarrhoea. Type of IBS: -- --; IBS definition: Not IBS 
(indirect) - diarrhoea; Severity of IBS symptoms: mild; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): mean 41years (no range); Gender (M/F): 80:84; 
Comorbidities: 'gastric flu'/'gastroenteritis'; no of tablets/ 
table spoons  was "as recommended", but dose per tablet 
is not stated (could be in Murphy, 1968). 3 patients were 
excluded, but we do not know from 

1) Lomotil with Neomycin. 4 tablets initially  (co-
phenotrope); duration: 4  days; frequency/day: up to 8 
tablets; amount dose per tablet not mentioned in the 
paper (n=83 (estimate)) 

2) Kaolin and morphine mixture BPC: 2 tbsp initially 
duration: 4 days; frequency/day: up to 4 table spoons; 
amount dose per tablespoon not mentioned in this 
paper (n= 83 (estimate)) 
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Lustman 1987; Trial 
held in UK; parallel; trial; 
Funding: ; Setting: primary 
Care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: aged 18-70 
suffering from acute diarrhoeal illness (3 or more 
loose/watery stools in 24-hour prior to entry) for less than 
24 hours. Excluded: antibiotics 48 hours prior to entry, 
jaundice, intestinal obstruction, acute ulcerative colitis. 
Type of IBS: ----; IBS definition: Not IBS (indirect) - 
diarrhoea; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): median 35; Gender (M/F): 62:90; Co-morbidities: 
Acute diarrhoea (30% vomiting). 

1) Diphenoxylate hydorchloride2.5 mg plus atropine 
sulphate 0.025 mg; 4 tablets initially  (co-phenotrope); 
duration: 72 hours; frequency/day: 4 (times2 tablets); 
amount up to 20 mg (n=75) 

2) Placebo: 4 tablets initially  (placebo); duration: 72 
hours; frequency/day: 4 (times 2 tablets); amount 
(n=77) 

Pelemans and Vantrappen 1976; 
Trial held in Belgium; 
crossover; trial; Funding: 
none stated; Setting: not 
stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: Adult patients with 
well documented chronic diarrhoea. Only co-operative, 
reliable patients with at least three unformed stools per day 
for 3 consecutive days. Type of IBS: Diarrhoea; IBS 
definition: IBS for some pts; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): median 40 years (24 to 63); Gender (M/F): 
12:11; Co-morbidities: 15/23 patients had had surgery4/23 
patients had IBS; 18 IBD; individual patient data given for 
IBS. Intervention time 14 to 49 days: patients adjusted 
the dose (up to 5 capsules per day). Efficacy results given 
at 2-3 weeks only so not 

1) Loperamide: capsule of 2 mg; 2 capsules initially 
(Loperamide); duration: from 14 to 49 days (median 
24); frequency/day: not stated; amount up to 10 mg (5 
capsules) (n=23 ) 

2) Diphenoxylate (5 mg) plus atropine sulphate (0.05 mg) 
(0.05 mg) in one capsule. 2 capsules initially (co-
phenotrope); duration: from 14 to 49 day; median 26; 
frequency/day: not stated; amount up to 25 mg (5 
capsules) (n= 23). 
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Taneja 2004; Trial held 
in India; parallel; trial; 
Funding: ; Setting: secondary 
Care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: Confirmed IBS 
(Rome II), male, age 20 to 50: Symptoms longer than 3 
month of stool frequency and consistency. Excluded: 
people with systemic disease, major psychiatric problem, 
chronic smoking/alcohol, chronic use of drugs Type of 
IBS: Diarrhoea; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): mean 30.9 years (20 to 
50); Gender (M/F): 22:0; Co-morbidities: setting: ‘referred 
from Gastroenterology clinics’. Ethnicity: study conducted 
in India. 

1) Loperamide: capsule of 2 mg (Loperamide); duration: 2 
months; frequency/day: up to 3 capsules; amount up to 
6 mg (n= 13) 

2) Set of 12 asanas and Surya Nade Pranayama (Yogic 
treatment); duration: 2 months; frequency/day: 2 
(morning and evening; amount no medicine intake (n= 
9) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Berthelot 1981Trial held in 
France parallel trial 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: ----; 
bloating/flatus: ---; Post infective: --- Age (range): ; Gender 
(M/F): ; Comorbidities: Study in French - no English 
abstract 

1) Mebeverine (duspatalin)  (Antispasmodic); duration: 8 
weeks; frequency/day: once; amount 400mg (n=36) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 
once; amount n/a (n=33) 

Carling 1989Trial held in 
Sweden crossover first period 
trial Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusions: active IBS; 
Exclusions: liver disease, active peptic ulcer disease, 
previous gastrectomy or vagotomy. Pregnant or nursing 
women, patients taking anticholinergics or antidepressants. 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms described; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: All 
patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 43 (18-63); 
Gender (M/F): 7:19; Comorbidities: none statedHistory of 
IBS 8.9 and 9.3 y. One week run-in. 1st period data IBS-C 
or IBS-A; active IBS symptoms 

1) Hyoscamine (Egazil) 1-2 tablets; 0.2 mg + 1-2 placebo 
capsules  (Antispasmodic); duration: 2 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3 times; amount 0.6 to 1.2 mg (n=13) 

2) Peppermint oil capsules (Colpermin) 1-2 x 0.2 ml + 1-2 
placebo tablets  (Antispasmodic); duration: 2 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3 times; amount 0.6 to 1.2 ml (n=13 ) 

3) Placebo capsules and placebo tablets; 2 weeks; 3 
times/day (n=14) 

Czalbert 1990Trial held in 
Hungary parallel trial 
Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Can't translate Type of IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 48 (34-79); Gender (M/F): 
8:26; Comorbidities: unclearHungarian language, much 
missing information. From Cochrane review. 
Randomisation unclear. 

1) Peppermint oil (Colpermin) 0.2ml (Antispasmodic); 
duration: 6-12 weeks; frequency/day: 3 times; amount 
0.6 ml (n=17) 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 6-12 weeks; 
frequency/day: unclear; amount  (n=17) 
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Gilbody 2000Trial held in UK 
parallel trial Setting: primary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Rome criteria of 1992 
(?Rome II?) and VAS for global abdominal pain>40mm 
Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): median around 33 (18-
68); Gender (M/F): 39:143; Comorbidities: not stated 
primary endpoint of study to establish equivalence 
between 2 doses of mebeverine 

1) Mebeverine hydrochloride MR  (Antispasmodic); 
duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: bd; amount 
400mg/day (n=92) 

2) Mebeverine hydrochloride (Antispasmodic); duration: 8 
weeks; frequency/day: tds; amount 405mg/day (n=92) 

Inauen 1994Trial held in 
Switzerland parallel trial 
Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: <18 yr, tumour or 
inflammation of g-I tract, pregnancy, already treated with 
antispasmodic Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Authors' 
def; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: 
Some patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 18+; 
Gender (M/F): ; Comorbidities: not stated 

1) Mebeverine slow release  (Antispasmodic); duration: 3 
weeks; frequency/day: bd; amount 400mg/day (n=26) 

2) Mebeverine (Antispasmodic); duration: 2 weeks; 
frequency/day: tds; amount 405mg/day (n=28) 

Kruis 1986Trial held in 
Germany parallel trial 
Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion;Other medication 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms described; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
some patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 42 
(19-71yrs); Gender (M/F): 47:73; Comorbidities: none 

1) 4x100mg daily  mebeverine  (Antispasmodic); duration: 
16 weeks; frequency/day: 3 X day; amount 400mg 
daily (n=40) 

2) 2) 4x0mg daily  Placebo mebeverine  (placebo); 
duration: 16 weeks; frequency/day: 3 xday; amount 
0mg daily (n=40) 

Lech 1988Trial held in 
Denmark parallel trial 
Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Unclear Type of IBS: 
unclear; IBS definition: Symptoms described; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 43 (20-72) years; Gender 
(M/F): 10:32; Comorbidities: unclearIn Danish, from 
Cochrane Review. Many details unclear. Outpatients 

1) Peppermint oil in gelatine 4 capsules (200mg) half 
hour before each main meal  (Antispasmodic); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 3 times; amount 600 
mg (n=19) 

2) Placebo capsules filled with soyabean oil as 
intervention  (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3 times; amount  (n=23) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Liu 1997Trial held in Taiwan 
parallel trial Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusions: hepatic, renal or 
cardiac disease, anaemia or other GI disease; history of 
recent weight loss or rectal bleeding;  medication with 
hypnotics, tranquilisers, laxatives, antacids, 
anticholinergics or antispasmodics, pregnancy /breast 
feeding Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Some patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 18-
70; Gender (M/F): 66:44; Comorbidities: about half patients 
had symptoms of non-ulcer dyspepsiaOutpatients; active 
symptoms of IBS; nb no side effects apart from difficulty 
swallowing capsules 

1) Copermin enteric coated capsule containing 187 mg 
peppermint oil in thixotropic gel  (Antispasmodic); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 3 to 4 times 30 min 
before meals; amount 561-748 mg (n=55 ) 

2) Identical capsule containing an inert oil  (placebo); 
duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 3 to 4 times 30 min 
before meals; amount  (n=55 ) 

Mitchell 2002Trial held in UK 
parallel trial Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: alcohol/drug abuse, 
breastfeeding, concomitant disease with abdominal 
symptoms/constipation, uncontrolled endocrine disorders, 
history of abdominal surgery, significant renal/ hepatic/ 
cardiac/ systemic disease Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): mean 39.6 (15.0), range 19-73; Gender (M/F): 
21:86; Comorbidities: Weight mean 68.3kg, ethnicity 
100% Caucasian 

1) Alverine citrate capsule  (Antispasmodic); duration: 12 
weeks; frequency/day: tds; amount 360mg (n=53)2) 
placebo  (placebo); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: 
tds; amount n/a (n=54) 

Page 1981Trial held in USA 
parallel trial Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: Constipation; 
IBS definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 36.7yr, 18-65yr; Gender (M/F): 12:59 
completers; Comorbidities: Duration of symptoms <5 yr, 
median 2 yr. 26 of original 97 pts assessed excluded 
during  1 week run in period, mostly because of no pain 

1) Dicyclomine bromide  (Antispasmodic); duration: 2 
weeks; frequency/day: qds; amount 160mg (n=34) 

2) 2) placebo  (placebo); duration: 2 weeks; 
frequency/day: qds; amount n/a (n=37) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Nigam 1984Trial held in India 
parallel trial Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 34.5 (5.7) 16-68 yr; 
Gender (M/F): 92:76; Comorbidities: not 
statedComplicated factorial design but can be treated as 
parts 

1) Hyoscine  (Antispasmodic); duration: 3 months; 
frequency/day: not stated; amount not stated (n= 21) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 3 months; frequency/day: 
not stated; amount n/a (n=21) 

Ritchie 1979Trial held in UK 
parallel trial Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excluded: patients with 
organic disease Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had 
IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): all pts 38 
(16-69); Gender (M/F): all pts 22:74; Comorbidities: not 
Stated Factorial design. Six other treatments with various 
combinations of lorazepam, hyoscine and ispaghula with 
corresponding placebos 

1) Hyoscine butylbromide (Buscopan) 10mg 
(Antispasmodic); duration: 3 months; frequency/day: 4 
times; amount 40 mg (n=12 ) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 3 months; frequency/day: 
not stated; amount not stated (n=12) 

Schafer 1990Trial held in 
Germany parallel trial 
Setting: ---- 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: ----; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: ----; 
bloating/flatus: ---; Post infective: --- Age (range): ; Gender 
(M/F): 256:456; Comorbidities: Study in German - English 
abstract 

1) Hyoscine plus paracetamol  (Antispasmodic); duration: 
4 weeks; frequency/day: tds; amount 30mg + 1500mg 
(n=177) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 
tds; amount n/a (n=178) 

3) Hyoscine alone; 
4) Paracetamol alone 
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C10: ANTIDEPRESSANTS 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Boerner 1988; Trial held in 
Germany; parallel trial; 
Setting: mixed. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Type of IBS: Mixed. IBS 
definition: Authors' def. Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not 
stated. Age (range): range 22- 70 years; Gender (M/F): ; 
Co-morbidities: some patients had depression. Translation 
from German; from Cochrane review. At baseline doxepine 
group score on HAMD (0-20) 11.7; control group 9.8. 

1) Doxepine 50mg  (tricyclic); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount 50 mg (n=40).  

2) Placebo identical capsule  (placebo); duration: 8 
weeks; frequency/day: once daily (n=39). 

Creed 2003; Trial held in 
UK; parallel trial; 
Setting: secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: duration of 
symptoms >6 months, failure to respond to usual 
treatment, severe abdominal pain. Excluded: 
contraindication to psychotherapy or paroxetine. Type of 
IBS: Mixed, IBS definition: Rome I. Severity of IBS 
symptoms: severe; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated. Age (range): mean 40 yrs SD=10.5. 
Gender (M/F): 52:205. Co-morbidities: 47% had anxiety or 
depression. Median duration 8 y. Refractory IBS. 29% IBS-
D, 23% IBS-C. 55% >12 yrs education. 12% sexual abuse. 
99% white, 47% psychiatric disorder. Concurrent 
dedication stopped in active interventions (author info). 
Follow up period had some paroxetine in all arms. 

1) Paroxetine  (SSRI selective serotonin reuptake 
inhibitors); duration: 3 months; frequency/day: 1; 
amount 20 mg (n=86). 

2) One long (2 hrs) session, followed by 7 shorter (45 
minutes) sessions psychotherapy (psychotherapy); 
duration: 3 months frequency/day: 8 sessions over 3 
months; amount 8 sessions over 3 months (n=85). 

3) "Routine care" by gastroenterologist and usual care 
including antispasmodics, laxatives, antidiarrhoeal 
medication or additional analgesics for 3 months. 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Kuiken 2003; Trial held in 
Netherlands; parallel trial; 
Setting: secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusions: less than 50 
points on Zung Self-rating depression scale (i.e. not 
depressed). Exclusions: organic disease; pregnancy; 
breast feeding; previous abdominal surgery. Type of IBS: 
Mixed. IBS definition: Rome I. Severity of IBS symptoms: 
Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: 
not stated. Age (range): 40y (18-59). Gender (M/F): 18:22. 
Co-morbidities: None stated; not depressed Mean duration 
of symptoms 5.9y. 40% IBS-D; 28% IBS-C; 32% IBS-A. 
Refractory IBS. Mean Zung score 38 (range 23-48). 
concurrent medication discontinued. Tertiary referral 
centre. Sponsored by Eli Lilly (Prozac). 

1) Fluoxetine 20mg capsules at bedtime (SSRI selective 
serotonin reuptake inhibitors); duration: 6 weeks;  
requency/day: once; amount 20mg (n=19).  

2) Placebo capsule at bedtime  (placebo); duration: 6 
weeks; frequency/day: once (n=21). 

 

Myren 1984; Trial held in 
Norway; parallel trial; 
Setting: mixed. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excluded: organic disease. 
Type of IBS: Unclear. IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated. Age (range): mean 36.5 yrs (16-75). 
Gender (M/F): 212: 216. Co-morbidities: none 
gastroenterologists and GPs conducted study. 23-36% of 
patients had concurrent medication during the trial; 45-61% 
were not taking other drugs before the study started. 

1) Trimipramine (tricyclic (sedative)); duration: 6 weeks; 
frequency/day: 1; amount 50 mg (n=92). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 6 weeks; frequency/day: 
unclear; amount  (n=75). 

3) Trimipramine 10 mg, twice a  day (10mg in the 
morning, 40 mg in the evening). 

4) Trimipramine 35 mg, once a day (at bedtime). 
5) Trimipramine 10 mg, 3 times a day. 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Myren 1982; Trial held 
in Norway; parallel trial; 
Setting: secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: 'patients' with 
chronic symptoms lasting for several months. Excluded: 
organic disease. Type of IBS: Unclear. IBS definition: 
Authors' def. Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated. Age 
(range): 38 (range not given) SD 13. Gender (M/F): 28:33. 
Co-morbidities: Double blind procedure described but 
randomisation not mentioned. Mean score at baseline on 
10cm VAS depression scale and on anxiety scale was 
about 2. Previous treatment not stated. 

1) Trimipramine (tricyclic (sedative)); duration: 4 Weeks; 
frequency/day: 1; amount 25 mg (n= 30). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 
1 (n= 31). 

Rajagopalan 1998; Trial held 
in India; parallel trial; 
Setting: secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: Symptoms persist 
1 year or more, for 3 days/ week or more. Literate; aged 
21-65y. Excluded: major medical or psychiatric illnesses, 
previous antidepressant medication. Type of IBS: Unclear. 
IBS definition: Rome II. Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not 
stated. Age (range): mean 35y. Gender (M/F): 11:11. Co-
morbidities: none. Mean duration: 4 and 5 years. No major 
medical or psychiatric illnesses. No concurrent medication. 

1) Amitriptyline initially 1 tablet (25 mg) (tricyclic 
(sedative)); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: 3; 
amount up to 75 mg (tapered up to end of 2nd week) 
(n=20). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 12 weeks;frequency/day: 
3 (n=20). 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Steinhart 1981; Trial held in 
US; crossover; trial; 
Setting: not stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: adult patients with 
spastic colon syndrome with moderate to severe 
symptoms (2 episodes or more per day) for at least 6 
months. Excluded: cases with known allergy, systemic 
disease of any kind, any gastrointestinal disease. Type of 
IBS: Mixed. IBS definition: Authors' def. Severity of IBS 
symptoms: severe; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post 
infective: not stated. Age (range): mean 41 (21 to 65). 
Gender (M/F): 3:11; Co-morbidities: 57% had depression 
and 79% anxiety. Mean duration of IBS was 5.07 years. No 
concurrent medication. All patients had received 
antispasmodics previously. 

1) Amitriptyline  (tricyclic (sedative)); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: 1; amount 50 mg (n=14). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 
1 (n=14). 

Steinhart 1981; Trial held in 
US; crossover; trial; 
Setting: not stated. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: adult patients with 
spastic colon syndrome with moderate to severe 
symptoms (2 episodes or more per day) for at least 6 
months. Excluded: cases with known allergy, systemic 
disease of any kind, any gastrointestinal disease. Type of 
IBS: Mixed. IBS definition: Authors' def. Severity of IBS 
symptoms: severe; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post 
infective: not stated. Age (range): mean 41 (21 to 65). 
Gender (M/F): 3:11; Co-morbidities: 57% had depression 
and 79% anxiety. Mean duration of IBS was 5.07 years. No 
concurrent medication. All patients had received 
antispasmodics previously. 

1) Amitriptyline  (tricyclic (sedative)); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: 1; amount 50 mg (n=14). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 1 
(n=14). 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Tabas 2004; Trial held in US; 
parallel trial; Setting: mixed. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: failed high fibre 
diet. Excluded: major medical or psychiatric illnesses; 
breastfeeding/ pregnancy; medication; allergy to 
paroxetine. Type of IBS: Mixed. IBS definition: Rome I. 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: Not stated. Age (range): 18-65yrs 
mean 45. Gender (M/F): 60:140. Co-morbidities: 27/81 
(33%) had some depression (BDI score >10) Patients 
recruited through physician referrals and newspaper 
adverts. Non-responders to high fibre diet. No industry 
funding apart from supply of drugs. 2.8 to 3.6 times more 
diarrhoea than constipation. 

1) Paroxetine (10 mg/ day initially) and high fibre diet 
>25g per day (SSRI selective serotonin reuptake 
inhibitors); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: up to 4; 
amount up to 40 mg (23% 10mg; 43% 20mg; 33% 
40mg) (n=38). 

2) Placebo (I pill initially) and high fibre diet >25g per day 
(placebo); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: up to 4 
(n= 43). 

Tanum and Malt 1996; Trial 
held in Norway; parallel trial; 
Setting: secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: patient aged 18-70 
diagnosed with functional gastrointestinal disorder, with 
pain for at least 12 months with symptoms present for 
majority of the week. Excluded: pregnant/ nursing women; 
psychopathology (Axis I); initial placebo responders. Type 
of IBS: Unclear. IBS definition: Manning. Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated. Age (range): mean 37 (23-63). 
Gender (M/F): 15: 32; Co-morbidities: none60% IBS, 40% 
NUD (non-ulcer dyspepsia). Duration of disorder 7.1 and 
9.9 years. Schizophrenia, anxiety and depression 
excluded. Placebo responders also excluded. 

1) Tricyclic related antidepressant – miancerin 
hydrochloride 30 mg (1 tbl) initially (tricyclic and 
related antidepressants); duration: 7 weeks; 
frequency/day: 4; amount up to 120 mg for weeks 2-7, 
then tapered week 8 (n=25). 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 7 weeks; frequency/day: 
4 (n=22). 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Tripathi 1983; Trial held in 
India; parallel trial; Setting: 
secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: outpatients with 
vague abdominal pain, flatulence, loose motions and 
without any weight loss for the past 3 yrs, and not 
showing improvements with intestinal antiseptics. 
Excluded: pregnant women; jaundice; those with organic 
illness. Type of IBS: Unclear. IBS definition: Authors' def. 
Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; 
Post infective: not stated. Age (range): 37 (13-60). 
Gender (M/F): not stated. Co-morbidities: Mainly anxiety 
(MMPI score) in all patients. Inpatients in medical ward for 
5 weeks. No other medication during the trial. Mean score 
at baseline on 10cm VAS depression scale and on 
anxiety 
scale was about 1.6 

1) Trimipramine (tricyclic (sedative)); duration: 5 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3; amount 10 mg (n=25). 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 5 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3  (n=25). 

Vij 1991; Trial held in India; 
parallel trial; Setting: 
secondary care. 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: IBS symptoms >3 
months. Exclusions: organic disease. Type of IBS: Mixed. 
IBS definition: Symptoms  described. Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed;  Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not  stated. Age (range): 32yrs. Gender (M/F): 
33/11;  Co-morbidities: 57% psychiatric comorbidities 
IBS-D in 34; IBS-C in 10; IBS-A in 6 patients. 25/44 (57%) 
patients assessed to be 'probable psychiatric cases' using 
the GHQ. Previous treatment not stated. 

1) Doxepin 75mg (tricyclic); duration: 6 weeks; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount 75mg per day 
(n=25). 

2) Identical  looking capsule  (placebo); duration: 6 
weeks; frequency/day: once daily (n=25). 
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C11: ADVERSE EFFECTS 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
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C12: RELAXATION 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Blanchard 1993; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Had IBS Type of IBS: 
Mixed; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; 
Post infective: not stated Age (range): 22-64 yr; Gender 
(M/F): 4:12; Comorbidities: 9/16 (56%) had AXIS I 
disorder 

1) Progressive muscle relaxation  (relaxation); duration: 
8 weeks; frequency/day: 2 sessions/wk 1st 2 weeks 
then weekly; amount  (n=14) 

2) Symptom monitoring  (symptom monitoring); duration: 
8 weeks; frequency/day:  amount  (n=9) 

Forbes 2000; Trial held in UK;  
Parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion and Exclusion criteria: IBS>6 months; failed 
dietary/drug therapy Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): Median 37yr (19-71); Gender (M/F): 15:37; 
Comorbidities: not statedContinuation of pre-existing 
therapy for IBS was permitted (including antispasmodics 
and antidepressants) 

1) Gut-directed hypnotherapy  (hypnotherapy); duration: 
12 weeks; frequency/day: every 2 weeks; amount 
total 6 sessions (n=25) 

2) Audiotape including info, reducing stress, structured 
relaxation (relaxation); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day: once daily; amount 30 minutes (n=27) 

Keefer 2001; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: over 17yr, gastrointestinal 
distress at least 3 days per week; excluded if bipolar I or 
II, schizophrenia, other psychoses, actively suicidal. Type 
of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; 
Post infective: not stated Age (range): mean 51.5 yr, 
range 34-76yr; Gender (M/F): 4:9; Comorbidities: 77% 
had an Axis I diagnosis 

1) Relaxation Response Meditation  (relaxation); 
duration: 6 weeks; frequency/day: once weekly; 
amount  (n=8) 

2) Symptom monitoring  (symptom monitoring); duration: 
6 weeks; frequency/day: amount  (n=8) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Blanchard 1992a; Trial held in USA;  
----; trial; Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: All patients; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 42 (23-76)yrs; Gender (M/F): 7:23; Comorbidities: 
none  
Weight, Length of time since presentation, duration 
of symptoms, ethnicity, socio-economic group  

1) Multi-component  biofeedback  12 sessions x 1hour 
over 8 weeks  (Individual multi-component 
biofeedback); duration: 2xweek for 4 weeks, 1xweek 
for 4 weeks; frequency/day: 2xweek for 4 weeks, 
1xweek for 4 weeks; amount  (n=10) 

2) Pseudo meditation and alpha suppression biofeedback 
(Attention placebo); duration: 2xweek for 4 weeks, 
1xweek for 4 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount (n=10) 
Symptom monitoring control group n=10 

Blanchard 1992b; Trial held in 
USA;  ----; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: All patients; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 42 (23-76)yrs; Gender (M/F): 7:23; Comorbidities: 
none 
Weight, Length of time since presentation, duration of 
symptoms, ethnicity, socio-economic group  

1) Multi-component  biofeedback  12 sessions x 1hour 
over 8 weeks  (Individual multi-component 
Biofeedback); duration: 2xweek for 4 weeks, 1xweek 
for 4 weeks; frequency/day: 2xweek for 4 weeks, 
1xweek for 4 weeks; amount  (n=31) 

2) Pseudo meditation and alpha suppression biofeedback 
(Attention placebo); duration: 2xweek for 4 weeks, 
1xweek for 4 weeks; frequency/day: amount (n=30) 

3) Symptom monitoring control group (n=31) 

Leahy 1997Trial held in 
UK crossover trial Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: previous 
non response to medical treatment Type of IBS: 
Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; 
Post infective: not stated Age (range): not stated; 
Gender (M/F): not stated; Comorbidities: not stated 

1) 4 x 30 minute sessions of biofeedback  (single 
biofeedback); duration: 4 x 30 mins; frequency/day: 
weekly; amount  (n=30) 

2) 4 x 30 minutes counselling  (Attention placebo); 
duration: 4 x 30 mins; frequency/day: ; amount weekly 
(n=30) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Neff & Blanchard 1987; Trial held in 
USA;  ----; trial; Setting: Secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of IBS: 
Mixed; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
mixed; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not 
stated Age (range): Gender (M/F): ; Comorbidities: GI 
symptom diaries completed for 12 weeks (2 weeks pre 
intervention , 8 weeks intervention, 2 weeks post 
intervention 12 month Follow up Study=Schwarz et al 1986 
24month follow up study=Neff 1988 

1) Multicomponent biofeedback (provision of educational 
information, progressive relaxation therapy, thermal 
biofeedback, stress coping strategy)  (Individual 
multicomponent biofeedback); duration: 12x1hour 
sessions in 8 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=10) 

2) Completed GI symptom diary for 12 weeks  (Symptom 
monitoring); duration: ; frequency/day: amount (n=9) 
management 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Creed 2003; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS>6months; failure to 
respond to usual medical treatment; severe abdominal 
pain (>59 on VAS); no contraindications; age 18-65yr Type 
of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: severe; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): Mean around 40yr; 
Gender (M/F): 52:205; Comorbidities: 47% had psychiatric 
diagnosis (mainly anxiety or depression)29% diarrhoea- 
predominant IBS; 23% constipation-predominant; 48% 
general. 

1) Paroxetine (SSRI)  (medical treatment); duration: 3 
months; frequency/day: once; amount 20mg daily 
(n=86) 

2) Routine care  (usual care); duration: 3 months; (n=86) 
3) Individual  psychodynamic interpersonal therapy 

(n=85) 

Guthrie 1991; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS > 1 yr; symptoms not 
improved with medical treatment (bulking agents, +/or 
antispasmodics) over 6 months. Excluded if severe 
depression requiring medication or could not speak English 
Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: moderate; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): median around 48yr (20-
75yr); Gender (M/F): 25:77; Comorbidities: 30% major 
depression + 18% anxiety states. Medical treatment 
(bulking agents, +/or antispasmodics) continued 
unchanged throughout trial. Psychotherapy over 7 
sessions (2+hours); relaxation tape to use at home. 
Median around 4 yr symptoms (range 1-20yr). Median 
severity 5 (range 2-8) on scale 0-9. 

1) Dynamic psychotherapy, relaxation + medical 
treatment  (psychotherapy); duration: 3 months; 
frequency/day: ; amount psychotherapy 7 sessions 
(2+hrs); home relaxation (n=53) 

2) Medical treatment; duration: 3 months (n=49) 



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline  

Study Participants Interventions 

Svedlund 1983; Trial held in 
Sweden;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Abdo pain and/or change in 
bowel habit (constipation, diarrhoea or both) Type of IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): mean around 34 yr (17-
59); Gender (M/F): 31:70; Comorbidities: not stated 
Conventional medical treatment = bulk-forming agents, 
anticholinergic drugs, antacids and minor tranquillisers. 
Psychotherapy modified maladaptive behaviour, found new 
solutions, focused on coping with stress & emotional probs

1) Dynamically orientated individual psychotherapy + 
medical treatment  (psychotherapy); duration: 3 
months; amount 10 sessions over 3 months (n=50) 

2) Conventional medical treatment (medical treatment) 
(n=51) 
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C15: COGNITIVE BEHAVIOUR THERAPY 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Bennett 1985; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Newly diagnosed IBS 
patients who had not responded to reassurance or simple 
symptomatic treatment Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): Mean 37.2 yr; Gender (M/F): 10:23; Comorbidities: 
not stated Short report; little detail (e.g. unclear number of 
patients in each group; no primary data given, only 
p values for ANOVAs). 12 in each group completed study 
(72%). 6 week no treatment period. 

1) Stress management, cognitive therapy and 
contingency management  (CBT); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: weekly; amount 1 hour (n=12) 

2) Medical treatment (motival 2 daily, mebeverine 135mg 
tds & fybogel 1 sachet daily)  (medical treatment); 
duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: amount  (n=12) 

Bergeron 1983; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of  IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): not stated; Gender (M/F): 
not stated; Comorbidities: not statedAbstract only - no data

1) Behavioural training, i.e. Cognitive stress 
management, progressive muscle relaxation and 
biofeedback  (CBT); duration: 6 weeks; frequency/day: 
; amount  (n=12 ) 

2) Relaxation (relaxation); duration: 6 weeks; 
frequency/day: amount  (n=13 )Biofeedback (n=12) 

Blanchard 1993; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Diagnosed with IBS by a 
physician Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): Mean around 
40 yr (22-64yr); Gender (M/F): 4:12; Comorbidities: not 
statedNo information on concurrent medical treatments for 
IBS. 50-73% Axis I diagnosis. 

1) Relaxation training - progressive muscle relaxation 10 
sessions  (relaxation ); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: ; amount  (n=8 ) 

2) Symptom monitoring  (symptom monitoring); duration: 
8 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n= 8) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Bogalo 2006; Trial held in parallel; 
trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excluded if other medical 
conditions (e.g. coeliac/Crohn's disease) or serious 
psychiatric disorder Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 
Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 18-80 yr; Gender (M/F): not stated; Comorbidities: 
not stated This paper only reports outcomes for ntervention 
group not controls 

1) Self-help CBT based intervention  (CBT); duration: 7 
weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n= ) 

2) Control condition not described  (placebo); duration: 
frequency/day: ; amount  (n= ) 

Boyce 2003; Trial held in Australia;  
parallel; trial; Setting: mixed 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excluded if major current 
medical or psychotic illness, alcoholism, psychological  
treatment, use of antidepressants or antipsychotics or 
medication that could affect bowel function Type of IBS: 
unclear; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: 
not stated Age (range): mean 42 yr; Gender (M/F): 20:85; 
Comorbidities: no comorbid psychiatric diagnosis 

1) Relaxation  (relaxation ); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: ; amount 30 minute sessions (n=36)  

2) Routine medical care (bulking agent)  medical 
treatment); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: amount  
(n= 34)CBT (n=35) 

Corney 1991; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Abdo pain & altered 
bowel habit >6 months; patients unable to attend for 
weekly therapy excluded Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): mean 30 yr (19-73yr); Gender (M/F): 11:31; 
Comorbidities: 25/42 'cases' on GHQOver 50% of the 
patients had 1 or more social problems. Axis I diagnosis 
and concurrent medication not stated. 
laxatives, dietary advice  (medical treatment); 
duration: ; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=20) 

1) Behavioural psychotherapy (nurse behaviour 
therapist): general information about complaint; any 
mistaken ideas elicited, discussed & modified. 

2) Bowel retraining techniques; encouraged to refrain 
from toilet in response to pain. Pain management 
advice.  (CBT); duration: 1 h times 6-15; 
frequency/day: ; amount Nurse behaviour therapist 6-
15 one-hour sessions (n=22) 

3) Conventional medical treatment (1-4 appointments in 
outpatients); explanation, reassurance, 
antispasmodics, 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Drossman 2003; Trial held in 
USA;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Moderate (68%) to severe 
(29%) symptoms of FBD (abdo pain with or without altered 
bowel habit at least 2 days/week for at least 6 months); 
78% IBD Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): mean 38.6yr 
(SD 12yr); Gender (M/F): 100% female; Comorbidities: 
Almost half had a history of physical or sexual abuseCBT 
vs. attention control and desipramine vs. placebo in 
separate randomisations and analyses. 1 analysis of CBT 
vs desipramine and attention control vs. placebo 

1) CBT  (CBT); duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: 
amount hour-long sessions (n=144) 

2) Placebo tablets for desipramine  (placebo); duration: 
12 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=72)Attention 
control, desipramine 

Fernandez 1998; Trial held in  
Spain;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Subjects requesting medical 
assistance in the Digestive System Service of Cabuenes 
Hospital, Asturias, Spain with IBS >1yr with characteristics 
of a bad prognosis Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 
Manning; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): mean 44 yr; Gender (M/F): 31:59; Comorbidities: 
49% had psychiatric treatment12 stress management 
(progressive muscle relaxation) sessions; 33 patients 
dropped out (16 from placebo group; other groups 6 for 
stress management; 7 for contingency management and 4 
medical treatment) 

1) Stress management  (stress management); duration: 
12 weeks; frequency/day: weekly; amount 10 sessions 
of 1 h each (n=23 ) 

2) Placebo condition: visualisation of bowel function 
exercises; prompting of self regulation  (placebo); 
duration: 12 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount 10 
sessions (n=23)  

3) Contingency management; conventional medical 
treatment 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Gong 2002; Trial held in China; 
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: not stated Type of IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not 
stated Age (range): 20-55yr; Gender (M/F): 32:38; 
Comorbidities: not stated. Abstract only.  Selective 
gastrointestinal calcium antagonist given to both groups. 
Other IBS medication and Axis I diagnosis not stated. 

1) Psychotherapy, including explanation of disease; 
cognitive therapy to recognise causes of disease and 
correct wrong views; and suggestion. (psychotherapy); 
duration: 30-60mins; frequency/day: weekly; amount  
(n=35 ) 

2) No treatment  (no treatment); duration: frequency/day:; 
amount  (n=35) 

Greene 1994; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Abdo pain/tenderness; 
altered bowel habit; exclusion of physical disease; duration 
3 months with some syptoms every week; excluded if 
schizophrenia, bipolar disorder or organic mental disorder 
or cognitive therapy in last yr. Type of IBS: Unclear; 
IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): mean 38.2yr (18-70yr); Gender (M/F): 5:15; 
Comorbidities: not statedPatients had IBS for average 
14.5y (SD 13.4). They volunteered for non-drug treatment. 
No information on concurrent drugs. 90% had Axis I 
diagnosis. 

1) CBT individual: explained IBS, increased awareness of 
associations between stressors, thoughts & symptoms, 
taught pts to identify & modify appraisals & 
interpretations & challenged underlying psychological 
mechanisms, fundamental beliefs & assumptions  
(CBT); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount 10 
sessions x 1 hr (n=10) 

2) Symptom monitoring  (symptom monitoring); duration: 
8 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=10) 

Heymann-Monnikes 2000; Trial 
held in Germany; parallel; trial; 
Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excluded if any mental 
disorder Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: Rome I; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 19-60 yr 
(mean around 38 yr); Gender (M/F): 3:21; Comorbidities: 
not stated 9/12 in BT group and 11/12 in symptom 
monitoring had concurrent medication for IBS. Tertiary 
referral patients. No patients had Axis I diagnosis. 

1) Multicomponent behavioural therapy + medical 
treatment.BT is extensive behavioural therapy that 
included informational needs, progressive muscle 
relaxation, cognitive coping strategies, problem solving 
and assertiveness training.  (CBT); duration: 10 weeks;  
trequency/day: ; amount  (n=12) 

2) Medical treatment only (symptom orientated and 
optimised)  (medical treatment); duration: 10 weeks; 
frequency/day: ; amount  (n=12) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Kennedy 2005; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Most pts moderate (38%) or 
severe (52%) IBS; 85% satisfied Rome I criteria; aged 16-
50yr Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity 
of IBS symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 33.8yr (SD8.6); Gender 
(M/F): 42:193; Comorbidities: 43% had consulted dr with 
psychological problemUpper age limit of 51 years. No 
effort was made to interfere with normal primary care of 
IBS. Mebeverine dose twice that of BNF. Axis I not stated, 
but 43% had consulted with a psychological problem. 

1) CBT nurse delivered (50 min per week) plus 
mebeverine. CBT: education about the nature of IBS, 
behavioural techniques to improve bowel habits, 
cognitive techniques, and techniques to reduce 
symptom focusing, manage stress, and prevent 
relapse.  (CBT); duration: 6 weeks; frequency/day: 
weekly CBT + thrice daily mebeverine; amount 825mg 
mebeverine (n=72 ) 

2) Mebeverine  (smooth muscle relaxant); duration: 6 
weeks; frequency/day: thrice daily mebeverine; amount 
825mg (n=77) 

Lynch 1989; Trial held in Canada;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Referred from 
gastroenterology clinics; diagnosed using Latimer's criteria 
(change in bowel habit >6 months).  1 patient excluded 
because of major depression. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): mean around 40yr; Gender (M/F): 7:14; 
Comorbidities: not stated.Duration of disease around 9 yr. 
6 dropped out (not stated which group) & were replaced to 
achieve 21 in all. 6/21 patients used psychotropic drugs 
and 10/21 analgesics at recruitment; 6 used Metamucil or 
similar bulking agents. 

1) Cognitive-behavioural stress management, including 
relaxation, control of stress-producing cognitions, 
assertion, role play, homework (2-hour sessions).  
(CBT); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  
(n=11) 

2) Waiting list control  (waiting list control); duration: 8 
weeks; frequency/day: amount  (n=10 ) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Payne 1995; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Had IBS Type of IBS: Mixed; 
IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): mean around 40yr (22-70); Gender (M/F): 
5:29; Comorbidities: 29/34 had an Axis I disorder1 pt 
dropped out of CT and was replaced. 80-92% of patients 
had an axis I diagnosis (major depression, schizoaffective 
disorder, paranoid state). Concurrent medication not stated
list control (n=10) 

1) Individualised cognitive treatment; increasing pt 
awareness of association between stressors, thoughts 
& symptoms; idenitification & modification of cognitive 
appraisals & interpretations of situations, thoughts & 
behaviours; changing life script  (CBT); duration: 8 
weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=12) 

2) Self help support group – guided discussion on aspects 
of IBS e.g. stress, diet; 1hr 

3) 15 mins/week  (support group); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: weekly; amount  (n=12 )3) Waiting 

Tkachuk 2003; Trial held in 
Canada;  parallel; trial; Setting: not 
stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Refractory IBS Type of IBS: 
Unclear; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: 
Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not 
stated Age (range): Mean 39.5yr (18-68yr); Gender (M/F): 
1:27; Comorbidities: 68% had at least 1 Axis I diagnosis; 
79% other comorbidity (e.g. migraine, fibromyalgia, chronic 
pain)IBS mean 9 yr (range 9 months-45 yr). Patients 
matched by Axis I presence and IBS type. Participants 
continued their medication. 68% had Axis I diagnosis. 

1) Cognitive behaviour therapy (group) CBT ten 90-
minute sessions over 9 weeks in groups of 3-8patients; 
patient education and goal setting; relaxation training; 
assertion training (dealing with stress); relapse 
prevention strategies (coping skills). (CBT); duration: 9 
weeks; frequency/day: ; amount (n=14) 

2) Home symptom monitoring with weekly telephone 
contact; offered CBT after trial (symptom monitoring); 
duration: 9 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n= 14) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Toner 1998; Trial held in Canada;  
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Had IBS Type of IBS:  
unclear; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 18-65yr; Gender (M/F): 
not stated; Comorbidities: not statedLittle info - no primary 
data. Patients encouraged to refrain from medical 
treatments for IBS in groups 1 and 2. 

1) CBT group therapy  (CBT); duration: 12 weeks; 
frequency/day: ; amount  (n= ) 

2) Psychoeducational group  (attention control); duration: 
12 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=) 

3) Usual medical treatment only 

Vollmer 1998; Trial held in 
USA;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS Rome 1992 criteria; 
excluded if inflammatory bowel disease, intestinal 
parasites, organic pathology, pregnancy, serious mental 
disorder Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): Mean 43.6yr; 
20-68yr; Gender (M/F): 7:25; Comorbidities: 84% had at 
least 1 Axis I diagnosisCBT in groups of 3-5 (90 mins); 
or individually (60 mins) for 10 sessions: increasing 
awareness of associations between stressors, thoughts & 
symptoms; identifying & modifying cognitive appraisals of 
situations & behaviours; changing life script 

1) CBT individual  (CBT); duration: 8 weeks; 
frequency/day: ; amount  (n=11 ) 

2) Symptom monitoring waiting list control  (waiting list 
control); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount  
(n=10 ) CBT group 
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C16: HYPNOTHERAPY 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Forbes 2000; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS>6 months; failure to 
respond adequately to conventional uses of fibre,  
antispasmodics and dietary manipulation. Patients who 
had failed trials of antidepressants were eligible. Type of 
IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): Median 37yr (19-71); 
Gender (M/F): 15:37; Comorbidities: 19/52 patients 
considered to be psychiatric cases under GHQ. 
Continuation of pre-existing therapy for IBS was permitted 
(including antispasmodics & antidepressants). 

1) Gut-directed hypnotherapy (hypnotherapy); duration: 
12 weeks; frequency: every 2 weeks; amount total 6 
sessions (n=25)  

2) Audiotape including info on IBS; routes to reducing 
Stress, structured relaxation + 2 consultations 
(relaxation); duration: 12 weeks; frequency: once daily; 
amount 30 minutes (n=27). Audiotape from same 
therapist as delivered hypnotherapy. 

Galovski 1998; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: At least 3 days GI 
distress/week for at least 6 months; Biplor disorder with 
current manic state excluded Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): mean 38.8 yr (23-58yr); Gender (M/F): 2:10; 
Comorbidities: 67% axis I diagnosisduration of symptoms 
mean 6 yr (range 0.5-17yr) 

1) Gut-directed hypnotherapy  (hypnotherapy); duration: 
12 weeks; frequency: weekly; amount half- to one-hour 
sessions (n=6)  

2) Symptom monitoring waiting list control  (symptom 
monitoring); duration: 6 weeks (n=6) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Harvey 1989; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: refractory IBS; none had 
responded to standard medical therapy with bulking 
agents/antispasmodic drugs Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS 
definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): not stated; Gender (M/F): 9:27; Comorbidities: 
8/22 had psychological problems (GHQ≥5) 

1) Gut-direct hypnotherapy (group)  (hypnotherapy); 
duration: 7 weeks; amount 4x 40-minute sessions 
(n=18) 

2) Gut-direct hypnotherapy (individual)  (hypnotherapy); 
duration: 7 weeks; amount 4x 40-minute session s 
(n=18) 

 

Palsson 2002; Trial held in USA;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS at least 1 year; pain at 
least weekly for 1 month; excluded if other GI disorder or 
abdominal surgery (excl appendectomy, hysterectomy, 
negative laparoscopy), psychotropic drugs or IBS drugs 
Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): Mean age 39.1yr; Gender
(M/F): 9:15 completed; Comorbidities: not stated 6 dropped 
out after enrolment (all in waiting list group). All had 
symptoms refractory to standard medical management. 

1) Hypnotherapy (individual)  (hypnotherapy); duration: 
12 weeks; amount 7x 45- minute sessions (n=15)    

2) Waiting list control group (waiting list control); duration: 
12 weeks  (n=15) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Roberts 2006; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: IBS>6weeks; failed 
conventional management; excluded if atypical symptoms 
(e.g. blood in stools) Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 
'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): Mean age 41.6yr (18-65yr); Gender (M/F): 12:69; 
Comorbidities: not stated. Study underpowered. 

1) Gut-directed hypnotherapy  (hypnotherapy); duration: 
probably 5 weeks; frequency/day: weekly; amount 5 
half-hour sessions (n=40)  

2) Usual management only (usual management); (n=41) 

Whorwell 1984; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Severe refractory IBS; had 
not responded over at least 1 yr Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS 
definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 24- 53yr; Gender (M/F): 4:26; Comorbidities: 
not stated Short report; little detail; no SDs given 

1) Gut-directed hypnotherapy  (hypnotherapy); duration: 3 
months; amount 7x half-hour sessions (n=15) 

2) Supportive listening (“psychotherapy”); duration: 3 
months; amount 7x half-hour sessions (n=15) 
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C17: REFLEXOLOGY 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Tovey 2002; Trial held in UK; 
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Inclusion: currently under 
Primary care physicial following referral to 
gastroenterologist. Exclusions: other causes symptoms 
rather than IBS and previous use of reflexology. Type of 
IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: Rome 

1) Reflexology  (reflexology); duration: 30min; 
frequency/day: 6 sessions over 8 weeks; amount  
(n=19) 

2) Non-reflexology foot massage (did not apply pressure 
to key points on feet)  (placebo); duration: 30 min; 
frequency/day: 6 sessions over 8 weeks; am 
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C18: ACUPUNCTURE 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Conboy 2006; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: previous 
acupuncture, pregnancy, laxative abuse, score of >150 on 
IBSSS, other GI disease, Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
Definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): ; Gender (M/F): ; Comorbidities: none 

1) 60 min in depth interview + 6 verum acupuncture 
sessions  (Chinese Acupuncture); duration: 3 weeks; 
frequency/day: 6 x 20 min; amount  (n= ) 

2) 60 min interview + 6 sham acupuncture  (placebo); 
duration: 3 weeks; frequency/day: amount 6 x 20 min 
(n=); Waiting list control - 6 weeks, no treatment 

Fireman 2001; Trial held in Israel; 
crossover; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: mixed; 
Bloating/flatus: Some patients; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): 20 - 75 (45 yrs); Gender (M/F): 12:13; 
Comorbidities: none  

1) 2 x 30 min sessions (Li4) over 4 weeks  (Chinese 
Acupuncture); duration: 7 weeks; frequency/day: 1 x 
fortnight; amount 30 mins 1 x fortnight (n=25) 

2) 2 x 30 min sessions (Bl60) sham acupuncture on 
inappropriate point  (placebo); duration: 7 weeks; 
frequency/day: 30 mins 1 x fortnight; amount 1 x 
fortnight (n=25 

Forbes 2005; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary 
care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusions: other physical 
disease, Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome I; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Some patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 17-
79 (44yrs); Gender (M/F): 21:39; Comorbidities: 
nonetongue & pulse diagnosis made bt diagnosing 
acupuncturist. 

1) 8-16 needles inserted at 4-8  specified acupuncture 
points for 25 minutes  (Chinese Acupuncture); 
duration: 10 weeks; frequency/day: 1 x week x 10 
weeks; amount 1 x week (n= 27) 

2) 1x weekly treatment for 10 weeks  (placebo); duration: 
10 weeks; frequency/day: 1 x week; amount needles 
inserted at non acupuncture points (n=32) 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Liu 1997; Trial held in China; 
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: organic disease 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 'Had IBS'; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 16-64yrs; Gender (M/F): 
89:61; Comorbidities: not stated Weight, Length of time 
since presentation, duration of symptoms, ethnicity, 
socio-economic group 

1) Acupuncture(3-4 points) + psychotherapy  (Chinese 
Acupuncture); duration: 3-21 weeks; frequency/day: 3 
x week; amount Psychotherapy 1-2 sessions per week 
prior to acupuncture  (n=50) 

2) Acupuncture alone (Acupuncture); duration: not stated; 
frequency/day: not stated; amount not stated (n=50) 
Control B-Psychotherapy only 

Lowe 2000; Trial held in Canada;  
parallel; trial; Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria:  Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: 
Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms:  mixed; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 18-73 yrs; Gender 
(M/F): 8:32; Comorbidities: none 
 

1) Insertion of needles at 9 acupuncture points for 
20mins  (Chinese Acupuncture); duration: 4 weeks; 
frequency/day: 2 x twice week; amount  (n=28) 

2) Tapping blunt needle on same acupuncture points 
(placebo); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: ; amount 
2 x week (n=22) 

Schneider 2006; Trial held in 
Germany;  parallel; trial; Setting: 
secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Exclusion: acupuncture in 
last 3 months, concomitant medication with effect on gut. 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS 
symptoms: mixed; Bloating/flatus: All patients; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range):  (47yrs); Gender (M/F): 
1:42; Comorbidities: none  

1) Acupuncture on 8 points ( L3, St36, Sp6, C12, St21, 
St25, H7, Du Mai 20)  (Chinese Acupuncture); 
duration: 5 weeks; frequency/day: 2 x week; amount 
10 sessions (5 x 2 weekly) (n= 22) 

2) Sham acupuncture  with Streitberger needle at non 
acupuncture points  (placebo); duration: 5 weeks; 
frequency/day: 10 sessions (5 x 2 weekly); amount 2 x 
week (n=21) 
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C19: HERBAL MEDICINE 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Bensoussan et al, 1998; Trial  
held in australia;  parallel trial; 
Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: age 18-75, IBS by 
Rome Criteria, at least 3 months of IBS symptoms. 
Excluded: breast feeding, pregnancy, medication, 
alcoholism, allergies, psychiatric illness, lactose 
intolerance, celiac disease, diabetes, cancers, ulcers. Type 
of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS  
symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post 
infective: not stated Age (range): 47 yrs (no range given); 
Gender (M/F): 64:52; Comorbidities: IBS definition was 
'Rome criteria', but not stated I, II or III. Setting not stated, 
but could be 'primary care'.  Methods states many outcome 
measures 

1) Standard Chinese herbal preparation, Mei Yu Imports, 
Sydney (see paper for list of names of 20 herbs and 
their concentration)  (compound Chinese herbal 
preparation); duration: 16 weeks; frequency/day: 3; 
amount 15 capsules (5 capsules 3 times daily) (n=43) 

2) Placebo "designed to taste, smell and look similar to 
Chinese herb formula" (placebo); duration: 16 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3; amount 15 capsules (n= 35) group C: 
individualised chinese herbal therapy. N= 38 Formula 
tailored to individual patient (irrespective of diagnosis), 
modified at different stages of illness. Dose: 5 capsules 
3 times daily. 

Brinkhaus et al, 2005; Trial  
held in Germany;  parallel;  
trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included:clinical  
diagnosis of IBS, aged 18-70, with certain IBS  
symptoms. Excluded: organic disease, allergies,  
cancer, coeliac disease, diabetes, hypo(er)thyrioidism, 
serious diseases, alcohol/drug abuse, psychiatric illness,  
pregnancy/breastfeeding. Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS 
definition: Authors' def; Severity of IBS symptoms: severe; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 48 (no range); Gender (M/F): 39:67; comorbidities: 
Setting unclear. Mean duration of symptoms= 7 yrs. 

1) Curcuma xanthorizza tablets containing 20 mg spray 
dried extract of the herb  (single non-chinese herbal 
preparation); duration: 18 weeks; frequency/day: 3; 
amount 60 mg (n=24)  

2) Placebo tablets (placebo); duration: 18 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3; amount 6 tablets (n=59) C; fumitory 
group, Fumaria Officinalis (1 tabled containing 250mg 
of an aqueous, spray dried extract of the herb. 
Including >=3.75 mg alkaloid. N=24. For 18 weeks, 2 
tablets 3 times daily 1500 mg/day. 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Leung et al, 2006; Trial held in 
China;  parallel trial;  
Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: IBS patients 
 (aged 18-75) based on Rome II, with diarrhoea  
predominant symptoms (diarrhoea at least 75% of  
the time) with TCM syndrome. Excluded:constipation/ 
alternating IBS type, organic/systemic diseases, 
preganat/lactating women. Type of IBS: Diarrhoea; IBS 
definition: Rome II; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated;  
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): 45.4 yrs SD 11.9 yrs; Gender (M/F): 57:62; 
Comorbidities: Setting not stated, but could be 'primary'. 
About half of the cases had IBS durations between 1 and 5 
yrs. Dose of TCM  

1) Herbal TCM Traditional Chinese Medicine of 'Tong Xie 
Yao Fang composition (see paper for list of names of 
11 herbs and their concentration) (compound chinese 
herbal preparation); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 
2; amount see paper for preparation/dose  of 11 herbs 
used (n=60) 

2) Placebo made of starch, glucose, lactose (<1% by 
weight), bitter, sucrose octaacetate (0.01% of weight) 
(placebo); duration: 8 weeks; frequency/day: 2; amount  
(n=59) 

Madisch et al., 2004; Trial  
held in Germany;  parallel 
trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: cases with IBS 
(def: abdominal pain of >=3 months during last 12 months, 
and associated with disturbances of bowel habit). 
Excluded: structural lesions, organic diseases, 
history/current gastrointestinal diseases. 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Authors' def; Severity of 
IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Some patients; 
Post infective: not stated Age (range): mean 43.6 yrs SD 
12.9 yrs (No range); Gender (M/F): 84:124; Comorbidities: 
Dose per day: No details given about concentration of the 
herbs. Also not clear whether the dose per day was 20 
drops or 60 drops: paper states "3  

1) STW 5 bitter candytuft, chamomile flower, peppermint 
leaves, caraway fruit, liquorice root, lemon balm 
leaves, celandine herbs, angelica root, milk thistle fr.  
(compound non-Chinese herbal preparation); duration: 
4 weeks; frequency/day: 3; amount 3 times daily 20 
drops (n=51) 

2) Placebo (placebo); duration: 4 weeks; frequency/day: 
3; amount 3 times daily 20 drops (n=52) B: STW 5-II: 
bitter candytuft, chamomile flower, peppermint leaves, 
caraway fruit, liquorice root, lemon balm leaves. 
3x/day, 20 drops 4 wks. Group C: bitter candytuft mono 
extract. 3x/day (20 dr) 4 wks. 
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Study Participants Interventions 

Wang 2006; Trial held in  
China;  parallel trial;  
Setting: secondary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excl: IBS drugs; allergy to 
food additive, drug or TXNG; inflammatory bowel disease; 
alcohol/drug abuse; psychiatric illness/ dementia; 
pregnancy/breastfeeding; serious disease; other study in 
last 6 mo Type of IBS: Diarrhoea; IBS definition: Rome II; 
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: Not 
stated; Post infective: not stated Age (range): mean 37 yr;  
range 18-65yr; Gender (M/F): 26:31; Comorbidities: none 

1) Tong-xie-ning granule (TXNG): Baishao, Baizhu, 
Qingpi, Xiebai  (compound chinese herbal 
preparation); duration: 3 weeks; frequency/day: 3; 
amount 15g/day (n=30) 

2) Placebo  (placebo); duration: 3 weeks; frequency/day: 
3; amount 15g (n=30) 

Yadav et al, 1989; Trial held  
in India; parallel trial;  
Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Included: patients (age 10-
60) with IBS using Sandler et al, 1984 criteria i.e. 
symptoms (including pain, loose stools, mucus) are chronic 
(> 1yr), occurring  more than 25% of time. Excluded: 
organic gastrointestinal diseases and parasitic infestations. 
Type of IBS: Mixed; IBS definition: Symptoms described;  
Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; Bloating/flatus: 
Some patients; Post infective: not stated Age (range): 
mean 28.4 yr (13-55); Gender (M/F): 147:22; comorbidities: 
Setting unclear: paper states "patients from 
Gatroenterology Dept". Age range below 18 included in 
this study. Mean  

1) Compound Ayurvedic preparation with Aegle marmelos 
correa + Bacopa monniere Linn  (compound non-
chinese herbal preparation); duration: 6 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3 (times 5 g); amount 15 g (n=57) 

2) Placebo: corn starch+ exciepient containing 
polyvinylpyrrolodone (glucose anhydrous, citric acid, 
green colour) (placebo); duration: 6 weeks; 
frequency/day: 3 (times 5 g); amount 15 g (n= 52) Part 
B, C, and D are IBS subtypes of overall. B. Diarrhoea 
IBS cases (n=55). C: Constipation IBS cases (n=33) D: 
Alternating IBS cases (n=49). B,C,D:Intervention time 6 
wks Dose: 3 times 5 g daily. 
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C20: PSYCHOSOCIAL 
 

Study Participants Interventions 

Payne 1995; Trial held in USA; 
parallel; trial; Setting: not stated 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Had IBS Type of IBS: Mixed; 
IBS definition: Rome I; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not 
stated; Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated 
Age (range): mean around 40yr (22-70); Gender (M/F): 
5:29; Comorbidities: 29/34 had an Axis I disorder1 pt 
dropped out of CT and was replaced. 
Self help group - guided discussion on aspects of IBS e.g. 
stress, diet; 1hr 15 mins/week for 8 weeks 

1) Self help support group  (support group); duration: 8 
weeks (n=12) 

2) Waiting list control  (waiting list control); duration: 8 
weeks (n=10) 

3) Cognitive treatment 

Robinson 2006; Trial held in UK;  
parallel; trial; Setting: primary care 

Inclusion & Exclusion criteria: Excluded if unable to read or 
understand English Type of IBS: Unclear; IBS definition: 
'Had IBS'; Severity of IBS symptoms: Not stated; 
Bloating/flatus: Not stated; Post infective: not stated Age 
(range): mean age 40 yr (SD 14.4yr); Gender (M/F): 
50:370; Comorbidities: not stated Self-help guidebook: info 
on lifestyle, diet, drugs & alternative therapies. 1x2-hour 
self help meeting (8-12 pts; 59/139 attended). Control 
gp=usual care. Data at trial entry + 1 yr. Bowel symptoms 
mean 6 yr (SD 7.2yr). 38% satisfied Rome II criteria. 

1) Self-help guidebook alone  (self help); duration: one-
off; frequency/day: ; amount  (n=141) 

2) Control group (usual care) (n=140)  
3) Support group plus self-help guidebook (n=139) 
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C21: PATIENT INFORMATION 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
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C22: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF ALTERNATIVE DIAGNOSIS 
 

Study Year Country Setting Follow-up Design Population Intervention Comparator Outcomes 

Spiegel 2004 USA Model 
based 

10-year 
model 
horizon 

Decision 
analysis 

Rome II, IBS-D, 
no evidence of 
alternative 
organic diagnoses 

Screen for coeliac 
disease and initiate 
IBS or coeliac 
treatment 
accordingly 

Initiate IBS 
treatment 
without 
screening for 
coeliac disease 

Cost per additional 
symptomatic 
improvement 

Mein 2004 USA Model 
based 

Lifetime 
horizon (from 
age 35) 

Decision 
analysis Suspected IBS 

TTG* test or 
antibody panel± or 
endoscopy 

No testing 
Cost per QALY, 
cost per case 
detected 

Suleiman 2001 USA Model 
based Not stated Decision 

analysis Suspected IBS 

Alternative 
sequencing for 
endoscopy in 
diagnostic testing 
strategies 

N/A 

Cost per % 
increase in 
cumulative 
probability of IBS 
diagnosis, cost per 
correct diagnosis 

Dubinsky 2002 USA Model 
based 

1 year model 
horizon 

Decision 
analysis 

IBD symptoms 
not meeting 
Rome criteria for 
IBS 

Single or 
sequential 
serological tests 
followed by gold 
standard 

Gold standard 
alone 

Cost per patient 
assessed, 
accuracy (% 
correctly 
diagnosed as IBD 
or non-IBS), cost 
per marginal 
increase in 
accuracy. 
 

*TTG, tissue transglutaminase antibody; ±antibody panel, TTG plus antiglandin IgG and IgA plus quantitative IgA to exclude IgA deficiency
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C23: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERVENTION 
 

Study Year Country Setting Follow-up Design Population Intervention Comparator Outcomes 

Robinson 2006 UK 
Primary 
Care 
N=420 

1 year 
RCT with 
three 
arms 

IBS -clinician 
diagnosis 

Self help book OR 
self help book plus 
group session 

Usual care 
Global impression 
scores, resource 
use, HRQofL* 

Kennedy 2006 UK 

Primary 
Care 
N=334 
(149 
randomi
sed) 

1 year RCT with 
two arms 

IBS of moderate or 
greater severity 
following 2 weeks 
of GP care and 4 
weeks of 
mebeverine 

Cognitive 
behavioural 
therapy + 
mebeverine 

Mebeverine 
alone 

Symptom severity 
score, service 
costs and social 
costs 

Creed 2003 UK 

Seconda
ry and 
Tertiary 
Care 
N=257 

15 months 
RCT with 
three 
arms 

Severe IBS (Rome 
I, > 6 months 
duration, failure 
respond to usual 
care for >3 
months, severe 
pain 

Psychotherapy OR 
Paroxetine Usual care 

VAS abdominal 
pain, days with 
pain, change in 
symptoms, 
HRQofL, direct 
health care and 
non-health care 
costs. 

Christie 2002 

UK 
perspectiv
e 
(Modelling 
study 
based on 
RCT in 
France 
and 
Scotland) 

RCT in 
seconda
ry care 
N=115 
in RCT 

RCT: 1 
month 
controlled 
with further 2 
months 
follow-up. 
Model:  
3months 

Modelling 
study 
based on 
RCT with 
two arms. 

Idiopathic 
constipation for 
>3months. 37% 
elderly recruited 
from institutions 

Low dose PEG+E Lactulose 
NHS costs. Prob of 
successful 
treatment 

*HRQofL, Health related quality of life; PEG+E, polyethylene glycol 3350 plus electrolytes
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APPENDIX D: QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF STUDIES 
 
 

D1: DIAGNOSIS 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
 
 

D2: PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
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D3: FIBRE 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation

Baseline 
Comparable 

Aller 2004 Unclear unclear no single blind no single blind yes  not stated 

yes; Age, 
Gender, BMI, 
Weight,- 
comparable 
Smoking - 

Arthurs 1983 Unclear Unclear yes double blind yes double blind no (≤ 20% 
dropouts) unclear not stated not stated 

Chapman 
1990 

Unclear 
 

unclear 
 

no not blinded 
 

no not blinded 
 

no (≤ 20% 
dropouts) no not stated 

yes; age, 
gender, 
duration of 
condition, 
episodes of 
pain 
and number 
of 

Dettmar 
1999 

Unclear; not 
stated unclear; not stated no not blinded no not blinded yes yes not stated 

not stated; 
no data on 
baseline  
comparability 

Fielding 
1984 

Unclear; 
stratified 
randomisation 

unclear yes double blind yes double blind no (≤ 20% 
dropouts) no not stated 

yes mainly; 
age, sex 
ratio, range 
of fibre and 
dietary 
compliance 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation

Baseline 
Comparable 

Fowlie  
1992 Unclear unclear 

 yes double blind yes double blind no (≤ 20% 
dropouts) yes no 

yes; Age, 
gender, fibre 
intake, 
symptom 
duration 
painscore, 

Longstreth 
1981 Unclear unclear 

 yes double blind yes double blind no (>20% 
dropouts) no no not stated 

Manning 
1977 

Partial; random 
numbered cards 
 

unclear 
 

yes double blind 
(≤ 20% dropouts) yes double blind no unclear not stated not stated 

Parisi  
2002 Unclear 

partial; 
randomisation,an 
alyses were 
supervised by 
statistician 

no not blinded no not blinded yes yes not stated 

yes; age,  
gender 
comparable 
disease type: 

Parisi  
2005 Unclear 

partial; randomisation
and analyses 
supervised by 
statistician 

no not blinded; 
given the physical 
nature of PHGG 
blinding not 
possible 

no not blinded unclear yes not stated 

yes; full 
details of all 
baseline data 
provided- 
age, BMI, 
gender,GI 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation

Baseline 
Comparable 

Prior  1987 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double blind no (>20% 
dropouts) yes no 

yes, but 
limited data; 
severity of 
symptoms 
and type of 
bowel 
disturbance 
was 

Rees 2005 
Unclear; not 
stated 
 

unclear; not stated 
 
 

Yes single blind; 
Patients blinded; 
assessor unclear 
 

Yes single blind 
 
 

no (>20% 
dropouts) 
 

unclear not stated 

yes, but 
limited data; 
Age, sex, 
ethnicity & 
whether 
vegetarian 

Ritchie 1979
Unclear; not 
stated 
 

unclear; not stated 
 

yes double blind 
 yes double blind yes yes not stated 

not stated; 
no info on 
baseline 
comparability 

Ritchie 1980 Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not stated 
blind yes double blind yes double yes yes not stated 

not stated; 
no data on 
baseline 
comparability 

Soltoft 1976 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double blind no (≤ 20% 
dropouts) unclear no not stated 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation

Baseline 
Comparable 

Tarpila 2004 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double blind no (≤ 20% 
dropouts) unclear no 

yes; 
comparable 
for gender, 
age, weight, 
height, fibre 
intake prior 
to study, no 
of 

Villagrasa 
1991 Unclear unclear not stated not stated no (≤ 20% 

dropouts) unclear not stated 

yes; age, 
gender, 
physical 
activity, 
diagnostic 
criteria all 
comparable 
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D4: PRE/PRO-BIOTICS 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Bittner 
2005 Unclear unclear --- ---      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated not stated 

Gade 1989

Adequate; 
Computer 
randomisati
on 

unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated 

some comparable; 
symptom scores 
comparable at 
baseline. 

Kajander 
2005 

Adequate; 
Computer 
generated, 
blocked 
randomisati
on (block 
size 4) 

unclear 
yes double blind; 
Patients were 
outcome assessors 

yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no yes 

yes; age, gender, BMI, 
IBS type, Diagnosis 
method, IBS 
medication all 
comparable 

Kim 2003 Unclear 

adequate; 
Carried out 
and maintained 
by research 
pharmacist 

yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes 

yes mainly; patients in 
intervention group 
slightly older other 
wise matched for 
gender, duration of 
condition and 
symptoms. 

Kim 2005 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (>20% dropouts) yes yes 

yes; Comparable for 
age, gender, symptom 
scores, bloating 
scores, 

Niedzielin 
2001 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind yes unclear not stated 

yes mainly; with 
respect to age, 
gender, weight and 
BMI 



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline 86

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Niv 2005 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (>20% dropouts) yes not stated 

yes mainly; more 
females +more 
patients with diarrhoea 
in intervention group. 
Otherwise well 
matched for age, type 
of IBS, 

Nobaek 
2000 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes, but limited data; 
age comparable; 
gender - slightly more 
women in control 
group (64% vs 74%) 

Olesen 
2000 

Adequate; 
Computer 
generated 

adequate; 
generated and 
retained by 
Unikem 

yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (>20% dropouts) yes no 

yes mainly; Age, 
weight, IB<S 
management, bowel 
function,were 
comparable; gender 
was not comparable 
(more men in the FOS 
group) 

O'Mahony 
2004 

Adequate; 
picking a 
card from a 
pack 

partial; 
Randomisation 
performed in 
presence of 
study co-
ordinator 

yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes no 

some comparable; Not 
comparable: symptom 
scores, analysis 
adjusted for baseline. 
Smoking status (Ls 
70%, Bi 92%, Pl 58%). 
Comparable: Age, 
gender, alcohol  use 

Saggioro 
2004 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear no not stated 

Tsuchima 
2004 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear yes 
yes; age, gender, 
body size, education + 
presenting symptoms 

Whorwell 
2006 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 
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D5: ALOE VERA 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Davis 2006

Adequate; 
computerise
d random 
numbers 
table 

unclear 

Yes double blind; 
Medication received 
from central 
pharmacy in 
numbered bottles. 
Code kept in 
pharmacy till study 
end 

yes double 
blind --- yes yes 

Yes mainly; 
comparable for 
gender, pain bloating, 
and type of IBS. Active 
group had higher IBS 
score 261.9 vs 226.8 

Odes 1991 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes, but limited data; 
laxative use, no of 
stools per week were 
comparable , pain 
levels higher in 
intervention group at 
baseline 4.5 SD 5 vs 
1.6 SD1.9 
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D6: EXCLUSION DIET 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Atkinson 
2004 

Adequate; 
random 
number 
computer 
generator 

adequate; 
Allocation by 
identification 
number only; 
independent 
staff 

yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes 

yes mainly; baseline IBS 
symptom severity score 
higher in true diet group 
(331.9 (70.8) vs. 309.0 
(78.5)) 

Symons 
1992 

Inadequate; 
no 
information 
given 

inadequate; no 
information 
reported 

yes double blind yes double 
blind unclear no no not stated 
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D7: LAXATIVES 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Attar 1999 
adequate; 
computer 
algorithm 

adequate; 
statistician 
prepared list; 
investigators 
unaware of 
allocation 

no not blinded; drugs 
different appearance 
and taste, but packed 
in identical boxes 

no not 
blinded 

no (≤ 20% missing); 10/60 
(17%) PEG and 6/55 
(11%) missing data 

no yes 

yes; Comparable for 
age, gender, number 
of stools per week, 
straining 

Bouhnik 
2004 unclear 

adequate; 
telephone 
contact with an 
operator who 
opened sealed 
envelope 

no single blind no single 
blind no (≤ 20% missing);  yes yes 

yes mainly; 
comparable for age, 
gender, stool freq, 
straining, bloating, 
pain at baseline 
(although more for 
PEG - ns) 

Chaussade 
2003 unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind no (≤ 20% missing);  unclear not stated yes 

Corazziari 
1996 unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind no (≤ 20% missing);  unclear not stated yes 

Corazziari 
2000 unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 

no (>20% missing); At 8 
weeks, 1/33 (3%) PMF 
and 4/37 (11%) placebo 
missing data. At 20 w, 
10/33 (30%) PMF and 
22/37 (59%) placebo 

unclear not stated yes 

Dettmar 
1998 unclear unclear no not blinded no not 

blinded unclear;  unclear not stated yes, but limited data 

Kienzle-
Horn 2006 unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind no (≤ 20% missing);  yes yes yes 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Kienzle-
Horn 2007 

unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated 

no single blind; 
Blinding was not 
attempted due to the 
different nature of the 
study medications-
tablets vs liquid. 

no single 
blind no (≤ 20% missing);  yes yes 

yes, but limited data; 
Comparable for age, 
gender ratio, 
demographic data-no 
details given. 

Medoff 
2004 

adequate; 
web based 
computer 
program 

unclear; 
location of list 
not stated 

no not blinded; 
patient assessed; 
different doses 

no not 
blinded 

no (≤ 20% missing); 2/18 
(11%) group A and 1/25 
(4%) group B did not have 
at least 7 days data. 

no no 

yes mainly; 
Comparable for age, 
gender, race, body 
weight, bowel habit, 
supine heart rate, bp. 
Not comparable for 
rectal irritation (worse 
in group A). 

Quah 2006

adequate; 
computer 
generated 
code 

adequate; 
telephoning 
research office 

no single blind no single 
blind 

no (≤ 20% missing); 8/50 
withdrew straight after 
randomisation, then 3/21 
(14%) withdrew from fibre 
group and 0% on 
lactulose. 

unclear not stated yes; crossover 

Rouse 
1991 unclear unclear no not blinded no not 

blinded no (≤ 20% missing);  unclear not stated yes, but limited data 

Wulkow 
2007 

adequate; 
randomised 
block design 

adequate yes double blind yes double 
blind yes; well designed study yes yes 

yes mainly; Age, 
Severity of condition,  
Higher proportion of 
women in placebo 
group 
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D8: ANTI-MOTILITY 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Amery 
1975 Unclear 

unclear; 
identical, 
individually-
coded 
capsules 

yes double blind yes double 
blind yes; Paper states: yes not stated 

yes mainly; 
Loperamide sign.older 
than placebo group. 
Other variables/groups 
comparable: sex, 
aetiology of diarrhoea, 
consistency, time of 
intake, and age. 

Cornett 
1977 

Unclear; not 
stated 

partial; 
individually 
coded boxes, 
identical 
capsules 

yes double blind yes double 
blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 11% (40/380) 
missing (40 incomplete 
diaries). 

yes not stated 

yes; Comparable with 
respect to sex, age, 
weight, frequency, 
duriation and severity 
of diarrhoea. 

Dettmer 
1994 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 7% (13/230) 
missing. 

yes yes 

yes mainly; No 
differences between 
the groups with 
respect to 
demographics or 
baseline disease 
characteristics with the 
exception of sex 

Dom 1974 Unclear unclear 

yes double blind; 
paper only states 
"identical capsules", 
"double blind" and 
"breaking of the 
medical code" 

yes double 
blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 9.9 % (56/563) 
missing. 

no not stated 

yes; comparable for 
sex, age; kind, cause, 
duration and severity 
of diarrhoea 

Dreverman 
1995 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 3% (8/242) 
missing. 

yes not stated 

yes; No significant 
difference at baseline 
in demographic data 
or in disease 
characteristics. 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Efskind 
1995 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 
     no    (>20% dropouts); 
23% (21/90 missing. yes not stated 

yes; age, height, blood 
oressure, physical 
actvity, social life, 
stress, quality of life, 
previous medication/ 
operation 

Ericsson 
1990 Unclear unclear 

yes double blind; 
States "identical 
yellow capsules, 
double-blind". 

yes double 
blind 

     no    (>20% dropouts); 
41% (37/91) missing. yes yes 

yes; no significant 
difference by age, sex, 
duration of diarrhoea 
prior to therapy, 
severity of diarrhoea 
prior to treatment. 

Harford 
1980 Unclear unclear 

yes double blind; 
"neither patients, 
laborotary personnel, 
nor physicians in 
charge knew until 
code broken" 

yes double 
blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 7% (1/15) 
missing. 

yes not stated yes, but limited data; 
crossover study 

Hovdenak 
1987 Unclear unclear 

yes double blind; 
paper states "double 
blind" 

yes double 
blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 3% (2/60) 
missing. 

yes not stated 

yes; Comparable with 
respect to age, sex, 
duration of symptoms, 
smoking/ drinking 
habits, laboratory 
tests, and previous 
treatment 

Jaffe 1977 Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated 

no not blinded; two 
drugs have a 
dissimilar 
appearance, no 
attempt was made to 
blind it. 

no not 
blinded yes;  yes not stated 

yes; Comparable on 
sex, age, bowel 
frequency, duration of 
diarrhoea, number of 
bowel actions, 
nausea/vomiting, 
abdominal pain 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Lavo 1987 Unclear unclear; not 
stated yes double blind yes double 

blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 16% (4/25) 
missing. 

yes not stated 

yes mainly; No 
differences in patient 
characteristics 
reported, except that 
the age in the 
loperamide group was 
significantly lower than 
that of the placebo 
group 

Lee 1968 Unclear unclear not stated not stated 
     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 2% (3/167) 
missing. 

yes not stated 
yes; comparable age, 
sex, severity, vomiting 
and pain 

Lustman 
1987 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 4% (7/152) 
missing. 

yes not stated 

yes; comparable on 
age, sex, median 
number of watery 
stools 24-h prior to 
entry. 

Pelemans 
1976 Unclear 

partial; bottles 
marked with 
the patient's 
code number, 
and identical 
capsules 

yes double blind yes double 
blind 

     no    (>20% dropouts); 
26% (6/23) missing on 
main outcome measure. 

yes not stated yes; crossover 

Taneja  
2004 Unclear unclear 

no not blinded; Not 
possible to blind 
patients to yoga 
versus medicine 

no not 
blinded 

     no    (≤ 20% 
dropouts); 5% (1/22) 
missing. 

yes not stated 

yes; comparable on 
bowel symptom score, 
autonomic symptom 
score, state anxiety 
score, gastric motility 
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D9: ANTISPASMODICS 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Berthelot 
1981 ---- unclear; From 

Cochrane yes double blind yes double 
blind --- ---- --- ---- 

Carling 
1989 Unclear unclear yes double blind; 

Double dummy 
yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear no 

yes; age, gender, 
history of IBS, pain, 
bloating, constipation, 
diarrhoea all 
comparable. 

Czalbert 
1990 Unclear unclear not stated not stated yes unclear not stated 

yes, but limited data; 
comparable for 
gender, age 

Gilbody 
2000 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes not stated yes 

Inauen 
1994 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 

Kruis 1986 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes, but limited data; 
comparable for age 
and ,gender 

Lech 1988 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind unclear unclear not stated not stated 

Liu 1997 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated 

some comparable; 
comparable for pain, 
bloating, flatulence, 
heartburn, nausea. 
Not comparable for 
severity of stool 
frequency (more 
severe for Colpermin) 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Mitchell 
2002 

Unclear; 
blocks of 4 
allocated 
sequentially 
but method 
not stated 

unclear; not 
stated yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 

Nigam 
1984 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated yes double blind yes double 

blind yes unclear not stated not stated; no info on 
comparability 

Page 1981 Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated yes double blind yes double 

blind      no    (>20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 

Ritchie 
1979 

Unclear; not 
stated 

adequate; 
issued in 
random order 
by pharmacist 

yes double blind yes double 
blind yes unclear not stated not stated 

Schafer 
1990 ---- --- yes double blind yes double 

blind --- ---- --- ---- 
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D10: ANTI-DEPRESSANTS 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Boerner 
1988 

Adequate; 
from 
Cochrane 
review 

unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind 

no    (≤ 20% dropouts); 
2/40 from intervention and 
2/39 from placebo group 
dropped out 

unclear not stated ---- 

Creed 
2003 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 

adequate; 
randomisation 
by statistician 
independent of 
study 

no not blinded; 
Assessors did not 
know treatment 
allocation. Clinicians 
worked independently 
from researchers. 

no not 
blinded 

no    (>20% dropouts); 
16% (14/86) paroxetine; 
14% (12/85) 
psychotherapy;  0% 
routine care did not start 
trial. Further 29/72 (40%) 
paroxetine, 14/73 (19%) 
psychotherapy 
discontinued treatment, 
usual care 7/86 loss to f-u.

yes yes 

yes; no differences in 
important 
demographic 
diagnostic and 
baseline outcome 
variables. 

Kuiken 
2003 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 

adequate; 
randomisation 
by pharmacy 

yes double blind; 
patients assessed 

yes double 
blind 

no    (≤ 20% dropouts); 
2/19 dropped out in SSRI 
group; 4/21 (19%) in 
placebo group 

unclear yes 

yes; comparable for 
rectal sensitivity, pain, 
urgency, bloating, 
psychological rating 

Myren 
1984 Unclear unclear 

yes double blind; 
stated to be double 
blind 

yes double 
blind 

no    (≤ 20% dropouts); 
Dropout: 18% (75/428) unclear not stated 

yes, but limited data; 
comparable for age, 
body weight, gender, 
consumption of 
tobacco, alcohol or 
drugs, laboratory 
tests, 
roentgenography, or 
endoscopy. 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Myren  
1982 

Inadequate; 
randomisati
on not 
stated 

unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind yes;  yes not stated 

yes mainly; similar 
age, gender, duration 
of symptoms, 
consumption of 
alcohol/tobacco, 
haemoglobin 
concentration, 
sedimentation rate, 
Not comparable for 
vomiting 

Rajagopala
n 1998 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 

no    (>20% dropouts); 
Dropout 18 out of 40. 
Those dropped out had a 
significantly shorter 
duration of symptoms. 

yes no 

yes mainly; Not 
comparable on stool 
type (drug gp had 
looser stools). 
Comparable on age, 
sex, education, 
symptom duration, 
anxiety, depression, 
stool frequency. 

Steinhart 
1981 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind yes;  yes no 

yes, but limited data; 
Crossover study. No 
comparability 
problems stated. 

Tabas 
2004 

Adequate; 
Computer 
generated 

adequate; 
Identical 
capsules 
sealed in 
sequentially 
numbered 
identical 
containers. 
Randomisation 
by pharmacist 

yes double blind yes double 
blind 

     no    (≤ 20% dropouts); 
Missing data 21% (8 of 38) 
of paroxetine group and 
16% (7 out of 43). 36 
patients per group to 
detect 30% difference in 
response. 

yes yes 

yes; comparable for 
age, fibre intake, 
gender, IBS 
symptoms, alcohol 
use, laxative use and 
BDI (depression) 
scores 



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline  98

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Tanum 
1996 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 
     no    (≤ 20% dropouts); 
Drop out 2 out of 49 (4%). yes not stated 

yes; comparable for 
age, gender, 
symptoms, disorder 
duration, pain, 
depression, distress 

Tripathi 
1983 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind yes;  yes not stated not stated 

Vij 1991 

Adequate; 
random 
number 
tables 

unclear yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts); unclear not stated 

yes, but limited data; 
comparable for gender 
and age 
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D11: ADVERSE EFFECTS 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
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D12: RELAXATION 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Blanchard 
1993 

Unclear; not 
stated 

Unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded No (>20 % dropouts) no no yes 

Forbes 
2000 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes yes no yes 

Keefer 
2001 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded No (≤ 20% dropouts) no no yes 
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D13: BIOFEEDBACK 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Blanchard 
1992a Unclear unclear no single blind no single 

blind yes unclear no 
some comparable; 
Age range,  gender, 
duration of condition 

Blanchard 
1992b Inadequate unclear no single blind no single 

blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no yes 

some comparable; 
Age range, gender, 
duration of condition, 
IBS  sub-type 

Leahy 
1997 Unclear unclear no single blind no single 

blind unclear unclear no not stated 

Neff 1987 Unclear unclear no single blind no single 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no no 

some comparable; 
gender, age, marital 
status and duration of 
condition 
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D14: PSYCHOTHERAPY 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Creed 
2003 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 

adequate; 
independent 
study 
administrator 

no single blind no single 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 

Guthrie 
1991 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes not stated 

yes mainly; More 
males in control group 
(17/49 vs. 8/53, 
p<0.05) 

Svedlund 
1983 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 
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D15: COGNITIVE BEHAVIOUR THERAPY 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Bennett 
1985 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded      no    (>20% dropouts) unclear not stated not stated 

Bergeron 
1983 

Unclear; Not 
stated 
(abstract 
only) 

unclear; Not 
stated 
(abstract only) 

not stated not stated unclear unclear not stated not stated; Abstract 
only 

Blanchard 
1993 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated 

no not blinded; 
Outcome self-report 
data from patients 

no not 
blinded      no    (>20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes; 6 drop-outs from 
relaxation group; 1 
from controls; drop-
outs replaced so not 
ITT 

Bogalo 
2006 

Unclear; not 
stated 

partial; sealed 
envelopes not stated not stated unclear unclear not stated not stated 

Boyce 
2003 

Adequate; 
Random 
number 
generator 

partial; Sealed 
envelopes no single blind no single 

blind      no    (>20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 

Corney 
1991 

Unclear; Not 
stated 

unclear; Not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) ---- not stated yes 

Drossman 
2003 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 

adequate; Only 
those not 
involved in 
clinical 
assessment or 
treatment 
aware of 
allocation 

yes double blind yes double 
blind      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 

Fernandez 
1998 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no single blind no single 

blind      no    (>20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 

Gong 2002 Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated 

no not blinded; not 
blinded 

no not 
blinded yes yes not stated not stated; abstract 

only 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Greene 
1994 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes yes not stated yes 

Heymann-
Monnikes 
2000 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes mainly; Medical 
group older (mean 
45.1 SD 14.2 vs 30.5 
SD 10.8), p<0.01. 

Kennedy 
2005 

Partial; 
Random 
number 
tables; 
randomisati
on in blocks 
of 4 

partial; 
independent 
statistician & 
clerical staff 
but 
concealment 
not adequately 
maintained on 
all occasions 

no not blinded; 
patient reported 
outcome measure 

no not 
blinded no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 

Lynch 
1989 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded no    (>20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 

Payne 
1995 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes no not stated yes 

  Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes no not stated yes 

Tkachuk 
2003 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes unclear not stated 

yes; pairs of patients 
matched on Axis I 
disorder; IBS type, 
symptom duration, 
age & gender 

Toner 
1998 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated not stated not stated unclear unclear --- not stated; no baseline 

data 

Vollmer 
1998 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes unclear not stated yes 
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Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Greene 
1994 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes yes not stated yes 

Heymann-
Monnikes 
2000 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded no    (≤ 20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes mainly; Medical 
group older (mean 
45.1 SD 14.2 vs 30.5 
SD 10.8), p<0.01. 

Kennedy 
2005 

Partial; 
Random 
number 
tables; 
randomisati
on in blocks 
of 4 

partial; 
independent 
statistician & 
clerical staff 
but 
concealment 
not adequately 
maintained on 
all occasions 

no not blinded; 
patient reported 
outcome measure 

no not 
blinded no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 

Lynch 
1989 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded no    (>20% dropouts) unclear not stated yes 

Payne 
1995 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes no not stated yes 

  Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes no not stated yes 

Tkachuk 
2003 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes unclear not stated 

yes; pairs of patients 
matched on Axis I 
disorder; IBS type, 
symptom duration, 
age & gender 

Toner 
1998 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated not stated not stated unclear unclear --- not stated; no baseline 

data 

Vollmer 
1998 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes unclear not stated yes 
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D16: HYPNOTHERAPY 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Forbes 
2000 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes yes no yes 

Galovski 
1998 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes no no yes 

Harvey 
1989 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded 
no  
(≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated not stated 

Palsson 
2002 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded 
no 
(≤ 20% dropouts) unclear not stated 

no; significant 
difference in pain and 
bloating 

Roberts 
2006 

Unclear; not 
stated 

partial; sealed 
envelopes no not blinded no not 

blinded 
no 
(≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes 

yes mainly; Age 
comparable; more 
males in intervention 
group (8/40 vs. 4/41); 
some differences in 
baseline quality of life 
scores 

Whorwell 
1984 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes unclear not stated 

yes mainly; Bowel 
habit more severely 
disordered in patients 
on hypnotherapy 
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D17: REFLEXOLOGY 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Tovey 
2002 

Inadequate; 
Alternation 

Inadequate; 
Alternation yes single blind Yes single 

blind yes unclear yes 

yes; comparable for 
abdominal pain, 
constipation, diarrhoea 
and bloating 
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D18: ACUPUNCTURE 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Fireman 
2001 Unclear unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind yes unclear no 
yes; age, gender, 
symptom score, 
duration of condition 

Forbes 
2005 

Adequate; 
computer 
generated 
random 
numbers 

partial; sealed 
envelopes yes double blind yes double 

blind yes yes yes ---- 

Liu 1997 Unclear unclear no single blind no single 
blind 

no     
(>20% dropouts) unclear no not stated 

Lowe 2000 Unclear unclear not stated not stated yes yes yes 

yes; age, symptom 
score, Beck 
depression and State 
trait anxiety score 

Schneider 
2006 Unclear 

adequate; 
block 
randomisation 
by central 
telephone 
centre 

yes double blind yes double 
blind 

no 
(≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes 

yes; age, severity and 
duration of condition, 
gender 
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D19: HERBAL MEDICINE 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Bensoussan 
1998 

Partial; 
states:  
"selection of 
a sealed 
envelope 
 from a 
closed bag". 

unclear; Not 
clear whether 
allocator had 
knowledge of 
patients 

yes double blind 
 

yes double 
blind 

no 
(≤ 20% dropouts) 
 
 

no yes 
yes mainly; similar on 
age, sex, weight and 
severity of symptoms 

Brinkhaus 
2005 Unclear 

adequate; 
states 
“randomisation 
done centrally 
by an external, 
independent” 

yes double blind yes double 
blind yes yes no 

yes; no significant 
differences on  
age, gender,  
duration of IBS 

Leung 2006 

Adequate;  
Paper 
states:  
"computer  
generated 
list of 
random  

adequate;  
Independent 
staff member 
assigned 
treatments 
using  
sequentially  

yes double blind yes double 
blind 

no 
(≤ 20% dropouts) unclear yes 

yes; comparable age, 
sex, BMI, 
alcohol/tobacco 
consumption,  
IBS symptom 



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline  110

 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Madisch 
2004 

Partial; 
Paper 
states  
randomisati
on code list 
in a random  

unclear; Stated 
"patients were  
included in  
sequential 
order using 
random list"  

yes double blind;  
States "sealed  
coded envelope  
was only to be 
opened” 

yes double 
 blind yes yes yes 

yes; no sign. 
differences regarding 
age, sex, weight,  
height, duration 

Wang 2006 
Adequate;  
computer  
generated 

partial; sealed  
envelopes 
 

yes double blind 
 blind 

yes double 
blind 
 

no 
(≤ 20% dropouts) yes yes yes 

Yadav 1989 Unclear 
 blind unclear yes double blind yes double 

blind 
no 
(>20% dropouts) no not stated 

yes; no significant 
difference in age, sex, 
duration 
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D20: PSYCHOSOCIAL 
 

Study Sequence 
Generation 

Allocation 
Concealment 

Outcome 
Assessor Blinded 

Patient 
Blinding 

Attrition 
 

ITT? 
 

Power 
Calculation 

Baseline 
Comparable 

Payne 
1995 

Unclear; not 
stated 

unclear; not 
stated no not blinded no not 

blinded yes no not stated yes 

Robinson 
2006 

Adequate; 
minimisation 

adequate; 
Central 
telephone 
randomisation 

no not blinded no not 
blinded      no    (≤ 20% dropouts) yes no not stated 
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D21: PATIENT INFORMATION 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
 
 
 
D21: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF ALTERNATIVE DIAGNOSIS 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
 
 
 
D23: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERVENTION 
Characteristics of the included studies of this review are detailed in the individual review.   
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Appendix E: Excluded studies 
 
E1: DIAGNOSIS 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Addolorato 1998 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Agreus 2000 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Alderman 1999 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Anon 1994 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Anon 1997 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Anon 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Avigan 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Banerjee 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Beck 1992 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Bertram 2001 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Besedovsky 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Böhmer 1996 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Bommelaer 2002 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Camilleri 1992 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Cayley Jr 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Chang 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Chiba 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Clouse 1988 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Coffin 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Cole 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Dhaliwal 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Drossman 1979 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Edwards 1996 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Feld 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Ferrazzi 2002 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Fielding 1981 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Foxx-Orenstein 2001 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Garrigues 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Gerson 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Gladman 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Gonsalkorale 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Grundfast 2001 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Halpert 2005 Not in BNF 



 

Irritable Bowel Syndrome: full guideline 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Halpert 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Hammer 1999 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Heitkemper 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Hershfield 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Hoey 2002 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Holmes 1982 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Hu 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Ilnyckyj 2002 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Jun 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Langmead 2002 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Lynch 1987 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Marzio 1989 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Mearin 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Mearin 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Monsbakken 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Neri 2000 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Ragnarsson 2000 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Robinson 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Ross 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Ruigomez 1999 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Rutter 2002 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Sanders 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Schmidt 1992 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Shafik 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Shaw 1991 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Sperber 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Stenner 2000 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Suh 2007 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Svendsen 1985 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Tack 2006 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Talley 1992 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Talley 2003 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Thompson 1986 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Thompson 1997 Study in GPs rather than IBS patients; Did not use of a criterion referenced 
diagnostic tool 

Tillisch 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Toner 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Treacher 1986 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Trotman 1986 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Vahedi 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

van der Horst 1997 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Vandvik 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Vernia 1987 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Vernia 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Wahnschaffe 2001 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Wahnschaffe 2001 Celiac disease-like abnormalities in IBS patients 

Walker 1995 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Walter 2005 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Wilson 2004 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 

Yawn 2001 Did not use of a criterion referenced diagnostic tool 
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E2: PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Bengtsson 2006 No physical activity outcome 

Colwell 1998 Not RCT 

Curtin 1998 Not RCT 

Dancey 2002 Not RCT 

Guthrie 1991 Not physical activity and IBS trial 

Kim 2005 Not RCT 

Lustyk 2001 Not RCT 

Oettle 1991 Not RCT 

Van Nieuwenhoven 2000 Not physical activity and IBS trial 

Sanjoaquin 2004 Not RCT 
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E3: FIBRE 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Arffmann 1983 Crossover study with no washout period 

Badiali 1995 Single symptom: only on constipation 

Bliss 2001 Single symptom 

Bouchoucha 2004 Not IBS; healthy volunteers 

Capra 1992 Not IBS 

Capron 1981 Not in English 

Chan 2005 Not RCT 

Cooke 2000 Not RCT 

Corinaldesi 1982 Single symptom 

Chen 2000 Elderly patients 

Darnis 1980 Not in English 

Dear 2005 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks for maintenance study 

Fielding 1981 Not fibre 

Francis 1994 Not RCT 

Friedman 1994 Elderly patients 

Gibson 1995 Elderly patients 

Golechha 1982 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks and washout period too short 

Greenbaum 1981 Not data reported 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Hebden 2002 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks and washout period too short 

Hongisto 2006 Not enough for IBS, only constipation 

Hotz 1994 Cross over study 

Jalihal 1990 Crossover study with washout period too short 

Kirwan 1974 Not RCT; Single symptom: only on constipation 

Kumar 1987 Crossover study with washout period too short 

Lambert 1991 Education trial; not outcome of interest 

Manning 1976 Not RCT; comment 

Masamune 1998 Not in BNF 

Matek 1982 Not in English 

Misra 1989 Inappropriate comparison: combined treatment versus placebo 

Mortensen 1987 Crossover study with no washout period 

Moser 2003 Not in English 

Odes 1991 Included some people with IBS but data not analysed separately 

Odes 1993 Not IBS 

Pallota 1993 Not in English 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Passmore 1993 Elderly patients; single symptoms 

Patrick 1998 Elderly patients 

Rao 2003 Single symptom: only on constipation 

Sculati 1984 Only on constipation 

Snook 1994 Crossover study with washout period too short 

Stern 1966 Not IBS 

Tomás-Ridocci 1992 Mixed population and IBS not reported separately 

Turconi 1995 Participants were healthy volunteers 

Watson 2005 Crossover study with no washout period 

Wisten 2005 Elderly patients 
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E4: PRE/PRO-BIOTICS 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Bouhnik 1999 Not IBS patients 

Brigidi 2001 Crossover study; not comparison 

De Simone 2001 Insufficient duration of treatment 

Di Lorenzo 1991 Not RCT 

Di Stefano 2000 Insufficient duration of treatment 

Drisko 2006 Not RCT 

Fan 2006 Not RCT 

Fanigliulo 2006 Insufficient duration of treatment 

Frexinos 1988 Not IBS patients 

Gibson 2004 Not in vivo study 

Halpern 1996 Crossover study 

HÜbner 2002 Not a pre/pro-biotic 

Hunter 1999 Crossover study 

Jain 1986 Insufficient duration of treatment 

Koebnick 2003 Not IBS 

Levitt 1996 Not IBS patients 

Malinen 2005  Crossover study; placebo in healthy controls 

Newcomer 1983 Crossover study 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

O’Sullivan and O’Morain 2000  Crossover study 

Pimentel 2004 Not RCT 

Sen 2002 Crossover study 

Sharara 2006 Insufficient duration of treatment 

Xiao 2003 Not IBS 

Xiao 2002 Not IBS 
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E5: ALOE VERA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Baar 1995 Not IBS patients included 

Vogler 1999 Not IBS patients included 
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E6: EXCLUSION DIET 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Addolorato 1998 Not exclusion diet 

Adler 2006 Not exclusión diet 

Bardella 2001  Not exclusión diet 

Bengtsson 1996 Not IBS 

Binslev-Jensen 1994 Not exclusion diet 

Bohmer 2001  

Dunlop 2001 Comment, not study 

Jun 2006 Not exclusión diet 

Leri 1997 Disodium cromoglycate not used in the UK 

Lunardi 1991 Not exclusion diet 

Monsbakken 2006, Cross sectional survey 

Piccinini 1990 Disodium chromoglycate not used in the UK 

Sanders 2003 Not exclusion diet 

Stefanini 1995 Disodium chromoglycate (same as cromolyn sodium) not used in the UK 

Tolliver 1996 Not exclusion diet 

Walker 2001 Not RCT 

Wahnschaffe 2001 Not exclusion diet 
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E7: LAXATIVES 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Barrow 1993 Not IBS; healthy volunteers 

Bass 1981 Crossover study in constipated subjects and healthy volunteers 

Bass 1988 Intervention not used in UK, calcium polycarbophil 

Bassotti 1999 Not RCT, sequential design 

Bosshard 2004 Elderly hospitalised/day centre patients 

Castillo 1995 Not in English 

Chokhavatia 1988 Intervention not used in UK, calcium polycarbophil 

Christie 2002 Based on RCT but cost outcome 

Clausen 1998 Healthy volunteers 

Cleveland 2001 Treatment duration too short (two weeks) and crossover with no reported 
washout period 

Connolly 1975 Treatment duration too short (one week) 

Danhof 1982 Intervention not used in UK, calcium polycarbophil 

DiPalma 2000 Treatment duration too short (two weeks) 

Ducrotte 2005 Intervention not used in UK, beidellitic montmorillonite (but in IBS patients) 

Fenn 1986 Too short, only 14 days 

Flourie 1993 Healthy volunteers 

Fritz 2005 Healthy volunteers 

Hamilton 1988 Treatment duration too short (10 days) 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Hebden 1999 Not IBS; healthy volunteers 

Huys 1975 Not in English 

Kienzle-Horn 2006 Not in BNF: bisacodyl; single symptom: only on constipation 

Kinnunen 1989 Elderly patients 

Kinnunen 1993 Geriatric patients 

Lederle 1990 Comparator not used in UK any more; also in ambulatory elderly patients 

MacLennan 1975 Elderly patients; single symptom: only on constipation 

Marlett 1987 Treatment duration too short (one week) 

Masamune 1998 (a) and (b) Intervention not used in UK, calcium polycarbophil 

Müller-Lissner 2005 Not RCT 

Passmore 1993 Residencial patients, some in nursing homes 

Piai 1987 Intervention not used in UK, glucomannan (but in IBS patients) 

Reichard 1990 Single symptom: only on constipation 

Sobhani 1996 Treatment duration too short; crossover with no reported washout period 

Spiller 1979 Healthy volunteers 

Stoltz 2001 Not comparative study 

Tomlin 1988 Not IBS 

Toskes 1993 Intervention not used in UK, calcium polycarbophil 

Verheyen 1987 Not a laxative 

Wang 2004 Treatment duration too short (two weeks) 
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E8: ANTI-MOTILITY AGENTS 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Alestig 1979 Acute diarrhoea but duration >1 week (up to four weeks) 

Allison 1988 Excluded as crossover study with no washout period 

Barbezat 1979 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks for maintenance study 

Basilico 1987 Not IBS: healthy volunteers 

Camilleri 2003 Not used as an antimotility agent in the BNF 

Cann 1984 (a) Crossover study; only as drug trial 

Cann 1984 (b) Excluded as crossover study with no washout period 

Corbett 1980 Excluded as crossover study with no washout period 

de Coster 1972 Excluded as chronic diarrhoea due to inflammatory bowel disease 

Demeulenaere 1974 Excluded as chronic diarrhoea due to inflammatory bowel disease 

Dzieniszewski 1990 Not said to be randomised 

General Practice Research 1978 Not said to be randomised 

Palmer 1980 Excluded as crossover study with no washout period 

Qvitzau 1988 Excluded as chronic diarrhoea due to inflammatory bowel disease 

Tijtgat 1975 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks for maintenance study 

Verhaegen 1974 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks for maintenance study 

Zhang 2000 Treatment duration less than 4 weeks for maintenance study 

Zhang 2002 Treatment duration not specified 
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E9: ANTISPASMODICS  
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Armbrecht 1990 Not IBS 

Awad 1995 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Awad 1997 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Baeyens 1979 Not IBS 

Baldi 1983 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 

Baldi 1991 Not in BNF: otcilonium bromide 

Baldi 1992 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 

Barbara 1979 Not in BNF: octatropine methylbromide 

Barbier 1981 Not in English   

Bassotti 1986 Not in BNF 

Battaglia 1998 Not in BNF: otilonium bromide 

Baume 1971 Not RCT 

Bell 1983 Volunteers not said to be IBS; pharmacokinetic study 

Bouchoucha 1992 Not IBS 

Bouchoucha 2000 Not RCT 

Camarri 1981 Not in English 

Camilleri 2001 Not in BNF: alosetron 

Capurso 1984 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Capurso 1992 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 

Centonze 1988 Not in BNF: cimetropium bromide 

Christoffel 1994 Not IBS 

Corazza 1983 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Czimmer 2001 Not RCT 

D'Arienzo 1980 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 

Defrance 1991 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 

Delmont 1981 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Dew 1984 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Dobrilla 1990 Not in BNF: cimetropium bromide 

Dubarry 1977 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Dumitrascu 2000 Not in BNF:  trimebutine 

Ehsanullah 1985 Not in BNF: secoverine 

Endo 2002 Not IBS 

Evangelista 1999 Not in BNF: otilonium bromide 

Evans 1996 Not RCT 

Evans 1982 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Ferrari 1986 Not in BNF: octilonium bromide 

Fielding 1980 Not evidence of randomisation 

Fielding 1982 Drug trial; all had fibre 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Froguel 1989 Not IBS 

Galati 1995 Atropine not used 

Galeone 1986 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Galeone 1990 Not in BNF: syntropium bromide 

Galeone 1992 Not in BNF: fenoverine 

General Practice Research Group 1976 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Ghidini 1986 Not in BNF: rociverine vs trimebutine 

Glende 2002 Not in BNF: otilonium bromide 

Hennessy 1975 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Houghton 1997 Not in BNF:  zamifenacin 

Hu 2001 Not in English 

Imbimbo 1990 Not in BNF: cimetropium bromide; not IBS 

Jafri 2006 Not comparative 

Jones 1999 Not in BNF: alosetron 

Kaushik 2002 Not comparative 

Kasich 1959 Not evidence of randomisation 

Lawson 1988 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Lee 1981 Not in BNF:  trimebutine; not extractable data 

Levy 1977 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Lu 2000 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Luttecke 1980 Not in BNF:  trimebutine 

Matts 1967 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none); 
intervention time too short 

Moshal 1979 Not in BNF:  trimebutine 

Narducci 1986 Not RCT 

Nash 1986 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Pardell 1982 Wrong comparator 

Passaretti 1989 Not in BNF: cimetropium bromide 

Pei 1999 Not in English 

Piai 1979 Not in BNF: prifinium bromide 

Piai 1986 Not in BNF: cimetropium bromide 

Piai 1987 Not in BNF: cimetropium bromide 

Prout 1983 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Pulpeiro 2000 Not in BNF: propinox 

Rees 1979 Not said to be randomised 

Rhodes 1978 Not RCT; not randomised 

Salandre 1989 Not in BNF 

Sasaki 1985 Not in BNF: prifinium bromide 

Schaffstein 1990 Not in BNF:  trimebutine 

Schang 1993 Not in BNF:  trimebutine 
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Study Reason for exclusion 

Somerville 1984 Not IBS 

Tarquini 1984 Not in English 

Tasman-Jones 1973 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Tsuneoka 1987 Not in English 

van Outryve 1995 Crossover study with no or not reported washout period (assumed to be none) 

Virat 1987 Not in BNF: pinaverium bromide 

Yadav 1989 Not useful comparison 

Zhou 2002 Not in English 
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E10: ANTIDEPRESSANTS 
 
 

 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Aberg and Holmberg 1977 Amoxapine discontinued in BNF 

Alevizos 1989 Amineptine not in BNF 

Ansseau 1989 Not IBS 

Clouse 1994 Not RCT 

Coates 2004  Not RCT 

Gilvarry 1989 Pirenzepine not in BNF 

Gorard 1994 Not RCT 

Greenbaum  1987 Desipramine not in BNF 

Greenbaum 1973 Diphenylhydantoin – not antidepressant 

Greenbaum 1984 Desipramine not in BNF 

Guthrie 2004 Patients from a trial not reported by groups 

Halpert 2005 Desipramine not in BNF 

Heefner 1978 Desipramine not in BNF 

Ladep 2006 Not RCT 

Maxton and Whorwell 1991 Not antidepressant intervention 

Tanum 2000 Not RCT 

Thomas 2000 Case report 
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E11: ADVERSE EFFECTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Carling 1989 2-week trial 

Connolly 1975 3-week trial 

Efskind 1996 No side effects data 

Hennessy 1975 2-week trial with each drug (crossover) 

Hovdenak 1987 No side effects encountered 

Inauen 1994 3-week trial 

Page 1981 2-week trial 

Tasman-Jones 1973 No adverse effects observed 

Wang 2004 2-week trial 
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E12: RELAXATION 
There were not excluded studies for this review 
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E13: BIOFEEDBACK 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Blanchard 1987 (a) Not said to be randomised 

Blanchard 1987 (b) Not a comparison 

Chiarioni 2002 Not a comparison 

Chiarioni 1993 Not a comparison 

Leahy 1998 Not a comparison 

Mimura 2001 Not IBS 

Neff 1988 Not randomised; reported long term follow-up of the original study by Neff 1987 

Radnitz and Blanchard 1988 Not a comparison 

Radnitz and Blanchard 1989 Not a comparison 

Rorhböck Not RCT 

Schwarz et al 1986 Not a comparison 
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E14: PSYCHOTHERAPY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Agency for healthcare research and quaility 
2001 

Summary report not extractable data 

Arn 1989 not RCT 

Bennet 1985 No primary data 

Corney 1991 Data on CBT 

Creed 2005 Not outcome measures and different trial interventions 

Jones 2006 Not RCT 

Nel 2003 Not RCT 

Patrick1998 Not RCT; no control group 

Pavan 1982 Not in English 

Ritchie 1980 No placebo  

Robinson 2006 Support groups only 

Wise 1982 (a) and (b) Not RCT 
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E15: COGNITIVE BEHAVIOUR THERAPY 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Costa 2001 Not RCT; no data reported 

Decola 2001 Not RCT 

Delvaux 1997 Not RCT 

Drossman 2000 Outcome measures did not compare different treatment interventions; not all IBS 

Harrell 1978 Not RCT 

Lackner 2006 Not RCT 

Leahy 2001 Not RCT 

Leibbrand 2003 Not all patients had IBS 

Meadows 1997 Not RCT 

Talley 1996 Not RCT 

Taylor 2004 Not RCT 

Turner 1998 Not RCT 

van Dulmen 1996 Not randomised; all patients with pain but not all had disordered defecation 

Wise 1982 a and b Not RCT 
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E16: HYPNOTHERAPY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Beaugerie 1991 Not ibs, not rct 

Gonsalkorale 2002 Not RCT 

Gonsalkorale 2003 Not RCT 

Gonsalkorale 2004 Before + after study 

Houghton 1996 Not RCT: not randomised 

Jones 2006 Not RCT 

Lea 2003 Not RCT 

Palsson 2006 Not RCT 

Phillips-Moore 2006 Not RCT 

Prior 1990 Not RCT 

Vidakovic-Vukic 1999 Not a comparison 

Whorwell 1987a Follow up of treated cases in Whorwell 1984 + new cases (no control group) 

Whorwell 1987b Description of gut-directed hypnotherapy technique; not a comparison 
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E17: REFLEXOLOGY 
There were not excluded studies for this review 
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E18: ACUPUNCTURE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Ao Inappropriate intervention; non-needling 

Bolin 1983  Not IBS 

Chan 1997 Not RCT 

Jia 1999 Not IBS 

Klauser 1993 Not IBS; not randomised 

Shi 1982 Not IBS 

Smart 1986 Survey 

Zhu 2003 Not RCT 
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E19: HERBAL MEDICINE 
There were not excluded studies for this review 
 
 
 
 
E21: PSYCHOSOCIAL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E22: PATIENT INFORMATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Wise 1982a & b Not RCT 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Rees 1994 Inappropriate comparison: IBS + self-help group versus non-IBS 
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E23: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATEGIES TO MANAGE IBS: TESTING FOR ALTERNATIVE DIAGNOSES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Atkinson K 1997 Cost minimisation from societal perspective (including cost of gluten free diet). 
No effectiveness measurement. 

Bowron 2000 Not an economic evaluation. UK case series 

Cammarota 2006  Not an economic evaluation.  Considers change to reference standard for 
coeliac diagnosis 

Fine 2000.  Not an economic evaluaiton. Case-series looking at alternative biopsy strategies. 

Harewood 2001 Not an economic evaluation. Cost minimisation.  

Harewood 2004 Not an economic evaluation. Case series with costs. Not IBS population 

Leffler 2006 Review article only focusing on coeliac disease not IBS.  

Li D 2004 Not an economic evaluation. Success of sample taking technique, positive result 
rate and costs.  

Rantis 1997 Not an economic evaluation. Case series with costs 

Shamir 2006 Coeliac screening in general population, not IBS population. 

Yagil 2005 Not an economic evaluation. Diagnostic yield of seriological tests in patients with 
one or more clinical complaint suggesting coeliac disesase. 
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E24: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATEGIES TO MANAGE IBS: INTERVENTION TO MANAGE IBS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Reason for exclusion 

Goettsch 2004 Not an economic evaluation of treatment. Case-control with inadequate 
comparison populations 

Houghton 1996  Not an economic evaluation. Case controlled treatment study with some 
economic outcomes (GP appointments, time off work).  

Hull C 1980 Elderly population with constipation, not relevant to IBS population. 

Lederle 1990 Elderly population with constipation, not relevant to IBS population. 

Passmore 1995 Review article only. References searched. 

Passsmore 1993 Elderly population with constipation, not relevant to IBS population. 
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Appendix F: Grading the evidence 
 

Antidepressant review 
 
Antimotility review 
 
Antispasmodics review 
 
CBT review 
 
Hypnotherapy review 
 
Laxatives review 
 
Psychotherapy review 
 

 
 



Evidence Summary: antidepressants review  
Comparison:  tricyclics versus placebo 
Outcome Meta-analysis Summary  p(hetero)  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  Rating 
 Evidence details Statistics and 12 Quality ency Bias Comments 
    

Global  3 trials; 180 patients; from  RR=1.31  p=0.27; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 1/3 was CCT. 2/3 had  Moderate 
improvement meta-analysis (95%CI       =23% significant in  setting-   some patients with  
of IBS  1.04, 1.64) favour of  minor,  depression. 1/3  
symptoms  tricyclics. NNT secondary  primary care. 
(no. patients) 6, for control  care OPD 
 group rate 22- 
 68% 

Global IBS  1 trial; 28 patients; from RCT MD=-8.86  Not  Good Indirect  Sparse data Consistent --- Small study (28  Moderate 
symptom  (95%CI       statistically  setting-   patients). Setting not  
score -24.02, 6.3) significant;  minor,  stated. Drug from  
 scale not given secondary  industry. Severe and  
 care OPD refractory IBS. >5%  
 with depression. 

No of  2 trials; 84 patients; from  RR=3.91  p=0.81; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Fairly wide Consistent --- 60% IBS in 1/2 studies Moderate 
patients with  meta-analysis (95%CI       =0% significant,   patients -  CI  (Tanum & Malt); 24%  
less pain 1.93, 7.93) favours  minor,  dropouts in other (Vij).  
 tricyclic  NNT  closely  Secondary care. 1/2  
 2, for control  related conditn had patients with  
 group rate 16- depression; 1/2 had  
 18%. refractory IBS. 

Pain score 1 trial; 47 patients; from RCT MD=-25.9  Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Tanum & Malt 60%  Moderate 
 (95%CI       significant,  patients -  patients IBS.  
 -38.82, - favours  minor,  Secondary care;  
 12.98) tricyclic; scale  comorbidity refractory IBS 
 100 



Comparison:  tricyclics versus placebo 
Outcome Meta-analysis Summary  p(hetero)  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  Rating 
 Evidence Details Statistics and 12  Quality ency Bias Comments   
    

Improvement 1 trial; 79 patients; from RCT median  Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Primary and  Moderate 
in pain score diff=0.3  significant in  setting-   secondary care; some  
 (95%CI       favour of  minor,  patients had  
 0, 0) antidepressant; secondary  depression. Detail  
  p<0.05; scale  care OPD limited - German  
 0-4 translation 

Improvement 1 trial; 79 patients; from RCT Median  Not  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Primary and  Moderate 
in feeling of  diff=0.23  statistically  setting-   secondary care; some  
fullness (95%CI       significant;  minor,  patients had  
 0, 0) scale 0-4 secondary  depression. Detail  
 care OPD limited - German  
 translation 

No of  1 trial; 44 patients; from RCT RR=2.41  borderline  Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent --- Wide CI. 57%  Low 
patients with  (95%CI       significance;  setting-   psychiatric  
improved  1, 5.79) favours  minor,  comorbidities;  
bowel habit tricyclic; wide  secondary  secondary care. 
 CI care OPD 



Comparison: SSRIs versus placebo/usual care 
Outcome Evidence Summary  p(hetero) Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  Rating 
 details  Statistics and I2  Quality ency Bias Comments    
Global  3 trials; 254 patients; from  RR=1.8  p=0.48; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 1/3 had 34%  Moderate 
improvement meta-analysis (95%CI       =0% significant,  setting-   discontinuing treatment 
of IBS  1.38, 2.34) favours SSRI.  minor,  in SSRI arm. 2/3  
symptoms  NNT 4, for  secondary  studies had patients  
(no. patients) control group  care OPD with refractory IBS and 
 rate 28-41% 1/3 selected non- 
 responders to placebo. 
 2/3 had patients with  
 depression. Mainly  
Pain number  1 trial; 34 patients; from RCT RR=0.69  Not  Good Indirect  Fairly wide Consistent Poor -  Kuiken 2003. Non- Low 
of patients (95%CI       statistically  setting-   CI studies,  depressed patients;  
 0.41, 1.16) significant minor,  industry refractory IBS.  
 secondary  Tertiary referral.  
 care OPD Sponsored by drug co. 

No of  1 trial; 66 patients; from RCT RR=0.88  Not  Good Indirect  Fairly wide Consistent --- Primary and  Moderate 
patients with  (95%CI       statistically  setting-   CI secondary care. Tabas 
less pain 0.54, 1.45) significant minor,  excluded pts with  
 secondary  major psychiatric  
 care OPD illness; but 33% had  
 depression. Non- 
 responders to placebo; 
 refractory IBS. 

Pain score 1 trial; 153 patients; from RCT MD=-9.2  Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Pain severity at 3  Moderate 
 (95%CI       significant,  setting-   months. Creed study.  
 -18.35, - favours SSRI,  minor,  34% discontinued  
 0.05) scale 100 secondary  treatment in SSRI arm, 
 care OPD but ITT. Refractory  
 IBS. Approx half pts  
 had depression.  
 Secondary care. 

 No of  1 trial; 34 patients; from RCT RR=1.25  Not  Good Indirect  Fairly wide Consistent Poor -  Kuiken 2003. Non- Low 
 patients with  (95%CI       statistically  setting-   CI studies,  depressed patients;  
 bloating 0.66, 2.38) significant minor,  industry refractory IBS.  
 secondary  Tertiary referral.  
 care OPD Sponsored by drug co. 



Comparison: SSRIs versus placebo/usual care 
 
Outcome Evidence Summary  p(hetero) Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  Rating 
 Details  Statistics and I2  Quality ency Bias Comments   
   

No of  1 trial; 66 patients; from RCT RR=0.94  Not  Good Indirect  Fairly wide Consistent --- Primary and  Moderate 
patients with  (95%CI       statistically  setting-   CI secondary care. Tabas 
less bloating 0.51, 1.76) significant minor,  excluded pts with  
 secondary  major psychiatric  
 care OPD illness; but 33% had  
 depression. Non- 
 responders to placebo; 
 refractory IBS. 

No of  1 trial; 66 patients; from RCT RR=1.7  Not statistically Good Indirect  Fairly wide Consistent --- Primary and  Moderate 
patients with  (95%CI       significant,  setting-   CI secondary care. Tabas 
improved  0.97, 2.97) favours SSRI minor,  excluded pts with  
bowel habit secondary  major psychiatric  
 care OPD illness; but 33% had  
 depression. Non- 
 responders to placebo; 
 refractory IBS. 

SF36 mental  1 trial; 122 patients; from RCT MD=4.2  Not statistically Poor -  Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 32% loss to follow up  Low 
health  (95%CI       significant incomplete setting-   in paroxetine arm; 34% 
component -0.45, 8.85) follow-up minor,  discontinued  
 secondary  treatment in SSRI arm, 
 care OPD but ITT. Refractory  
 IBS. Approx half pts  
 had depression.  
 Secondary care. 

SF36  1 trial; 122 patients; from RCT MD=2.9  Not  Poor - Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 32% loss to follow up  Low 
physical  (95%CI       statistically          incomplete setting-   in paroxetine arm; 34% 
health  -0.23, 6.03) significant,           follow-up minor,  discontinued  
component favours  secondary  treatment in SSRI arm, 
 antidepressant. care OPD but ITT. Refractory  
 Scale 0-100. IBS. Approx half pts  
 had depression.  
 Secondary care. 

Number of  1 trial; 172 patients; from RCT Peto  Statistically  Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent --- Refractory IBS.  Moderate 
patients  OR=10.93  significant,  setting-   Approx half pts had  
discontinuing (95%CI       favours placebo minor,  depression. Secondary 
treatment 4.93,  secondary  care. 
 24.23) care OPD 



Comparison: dose 1 versus Dose 2 
Outcome Evidence Summary  p(hetero) Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  Rating 
 Details Statistics and I2  quality ency Bias Comments   
    
Global  1 trial; 171 patients; from RCT Median=0.2  Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 50 vs 35mg. Physician Moderate 
assessment (95%CI       significant setting-   assessment of effect 
 -1.74, 2.14) minor,  of treatment. Primary  
 secondary  & secondary care 
 care OPD 

Global  1 trial; 154 patients; from RCT Median=1  Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 50mg vs 3 x 10mg;  Moderate 
assessment (95%CI       significant setting-   Physician assessment 
 -0.55, 2.55) minor,  of effect of  
 secondary  treatment. Primary &  
 care OPD Secondary care 

Global  1 trial; 175 patients; from RCT Median=0.2  Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 50mg divided doses  Moderate 
assessment (95%CI       significant setting-   vs 35mg nocte.  
 -1.66, 2.06) minor,  Physician assessment 
 secondary  of effect of  
 care OPD treatment. Primary &  
 Secondary care. About 
 50% not taking drugs  
 at start of study. 

Global  1 trial; 158 patients; from RCT Median=1  Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- 50mg divided doses  Moderate 
assessment (95%CI       significant setting-   vs 30mg  in divided  
 -0.45, 2.45) minor,  doses. Physician  
 secondary  assessment of effect  
 care OPD of treatment.Primary & 
 Secondary care.  
 About 50% not taking  
 drugs at start of  
 study. 

 



Evidence Summary: antimotiltiy agents review 
Acute studies 
Comparison: co-phenotrope versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
Stool freq 1 trial; 4 patients; from RCT;  MD= -2.35  Not statistically Poor -  Direct Sparse data Consistent --- Subgroup of 4 IBS  Low 
 (crossover + washout design)  /day  significant;  subgroup  patients; crossover  
 (95%CI       wide confidence only study; 3 day duration 
 -5.34, 0.64) interval 

Stool freq 1 trial; 15 patients; from RCT;  MD= -2.29  Statistically  Good Indirect  Fairly wide  Consistent --- Only 4/15 patients  Low 
 (crossover + washout design)  /day  significant,  patients -  CI had IBS crossover  
 (95%CI       favours  minor,  study 
 -4.47, - cophenotrope closely  
 0.11) related conditn 

Stool weight 1 trial; 4 patients; from RCT;  MD= -98  Not statistically Poor -  Direct Sparse data Consistent --- Subgroup of 4  Low 
 (crossover + washout design)  g/day  significant;  subgroup  patients; crossover  
 (95%CI       favours co- only study; 3 day duration 
 -213, 17) phenotrope 

Stool weight 1 trial; 15 patients; from RCT;  MD= -203  Not statistically Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent --- Only 4/15 patients  Low 
 (crossover + washout design)  g/day  significant patients -  had IBS; crossover  
 (95%CI       minor,  study 
 -542, 135) closely  
 related conditn 



Acute studies 
Comparison: co-phenotrope versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No of  1 trial; 107 patients; from RCT;  RR= 0.83   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.59, 1.16) minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 1h closely  some children 
 related conditn 

No of  1 trial; 107 patients; from RCT;  RR= 0.9   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.61, 1.34) minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 2h closely  some children 
 related conditn 

No of  1 trial; 107 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.17   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.72, 1.89) minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 4h closely  some children 
 related conditn 

No of  1 trial; 107 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.33   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant, but patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.98, 1.82) favours co- minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 24h phenotrope closely  some children 
 related conditn 



Acute studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No of  1 trial; 115 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.25   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (acute parallel design)  (95%CI       significant, but patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.99, 1.59) favours  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 1h loperamide closely  some children 
 related conditn 

No of  1 trial; 115 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.33   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant, but patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.98, 1.82) favours  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 2h loperamide closely  some children 
 related conditn 

No of  1 trial; 115 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.66   Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant in  patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  1.1, 2.49) favour of  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 4h loperamide.  closely  some children 
 NNT 5 (95%CI  related conditn 
 3, 17), for  
 control group  
 rate of 36% 
No of  1 trial; 115 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.73   Borderline  Good Indirect  Fairly wide  Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  CI studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.99, 3.01) favours  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 24h loperamide closely  some children 
 related conditn 

Acute studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 



Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No of  1 trial; 213 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.2   Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Dettmar 1998.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  studies,  Industry funded.  
no unformed  1.03, 1.4) favours  minor,  industry Not IBS population 
stools at 72h loperamide closely  
 related conditn 

No of  1 trial; 242 patients; from RCT;  OR= 4.23   Statistically  Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent Poor -  Dreverman 0.5mg  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  studies,  vs placebo. Unclear  
first relief 1.13,  favours  minor,  industry what precision, but  
 15.82) loperamide closely  assumed reasonable 
 related conditn because large  
 study. Industry  
 sponsored. Not IBS 

No of  1 trial; 242 patients; from RCT;  OR= 6.25   Statistically  Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent Poor -  Dreverman 1.0mg  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  studies,  vs placebo. Unclear  
first relief 1.74,  favours  minor,  industry what precision, but  
 22.42) loperamide closely  assumed reasonable 
 related conditn because large  
 study. Industry  
 sponsored. Not IBS 

Time to first  1 trial; 242 patients; from RCT;  Median  Details not  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Dreverman 0.5mg  Low 
relief (parallel design)  difference=  given, but  patients -  studies,  vs placebo. Unclear  
 4.5 hours statistically  minor,  industry what precision, but  
 significant in  closely  assumed reasonable 
 favour of  related conditn because large  
 loperamide  study. Industry  
 (p=0.012) sponsored. Not IBS 



Acute studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
Time to first  1 trial; 242 patients; from RCT;  Median  Details not  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Dreverman 1.0mg  Low 
relief (parallel design)  difference=  given, but  patients -  studies,  vs placebo. Unclear  
 9.3 hours statistically  minor,  industry what precision, but  
 significant in  closely  assumed reasonable 
 favour of  related conditn because large  
 loperamide  study. Industry  
 (p=0.003) sponsored. Not IBS 



Acute studies 
Comparison: co-phenotrope versus loperamide 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 

Stool score 1 trial; 614 patients; from RCT;  MD= -0.99  Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Dom 1974. Change  Moderate 
 (parallel design)  significant, in  patients -  in mean number of  
 favour of  minor,  stools. Not IBS.  
 loperamide  closely  Precision probably  
 (p=0.011) related conditn OK because large  
 study. 

No of  1 trial; 104 patients; from RCT;  RR= 0.66   Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.49, 0.9) favours  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 1h loperamide;  closely  some children 
 NNT 4 (95%CI  related conditn 
 3, 12) 

No of  1trial; 104 patients; from RCT;  RR= 0.68   Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.47, 0.96) favours  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 2h loperamide;  closely  some children 
 NNT 5 (9%CI 3, related conditn 
 34) 



Acute studies 
Comparison: co-phenotrope versus loperamide 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No of  1 trial; 104 patients; from RCT;  RR= 0.71   Not statistically Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant,  patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
no unformed  0.47, 1.05) favours  minor,  industry IBS population;  
stools at 4h loperamide closely  some children 
 related conditn 

No of  3 trials; 1066 patients; from  RR= 0.78   p=0.15; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  2/3 studies had  Low 
patients with  meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =47% significant,  patients -  studies,  industry funding.  
no unformed    0.62, 0.98) favours  minor,  industry Not IBS population 
stools at 24h loperamide.  closely  
 Some  related conditn 
 heterogeneity.  
 NNT 20, control 
  rate 21-41% 
No of  2 trials; 954 patients; from  RR= 0.81   p=0.94; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise Consistent Poor -  1/2 studies was  Moderate 
patients with  meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =0% significant,  patients -  studies,  industry sponsored 
no unformed    0.73, 0.89) favours  minor,  industry 
stools at 48h loperamide. closely  
 related conditn 

Time to first  1 trial; 104 patients; from RCT;  Median  Statistically  Good Indirect  ---- Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Low 
unformed  (parallel design)  difference=  significant  patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
stools 22 hours favouring  minor,  industry IBS population;  
 loperamide  closely  some children 
 (p=0.024) related conditn 



Acute studies 
Comparison: co-phenotrope versus loperamide 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
Adverse  1 trial; 104 patients; from RCT;  OR= 3.67   Not statistically Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent Poor -  Amery 1975.  Very low 
effects (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant;  patients -  studies,  Industry funded; not 
 0.37,  very wide CI minor,  industry IBS population;  
 36.47) closely  some children 
 related conditn 

Acute studies 
Comparison: co-phenotrope versus morphine 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No. of  1 trial; 164 patients; from RCT;  RR= 3.19   Significantly in  Poor - not  Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Frequency. At 12  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       favour of co- blinded patients -  hours. Lee 1968.  
normal stools 1.75, 5.83) phenotrope.  minor,  Not IBS and not  
 NNT 4 for  closely  blinded 
 control group  related conditn 
 risk of 14% 

No. of  1 trial; 164 patients; from RCT;  RR= 3.49   Significantly in  Poor - not  Indirect  Precise Consistent --- Consistency. At 12  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       favour of co- blinded patients -  hours. Lee 1968.  
normal stools 1.6, 7.6) phenotrope.  minor,  Not IBS and not  
 NNT 5 for  closely  blinded 
 control group  related conditn 
 risk of 9% 



Maintenance studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
Global  1 trial; 32 patients; from RCT;  RR= 1.84   Not statistically Poor -  Direct Fairly wide  Consistent --- 32/55 patients  Low 

CI       significant;  subgroup CI (subgroup IBS-Aimprovement (parallel design)  (95%  ); 3  
of IBS  0.94, 3.58) favours  only weeks duration. 
symptoms  loperamide;  
(no. patients) fairly wide CI. 

Global  1 trial; 16 patients; from RCT;  RR= 4   Statistically  Poor -  Direct Wide CI Consistent --- 16/55 patients (IBS- Low 
improvement (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant, in  subgroup  D subgroup); 3  
of IBS  1.2, 13.28) favour of  only weeks duration. 
symptoms  loperamide;  
(no. patients) NNT 2 (95%CI  
 1, 3); for 25%  
 control group  
 rate. 
Global  1 trial; 46 patients; from RCT;  RR= 2   Statistically  Good Direct Fairly wide  Consistent --- 46/55 patients (IBS- Moderate 
improvement (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant, in  CI C not included); 3  
of IBS  1.15, 3.48) favour of  weeks duration.  
symptoms  loperamide;  Setting not stated. 
(no. patients) NNT 3 for  
 control group  
 rate 39% 

Global  1 trial; 25 patients; from RCT;  MD=   results not  Good Indirect  Sparse data Consistent --- Insufficient detail to  Low 
improvement (parallel design)  stated, but  setting-   give higher rating.  
of IBS  statistically  minor,  May be moderate.  
symptoms  significant, in  secondary  Small study (n=25)  
(mean score) favour of  care OPD Secondary care. 
 loperamide;  
 p<0.03 



Maintenance studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No of  2 trials; 70 patients; from  RR= 2.6   p=0.17; I2 Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Wide CI Consistent --- IBS subgroups +  Low 
patients with  meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =48% significant;  subgroup  setting-   Lavo. Study quality: 
less pain   1.02, 6.61) favours  only minor,  1/2 IBS subgroups  
 loperamide;  secondary  combined. 1/2  
 some  care OPD (smaller study)  
 inconsistency.  secondary care 
 NNT 5 (95%CI  
 3, 25). 
No of  2 trials; 40 patients; from  RR= 0.36   p=0.33; I2 Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Wide CI Consistent --- IBS-D subgroup +  Low 
patients with  meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =0% significant,  subgroup  setting-   Lavo. 1/2 studies  
more pain   0.14, 0.96) favouring  only minor,  was a subgroup; 1/2  
 loperamide;   secondary  studies was  
 NNT 3 (95%CI  care OPD secondary care.  
 2, 13). May be moderate if  
 CIs not too wide. 

No of  2 trials; 70 patients; from  RR= 0.38   p=0.36; I2 Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Fairly wide  Consistent --- IBS subgroups +  Low 
patients with  meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =0% significant;  subgroup  setting-   CI Lavo. Study quality: 
more pain   0.15, 0.96) favours  only minor,  1/2 IBS subgroups  
 loperamide;   secondary  combined. 1/2  
 NNT 5 (95%CI  care OPD (smaller study)  
 3, 25). secondary care 

No of  1 trial; 32 patients; from RCT;  RR= 2.4   Statistically  Poor -  Direct Fairly wide  Consistent --- IBS-A subgroup.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant;  subgroup  CI Stool frequency.  
improved  1.32, 4.35) favours  only 32/55 patients  
bowel habit loperamide;  (subgroup) 
 NNT 2 (95%CI  
 2, 4) 



Maintenance studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
No of  2 trials; 40 patients; from  RR= 2.83   p=0.86; I2 Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Fairly wide  Consistent --- IBS-D subgroup +  Low 
patients w meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =0% significant,  subgroup setting-   CI Lavo. Stool  ith    
improved    1.43, 5.63) favouring  only minor,  frequency. 1/2  
bowel habit loperamide;  secondary  studies was a  
 fairly wide CI.  care OPD subgroup; 1/2  
 NNT 2 (95%CI  studies was  
 2, 4) secondary care. 

No of  1 trial; 32 patients; from RCT;  RR= 2.1   Statistically  Poor -  Direct Fairly wide  Consistent --- IBS-A subgroup.  Low 
patients with  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant;  subgroup  CI Stool consistency.  
improved  1.23, 3.58) favours  only 32/55 patients  
bowel habit loperamide;  (subgroup); 3 weeks  
 fairly wide CI.   duration. 
 NNT  3 (95%CI  
 2, 5) 

No of  2 trials; 70 patients; from  RR= 2.38   p=0.58; I2 Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise Consistent --- IBS subgroups +  Moderate 
patients with  meta-analysis; (parallel design) (95%CI       =0% significant;  subgroup  setting-   Lavo. Stool  
improved    1.53, 3.7) favours  only minor,  frequency. Study  
bowel habit loperamide;  secondary  quality: 1/2 IBS  
 NNT 2 (95%CI  care OPD subgroups  
 2, 4) combined. 1/2  
 (smaller study)  
 secondary care 
Stool score 1 trial; 69 patients; from RCT;  =   Results not  Good Direct ---- Consistent Poor -  Stool consistency.  Low 
 (parallel design)  given, but said  studies,  >20% dropouts from 
 to be  industry trial, but occurred  
 statistically  before interventions. 
 significantly  Precision unclear.  
 better  Industry supported  
 consistency for trial. May be  
  loperamide  moderate. 
 group (p<0.002) 



Maintenance studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus placebo 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
Stool score 1 trial; 69 patients; from RCT;  =   Results not  Good Direct ---- Consistent Poor -  Stool frequency.  Low 
 (parallel design)  given, but said  studies,  >20% dropouts from 
 to be  industry  trial, but occurred  
 statistically  before interventions. 
 significantly  Precision unclear.  
 better  Industry supported  
 consistency for trial. May be  
  loperamide  moderate. 
 group (p<0.05) 
Stool score 1 trial; 25 patients; from RCT;  MD=   results not  Good Indirect  Sparse data Consistent --- Stool consistency.  Low 
 (parallel design)  stated, but  setting-   Insufficient detail to  
 statistically  minor,  give higher rating.  
 significant in  secondary  Small study (n=25) 
 favour of  care OPD 
 loperamide;  
 p<0.001 

Stool score 1 trial; 25 patients; from RCT;  MD=   results not  Good Indirect  Sparse data Consistent --- Stool frequency.  Low 
 (parallel design)  stated, but not  setting-   Insufficient detail to  
 statistically  minor,  give higher rating.  
 significant secondary  May be moderate.  
 care OPD Small study (n=25) 

Urgency 1 trial; 25 patients; from RCT;  RR= 3   statistically  Good Indirect  Wide CI Consistent --- Number of patients  Low 
 (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant in  setting-   with less urgency.  
 1.07, 8.43) favour of  minor,  Small study (n=25) 
 loperamide;  secondary  
 wide CI; NNT 2  care OPD 
 (95%CI 2, 7). 



Maintenance studies 
Comparison: loperamide versus yoga 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
Bowel  1 trial; 22 patients; from RCT;  MD= 1.2   Not statistically Poor - not  Indirect  Fairly wide  Consistent --- 2 months Not  Low 
symptom  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant blinded patients -  CI blinded 
score -0.25, 2.65) minor,  
 closely  
 related conditn 

Bowel  1 trial; 22 patients; from RCT;  MD= 0.66   Not statistically Poor - not  Indirect  Fairly wide  Consistent --- 1 month Not blinded Low 
symptom  (parallel design)  (95%CI       significant blinded patients -  CI 
score -0.32, 1.64) minor,  
 closely  
 related conditn 

 



Evidence Summary: anti-spasmodics review 
Comparison: all antispasmodics vs placebo 
 Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  8 trials; 731 patients;  RR=1.32  p=0.09; I2 statistically  Good Indirect  Precise minor  Some heterogeneity.  Moderate 
 improvement from meta analysis;  (95%CI        =43% significant, favours  Setting -  inconsistency 1/8 studies had >20%  
  of IBS  (parallel design);    1.18, 1.48) antispasmodic; NNT  minor,  missing data;  
 symptoms  6 secondary  secondary care 
 (no. patients) care OPD 

 pain number  4 trials; 301 patients;  RR=1.61  p=0.13; I2 statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- 1/4 studies had  Moderate 
 of patients  from meta analysis;  (95%CI        =0.473% significant, favours  Setting -  missing data >20%; 1  
 with less pain (parallel design);    1.36, 1.91) antispasmodics;  minor,  was not comparable at  
 significant  secondary  baseline for stool  
 heterogeneity in  care OPD frequency. 
 smooth muscle  
 relaxant group (I2:  
 63.4%) 
 pain number  3 trials; 114 patients;  RR=1.83  p=0.62; I2 Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Sensitivity analysis  Moderate 
 of patients  from meta analysis;  (95%CI        =0% significant in favour  incomplete Setting -  without Mitchell study.  
 with less pain (parallel design);    1.46, 2.29) of antispasmodics  follow up minor,  No heterogeneity.  1/3  
 secondary  studies not comparable 
 care OPD  at baseline for stool  
 frequency; 1/3 studies 
  had missing data  
 >20%. 
 No of  1 trials; 71 patients;  RR=1.58  statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Attrition bias in 1 study Low 
 patients with  from RCT; (parallel  (95%CI       significant,  in favour incomplete Setting -   (Page). 
 improved  design);    1.14, 2.19)  of antispasmodic  follow up minor,  
 bowel habit secondary  
 care OPD 

 Stool score 1 trials; 69 patients;  WMD=-0.46 statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Moderate 
 from RCT; (parallel   (95%CI      significant,  in favour Setting -  
 design);     -0.86, -  of antispasmodic;  minor,  
 0.06) scale 1 to 4 secondary  
 care OPD 



Comparison: smooth muscle relaxant vs placebo 
 Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  4 trials; 243 patients;  RR=1.33  p=0.23; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Smooth muscle  Moderate 
 improvement from meta analysis;  (95%CI        =30.3% significant, favours  Setting -  relaxants. 1/4 had  
  of IBS  (parallel design);    1.06, 1.68) smooth muscle  minor,  uncertain  
 symptoms  relaxants secondary  randomisation 
 (no. patients) care OPD 

Comparison: antimuscarinic vs placebo 
 Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  4 trials; 483 patients;  RR=1.38  p=0.08; I2 statistically  Good Indirect  Precise minor  --- Antimuscarinic agents  Low 
 improvement from meta analysis;  (95%CI        =57% significant, favours  Setting -  inconsistency subgroup. 1/4 had  
  of IBS  (parallel design);    1.22, 1.57) antimuscarinic agent minor,  missing data.  
 symptoms  secondary  Sensitive to random  
 (no. patients) care OPD effects/fixed effects  
 model 

Comparison: mebeverine MR vs mebeverine conventional 
 Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  2 trials; 208 patients;  RR=1.03  p=0.28; I2 no significant  Good Direct Precise consistent --- I of the 2 studies took  Moderate 
 improvement from meta analysis;  (95%CI        =0.153% difference between  place in primary care.  
  of IBS  (parallel design);    0.88, 1.2) types 1/2 studies was not  
 symptoms  blinded and duration <  
 (no. patients) 4w. Overall  
 downgraded to  
 moderate. 
 



Evidence Summary: CBT review  
Comparison: CBT versus placebo/no treatment/symptom monitoring 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  4 trials; 102  RR=6.11  p=0.91; I2 statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Adequate Sensitivity analysis without  Moderate 
 improvement patients; from  (95%CI        =0% significantly in favour patients -  Gong, Blanchard, Lynch.  
  of IBS  meta-analysis   2.33,   of CBT; large effect;  minor,  Indirect population: 2/4  
 symptoms  16.07) NNT 3 for a for a  comorbidity secondary care and all had  
 (no. patients) control group risk of 7 concurrent psychiatric illness 
  to 10% 

 Global  4 trials; 74  WMD=-0.57 p=0.89; I2 Large statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Global symptom  Moderate 
 improvement patients; from   (95%CI       =0% significant effect in  patients -   applicable improvement score (CPSR).  
  of IBS  meta-analysis    -0.73, favour of CBT (scale  minor,  All studies had psychiatric  
 symptoms  -0.42) -1 to +1) comorbidity comorbidities. 
 (mean score) 

 Global IBS  3 trials; 173  SMD=-0.64  p=0.90; I2 Statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Largest study in primary  Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from  (95%CI        =0% significant, favours  patients -  applicable care; 2/3 studies had  
 score meta-analysis   -0.94, - CBT minor,  psychiatric comorbidities. 
 0.33) comorbidity 

 pain score 6 trials; 347  SMD=-0.12  p=0.99; I2 No significant  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Adequate 4/6 had psychiatric  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =0% difference; highly  patients -  comorbidities; most  
 meta-analysis   -0.33, 0.1) homogeneous; scales  minor,  secondary care; 2/6  
 all high  = severe comorbidity comparisons had only 78%  
 patients with IBS; funnel plot  
 seems OK. 
 Bloating score 4 trials; 80  SMD=-0.23  p=0.36; I2 No significant  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Not  All had patients with  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =7% difference patients -  applicable psychiatric comorbidities;  
 meta-analysis   -0.69, 0.22) minor,  secondary care. 
 comorbidity 



Comparison: CBT versus placebo/no treatment/symptom monitoring 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Diarrhoea 1 trials; 20  WMD=-5.7  Statistically  Good Indirect  sparse consistent --- Greene; psychiatric  Low 
 patients; from  (95%CI       significant, favours  patients -              data comorbidity, 
 RCT   -11.19, - CBT. Scale 0-4 daily  minor,  
 0.21) added over 4 weeks  comorbidity 
 (i.e. max 112) 

 Constipation 1 trials; 20  WMD=-2.9  No significant  Good Indirect  sparse ---- --- Psychiatric comorbidity Low 
 patients; from  (95%CI       difference. Scale 0-4  patients -              data 
 RCT   -9.22, 3.42) daily added over 4  minor,  
 weeks comorbidity 

 Quality of life 1 trials; 215  WMD=2.95  IBS-QOL Scale 0-84;  Good Indirect  Precise ---- --- CBT vs attention control; only Low 
 patients; from  (95%CI       not statistically  patients -   78% patients had IBS; no  
 RCT   -0.98, 6.88) significant minor,  concurrent psychiatric illness; 
 comorbidity  secondary care. IBS-QOL.  
 May be moderate. 

 Beck  4 trials; 96  WMD=-4.68 p=0.82; I2 Scale max 63;  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- 3/4 had psychiatric  Moderate 
 depression  patients; from   (95%CI       =0% homogeneous; stat  patients -  comorbidities 
 inventory meta-analysis    -6.79, - sig; favours CBT minor,  
 2.57) comorbidity 

 State-Trait  4 trials; 94  WMD=-1.08 p=0.54; I2 Scale 20-80; no  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- 3/4 studies had psychiatric  Moderate 
 Anxiety  patients; from   (95%CI       =0% significant difference patients -  comorbidities 
 Inventory meta-analysis    -4.09,  minor,  
 1.93) comorbidity 



Comparison: CBT + medical treatment versus medical treatment 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  1 trials; 24  MD=-1.88  Statistically  Good Indirect  sparse ---- Not  Small study (n=24) but  Low 
 symptoms -  patients; from  (95%CI       significant, favours  setting-  -              data applicable precise data; no pyschiatric  
 change in  meta-analysis   -2.33, - CBT + medical  minor,  comorbidities; secondary  
 overall  1.43) treatment; scale 1 to  secondary  care. 
 wellbeing 7 (high=worse) 

 Quality of life 1 trials; 24  MD=21.73 Scale max 144; stat  Good Indirect  sparse consistent --- GI QoL instrument; no  Low 
 patients; from   (95%CI      sig; favours  setting-  -              data psychiatric comorbidities;  
 meta-analysis    9.04,  CBT+medical  minor,  secondary care. Small RCT 
 34.42) treatment secondary  



Comparison: CBT + mebeverine versus mebeverine 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsist Reporting  GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality ency Bias Comments Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global IBS  1 trials; 149  MD=-71  Scale 0 to 500;  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Not  About half patients had  Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from  (95%CI       statistically   patients -  applicable psychiatric comorbidities.  
 score RCT   -107, -35) significant, favours  minor,  Primary care settting. 
 CBT+mebeverine comorbidity 

 Global IBS  1 trials; 101  MD=-82.27  Statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Follow up 13 weeks. 28% and  Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from  (95%CI       significant, in favour  incomplete patients -  36% drop outs, some had  
 score RCT   -122.59, - of CBT+mebeverine,   follow up minor,  psychiatric comorbidities. 
 41.95) scale 0-500 closely  

 Global IBS  1 trials; 111  WMD=-40  Scale 0 to 500;  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Follow up 26 weeks. 38/149  Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from  (95%CI       borderline  incomplete patients -  applicable (26%) drop outs, some had  
 score RCT   -80, 0.4) significance, favours   follow up minor,  psychiatric comorbidities. 
 CBT+mebeverine comorbidity 

 Global IBS  1 trials; 110  MD=-26  Scale 0 to 500; not  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Follow up 52 weeks. 39/149  Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from  (95%CI       statistically significant incomplete patients -  applicable (26%) drop outs, some had  
 score RCT   -66, 16.38)  follow up minor,  psychiatric comorbidities. 
 comorbidity 

 Quality of  1 trials; 149  WMD=-4.7  statistically  Good Indirect  Precise ---- --- work and social adjustment  Moderate 
 life(social  patients; from  (95%CI       significant, favours  patients -  score; some had psychiatric  
 functioning) RCT   -7.43, - CBT+mebeverine;  minor,  comorbidities; primary care. 
 1.97) scale maximum 40; comorbidity 

 Quality of  1 trials; 112  MD=-3.2  statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Follow up at 26 weeks. Work  Moderate 
 life(social  patients; from  (95%CI       significant; , favours  incomplete patients -  and social adjustment score.  
 functioning) RCT   -6.39, - CBT+mebeverine;   follow up minor,  Drop out 39/149 (26%), some  
 0.01) scale maximum 40 comorbidity had psychiatric comorbidities; 
  primary care. 

 Quality of  1 trials; 109  MD=-3.8  statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Follow up at 52 weeks. Work  Moderate 
 life(social  patients; from  (95%CI       significant; favours  incomplete patients -  and social adjustment score.  
 functioning) RCT   -7.18, - CBT+mebeverine;   follow up minor,  Drop out 40/149 (27%); some  
 0.42) scale maximum 40 comorbidity had psychiatric comorbidities; 
  primary care. 

 



Evidence Summary: hypnotherapy review   
Comparison: Hypnotherapy vs waiting list control 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Global  2 trials; 41 patients; from MA;  OR=3.85        p=0.18; Statistically  Good  Indirect  Sparse data consistent --- Overall improvement of  Moderate 
 improvement  (parallel design);  (95%CI            I2=45% significant,   setting-   symptoms and general  
 of IBS  2.03, 7.29) favours  minor,  well being. 1/2 severe  
 symptoms  hypnotherapy;  secondary  refractory IBS.  
 (no of patients) OR calculated  care OPD Secondary care.  
 for 1 study   
    
  
Global  1 trial; 30 patients; from RCT;  MD=2.43  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Sparse data consistent --- Overall improvement of  Moderate/Low 
improvement  (parallel design);  (95%CI         significant,   setting-   symptoms and general  
of IBS  0, 0) favours  minor,  well being. Severe  
symptoms  hypnotherapy;  secondary  refractory IBS.  
(mean score) SDs not given,  care OPD Secondary care. Two  
 but p<0.0001.  therapies delivered by  
 Scale 0-3. same therapist -  
 possible therapist  
 effect. 
Global IBS  1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=-8.5  Statistically  Good Direct Precise consistent --- Change from baseline  High 
symptom  (parallel design);  (95%CI         significant,   at 12 weeks (follow up  
score -14.54, - favours  7 weeks after end of  
 2.46) hypnotherapy.  treatment); primary  
 Baseline  care; refractory IBS 
 scores ~40;  
 scale probably  
 22 to 154 

 Global IBS  1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=-2.7  Not significant. Poor  Direct Precise consistent --- Change from baseline  Moderate 
 symptom  (parallel design);  (95%CI          Baseline  drop outs at 52 weeks; primary  
 score -10.48, 5.08) scores ~40;  care; refractory IBS;  
 scale probably  35% missing data  
 22 to 154 (said to be missing-at- 
 random) 
 
 
 
 



Comparison: Hypnotherapy vs waiting list control 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence details
  and I2 Rating 
 
pain score     1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=-14.4                          Statistically  Good         Direct         Precise consistent --          Change from baseline    High 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI         significant,   at 12 weeks (follow up  
 -24.69, - favours  7 weeks after end of  
 4.11) hypnotherapy.  treatment); primary  
 Baseline  care; refractory IBS 
 scores ~54 

 pain score 1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=-0.6  Not significant. Poor Direct Precise consistent --- Change from baseline  Moderate 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI          Baseline  drop outs at 52 weeks; primary  
 -13.27,  scores ~54 care; refractory IBS;  
 12.07) 35% missing data  
 (said to be missing-at- 
 random) 

 pain score 1 trial; 30 patients; from RCT;  MD=-9.4  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Sparse data consistent --- Severe refractory IBS.  Moderate/Low 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI         significant,   setting-    Secondary care. Two  
 0, 0) favours  minor,   therapies delivered by  
 hypnotherapy;  secondary  same therapist -  
 SDs not given,  care OPD possible therapist  
 but p<0.0001.  effect. 
 Scale 0-21. 

 Bloating score 1 trial; 30 patients; from RCT;  MD=-10  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Sparse data consistent ---  Severe refractory IBS.  Moderate/Low 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI         significant,   setting-    Secondary care. Two  
 0, 0) favours  minor,   therapies delivered by  
 hypnotherapy;  secondary  same therapist -  
 SDs not given,  care OPD possible therapist  
 but p<0.0001.  effect. 
 Scale 0-21. 



Comparison: Hypnotherapy vs waiting list control 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence details
  and I2 Rating 
 
 
Diarrhoea 1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=-7.9  Not statistically Good  Direct Precise consistent --- Change from baseline  High 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI          significant,   at 12 weeks (follow up  
 -16.29, 0.49) favours  7 weeks after end of  
 hypnotherapy.  treatment); primary  
 Baseline  care; refractory IBS 
 scores ~33 

 Constipation 1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=-2.4  Not statistically Good  Direct Precise consistent --- Change from baseline  High 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI          significant,   at 12 weeks (follow up  
 -11.61, 6.81) favours  7 weeks after end of  
 hypnotherapy.  treatment); primary  
 Baseline  care; refractory IBS 
 scores ~38 

 Quality of life 1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=8.7  Not significant, Good  Direct Fairly wide consistent --- Overall QoL scores at  Moderate 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI          favours    CI 12 weeks (follow up 7  
 -2.82, 20.22) hypnotherapy.  weeks after end of  
 Baseline score treatment); primary  
  ~50 care; refractory IBS 

 Quality of life 1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=9.5  Not significant, Good  Direct Fairly wide consistent --- Overall QoL scores at 6 Moderate 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI          favours    CI  months; primary care;  
 -3.67, 22.67) hypnotherapy.  refractory IBS 
 Baseline score 
  ~50 
 
 Quality of life 1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  MD=9.6  Not significant, Poor  Direct Fairly wide consistent --- Overall QoL scores at  Moderate/Low 
 (parallel design);  (95%CI          favours  drop outs  CI 12 months; primary  
 -3.75, 22.95) hypnotherapy.  care; refractory IBS;  
 Baseline score 35% missing data  
  ~50 (said to be missing-at- 
 random) 



Comparison: Hypnotherapy vs waiting list control 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 

 other  1 trial; 81 patients; from RCT;  RR=0.61  Statistically  Poor Direct Fairly wide consistent --- Prescription  Moderate/Low 
 medication  (parallel design);  (95%CI         significant,  drop outs  CI medication over 12  
 use 0.4, 0.94) favours  months; primary care;  
 hypnotherapy.  refractory IBS; 35%  
 Control group  missing data (said to  
 rate 79% be missing-at-random) 

Comparison: group vs individual hypnotherapy 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Global  1 trial; 36 patients; from RCT;  RR=1.41  Not significant Good  Indirect  Sparse data consistent --- Refractory IBS. 36%  Low 
 improvement  (parallel design);  (95%CI          setting-   patients had  
 of IBS  0.79, 2.52) minor,  pyschological  
 symptoms  secondary  problems. 
 (no. patients) care OPD 



Comparison: hypnotherapy vs relaxation 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Global IBS  1 trial; 52 patients; from RCT;  RR=1.28  Not significant Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- 12 weeks end of  Moderate 
 symptom  (parallel design);  (95%CI          setting-    CI  therapy. IBS  
 score 0.87, 1.88) minor,   medication continued.  
 secondary  Secondary care. 37%  
 care OPD psychiatric cases.  
 Refractory IBS.  
 Delivered by same  
 therapist so possible  
 therapist effect. 
 



Evidence Summary: laxatives review 
short term relief 
Comparison: stimulant laxative versus placebo (Bisacodyl versus placebo) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 No of  2 trials; 112  RR=1.34  p=0.89; I2 Statistically significant,  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Unclear if IBS population.  Moderate 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI          =0% favours laxative. NNT 6,  patients -  studies,  Industry trials 
 improved  meta-analysis;  1.02, 1.76) for a control group risk of  minor,  industry 
 bowel habit (short term relief 52 to 61% closely  
  design) related  
 conditn 

 Stool score  1trial; 54  MD=-1.4  statistically significant,   Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Unclear if IBS population Moderate 
 (consistency) patients; from  (95%CI         favours Bisacodyl. Scale  patients -  studies,  
 RCT; (short  -2.04, -0.76) 1-5 normal stool = 3;  minor,  industry 
 term relief  placebo group 4.2 closely  
 design) related  
 conditn 

 Stool score  1trial; 57  RR=1.51  Statistically significant,  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  May be IBS; industry study Moderate 
 (consistency) patients; from  (95%CI         favours laxative patients -  studies,  
 RCT; (short  1.06, 2.15) minor,  industry 
 term relief  closely  
 design) related  
 conditn 

 Stool freq 1trial; 54  MD=0.85  Statistically significant:   Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Unclear if IBS population Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI         higher stool frequency for  patients -  studies,  
 RCT; (short  0.24, 1.46) Bisacodyl (stools per day)  minor,  industry 
 term relief  Scale 1-5; placebo group  closely  
 design) 0.95/day related  
 conditn 



long term maintenance 
Comparison: osmotic laxative versus placebo (PEG versus placebo) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global     No evidence for this  ---- --- ---- ---- ---    ---- 
 improvement   outcome 
  of IBS    
 symptoms      
 (no. patients)   

 No of  1trial; 48  RR=1.61  Statistically significant,  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Laxatives as rescue  Moderate 
 patients not  patients; from  (95%CI       favours PEG; NNT 4 for  setting-   medication. Probably some  
 using rescue  RCT; (long term   1.05, 2.47) control group risk of 52% minor,  IBS patients, but secondary  
 medication  maintenance  secondary  care. Corazziari 1996 
 design) care OPD 

 rescue  1trial; 48  RR=0.33  statistically significant at  Good Indirect  Wide CI consistent ---  Laxatives as rescue  Low 
 medication  patients; from  (95%CI       8 weeks, favours PEG.  setting-     medication. Probably some  
 use RCT; (long term   0.12, 0.9) NNT 4 minor,  IBS patients, but secondary  
  maintenance  secondary  care. Corazziari 1996 
 design) care OPD 

 rescue  1trial; 65  MD=-1.5  statistically significant;  in Good Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Number of laxatives used/4  Low 
 medication  patients; from  (95%CI        favour of PEG at 8  setting-    CI  weeks (rescue). Probably  
 use RCT; (long term   -2.96, - weeks. Placebo group 2.2  minor,  some IBS patients, but  
  maintenance  0.04) per 4 weeks. secondary  secondary care. Corazziari  
 design) care OPD 2000. Withdrawal of laxative  
 after 4 weeks in responders 

 pain number  1trial; 48  RR=0.69  not statistically significant Good Indirect  Fairly wide consistent ---  Probably includes some IBS  Low 
 of patients patients; from  (95%CI        at 8 weeks; placebo  setting-    CI  patients, but secondary care. 
 RCT; (long term   0.28, 1.69) group rate 35% minor,  
  maintenance  secondary  
 design) care OPD 



Comparison: osmotic laxative versus placebo (PEG versus placebo) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 No of  1trial; 48  RR=0.69  no statistically significant  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Probably includes some IBS  Moderate 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI       difference at 8 weeks;  setting-    patients, but secondary care. 
 bloating RCT; (long term   0.42, 1.13) control group rate 70% minor,  
  maintenance  secondary  
 design) care OPD 

Bloating score 1trial; 65  Statistically significant  Good Indirect  ---- ---- ---  Reported by authors. Probably ---- 
 patients; from  difference at 8 weeks in  setting-     some IBS patients, but  
 RCT; (long term severity of bloating  minor,  secondary care. Corazziari  
  maintenance  (p<0.001) secondary  2000. Withdrawal of laxative  
 design) care OPD after 4 weeks in responders 

 No of  1trial; 65  RR=3.95  Large statistically  Good Indirect  Fairly wide consistent ---  Probably some IBS patients,  Moderate 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI       significant effect at 8  setting-    CI  but secondary care. Corazziari  
 improved  RCT; (long term   1.86, 8.42) weeks, favours PEG.  minor,  2000. Withdrawal of laxative  
 bowel habit  maintenance  NNT 2. Placebo group  secondary  after 4 weeks in responders 
 design) rate 18% care OPD 

 Stool freq 1trial; 48  MD=2  Statistically significant  Good Indirect  Precise consistent ---  Probably some IBS patients,  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI       increase in stool  setting-    but secondary care. Corazziari  
 RCT; (long term   0.89, 3.11) frequency per week for  minor,  1996. 
  maintenance  patients given PEG at 8  secondary  
 design) weeks. Placebo group  care OPD 
 2.8/week 

 Stool freq 1trial; 65  MD=3.13   Large statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Probably some IBS patients,  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI       significant increase in  setting-    but secondary care. Corazziari  
 RCT; (long term   1.35, 4.91) stool frequency in PEG  minor,  2000. Withdrawal of laxative  
  maintenance  group at 8 weeks. Control  secondary  after 4 weeks in responders 
 design) group 4.39 / week care OPD 

 Use of  1trial; 65  MD=-10  Statistically significant at  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Number of intervention  Moderate 
 laxatives patients; from  (95%CI       8 weeks. Favours PEG.  setting-    laxatives used/4 weeks.  
 RCT; (long term   -16.09, - Placebo group 43  minor,  Probably some IBS patients,  
  maintenance  3.91) sachets/4 weeks. secondary  but secondary care. Corazziari  
 design) care OPD 2000. Withdrawal of laxative  
 after 4 weeks in responders 



Comparison: osmotic laxative versus placebo (PEG versus placebo) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Number of  1trial; 65  RR=0.13  Statistically significant at  Good Indirect  Wide CI consistent --- Probably some IBS patients,  Low 
 withdrawals patients; from  (95%CI       20 weeks; favours PEG.  setting-    but secondary care. Corazziari  
 RCT; (long term   0.03, 0.53) NNT 3 for placebo group  minor,  2000. Withdrawal of laxative  
  maintenance  rate of 46% secondary  after 4 weeks in responders 
 design) care OPD 



Comparison: osmotic laxative versus stimulant laxative (PEG versus Lactulose) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  1trial; 99  MD=2.2  statistically significant,  in Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Patients with chronic  Low 
 improvement patients; from  (95%CI        favour of PEG. Scale 1- patients  setting-    constipation, some may have  
  of IBS  RCT; (long term   1.05, 3.35) 10, high score= good  could take minor,  had IBS; in secondary care.  
 symptoms   maintenance  response. Lactulose:  5.20.  other  secondary  Attar 1999. Patients could take 
 (mean score) design) laxatives  care OPD  other laxatives during trial ad- 
 ad lib lib. 

 No of  1trial; 115  RR=0.48  Statistically significant.  Good Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Rescue medication. Patients  Low 
 patients  patients; from  (95%CI       More patients used  setting-    CI  with chronic constipation, some 
 using rescue  RCT; (long term   0.25, 0.95) microenemas in the  minor,   may have had IBS; in  
 microenemas  maintenance  lactulose group. NNT 6  secondary  secondary care. Patients could 
 design) for lactulose group rate of care OPD  take other laxatives during  
  35% trial ad-lib. 

 No of  1trial; 115  RR=1.27  Statistically significant.  Good Indirect  Precise consistent --- Rescue medication. Patients  Moderate 
 patients not  patients; from  (95%CI       Favours PEG. NNT 6 for  setting-   with chronic constipation, some 
 using rescue  RCT; (long term   1.02, 1.59) lactulose group rate of 65% minor,   may have had IBS; in  
 medication  maintenance  secondary  secondary care. Patients could 
 design) care OPD  take other laxatives during  
 trial ad-lib. 

 pain number  2 trials; 180  OR=0.55  p=0.80; I2 Not statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent Poor -  Patients with chronic  Low 
 of patients patients; from  (95%CI        =0% significant. No  patients  setting-    CI studies,  constipation, some may have  
 meta-analysis;    0.25, 1.22) heterogeneity. could take minor,  industry had IBS; 1/2 in secondary  
 (long term   other  secondary  care. In 1/2 patients could take 
 maintenance  laxatives  care OPD  other laxatives during trial ad- 
 design) ad lib lib. 1/2 industry sponsored 

 No of  2 trials; 180  RR=0.63  p=0.16; I2 Not statistically  Poor -  Indirect  Precise minor  Poor -  Patients with chronic  Low 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI        =49.6% significant, favours PEG.  patients  setting-   inconsistency studies,  constipation, some may have  
 bloating meta-analysis;    0.39, 1.04) Some heterogeneity. May could take minor,  industry had IBS; 1/2 in secondary  
 (long term   be dose dependent.  other  secondary  care. In 1/2 patients could take 
 maintenance  laxatives  care OPD  other laxatives during trial ad- 
 design) ad lib lib. 1/2 industry sponsored 

 Stool freq 2 trials; 180  WMD=0.27  p=0.16; I2 Statistically significant  Poor -  Indirect  Precise minor  Poor -  Patients with chronic  Low 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =50% difference in stools per  patients  setting-   inconsistency studies,  constipation, some may have  
 meta-analysis;    0.09, 0.45) day in favour of PEG,  could take minor,  industry had IBS; 1/2 in secondary  
 (long term  some heterogeneity  other  secondary  care. In 1/2 patients could take 
 maintenance  laxatives  care OPD  other laxatives during trial ad- 
 design) ad lib lib. 1/2 industry sponsored 



Comparison: Stimulant laxative  1 versus Stimulant laxative 2 (Bisacodyl versus sodium picosulphate) 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directnes Impre- Inconsis Reporting GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality s cision tency  Bias Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Stool freq 1trial; 142  MD=-0.05  not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  May be IBS, and secondary  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI         significant. Frequency per  patients -  studies,  care 
 RCT; (long term -0.18, 0.08) day. minor,  industry 
  maintenance  closely  
 design) related  
 conditn 



Comparison: Laxative sub type 1versus Laxative subtype 2 (PEG 3350 electrolyte versus PEG 4000 no electrolyte) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 pain score 2 trials; 211  WMD=0.1  p=0.35; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =0% significant. No  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 RCT; (long term   -0.11, 0.31) heterogeneity. Pain Scale  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
  maintenance  1-4. (4= severe). PEG  closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 design) 4000 score 1.6 or 1.8. related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 conditn 3350). 

Bloating score 2 trials; 211  WMD=0.15  p=0.64; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =0% significant, favours PEG  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 RCT; (long term   -0.06, 0.35) 4000. Scale 1-4  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
  maintenance  (4=severe). No  closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 design) heterogeneity. related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 conditn 3350). 

 Stool score  2 trials; 211  WMD=0.14  p=0.09; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise minor  Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Low 
 (consistency patients; from  (95%CI        =65% significant; heterogeneity. patients -  inconsistency studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 ) RCT; (long term   -0.09, 0.37)  Favours PEG 4000 at  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
  maintenance  standard dose. Scale  comorbidit had IBS; primary care.  
 design) 1(liquid) to 6 (very hard).  y Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 PEG 4000 at 3.2 and 3.4 3350). 

 Stool freq 2 trials; 211  WMD=0.75  p=0.76; I2 no significant difference  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =0% at 4 weeks between types patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;    -0.5, 2)  of PEG. No  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  heterogeneity. PEG 4000: closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance   6.2 or 7.2 / week related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 No. of  2 trials; 270  RR=1  p=0.21; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI        =37.6% significant. PEG 4000 rate patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 normal stool meta-analysis;    0.69, 1.44)  10 or 33% minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 Diarrhoea 2 trials; 211  RR=0.9  p=0.68; I2 No significant difference.  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =0% No heterogeneity. PEG  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 RCT; (long term   0.57, 1.42) 4000 rate 14 and 30% minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
  maintenance  closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 design) related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 conditn 3350). 



Comparison: Laxative sub type 1versus Laxative subtype 2 (PEG 3350 electrolyte versus PEG 4000 no electrolyte) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Quality of life 2 trials; 211  WMD=-2.65 p=0.93; I2 No significant difference.  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from   (95%CI       =0% Highly homogeneous.  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 RCT; (long term    -8.57,  VAS to 100. minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
  maintenance  3.29) closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 design) related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 conditn 3350). 

 Adverse  2 trials; 211  RR=1.07  p=0.58; I2 No significant difference.  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 effects patients; from  (95%CI        =0% No heterogeneity for PEG patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 RCT; (long term   0.86, 1.33)  4000 group rate of 51  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
  maintenance  and 54% closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 design) related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 conditn 3350). 



Comparison: laxative dose 1 versus laxative dose 2 (standard dose versus maximum dose) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 pain score 2 trials; 211  WMD=-0.09 p=0.64; I2 No significant difference  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from   (95%CI       =0% between doses. No  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;     -0.3, 0.11) heterogeneity. minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

Bloating score 2 trials; 211  WMD=-0.05 p=0.64; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from   (95%CI       =0% significant. Bloating Scale patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;     -0.26,   1-4 (4= severe). No  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  0.16) heterogeneity. closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 Stool score  2 trials; 211  WMD=0.42  p=0.09; I2 Statistically significant;  Good Indirect  Precise minor  Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Low 
 (consistency patients; from  (95%CI        =65.4% favours maximum dose.  patients -  inconsistency studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 ) meta-analysis;    0.19, 0.65) Heterogeneity by type of  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  PEG. closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 Stool freq 2 trials; 211  WMD=-0.89 p=0.76; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from   (95%CI       =0% significant, favours  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;     -2.04,  maximum dose. Stool  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  0.26) frequency per week. No  closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  heterogeneity. related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 No. of  2 trials; 211  RR=1.68  p=0.21; I2 Statistically significantly  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI        =37% more normal stools for  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 normal stool meta-analysis;    1.14, 2.48) standard dose. NNT 7 for  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  max rate of 19 or 25% closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 Diarrhoea 2 trials; 211  RR=0.41  p=0.68; I2 Statistically significant,  Good Indirect  Fairly wide consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Low 
 patients; from  (95%CI        =0% favours standard dose.  patients -   CI studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;    0.24, 0.7) Rate for maximum dose  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  29-30%. NNT 6 closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 



Comparison: laxative dose 1 versus laxative dose 2 (standard dose versus maximum dose) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Quality of life 2 trials; 211  WMD=-3.04 p=0.93; I2 Not statistically  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 patients; from   (95%CI       =0% significant. Highly  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;     -8.96,  homogeneous. VAS to  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  2.88) 100. closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 

 Adverse  2 trials; 211  RR=0.89  p=0.58; I2 No significant difference.  Good Indirect  Precise consistent Poor -  Meta-analysis of 2  Moderate 
 effects patients; from  (95%CI        =0% No heterogeneity.  patients -  studies,  comparisons in 1 study  
 meta-analysis;    0.71, 1.11) Maximum dose rate 54  minor,  industry (Chaussade). Probably some  
 (long term  and 61%. closely  had IBS; primary care.  
 maintenance  related  Industry sponsored (by PEG  
 design) conditn 3350). 



Comparison: laxative versus fibre (lactulose versus ispaghula) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 Global  2 trials; 427  RR=0.92  p=0.05; I2 Borderline significance  Good Indirect  Precise minor  Poor -  Patients with chronic  Low 
 improvement patients; from  (95%CI        =74% favouring fibre at 4 weeks patients -  inconsistency studies,  constipation and unlikely to be  
  of IBS  meta-analysis;    0.85, 1)  (p=0.06). minor,  industry IBS, in primary care. Lactulose 
 symptoms  (long term  closely   subgroup of Dettmar study  
 (no. patients) maintenance  related  combined with Rouse. Dettmar 
 design) conditn  industry funded. 

 pain number  1trial; 112  RR=0.94  No significant difference.  Good Indirect  Fairly wide consistent ---  Patients with chronic  Low 
 of patients patients; from  (95%CI       Placebo group rate 31% patients -   CI  constipation, not IBS; in  
 RCT; (long term   0.5, 1.74) minor,  primary care. 
  maintenance  closely  
 design) related  
 conditn 

 No of  1trial; 78  RR=1  No significant difference  Poor -  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent ---  Patients with chronic  Low 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI       between interventions at 4 short  patients -   CI  constipation, not IBS;  in  
 bloating RCT; (long term   0.49, 2.03)  weeks. Fibre rate 28%. crossover minor,  secondary care. Crossover  
  maintenance  closely  study, 1 week washout. 
 design) related  
 conditn 

 No of  1trial; 315  RR=0.84  No significant difference;  Poor -  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent Poor -  Patients with chronic  very low 
 patients with  patients; from  (95%CI       fibre group rate 16% post-hoc  patients -   CI studies,  constipation, not IBS;  in  
 bloating RCT; (long term   0.46, 1.55) subgroup minor,  industry primary care. Study authors  
  maintenance  closely  from manufacturers of fibogel. 
 design) related    Post-hoc subgroup for  
 conditn lactulose. 

 Stool score  1trial; 78  MD=0.5  Borderline significant at 4  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Patients with chronic  Low 
 (consistency) patients; from  (95%CI       weeks; lower score for  short  patients -  applicable constipation, not IBS;  in  
  RCT; (long term   0, 1) lactulose on scale of 0 to  crossover minor,  secondary care. Crossover  
  maintenance  5 (loose), 3 normal. Fibre  closely  study, 1 week washout. 
 design) group 2.9 (ie arguably  related  
 closer to normal) conditn 

 Stool freq 1trial; 78  MD=1.8  No significant difference  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Patients with chronic  Low 
 patients; from  (95%CI       between interventions;  short  patients -  applicable constipation, not IBS;  in  
 RCT; (long term   -0.12, 3.72) favoured lactulose. Fibre  crossover minor,  secondary care. Crossover  
  maintenance  group 5.5/week closely  study, 1 week washout. 
 design) related  
 conditn 



Comparison: laxative vs fibre (lactulose versus ispaghula) 
Outcome Meta- Summary  p  Comments: Study  Directness Impre- Inconsist Reporting  GRADE Comments GRADE  
 analysis  Statistics (hetero)  quality cision ency Bias Evidence  
 details and I2 Rating 
 improvement 1trial; 78  MD=1.4  Statistically significant,  Poor -  Indirect  Precise consistent Not  Patients with chronic  Moderate 
  in bowel  patients; from  (95%CI       favours lactulose after 4  short  patients -  applicable constipation, not IBS;  in  
 score RCT; (long term   0.19, 2.61) weeks; scale 0-10  crossover minor,  secondary care. Crossover  
  maintenance  (excellent). Fibre group 4.8 closely  study, 1 week washout. 
 design) related  
 conditn 

 patient  1trial; 78  RR=1.71  statistically significantly  Poor -  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent Not  Patients with chronic  Low 
 preference patients; from  (95%CI       more patients preferred  short  patients -   CI applicable constipation, not IBS;  in  
 RCT; (long term   1.05, 2.79) lactulose. Fibre proportion crossover minor,  secondary care. Crossover  
  maintenance   44%. closely  study, 1 week washout. 
 design) related  
 conditn 

 Adverse  1trial; 315  OR=0.98  No significant difference Poor -  Indirect  Wide CI consistent Poor -  Patients with chronic  very low 
 effects patients; from  (95%CI       post-hoc  patients -  studies,  constipation, not IBS;  in  
 RCT; (long term   0.3, 3.225) subgroup minor,  industry primary care. Study authors  
  maintenance  closely  from manufacturers of fibogel. 
 design) related    Post-hoc subgroup for  
 conditn lactulose. 

 



Evidence Summary: psychotherapy review 
Comparison: psychotherapy+medical vs medical 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Global  1 trial; 102  RR=3.08  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Rated by assessor (not  Moderate 
 improvement  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    CI  patients) at 12 weeks.               /low 
 of IBS   RCT;  1.74, 5.47) favours  minor,   Refractory IBS, secondary  
 symptoms  (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  care (tertiary referral). 48%  
 (no. patients) design);  medical care.  care OPD psychological problems. 
 NNT 3, control  
 group rate 23% 

 Global  1 trial; 101  RR=1.68  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Patients' assessment at 15 Moderate 
 improvement  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    months. Long term IBS,  
 of IBS   RCT;  1.14, 2.49) favours  minor,  but unclear if refractory.  
 symptoms  (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  Patients had to commit to  
 (no. patients) design);  medical care.  care OPD longterm trial. Secondary  
 NNT 4, control  care. 70% had previous  
 group rate 40%. psychological  
 comorbidities. 

 Global IBS  1 trial; 101  MD=-4.56  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Patients' assessment at 12 Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    weeks. Long term IBS, but  
 score  RCT;  -8.77, -0.35) favours  minor,  unclear if refractory.  
 (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  Patients had to commit to  
 design);  medical care.  care OPD longterm trial. Secondary  
 Scale may be  care. 70% had previous  
 114 max. Control  psychological  
 group score 37.5. comorbidities. 

 Global IBS  1 trial; 101  MD=-8.1  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Patients' assessment at 15 Moderate 
 symptom  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    months. Long term IBS,  
 score  RCT;  -12.31, - favours  minor,  but unclear if refractory.  
 (parallel  3.89) psychotherapy +  secondary  Patients had to commit to  
 design);  medical care.  care OPD longterm trial. Secondary  
 Scale may be  care. 70% had previous  
 114 max. Control  psychological  
 group score 38.0. comorbidities. 



Comparison: psychotherapy+medical vs medical 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 pain score 1 trial; 101  MD=-1.01  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Patients' assessment at 12 Moderate 
 patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    weeks. Long term IBS, but  
  RCT;  -1.95, -0.07) favours  minor,  unclear if refractory.  
 (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  Patients had to commit to  
 design);  medical care.  care OPD longterm trial. Secondary  
 Scale unclear.  care. 70% had previous  
 Control group  psychological  
 score 7.8. comorbidities. 

 pain score 1 trial; 101  MD=-2.3  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- Patients' assessment at 15 Moderate 
 patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    months. Long term IBS,  
  RCT;  -3.43, -1.17) favours  minor,  but unclear if refractory.  
 (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  Patients had to commit to  
 design);  medical care.  care OPD longterm trial. Secondary  
 Scale unclear.  care. 70% had previous  
 Control group  psychological  
 score 7.8. comorbidities. 

 mental  1 trial; 101  RR=7.33  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Wide CI consistent --- Raters' assessment at 12  Moderate/ 
 health  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-   weeks. Mental   low 
  RCT;  2.34, 22.95) favours  minor,  improvement. Long term  
 (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  IBS, but unclear if  
 design);  medical care care OPD refractory. Patients had to  
 commit to longterm trial.  
 Secondary care. 70% had  
 previous psychological  
 comorbidities. 
 mental  1 trial; 101  RR=4.9  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Raters' assessment at 15  Moderate 
 health  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    CI months. Mental  /low  
  RCT;  2.03, 11.8) favours  minor,  improvement. Long term  
 (parallel  psychotherapy +  secondary  IBS, but unclear if  
 design);  medical care care OPD refractory. Patients had to  
 commit to longterm trial.  
 Secondary care. 70% had  
 previous psychological  
 comorbidities. 



Comparison: psychotherapy+medical vs medical 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 mental  1 trial; 101  RR=0.94  Not statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Patients' assessment at 15 Moderate 
 health  patients; from (95%CI         significant  setting-    CI months. Mental   /low 
  RCT;  0.48, 1.86) minor,  improvement. Long term  
 (parallel  secondary  IBS, but unclear if  
 design);  care OPD refractory. Patients had to  
 commit to longterm trial.  
 Secondary care. 70% had  
 previous psychological  
 comorbidities. 
 mental  1 trial; 101  RR=1.44  Not statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Patients' assessment at 15 Moderate 
 health  patients; from (95%CI         significant  setting-    CI  months. Psychological  /low  
  RCT;  0.86, 2.4) minor,  subgroup. Mental  
 (parallel  secondary  improvement. Long term  
 design);  care OPD IBS, but unclear if  
 refractory. Patients had to  
 commit to longterm trial.  
 Secondary care. 70% had  
 previous psychological  



Comparison: psychotherapy only vs medical treatment 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Global  1 trial; 171  RR=1.59  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 weeks. 16%  Moderate 
 improvement  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-   discontinued treatment in  
 of IBS   RCT;  1.13, 2.23) favours  minor,  the psychotherapy arm, but  
 symptoms  (parallel  psychotherapy.  secondary  ITT. Refractory IBS. Approx 
 (no. patients) design);  NNT 5, control  care OPD  half pts had depression.  
 group rate 38% Secondary care. 

 Global  1 trial; 171  RR=1.21  Not significant poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 months follow up. 16%  Low 
 improvement  patients; from (95%CI         possibly  setting-   discontinued treatment in  
 of IBS   RCT;  0.92, 1.6)                                             confounded    minor,  the psychotherapy arm, but  
 symptoms  (parallel  secondary  ITT. May be confounded by 
 (no. patients) design);  care OPD  10% psych in usual care  
 arm during follow up.  
 Refractory IBS. Approx half  
 pts had depression.  
 Secondary care. 
 pain score 1 trial; 171  MD=-4.7  Not significant Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 weeks. 16%  Moderate 
 patients; from (95%CI          setting-   discontinued treatment in  
  RCT;  -13.55, 4.15) minor,  the psychotherapy arm, but  
 (parallel  secondary  ITT. Refractory IBS. Approx 
 design);  care OPD  half pts had depression.  
 Secondary care. 

 pain score 1 trial; 171  MD=0.6  Not significant Poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 months follow up. 16%  Low 
 patients; from (95%CI         possibly  setting-   discontinued treatment in  
  RCT;  -8.75, 9.95)                                           confounded   minor,  the psychotherapy arm, but  
 (parallel  secondary  ITT. May be confounded by 
 design);  care OPD  10% psych in usual care  
 arm during follow up.  
 Refractory IBS. Approx half  
 pts had depression.  
 Secondary care. 



Comparison: psychotherapy only vs medical treatment 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Quality of life 1 trial; 171  MD=2.7  Statistically  Poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- SF36 physical health. 12  Low 
 patients; from (95%CI         significant,  loss to  setting-   weeks. 16% discontinued  
  RCT;  0.22, 5.18) favours                   follow up minor,  psychotherapy, but ITT.  
 (parallel  psychotherapy.  secondary  Refractory IBS. ~50%  
 design);  Small effect.  care OPD depression. Secondary  
 Scale 0-100 care. 32% missing data  
 psychotherapy. 

 Quality of life 1 trial; 171  MD=5.5  Statistically  Poor  Indirect  Precise consistent ---  SF36 physical health. 12  Low 
 patients; from (95%CI         significant,  possibly  setting-    months follow up. 16%  
  RCT;  2.13, 8.87) favours                   confounded minor,   discontinued treatment in  
 (parallel  psychotherapy.  secondary  the psychotherapy arm, but  
 design);  Small effect.  care OPD ITT. Refractory IBS. Approx 
 Scale 0-100  half pts had depression.  
 May be confounded 10%  
 psych in usual care follow  
 up period. 
 Quality of life 1 trial; 171  MD=5.9  Statistically  poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- SF36 mental health. 12  Low 
 patients; from (95%CI         significant,  loss to  setting-   weeks. 16% discontinued  
  RCT;  1.35, 10.45) favours                  follow up minor,  psychotherapy, but ITT.  
 (parallel  psychotherapy.  secondary  Refractory IBS. ~50%  
 design);  Small effect.  care OPD depression. Secondary  
 Scale 0-100 care. 32% missing data  
 psychotherapy. 

 Quality of life 1 trial; 171  MD=-1.9  Not statistically  poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- SF36 mental health. 12  Low 
 patients; from (95%CI         significant loss to  setting-   months follow up. 16%  
  RCT;  -6.45, 2.65)                                                       follow up minor,  discontinued  
 (parallel  secondary  psychotherapy, but ITT.  
 design);  care OPD Refractory IBS. 32%  
 missing data  
 psychotherapy. 50%  
 depression. May be  
 confounded 10% psych in  



Comparison: psychotherapy only vs medical treatment 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Number  1 trial; 171  RR=0.85  Not significant Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Number requiring  Low 
 requiring  patients; from (95%CI          setting-    CI prescriptions for  
 other   RCT;  0.47, 1.54) minor,  antidepressants over 12m.  
 medication (parallel  secondary  Refractory IBS. 50%  
 design);  care OPD depression. 

 Number  1 trial; 171  Peto  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Refractory IBS. 50%  Low 
 discontinuing patients; from OR=8.83  significant,   setting-    CI depression. 
 treatment  RCT;  (95%CI         favours usual  minor,  
 (parallel  2.97, 26.27) care. secondary  
 design);  care OPD 



Comparison: psychotherapy vs antidepressant 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Global  1 trial; 172  RR=0.9  Not significant Good  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 weeks. 16%  Moderate 
 improvement  patients; from (95%CI          setting-   discontinued  
 of IBS   RCT;  0.7, 1.15) minor,  psychotherapy and 34%  
 symptoms  (parallel  secondary  SSRI, but ITT. Refractory  
 (no. patients) design);  care OPD IBS. 50% depression.  
 Secondary care. 

 Global  1 trial; 172  RR=1.09  Not significant;  Poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 months. May be  very low 
 improvement  patients; from (95%CI         may be  probably  setting-   confounded by different  
 of IBS   RCT;  0.84, 1.41) confounded.           confounded minor,  use of SSRI in follow up.  
 symptoms  (parallel  secondary  16% discontinued  
 (no. patients) design);  care OPD psychotherapy and 34%  
 SSRI, but ITT. Refractory  
 IBS. 50% depression.  
 Secondary care. 

 pain score 1 trial; 172  MD=4.5  Not significant poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- 12 weeks. 16%  Low 
 patients; from (95%CI         loss to setting-   discontinued  
  RCT;  -4.95, 13.95)                                    follow up      minor,  psychotherapy and 34%  
 (parallel  secondary  SSRI, but ITT. Refractory  
 design);  care OPD IBS. 50% depression.  
 Secondary care. 26%  
 missing data. 

 Quality of life 1 trial; 172  MD=-0.2  Not significant poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- SF36 physical component.  low 
 patients; from (95%CI         loss to setting-   12 weeks. 16%  
  RCT;  -3.35, 2.95) )                                    follow up      minor,  discontinued  
 (parallel  secondary  psychotherapy and 34%  
 design);  care OPD SSRI, but ITT. Refractory  
 IBS. 50% depression.  
 Secondary care. 32%  
 missing data. 



Comparison: psychotherapy vs antidepressant 
Outcome Meta- Summary p  Comments: Study  Directness Imprecision Inconsis Reporting GRADE  GRADE  
 analysis   Statistics (hetero) quality tency  Bias Comments Evidence  
 details  and I2 Rating 
 Quality of life 1 trial; 172  MD=1.7  Not significant poor  Indirect  Precise consistent --- SF36 mental component.  low 
 patients; from (95%CI         loss to setting-   12 weeks. 16%  
  RCT;  -3.05, 6.45) )                                    follow up      minor,  discontinued  
 (parallel  secondary  psychotherapy and 34%  
 design);  care OPD SSRI, but ITT. Refractory  
 IBS. 50% depression.  
 Secondary care. 32%  
 missing data. 

 Number  1 trial; 172  RR=0.45  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide ---- --- Number requiring  Low 
 requiring  patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    CI prescriptions for  
 other   RCT;  0.27, 0.75) favours  minor,  antidepressants over 12m.  
 medication (parallel  psychotherapy.  secondary  Refractory IBS. 50%  
 design);  NNH 5,  care OPD depression. 
 antidepressant  
 group rate 42% 

 Number  1 trial; 172  RR=0.49  Statistically  Good  Indirect  Fairly wide consistent --- Refractory IBS, secondary  Low 
 discontinuing patients; from (95%CI         significant,   setting-    CI care, 50% depression 
 treatment  RCT;  0.28, 0.86) favours  minor,  
 (parallel  psychotherapy.  secondary  
 design);  NNH 6,  care OPD 
 antidepressant  
 group rate 34% 

 



Appendix G: Literature review of prognostic, resource use and quality of life data 

 

INTRODUCTION 

An important component of the guideline development process was an evaluation of the cost-

effectiveness of pharmacological and behavioural interventions using an economic model. To 

build the model, we needed information about common types and patterns of symptoms 

experienced by people with diagnosed IBS managed in primary care in the UK, and the 

impact of symptoms on their quality of life and use of health care services. 

The purpose of this document was to present a review of the literature on prognosis, health 

related quality of life and health resource use applicable to UK primary-care patients with 

diagnosed IBS. This was used to inform the model design and provided data to populate the 

model. 

We considered whether prognosis, health related quality of life or resource use was 

significantly different by predominant symptom type (e.g. IBS-D, IBS-C, IBS-P, IBS-A) and/or 

frequency or severity of symptoms. 

PROGNOSIS 

Methods 

A rapid literature review was conducted to identify IBS cohort studies (see end of this 

appendix for search terms and inclusion criteria).  The search terms were chosen to be 

specific rather than sensitive, so it is possible that some relevant studies may have been 

missed.  To supplement this search, references of included papers were checked for other 

papers that might be relevant.  In addition, the references of selected background reviews 

were also checked. 

The initial search yielded 179 papers, of which 8 were selected for inclusion.  These fell into 

two main groups: long-term cohort studies that followed up IBS patients over periods of 

months and years and assessed stability of diagnosis and symptoms and studies that 

examined shorter term patterns of symptoms by the use of daily diaries. 

Long-term stability of IBS diagnosis and symptoms 

The identified studies included a systematic review (El-Serag 2004), which updated an earlier 

review (Janssen 1998).  The El-Serag (2004) review included two of our identified studies 

(Owens 1995, Svendsen 1985), as well as 12 other studies (Blewett 1996, Chaudhary  1962, 

Fowlie 1992, Harvey 1987, Hawkins 1971, Hillman  1984, Holmes 1982, Keefer 2002, Lembo 

1996, Prior 1989, Stevens 1997, Waller 1997), most of which did not meet our inclusion 

criteria.  We also identified one recent study (Adeniji 2004) that was not included in El-Serag 

(2004). 
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Characteristics of the 14 studies included in the El-Serag (2004) review and the recently-

reported study by Adeniji (2004) are summarised in Table 1.  All of the studies were based on 

cohorts of patients recruited from outpatient clinics, and so might not be representative of 

patients in primary care.  Four studies used the Rome definitions of IBS, and one Manning.  

The older studies used a variety of definitions of IBS, mostly based on a combination of 

abdominal pain with altered bowel movements, although three might have excluded patients 

without pain (Chaudhary 1962, Hawkins 1971, Waller 1997).  The length of follow-up ranged 

from 2 months to up to 32 years.  The percentage of the original cohort with follow-up data 

available also varied widely, from 38% to 100%.   

The primary outcomes of these studies are summarised in Table 2.  As might be expected, 

given the differing populations and durations of follow-up, changes to and resolution of 

symptoms varied.  Four studies reported whether symptoms were worse, unchanged or 

improved over the follow-up period (Waller 1997, Hillman 1984, Fowlie 1992, Adeniji 2004).  

In these studies, between 48% and 65% of patients reported improvement, 30% to 50% no 

change, and 2% to 14% said their symptoms were worse.  The seven studies that reported 

resolution of symptoms gave widely differing estimates: from 7% to 48%. 

   



Table 1.  Characteristics of long-term cohort studies 

First author Year Country Setting n Age % female Definition of 
IBS 

Prior duration of 
symptoms (years) 

Follow-up 
(years) 

% follow-
up 

Chaudhary 1962 UK Clinic 130 20-60 66% Other Up to 10+ Up to 3+ 97% 

Waller 1969 UK Clinic 74 Most<40 41% Other Up to 10+ 1-3 68% 

Hawkins 1971 UK Clinic 163 13-76 61% Other Not reported 2-20 92% 

Holmes 1982 UK Clinic 91 22-86 49% Other Not reported 6 85% 

Hillman 1984 NZ Clinic 30 16-60 100% Other Not reported 2-3 47% 

Svendsen 1985 DK Clinic 112 18+ 76% Other 2 5-7 80% 

Harvey 1987 UK Clinic 104 16-81 56% Manning 0.5-2 5 93% 

Prior 1989 UK Clinic 41 18-68 100% Other Not reported 1 90% 

Blewett 1996 UK Clinic 70 18-65 66% Other 4/5 0.5-1+ 87% 

Fowlie 1992 UK Clinic 75 Mean 39 36% Other 4 5 73% 

Owens 1995 US Clinic 112 20-64 68% Rome I 0-1+ 1-32 78% 

Lembo 1996 US Clinic 20 18-60 50% Rome I >5 1+ 100% 

Stevens 1997 US Clinic 25 22-73 68% Other 15.5 0.2 100% 

Keefer 2002 US Clinic 13 Mean 50 62% Rome I 14.7 1 77% 

Adjeni 2004 US Clinic 196 20-75 81% Rome I Not reported 10-13 38% 
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Reported change in symptoms over follow-up First author Follow-up (years) Number with 
complete follow-
up Worsened No change Improved No symptoms 

Chaudhary Up to 3+ 126    47 (37%) 

Waller 1-3 50 1 (2%) 25 (50%) 22 (48%) 6 (12%) 

Hawkins 2-20 150    63 (39%) 

Holmes 6 77    29 (38%) 

Hillman 2-3 14 2 (14%) 5 (36%) 7 (50%) 1 (7%) 

Svendsen 5-7 90   46 (51%)  

Harvey 5 97 17 (18%)    

Prior 1 37    11 (32%) 

Blewett 0.5-1+ 62     

Fowlie 5 43 2 (5%) 13 (30%) 28 (65%)  

Owens 1-32 87     

Lembo 1+ 20     

Stevens 0.2 25    12 (48%) 

Keefer 1 10     

Adjeni 10-13 75 8 (11%)  28 (37%) 39 (52%) 6 (8%) 
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Table 2.  Primary outcomes of long-term cohort studies 

 



 

Short-term patterns of IBS symptoms  

A systematic review by Guilera (2005) assessed evidence about 1) the distribution of bowel 

habit subtypes (IBS-C, IBS-D, IBS-A and IBS-N) according to the setting and diagnostic 

criteria and 2) temporal patterns of IBS symptoms based on daily diaries.  The first objective 

was not relevant for the economic modelling, so it is not discussed further here.   

The Guilera (2005) review identified five prospective cohort studies with daily diary data on 

IBS symptoms (Stevens 1997, Heaton 1991, Hahn 1998, Ragnarsson 1998, Mearin 2003).  

Our literature search identified another publication related to the Mearin study (2004) and two 

more recently-published studies (Drossman 2005, Mearin 2006).  The study characteristics 

are summarised in Table 3.   

The studies all used different methods to report their results, so it is difficult to summarise 

their findings quantitatively.  Guilera (2005) concluded that the studies showed that for most 

patients symptoms are periodic, with clusters of days with symptoms interspersed with 

symptom free periods.   

• Heaton (1991) evaluated the timing of stools over one month, comparing the mean 

interval (in hours) reported for hospital outpatients, non-consulters and a non-IBS 

control group. 

• Stevens (1997) estimated that 20% of their specialist clinic sample experienced 

severe symptoms with non-IBS days and that 80% had severe symptoms with no 

non-IBS days.  They estimated that mean episode duration was 3 days (with a range 

from 2 to 8 days). 

• Hahn (1998) estimated a mean frequency of one episode per week, with a duration of 

4-5 days for pain/discomfort bloating and 1-2 days for altered bowel function. 

• Ragnarsson (1998) reported that over a six-week diary period, 6% of patients 

reported no pain, 14 % less than 10 episodes of pain, 65% 10-20 episodes, and 14% 

reported pain every day. 

These four studies were all relatively small, relatively brief (with the exception of Hahn, less 

than three months) and used older diagnostic criteria (Rome I, Manning or other).  Three 

more recent studies (Mearin 2003, Mearin 2004, Drossman 2005, Mearin 2006) were 

potentially more useful, and their results are discussed in more detail below.   

The Mearin studies in particular used large samples of IBS patients from the Spanish primary 

care system, selected according to Rome II criteria.  These patients did not receive any 

specific IBS treatment, but were managed according to their clinician’s usual practice.   

The Drossman (2005) study was also large, based on Rome II criteria, with a long follow-up. 

However, patients were recruited from specialty clinics in the US and Canada, and were 
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participating in a treatment trial.  The patients were randomised to receive desipramine, 

placebo, CBT or an educational intervention.  The treatment period lasted for three months, 

after which patients were observed for a further year.  Drossman (2005) noted that they failed 

to find any significant treatment effects (details not presented in this paper). 

 

Transitions between IBS subtypes 

Mearin et al (2003/4) classified patients into nine subtypes by frequency and intensity of 

symptoms:  

• Low-frequency symptoms (LF) (no symptoms at least 50% of time) 

• Pain predominance with low intensity (P-IBS LI) 

• Pain predominance with high intensity (P-IBS HI) 

• Diarrhoea predominance with low intensity (D-IBS LI) 

• Diarrhoea predominance with high intensity (D-IBS HI).  

• Constipation predominance with low intensity (C-IBS LI) 

• Constipation predominance with high intensity (C-IBS HI).  

• Alternating predominance with low intensity (A-IBS LI) 

• Alternating predominance with high intensity (A-IBS HI). 

 

Concordance of these subtypes for the two diary periods was relatively high - 49% of patients 

(kappa 0.40) were classified in the same group for both periods, rising to 61% (kappa 0.48) if 

only symptom type (not intensity of symptoms) was considered.  Very few patients switched 

between C and D subtypes, but a sizable minority of the C (42%) and D (27%) patients in 

period 1 switched to A in period 2.  As the frequencies are reported in full, it was possible to 

estimate the proportion of patients moving between each of the health states. However, the 

numbers of patients in some of the subgroups (P-IBS HI and D-IBS HI, in particular) were too 

low to allow a reliable estimation for each to the possible transitions between health states. 

Mearin et al (2006) used similar methods as Mearin (2003/4), but with a larger sample over a 

longer follow-up period.  It was not clear whether some of the same patients were included in 

both studies.  The patterns of transitions between IBS subtypes over time were similar.  In the 

2006 study, very few people switched between C and D subtypes (1% from C to D and 1% 

from D to C), more moved in and out of the A subtype (10% from C/D to A and 7.5% from A to 

C/D), and 7% reported normal bowel habit at 12 months.  

Drossman et al (2005) found similar patterns, but rather higher rates, of switching between 

the subtypes than in the Mearin studies.  Of the 190 people with 4 follow-up diaries, only 46 

retained baseline subtype throughout the year of follow-up.  Switching between C and D was 

quite rare (29%).  More patients switched from D to M and from C to M.



First author Year Country Setting n Mean 

age 

% 

female 

IBS criteria Follow-up  % follow-up 

Heaton 1991 UK Clinic, community 

and non-IBS 

80 29 100 Manning 4 wk diary 100 

Stevens 1996 US Clinic 25 43 68 Not stated 8 wk diary 100 

Hahn 1998 US/UK/NL Clinic/ 

primary care 

122 49 78 Rome I 12 wk diary 48 

Ragnarsson 1998 Sweden Primary care 80 36 63 Rome I 6 wk diary 79 

Mearin 2003/4  Spain Primary care 209 47 65 Rome II 2, 4 wk diaries over 3 

months 

80 

Drossman 2005 US/Canada Clinic 317 39 100 Rome II 5, 2wk diaries over 

15 months 

51* 

Mearin 2006 Spain Primary care/ 

clinic 

400  76% 

 

Rome II 4, 4 wk diaries over 

12 months 

77 
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Table 3.  Characteristics of short-term cohort studies with daily symptom diaries 

* Percentage completing 15 month diary 



Changes in frequency or severity of symptoms over time 

Mearin (2006) also reported data on changes in the frequency and severity of symptoms over 

time.  Patient and doctor reported opinions of IBS severity (on a 7 point ordinal scale) were 

similar.  However, there were no differences in perceived severity by IBS subtype.  Both 

patients and doctors reported that they felt symptoms had improved over the initial 3 months.  

However, there were no clear trends in perceived IBS severity after that.  The frequency and 

severity of pain/discomfort and bloating from the daily diaries was also similar for the 

subtypes and showed a similar pattern over time, with initial improvements followed by a 

levelling off.   

It is possible that the initial improvement could reflect a non-specific treatment effect, following 

the baseline consultation in which the patients were recruited.  Although patients were not 

offered any specific treatments in this study, ‘usual practice’ interventions and advice might 

have had a beneficial effect.  Another possibility is that this time pattern could reflect a 

‘regression to the mean’ effect.  Patients are likely to have been recruited during a bad phase 

of their illness; the reason for their initial consultation.  If so, one would expect a natural 

improvement as patients return to their usual pattern of symptoms.   

Interestingly, Drossman (2005) observed a similar pattern of symptoms over time as did 

Mearin, with initial improvements over the three-month treatment period that then levelled off 

over the year of follow-up.  The authors state that treatment was not responsible for these 

effects (data not presented).  This may thus represent a generalised treatment benefit (not 

related to the specific therapies tested) and/or regression to the mean. 

Whilst, the numbers of patients in some of the subgroups of the Mearin (2004) cohort study 

(P-IBS HI and D-IBS HI, in particular) were too low to allow a reliable estimation for each to 

the possible transitions between health states, it was possible to aggregate the data 

presented across the different high frequency subtypes and group patients by symptom 

severity alone. By doing this we estimated that the probability of moving from a high to low 

symptom severity state was 45%.  
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HEALTH RELATED QUALITY OF LIFE 

Methods 

A literature review was conducted to identify relevant surveys of health-related quality of life 

for people with IBS (see end of document for search terms and inclusion criteria).  The search 

was tailored to finding measures of quality of life suitable for inclusion in an economic study – 

‘utility’ or ‘preference’ based measures.  The CRD search filter for quality of life studies was 

added to the disease search terms for the guideline.  As with the prognosis search, 

references of identified papers and other background papers were also checked. 

 The initial search yielded 99 papers.  These included seven papers reporting utility-based 

measures of quality of life that are suitable for estimation of Quality Adjusted Life Years 

(QALYs) for use in the economic evaluation (Mearin 2004, Akehurst 2002, Smith 2004, 

Bushnell 2006a, Bushnell 2006b, Pare 2006, ten Berg 2006),.  None of these studies reported 

a break-down of quality-of-life by IBS subtype or severity.  To provide some information on 

this, papers providing estimates of the relationships between a validated, generic measure of 

quality-of-life and IBS subtypes or symptom frequency or severity were also selected for 

inclusion.  Twelve such papers were identified. 

 



First author Year Country Setting Study design Population Follow-up Measures 

Akehurst 2002 UK 6 general practices 
in Trent (selected 
to be 
representative) 

Matched case-control 
study 

161 patients with IBS known to GP 
(Rome I) & 213 matched controls 
(matching by age, sex & social 
characteristics) 

3 months Questionnaire (SF36, EQ5D & IBS-QOL) at 
baseline and three months 

Smith 
(Episode 
study) 

2004 UK Patients managed 
in primary care and 
secondary care 
consulters 
recruited from 
community by 
advertisement 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

486 people with IBS (Rome II) - 168 
consulted in primary care only and 
318 consulted with secondary care. 

None Presence, frequency and severity of 
symptoms, consulting behaviour and 
treatment histories, QoL (EQ5D). 

Mearin 2004 Spain Primary care (30 
clinics) 

Cohort, prospective 209 IBS patients (Rome II).  168 
completed study 

3 months Daily diary of symptoms, resource use 
(clinic visits, tests, hospital stays, drugs) 
and time off work for two 28-day periods 
with 4 week interval.  QoL questionnaires 
(EQ5D, IBSQOL, PWBI) administered at 
end of follow-up 

Bushnell 2006a UK, Spain, 
Germany 

Various: primary 
care and hospital 
clinics 

Various: case-control, 
prospective cohort, 
and cross-sectional 
surveys 

Data from four IBS studies (n=161, 
297, 503, 100) including Akehurst 
2002 and three other studies reported 
in abstract form (Ricci 2003, Badia 
2003 and Gruger 2001) 

None Baseline assessments of QoL (EQ5D, 
SF36, IBS-QOL), subjective clinical and 
global assessments of IBS 

Bushnell 2006b US Community 
(advertisement) 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

72 patients with IBS (Rome II) None IBS-QOL, EQ5D, WPAI:IBS - by paper 
questionnaire and electronic data capture 
methods. 

Pare 2006 Canada Various primary 
care and hospital 
clinics 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

Physician diagnosed IBS-C/A (IBS-D 
excluded), N=1555 

None IBS-QOL, EQ-5D (VAS and index), 
WPAI:IBS, resource utilisation  

ten Berg 2006 Netherlands Community  Cross-sectional 
survey 

Patients presenting a prescription for 
mebeverine at a community 
pharmacy and meeting the Rome II 
criteria, N=161  

None SF-36, IBS-QOL, EQ-5D (VAS), SF-6D 
index. 
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Table 4.  Description of studies reporting utilities for people with IBS 



Utility impact of IBS  

Characteristics of the seven studies reporting a utility-based measure of quality of life are 

described in Table 4 above.  All of these studies use the EuroQOL (EQ-5D) instrument to 

assess utility.  This is a recommended measure to use in NICE economic evaluations.  There 

is an accepted method for scoring the EuroQoL questionnaire, the ‘UK tariff’ or index, which 

attaches values to the various possible health states based on the preferences of a large 

representative sample of the UK general population.  The EQ5D is scored on a scale from 0 

to 1, where 1 is the best possible health state and 0 is considered equivalent to death.  

Standard population norms for the UK, by age and sex, are also available from the 1996 

Health Survey for England. 

 

Table 5.  Mean EuroQol tariff by age and sex, Health Survey for England 1996 

 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+ Total 

Men 0.91 0.92 0.89 0.85 0.80 0.80 0.76 0.86 

Women 0.90 0.90 0.87 0.84 0.78 0.76 0.71 0.84 

All adults 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.85 0.79 0.78 0.73 0.85 

 

Akehurst (2002) et al conducted a matched case-control study to estimate the impact of IBS 

on quality of life, time off work and the use and cost of health services.  They recruited 161 

patients with known IBS (Rome I criteria) from six primary care practices in the UK.  213 non-

IBS controls were also recruited, matched for age, sex and social characteristics from the 

same practices.  At baseline patients were given a questionnaire including three validated 

instruments, the generic EuroQol and SF36 and the disease specific IBS-QOL.  This was 

repeated at three months.  The IBS group had significantly worse quality of life across all 

dimensions of the SF-36 and the EQ5D (Table 6).  There were no significant changes in QoL 

scores between baseline and three months for the IBS patients.  Unlike the Mearin (2004) 

and Drossman (2005) studies reported above, the patients in the Akehurst (2002) study thus 

appeared to be stable.  Note that the score for the non-IBS patients is rather worse than might 

be expected from UK population norms for the relevant age groups (Table 6). 

 

Table 6.  Mean EuroQol score (UK tariff) at baseline, Akehurst et al 2002 

 IBS mean
(n=139) 

Non-IBS mean
(n=201) 

Mean 
difference 

95% CI 

EQ-5D UK score 0.68 0.81 -0.14 -0.19 to -0.08 

 

Mearin (2004), used the Spanish version of the EQ5D to estimate utility at three-month follow-

up for their sample of Spanish primary care patients with IBS.  They did not report an overall 
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mean utility, but only results broken down by their nine IBS subtypes (see prognosis section 

for definition of these subtypes), Table 7.  Using this data, however, the mean utility for the 

cohort after three months is easily calculated as 0.76, which is rather less severe than the 

mean estimate for IBS patients in the Akehurst (2002) study.  Note that some of the groups in 

the Mearin (2004) study were far too small to yield reliable estimates (IBS-P HI and IBS-D HI 

in particular, but also possibly LF and IBS-C HI). So, we have also calculated the mean 

results for people with high and low intensity symptoms ignoring the distinction between IBS 

subtypes (see the bottom row of 7). The mean difference in utility between high and low 

intensity symptoms (for patients with high frequency symptoms) was calculated to be 0.0713 

(95%CI 0.0092 – 0.1334). 

 

Table 7 Quality of life results (Mearin 2004) 

High frequency and low intensity High frequency and high intensity  Low 
frequency IBS-P IBS-D IBS-C IBS-A IBS-P IBS-D IBS-C IBS-A 

N 18 24 15 22 38 2 3 14 32 

Mean 
EQ5D 0.83 

0.75 0.82 0.78 0.77 0.60 0.75 0.74 0.69 

  0.70 0.78 

 

Smith (2004) conducted a cross-sectional survey of people with IBS (Rome II criteria), 

recruited from a national newspaper advertisement.  Data on 486 people with confirmed IBS 

were analysed, 318 of whom reported seeing a secondary care doctor for their IBS.  

Telephone interviews were conducted with the participants to obtain information about their 

symptoms and quality of life (EQ5D instrument).  This also appears a well-conducted study.  

The method of recruitment, however, might have introduced a selection bias.  The 

participants might not be representative of primary and secondary care IBS patients in the 

UK.  The EQ5D results are presented in disaggregated form, with frequencies of responses to 

the five individual questions but an overall utility score is not reported.  

The two Bushnell (2006a, 2006b) papers were less informative for our purposes.  One paper 

(Bushnell 2006a) assesses the performance of the EQ5D instrument in patients with IBS.  

This was a secondary analysis of four data sets, including the Akehurst (2002) study 

described above.  The other four datasets were described briefly, but only appear to have 

been published in abstract form so far, so full details were not available.  These included a 

follow-up to the Akehurst (2002) study in the UK (referenced to an Abstract by JF Ricci and 

colleagues), a multicentre cohort study in Spain by Badia, Mearin and Caballero, and a 

German observation study designed to input to a model to estimate the benefits of tegaserod 

(Grüger et al).  The EQ5D scores from these studies were only reported in graphical form. 
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The other Bushnell paper (2006b) was a relatively small study, conducted in the US to 

validate the use of electronic methods to capture data on quality of life from IBS patients. 

The paper by Pare (2006) reports baseline characteristics from a 1-year prospective cohort 

study to assess the impact of tegaserod on health outcomes and is therefore likely to be 

representative of the general population receiving care for IBS-C or IBS-A but not IBS-D as 

this subtype was excluded. The mean EQ-5D Index Score was 0.64 (SD, 0.28) and was 

valued using preferences scores from the UK general population. Whilst the population 

sampled in this study was Canadian and excluded the IBS-D subtype, the utility score 

obtained is comparable to that measured by Akehurst (2002) in a UK IBS population.  

A similar utility score, 0.62 (95%CI 0.60 to 0.66), was obtained by ten Berg (2006) using the 

EQ-5D VAS scale in mebeverine users meeting the Rome II criteria for IBS. This study also 

estimated a community valued utility score by applying the SF-6D algorithm to the SF-36 

outcomes, which gave a utility of 0.67 (95%CI 0.65 to 0.68). This study is less applicable to 

IBS patients managed in primary care in the UK due to its method of recruitment.  

Quality of life by IBS type or symptoms 

In addition to an overall estimate of the utility impact of IBS, we needed evidence on whether 

there are differences in utility between people with different types of IBS, or for those with 

differing frequency, duration or severity of symptoms.   

The data from Mearin (2004) (Table 7 above) was useful for these purposes.  This suggested 

that the utility impact of IBS is worse for people with pain, constipation or alternating bowel 

habit as their predominant symptom, than for people with diarrhoea as their predominant 

symptom.  The utility for the group with a low frequency of episodes (less than 50% of days) 

was similar to the non-IBS group in the Akehurst (2002) study. 

We found no other studies reporting differences in utility between IBS subtypes or quantifying 

the relationship between utility and IBS symptoms.  So we broadened our search to include 

studies that considered such relationships with other non-utility measures of generic health-

related quality of life that have been validated (such as the SF-36). 

El-Serag (2002) conducted a systematic review of health-related quality of life in people with 

IBS.  This included 12 studies reporting health-related quality of life for people with IBS using 

a validated generic or disease-specific measure.  None of these studies used a utility-based 

measure.  From this El-Serag (2002) concluded that severity of bowel symptoms is correlated 

with quality of life, although no quantitative evidence for this was presented.   

El-Serag (2002) included three studies (Creed 2001, Schmulson 1999, Simren 2001) that 

compared the quality of life impact for IBS subtypes (C, D and A).   We identified a further five 

studies (Mearing 2003, Drossman 2005, Coffin 2004, Wilson 2004, Amouretti 2006).  The 

characteristics of these eight studies are described in Table 8.  Although some of these 
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studies observed differences between the subtypes, these were statistically significant for 

only one study (Coffin 2004). 

Analyses of the impact of symptom presence, frequency or severity on measures of quality of 

life are more complicated.  For example, Cain (2006) examined quality of life and symptom 

diary data for 242 women with a diagnosis of IBS (Rome I) recruited for observational studies 

from a US HMO list or public advertisement between 1997 and 2004.  They found significant 

correlations between the IBSQOL total score and mean IBS symptom severity.  In regression 

analysis (details not presented), pain and diarrhoea were most strongly related to quality of 

life.  Constipation, gas and bloating were all related to quality of life, but not independently of 

pain.  This implies that, in terms of impact on quality of life there are actually two main factors: 

pain/gas/bloating/constipation and diarrhoea. Amouretti (2006) found that SF-36 scores were 

significantly lower in five of the eight domains for subjects reporting five symptoms or more 

compared to those reporting one or two symptoms. SF-36 scores were also significantly lower 

for patients reporting permanent pain compared to those reporting intermittent pain and 

higher severity of abdominal pain was associated with significantly lower scores in five 

domains.   

Four RCTs of therapeutic interventions were also identified in the El-Serag (2002) review.  

These suggested that patients who have a 'therapeutic response' to an intervention have 

corresponding improvements in health-related quality of life. 

  



First author Year Country Setting Study design Population Follow-up Measures 

Creed 2001 UK 7 secondary and 
tertiary clinics in 
North England 

Case series - cross-
sectional survey with 
retrospective case 
note review 

257 patients with severe refractory 
IBS (Rome I) 

12 months Bowel and psychological symptoms, QoL (SF36), 
health care resource use  and costs, patient costs, 
time off work and lost wages. 

Schmulson 1999 US   Cross-sectional survey 625 IBS patients (Rome I) completed 
questionnaires. 140 patients with IBS-
C and 216 patients with IBS-D 

None Symptoms (BSQ), psychological symptom checklist 
(SCL-90), and health status (SF-36) 

Simren 2001 Sweden Hospital clinic and 
primary care 
patients (recruited 
via advertisement) 

Cross-sectional survey 390 patients with IBS (Rome I) were 
invited to participate.  Of these, 343 
completed questionnaires: 209 OP 
and 134 from primary care. 

None IBS subtype, symptoms (GSRS) and QoL (FIS, 
HAD, STAI & PGWB) assessed by questionnaire. 

Mearin 2003 Spain Community Cross-sectional survey A general population sample of 2000 
people.  213 (76%) of potential IBS 
subjects agreed to participate 

None IBS subtype, symptoms, Qol (SF36), consultation, 
time off work 

Drossman 2005 US and 
Canada 

Clinic Cohort, prospective 317 women with IBS (Rome II) 
entering NIH treatment trial 

15 months (3 
month trial + 
12 month 
follow-up) 

Clinical factors, QoL (SIP & QoL sum score?) & 
health care use at randomisation and at end of 3-
month treatment trial.  + 2 diaries at baseline, at 3 
months & at 3 month intervals for one more year.   

Wilson S 2004 UK Community (8 
primary care 
practice lists) 

Cross-sectional survey 398 people meeting Rome II criteria 
for IBS, identified from 4807 
responders.   

None Symptom checklist & QoL questionnaire (SF12), 
symptom severity & QoL (General Health 
Questionnaire & IBSQOL). 

Coffin 2004 France Non-hospital GI 
clinics (n=400) 

Cross-sectional survey 858 patients with IBS (Rome II) None Symptom questionnaire (presence, frequency and 
intensity) & QoL (GIQLI) 

Amouretti  2006 France General 
population 

Cross-sectional survey 280 patients with IBS (Manning, 
Rome I or II criteria), only 253 
completed HRQoL questionnaires 

None SF-36, IBSQOL, symptom severity (time since onset, 
intensity and frequency of abdominal pain, number 
of symptoms, IBS-subtype 
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Table 8.  Characteristics of studies reporting on quality of life by IBS subtype 
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HEALTH CARE RESOURCE USE AND COSTS 

Methods 

We conducted another literature review to identify estimates of health care resource use and 

costs for people with IBS (see end of document for search terms and inclusion criteria).  The 

MEDLINE search used a focussed search strategy, designed to identify full economic 

evaluations (cost-effectiveness, cost-utility or cost-benefit studies), rather than all costing 

studies.  However, we supplemented this with a broad search of a specialist economic 

database – the Health Economic Evaluation Database (HEED).  And as before, some 

additional papers were found by checking the references of other publications. 

The use of health care resources and costs are likely to differ greatly between countries, due 

to differences in health care systems, cultural differences in clinical practice and economic 

factors.  For this reason we focussed on UK studies.  However, we did include non-UK 

studies if they reported on associations between IBS type or symptom frequency or severity 

with health care resource use or costs.  We focussed on papers reporting quantities of health 

care resources used (e.g. the number of consultations over a year) or costs for people with 

diagnosed IBS.  Studies that only evaluated the likelihood of consulting in population based 

samples were not included. 

UK estimates of health care use and costs for IBS  

Five papers that reported on the use of health services or health care costs for people with 

IBS in the UK were identified (Akehurst 2002, Creed 2001, Wilson 2004, Hahn 1999, Wells 

1997).  See Table 10 for details. 

Akehurst (2002) recruited patients with IBS known to their GP (Rome I criteria), along with 

matched non-IBS controls.  They collected information on use of primary and secondary NHS 

services over a 12-month period (6 months before and 6 months after recruitment) by 

reviewing primary care records.  The cost of health services were estimated from national or 

local sources in 1997/8 prices.  See Table 10 for a summary of results. 

Table 9.  Use of NHS services and costs, Akehurst  (2002) 

Resource IBS 
(n=161) 

Control 
(n=213) 

Mean difference 
(95% CI) 

GP surgery visits 4.36 3.05 1.31 (0.82 to 1.81) 
GP home visits 0.05 0.01 0.04 (0.00 to 0.08) 
GP prescriptions 5.62 3.04 2.58 ( 1.8 to 3.32) 
A&E attendances 0.11 0.07 0.05 (-0.01 to 0.11) 
Outpatient visits 1.16 0.83 0.34 (0.02 to 0.67) 
Inpatient stays 0.14 0.06 0.08 (0.00 to 0.16) 
Costs £316 £193 £123 (£35 to £221) 
 



First 
author 

Year Country Setting Study design Population Follow-up Measures 

Akehurst 2002 UK 6 general 
practices in Trent 
(selected to be 
representative) 

Matched case-control 
study - cross-
sectional survey with 
retrospective case 
note review 

161 patients with IBS 
known to GP (Rome I) & 
213 matched controls 
(matching by age, sex & 
social characteristics) 

12 months Number and cost of GP 
consultations (home and clinic), 
drugs, A&E attendances, OP 
visits and IP stays 

Creed 2001 UK 7 secondary and 
tertiary clinics in 
North England 

Case series - cross-
sectional survey with 
retrospective case 
note review 

257 patients with severe 
refractory IBS (Rome I) 

12 months IP stays, OP visits, day patient 
attandance, A&E, GP contacts, 
domiciliary care services, day 
rehabilitation centres, alternative 
therapies, prescription medicines 
and costs, patient costs, time off 
work and lost wages. 

Wells 1997 UK Various Analysis of databases 
and cross-sectional 
survey of consultants 

UK patients consulting 
with IBS symptoms (or 
coded as IBS, ICD 564.1) 

None Number and cost of GP visits, 
use of medication, OP visits and 
IP stays per annum 

Wilson 2004 UK Community (8 
primary care 
practice lists) 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

398 people meeting Rome 
II criteria for IBS, identified 
from 4807 responders.  
8646 questionnaires 
posted. 

None Use of health services in the 
previous six months including 
GP, practice nurse and 
secondary consultations, use of 
prescribed and OTC medication 
and alternative therapies. 

Hahn 1999 US and 
UK 

Patient 
organisations 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

1000 members of patient 
organisations (500 US and 
500 UK) with reported 
diagnosis of IBS from 
physician.  343 UK and 
287 responded. 

None QoL (IBSQOL, SF-36), self-
reported health resource use (ER 
visits, outpatient visits), time off 
work 
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Table 10.  UK studies on health care use and costs for IBS patients 



The study by Creed et al (2001) was based on a population of patients with severe IBS 

recruited from specialist clinics.  As might be expected, their estimated cost of health care 

over the previous year (mean $1,822) was much higher than in the Akehurst (2002) study.  

Wells (1997) used a different approach, estimating the total use of NHS services, and costs, 

from a variety of sources.  They estimated GP visits from the Fourth National Survey of 

Morbidity in General Practice.  The number of prescriptions was taken from the DIN_LINK 

database (constructed from 100 UK practices).  Estimates of outpatient visits and inpatient 

stays were obtained from a survey of consultants in the North of England.  Their estimate of 

the total cost to the NHS in 1995 was £45.6m, or about £90 per consulting person with IBS.  

This was relatively close to the Akehurst (2002) estimate of £123 extra for the IBS patients.  

Wells (1997) also presented estimates of consultations and prescriptions by age and sex. 

The study by Wilson et al (2004) was less useful for our purposes.  People with IBS (Rome II 

criteria) were recruited from a stratified random sample of 8 primary care practices in 

Birmingham.  In contrast with the Akehurst (2002) study, this study included people who had 

consulted their GP about IBS and those who had not.  Detailed data on the use of health care 

is presented, but this is not presented separately for consulters and non-consulters. 

Finally, Hahn (1999) conducted a survey of members of patients organisations in the UK and 

US.  The results may thus be subject to selection bias, and may not be representative of 

people consulting with IBS in primary care.  

Health care use and costs by IBS type or symptoms 

Mearin (2004) also reported some information about resource use.  Patients with a low 

frequency of IBS episodes were less likely to have consulted a doctor.  However, differences 

between the other subtypes were small.  

Creed (2001) found no significant differences in resource use or health care costs between 

IBS-C and IBS-D subgroups.  In multiple regression analysis only psychological symptoms 

(SCL-90R somatisation score) and abdominal pain (VAS) were found to be significantly 

associated with health care costs, but these only explained a small proportion of the variance 

(R2= 9.3%).  Two other studies (Drossman 2005, Hahn 1997) failed to find any significant 

relationship between health care use or costs and IBS subtype or symptom frequency or 

severity.  Three other studies (Le Pen 2004, Longstreath 2003, Talley 1995) found some 

evidence of such an association, but this was not consistent either within or between studies.   
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Summary of findings 

• The two most relevant cohort studies (Drossman 2005, Mearin 2004) both showed an 

improvement in symptoms in the first 3 months. This could be interpreted as a non-

specific treatment effect, as both cohorts received some form of IBS management. 

Alternatively it could represent regression to the mean whereby patients consult when 

their symptoms are particularly severe and there is some improvement as symptoms 

return to their normal level. 

• There was evidence that a patient’s predominant symptom may change over medium 

term intervals (1-3 months) resulting in them switching between IBS subtype 

classifications. 

• Akehurst (2002) provided direct evidence of the utility deficit due to IBS for a UK 

population of patients with IBS managed in primary care using an appropriate 

measure for economic evaluations (the EQ5D).  The reporting and methodological 

quality of this study was good. 

• Information about differences in quality of life by IBS subtype and intensity were 

provided in the Mearin (2004) study.  Mearin found only small differences in utility 

between the P, C and A subtypes and there was little supporting evidence from 

elsewhere to maintain a distinction in utility between the IBS subtypes. The 

systematic review by El-Serag (2002) concluded that the severity of symptoms is 

related to the degree of quality of life deficit in people with IBS but not the 

predominant symptom type. This conclusion was also supported by a more recent 

study (Amouretti 2006).  

• The Akehurst (2002) study provided the firmest data about the routine use of health 

services for our population of interest. It reported that direct health care costs were 

significantly increased for people with IBS compared to matched controls. There was 

very little evidence from the studies identified for a difference in cost by IBS subtype 

or symptom severity.   
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SEARCH STRATEGIES AND INCLUSION / EXCLUSION CRITERIA 

Prognosis 

 

Search strategy: MEDLINE 

Ovid Technologies, Inc. Email Service 

Database: Ovid MEDLINE(R) <1966 to June Week 4 2006> Search Strategy: 

1. ((intestin$ or gastointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or functional or 
irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or spasm$)).mp. (19602) 

2. irritable bowel syndrome.mp. (3854) 

3. IBS.mp. (2032) 

4. irritable bowel syndrome/ (931) 

5. colonic diseases, functional/ (3542) 

6. or/1-5 (20125) 

7. Cohort Studies/ (67230) 

8. cohort.mp. (114360) 

9. 7 or 8 (114360) 

10. 6 and 9 (203) 

11. limit 10 to english language (179) 

 

Inclusion/exclusion criteria 

Population People diagnosed with IBS (Manning/Rome I/Rome II) 

Study Prospective cohort study 

Setting Primary care or outpatient 

Treatments Usual care' only - exclude studies with treatment interventions 

Measures Cost, QoL and/or frequency/severity of symptoms 

Follow-up At least three months 
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Quality of life 

Search strategy: MEDLINE 

Database: Ovid MEDLINE(R) <1966 to July Week 2 2006> 

Search Strategy: 

1. ((intestin$ or gastointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or functional or 
irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or spasm$)).mp. (19668) 

2. flatus.mp. (689) 

3. iritable bowel syndrome.mp. (3876) 

4. IBS.mp. (2041) 

5. ((faecal or fecal) adj2 incontinen$).mp. (5826) 

6. dyspepsia/ (5308) 

7. exp gastrointestinal motility/ (26481) 

8. flatulence/ (777) 

9. irritable bowel syndrome/ (949) 

10. colonic diseases, functional/ (3545) 

11. fecal incontinence/ (5260) 

12. or/1-11 (54152) 

13. (diarrhoea or diarrhea).mp. (60229) 

14. diarrhea/ (28975) 

15. Constipat$.mp. (10863) 

16. constipation/ (6463) 

17. or/13-16 (69274) 

18. 12 or 17 (118089) 

19. value of life/ (4752) 

20. quality adjusted life year/ (2651) 

21. quality adjusted life.tw. (1876) 

22. (qaly$ or qald$ or qale$ or qtime$).tw. (1489) 

23. (euroqol or euro qol or eq5d or eq 5d).tw. (827) 

24. (hql or hqol or h qol or hrqol or hr qol).tw. (1919) 

25. (hye or hyes).tw. (45) 

26. health$ year$ equivalent$.tw. (31) 

27. health utilit$.tw. (356) 

28. (hui or hui1 or hui2 or hui3).tw. (372) 

29. disutiliti$.tw. (12) 

30. rosser.tw. (58) 

31. quality of wellbeing.tw. (1) 

32. quality of well being.tw. (194) 

33. qwb.tw. (106) 

34. willingness to pay.tw. (709) 
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35. standard gamble$.tw. (394) 

36. time trade off.tw. (340) 

37. time tradeoff.tw. (121) 

38. Tto.tw. (227) 

39. or/19-38 (12154) 

40. 18 and 39 (104) 

41. limit 40 to english language (99) 

42. from 41 keep 4-5,32-33,37,43-44,54,58,67-68 (11) 

43. from 42 keep 1-11 (11) 

 

Inclusion/exclusion criteria 

Population People diagnosed with IBS (Manning/Rome I/Rome II), no comorbidities 

Study Cross-sectional surveys 

Setting Primary care or outpatient 

Treatments Usual care' only - exclude follow-up of specific treatments 

Measures Utility - direct choice-based measurement (TTO, SG) or indirect MAUS (EQ5D, 
QWB, HUI, SF6D, Rosser) 

Follow-up NA 
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Costs and resource use 

Search strategy: MEDLINE 

Database: Ovid MEDLINE(R) <1966 to July Week 4 2006> 

Search Strategy: 

1     ((intestin$ or gastointestin$ or colon$ or bowel$) adj2 (motility or sensitiv$ or functional or 
irritable or irritat$ or gas$ or spastic$ or unstable or instability or spasm$)).mp. (19879) 

2     flatus.mp. (701) 

3     irritable bowel syndrome.mp. (3927) 

4     IBS.mp. (2072) 

5     ((faecal or fecal) adj2 incontinen$).mp. (5877) 

6     dyspepsia/ (5340) 

7     exp gastrointestinal motility/ (26676) 

8     flatulence/ (792) 

9     irritable bowel syndrome/ (966) 

10     colonic diseases, functional/ (3573) 

11     fecal incontinence/ (5301) 

12     or/1-11 (54620) 

13     (diarrhoea or diarrhea).mp. (60717) 

14     diarrhea/ (29173) 

15     Constipat$.mp. (10978) 

16     constipation/ (6527) 

17     or/13-16 (69857) 

18     12 or 17 (119074) 

19     Cost-Benefit Analysis/ (39214) 

20     cost effectiveness.ti,ab. (17066) 

21     cost benefit.ti,ab. (4676) 

22     cost utility.ti,ab. (950) 

23     cost per QALY.ti,ab. (246) 

24     cost per quality adjusted life year.ti,ab. (284) 

25     economic evaluation.ti,ab. (2322) 

26     economic appraisal.ti,ab. (152) 

27     or/19-26 (48594) 

28     letter.pt. (573304) 

29     editorial.pt. (195612) 

30     historical article.pt. (232222) 

31     28 or 29 or 30 (991972) 

32     27 not 31 (44140) 

33     animal/ (4064036) 

34     human/ (9681540) 
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35     33 not (33 and 34) (3078223) 

36     32 not 35 (43454) 

37     18 and 36 (406) 

38     limit 37 to english language (350) 

 

Inclusion/exclusion criteria 

Population People diagnosed with IBS (Manning/Rome I/Rome II), no comorbidities 

Study Cross-sectional surveys, case-control or cohort 

Setting UK primary care or outpatient 

Treatments Usual care' only - exclude follow-up of specific treatments 

Measures Use of health care resources or costs 
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Appendix H: Parameter distributions used in the probabilistic sensitivity analysis 
 
Parameters used in estimating the cost-effectiveness of screening for coeliac disease 
in patients meeting IBS diagnostic criteria 

Model parameter 
description 

Point estimate  Probability 
distribution 

Distribution 
parameters 

Source 

Age (years)  35  Fixed N/A Assumption 
Male: Female 1:2 Fixed N/A Assumption 
Life-expectancy 
(IBS or diagnosed 
coeliac disease) 

45.7LYs Fixed N/A Estimated 
from life-
tables 

Prevalence of 
coeliac disease 

3.3%  Beta α=4, β=119 Saunders 
(2003) 

IBS utility 0.675 Beta α=360, β=173 
(estimated from 
mean and sem) 

Akehurst 
(2002)  

Utility gain (GFD) 0 Fixed N/A N/A 
Sens of antibody 
test (IgA EMA) 

98% Beta α=45, β=1 
(estimated from 
mean and 
95%CI) 

Dretzke 
(2004) 

Spec of antibody 
test (IgA EMA) 

 98% Beta α=45, β=1 
(estimated from 
mean and 
95%CI) 

Dretzke 
(2004) 

Prob EGD biopsy 
complication 

0.2%  Beta α=3, β=1511 
(estimated from 
mean and 
95%CI) 

Mein (2004) 

Prob death if 
complication 

5%  Beta α=6, β=107 
(estimated from 
mean and 
95%CI) 

Mein (2004)  

Cost of IBS care 
and coeliac care 
excluding GFD 

£172  Normal  Mean = £172 
SD = £66 

Akehurst 
(2002) 

Cost of antibody 
test 

 £12 Normal Mean = £12 
SD = £0.94 

Dretzke 
(2004) 

Cost EGD with 
biopsy 

£463  Normal Mean = £463 
SD = £105 

(Department 
of Health 
2006) 

Cost of EGD 
complication 

£597 Normal Mean = £597 
SD = £163 

(Department 
of Health 
2006) 

Discount rate for 
costs and QALYs 

3.5% Fixed N/A NICE (2007)  

Ratio of 
cumulative survival 
for undiagnosed 
coeliac disease 
compared to 
diagnosed coeliac 
disease or IBS 

Year 1: 0.998 
Year 2: 0.983 
Year 3: 0.978 
 

Beta Y1: α=377, β=1 
Y2: α=630, 
β=11 
Y3: α=560, 
β=13 
(estimated from 
mean and 
95%CI) 

Corrao 
(2001) 

Prevalence of 
diagnosed coeliac 
disease 

0.26% Beta α=21, β=8211 
(estimated from 
mean and 

Fowell 
(2006) 



95%CI) 
Total cost of GFD 
prescriptions 

£21,205,706 Fixed N/A NHS Health 
and Social 
Care 
Information 
Centre 
(2006) 

 

 

Parameters used in estimating the cost-effectiveness of long-term maintenance 
treatments and behavioural therapies in the management of IBS 

Model parameter 
description 

Point 
estimate 

Probability 
Distribution 

Distribution 
parameters 

Source 

Response rate for comparator arm 
No treatment 45% 

 
Beta α=30, β=37 

 
Mearin (2004) 

Usual care in people 
with refractory IBS  

25% 
 

Beta α=44, β=129 
 

Comparator 
arms of RCTs in 
behavioural 
therapies 

Lower response rate 
for sensitivity analysis 

9% beta α=4, β=40 
 

Mean across 
four CBT trials 

Intervention cost for behavioural therapies 
CBT £375 normal Mean= £375 

SD = £106 
Fitted against 
maximum and 
minimum costs 
from RCTs 

Psychotherapy £472 normal Mean = £472, 
SD = £83 

Fitted against 
maximum and 
minimum costs 
from RCTs 

Hypnotherapy £171 normal Mean = £171,  
SD = £34 

Fitted against 
maximum and 
minimum costs 
from RCTs 

Cost saving due to 
resource use reduction 
for behavioural 
therapies 

£4.08 normal Mean =4.08 
SD = 2.06 

Creed (2003) 

Effectiveness of behavioural therapies (RR of response to intervention) 
CBT 6.11 lognormal Mean = 1.81, 

SD = 0.49  
(for lnRR) 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for improvement 
in global 
symptoms 

Psychotherapy 3.08 lognormal Mean = 1.12, 
SD = 0.29  
(for lnRR) 

Guthrie (1991) 

Hypnotherapy  
(NB: OR not RR) 

3.85 lognormal Mean = 1.81, 
SD = 0.49  
(for lnRR) 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for improvement 
in global 
symptoms 

Psychotherapy (15 
months follow-up) 

1.68 lognormal Mean = 0.51, 
SD = 0.20  
(for lnRR) 

Svedlund (1983) 

CBT (1 year follow-up Normal distribution fitted to global symptom score at baseline, end 



data) of treatment and 6 months 
Effectiveness of long-term maintenance therapies (RR of response to intervention) 
Antispasmodics 1.32 lognormal Mean = 0.51, 

SD = 0.20  
(for lnRR) 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for improvement 
in global 
symptoms 

Laxatives (PEG) 
 

 
1.61 
 
 

 
lognormal 
 

 
Mean = 0.48 
SD = 0.22 
 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for no use of 
other laxatives 

Laxatives (other) 1.34 lognormal Mean = 0.29 
SD = 0.14 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for no improved 
bowel habit 

Antimotility 2.00 lognormal Mean = 0.69 
SD = 0.28 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for improvement 
in global 
symptoms 

Tricyclics 1.31 lognormal Mean = 0.27 
SD = 0.12 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for improvement 
in global 
symptoms 

SSRI 1.80 lognormal Mean = 0.59 
SD = 0.13 

Meta-analysis of 
RCT evidence 
for improvement 
in global 
symptoms 

Other parameters 
Utility gain associated 
with a response to 
treatment 

0.071 
 

Beta α=4.63, β=60.3 
(estimated from 
mean and sem) 

Mearin (2004) 

Dose response for 
SSRIs up to 40mg 
(sensitivity analysis) 

10mg – 23% 
20mg – 43% 

40mg – 33% 

Dirichlet (7,13,10) Tabas (2004) 

Discounting rate for 
costs and benefits 

3.5% Fixed N/A NICE (2007),  
 

Cost for GP 
appointment to initiate 
intervention / review 
medication 

£18  Fixed N/A Netten (2006) 

 



 
 
 
 
Reproduced by kind permission of Dr K W Heaton, Reader in Medicine at the University of 
Bristol.  2000 Norgine Ltd. Copyright permission pending-August 2007. 
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Introduction 
 
The Chief Medical Officer’s report At least five a week published in 2004 set out the 
important general health benefits associated with physical activity. Increasing activity levels 
can contribute to the prevention and management of over 20 conditions and diseases, 
including coronary heart disease, diabetes, cancer, positive mental health and to ongoing 
weight management. Cardiovascular disease (including heart disease and stroke) and cancer 
are the major causes of death in England, together accounting for almost 60% of premature 
deaths.  
 
Inactive and unfit people have almost double the risk of dying from coronary heart disease, 
against which physical activity is an independent protective factor. Increasing activity levels 
also has beneficial effects on musculoskeletal health, reducing the risk of osteoporosis, back 
pain and osteoarthritis. However, physical activity as part of our everyday lives has been in 
overall decline; not least as a result of changes in the levels and the nature of manual work 
and active travel.  
 
Recommendations for active living throughout the lifecourse 
For general health benefits, adults should achieve a total of at least 30 minutes a day of at 
least moderate intensity physical activity on 5 or more days of the week. The recommended 
levels of activity can be achieved either by doing all the daily activity in one session, or 
through several shorter bouts of activity of 10 minutes or more. The activity can be lifestyle 
activity* or structured exercise or sport, or a combination of these.  
*Lifestyle activity means activities that are performed as part of everyday life, such as climbing stairs or brisk 
walking. 
 
In 2002 the Department of Health commissioned researchers from the London School of 
Hygiene & Tropical Medicine to produce a short measure of physical activity, which could 
be used in routine general practice to assist Primary Care Trusts to meet the National Service 
Framework recommendations that primary care teams assess and record the modifiable risk 
factors for each of their patients, including physical activity. 
 
More recently, the Public Health White Paper Choosing health, Making healthier choices 
easier reiterated the commitment to develop a patient activity questionnaire to support NHS 
staff and others to understand their patients’ levels of physical activity. 
 
NICE Public Health Intervention Guidance published in March 2006 recommended that 
primary care practitioners should take the opportunity, whenever possible, to identify inactive 
adults and advise them to aim for 30 minutes of moderate activity on 5 days of the week (or 
more). Practitioners should use their judgement to determine when this would be 
inappropriate (for example, because of medical conditions or personal circumstances).They 
should use a validated tool, such as the Department of Health’s general practitioner physical 
activity questionnaire (GPPAQ), to identify inactive individuals. 
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1. Intended Purpose 
 
The General Practice Physical Activity Questionnaire is intended for use in adults (16 – 74) 
years in routine general practice to provide a simple, 4-level Physical Activity Index (PAI) 
reflecting an individual’s current physical activity. The index can be cross-referred to Read 
codes for physical activity and can be used to help inform the decision as to when 
interventions to increase physical activity might be appropriate.   
 
 
2. Resources 
 
The General Practice Physical Activity Questionnaire comprises: 

• A written questionnaire for completion by patients  
• Electronic template of the questionnaire   
• Coding algorithm (See Appendix A) 
 

The electronic template of the questionnaire incorporates the coding algorithm and can be 
saved as a separate file for each patient.  
 
Please note that the coding algorithm is an integral part of the questionnaire. Any 
unauthorised modification to the coding algorithm is likely to negate the validation of the 
questionnaire.  
 
 
3. Instructions for use 
 
The General Practice Physical Activity Questionnaire is designed for self-completion by 
patients. It takes approximately 30 seconds to fill in and therefore can be completed by 
patients while waiting for appointments or during a consultation.  
 
3.1 Who should complete the GPPAQ? 
 
Physical inactivity is a major public health problem and therefore screening for physical 
inactivity in all adults is, in general, appropriate. The GPPAQ was evaluated for use in 
patients aged 16-74 years who were free from longstanding illness or disability that prevented 
them from engaging in a physically active lifestyle. The evaluation was conducted on patients 
attending for routine consultations with a doctor or nurse and new registrations.  
 
All patients waiting for any such appointments can be given the GPPAQ by reception staff to 
complete just prior to the appointment. The responses to each of the three questions can be 
transferred simply to the electronic template of GPPAQ, which will automatically assign a 
Physical Activity Index as well as the appropriate Read Code. The whole process can be 
completed in 1-2 minutes.  
 
3.2 Who should not complete the GPPAQ? 
 
The GPPAQ was not evaluated for use in children and young people (aged <16 years) or 
adults older than 74 years. Both groups may require age-specific physical activity 
assessments.  
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The GPPAQ may be used in other circumstances, such as diabetic or hypertensive clinics, or 
with other medical conditions where physical activity may be appropriate in the management 
of the condition (see Chief Medical Officer’s Report on Physical Activity and Health, DH 
2004). Decisions to use the GPPAQ in circumstances other than those used in the evaluation 
should be made locally.  
 
3.3 How frequently should GPPAQ be used? 
 
The level of physical activity should be entered on the clinical record for all patients over the 
age of sixteen and should be updated at least every five years1. For patients with clinical 
evidence of occlusive arterial disease and those whose risk of CHD events is greater than 
30% over ten years, physical activity levels should be recorded annually.  
 
3.4 When not to use the GPPAQ 
 
The GPPAQ is designed as a simple tool for ranking a patient’s physical activity and in 
particular for identifying patients who would benefit from increased physical activity and are 
therefore eligible for intervention. The GPPAQ has not been designed for use as a research 
tool to measure self-reported physical activity before and after interventions, and therefore is 
not appropriate for measuring the effectiveness of physical activity interventions.  
 
3.5 Assigning Read Codes 
 
The following table may be used to relate the PAI to commonly-used Read Codes for 
physical activity.  

 
 
Table 1. Physical Activity Categories – Mapping PAI to Read codes 

  

Label Read 
Code 

 PAI (Derived from GPPAQ) 

Exercise physically 
impossible 

1381   

Avoids even trivial 
exercise 

1382  Inactive 

    
Enjoys light exercise  1383  Moderately inactive 

    
    

Enjoys moderate 
exercise 

1384  Moderately active 

    
    
    

Enjoys heavy exercise 1385  Active 
    

                                                 
1 Department of Health (2000). National Service Framework for Coronary 
Heart Disease. London: Department of Health, Chapter 2, Appendix A  
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3.6 Limitations of GPPAQ 
 
GPPAQ was developed to provide a simple, 4-level Physical Activity Index (PAI) reflecting 
an individual’s current physical activity, for use in general practice to decide when 
interventions to increase physical activity might be appropriate. Questions concerning 
walking, housework/childcare and gardening/DIY have been included, however they have not 
been shown to yield data of a sufficient reliability to contribute to an objective assessment of 
overall physical activity levels and are not included in the calculation of the PAI.  
 
Nevertheless, these activities can contribute to meeting the Chief Medical Officer’s 
recommendation and walking, in particular, should be encouraged. The PAI must therefore 
be used in conjunction with a discussion of the responses to the walking, 
housework/childcare and gardening/DIY questions in order to determine whether the patient 
is currently meeting the Chief Medical Officer’s recommendation for 30 minutes of moderate 
activity on 5 days of the week (or more). 
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4. Discussion of action following screening for physical inactivity 
 
The group with most to gain from an increase in physical activity are those with a PAI of 1, 
i.e. the ‘Inactive’, but the ‘Moderately Inactive’ and ‘Moderately Active’ groups should also 
receive advice to aim for 30 minutes of moderate activity on 5 days of the week (or 
more).The ‘Active’ group should receive a degree of verbal reinforcement that reflects their 
current level of physical activity and should be encouraged to either make small increases to 
their physical activity or continue with their current level.  
 
As indicated in Figure 1 below, the focus of any further intervention should be on those who 
are ‘inactive’. This might take the form of a brief, verbal intervention. 
 
Note: Any intervention should be consistent with the agenda on patient led consultations and 
choice. One way to do this is to base behaviour-change negotiations on the principles of 
motivational interviewing (MI). Although developed in the field of addictions, brief versions 
of MI have been adapted and applied to a wide variety of behaviours and conditions such as 
smoking, diet, physical activity, medical adherence and diabetes, with evidence of 
effectiveness (Resnicow et al., 2002; Rollnick, 1999, Rubak, 2005). 
 
Below, an example is offered of a brief verbal intervention for Inactive patients based on the 
principles of MI. 
 
Figure 1.  Next steps following screening for inactivity 

 
* See example dialogue below  

 
 
4.1 Example Dialogue for Inactive Patients 
 
Ask your patient, 
 

 “On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is not motivated at all, and 10 is extremely 
motivated, how motivated would you say you are right now to increase your physical 
activity?” (Make a mental note of the value). 

Physical Activity Index 
Inactive  Moderately Inactive  Moderately Active  Active 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Advise to aim for 30 minutes of moderate activity on 5 
days of the week or more alongside written information 
about the benefits of activity and the local opportunities to 
be active (NICE Guidance) 

Assess 
motivation and 
confidence for 
change 
Consider next 
steps* 

Acknowledge 
existence of 
‘some’ 
physical 
activity and 
encourage to 
increase leisure 
time physical 
activity 

Encourage to 
continue and 
consider 
possibility of 
increasing the 
time spent per 
week in 
physical 
activity 

Encourage to 
continue 
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‘If you were to decide to increase your physical activity, how confident are you that 
you would succeed? If, on a scale of 0 to 10, 0 means that you are not 
at all confident and 10 means that you are 100% confident you could become more 
active. What number would you give yourself now?” 

 
(Make a mental note of the value). 
 
Then ask your patient a second scaling question, 
 

“For motivation to change why are you at a –––––– (the number the patient gave) and 
not 0?” The answer to this question is the patient’s motives/reasons for change. 

 
Next ask, 
 

 “And for confidence to change why are you at a –––––– (the number the patient 
gave) and not 0?”  

 
The answer to this question is the patient’s “self-efficacy,” the positive reasons 
why change seems possible. 
 
Finally, provide the patient with a brief summary of what you heard and then ask, 
 

“What do you think the next step is for you?” 
 
A common response is for the patient to say they don’t know or are uncertain. If they do, 
follow with, 
 

“Let’s list what the options are at the moment. You could. 
 
Stay as you are and do nothing; 
Start to increase the amount of physical activity that you do; 
Use a loan pedometer for x weeks so that we could take a closer look at your physical 
activity;  
Consider a further appointment to discuss things in more detail with the 
nurse/exercise specialist; 
Consider joining a community exercise programme, group or sports club from this 
list. 
 
What do you make of these?” 

 
The options can be altered to reflect local provision and opportunities in the community. 
 
In just a few minutes it is possible to encourage the patient to consider why and how they 
might change their physical activity without feeling as if they are being pushed or coerced 
into something they are not ready for.  
(Dialogue based on Rollnick et al, 1997; Miller, 2005; Rollnick et al, 2005) 
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5. ‘Inactive’ Patients who self-report 3 hours or more per week of walking 
 
Patients who fall within the inactive category, but claim to undertake significant amounts of 
walking may require a modified, brief intervention that probes their understanding of walking 
and walking pace and the basis upon which they have declared the amount of walking 
accumulated during the last week. For those patients who remain confident that they achieve 
the recommended levels of physical activity by virtue of their walking intensity and duration, 
encourage them to continue.  The example dialogue given for Inactive patients could be 
prefaced with the following: 
 

“You say you do three hours or more of walking per week. So that I might better 
understand how walking fits into your day, perhaps you could talk me through a 
typical day for you, starting from when you get up in the morning right through to 
when you go to bed telling me where walking fits in. How about yesterday, could you 
talk me through yesterday?” 

 
If the patient insists the previous day was atypical, use the day before that. Try to avoid going 
too far back as the accuracy of recall will be diminished. The practitioner’s task in this 
exercise is simply to listen, without offering any judgement of what is being said. This is not 
further assessment of the patient’s activity. The aim is to get the patient talking about their 
current behaviour in a non-threatening (the threat of being told to change) environment that 
will build rapport and conveys to the patient that the practitioner listens and is genuinely 
interested in their situation.  
 
Once the patient has completed the description of their day the practitioner should simply 
summarise the information on walking and then proceed to the motivation and confidence 
questions described above, as appropriate. 
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APPENDIX A - Calculating the 4-level PAI 
 
Patients can be classified into four categories based on the original EPIC index from which 
the GPPAQ was developed.  
 
Inactive  Sedentary job and no physical exercise or cycling 
 
Moderately inactive  Sedentary job and some but < 1 hour physical exercise and / or cycling 

per week OR 
Standing job and no physical exercise or cycling  
 

Moderately active Sedentary job and 1-2.9 hours physical exercise and / or cycling per 
week OR 
Standing job and some but < 1 hour physical exercise and / or cycling 
per week OR 

   Physical job and no physical exercise or cycling 
 
Active Sedentary job and ≥ 3 hours physical exercise and / or cycling per 

week OR 
Standing job and 1-2.9 hours physical exercise and / or cycling per 
week OR 
Physical job and some but < 1 hour physical exercise and / or cycling 
per week OR 

   Heavy manual job 
 
 

Note: Questions concerning Housework/Childcare and Gardening/DIY have been 
included to allow patients to record their physical activity in these categories, 
however these questions have not been shown to yield data of a sufficient reliability to 
contribute to an understanding of overall physical activity levels. Further, the health 
benefits of exercise derived from these types of domestic activities is unclear.  

 
Similar considerations around data quality also pertain to walking, however self-
reported walking levels can be verified using pedometers and many community-based 
interventions encourage walking. It is therefore recommended that the responses 
to questions 2c and 3 be carried forward to any discussion of the PAI with the 
patient.    
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Table 2. Summary of the PAI 
 

 Occupation 
Physical exercise and / or 

cycling (hr/wk) 
Sedentary Standing Physical Heavy Manual 

0 Inactive Moderately 
Inactive 

Moderately 
Active 

Active 

Some but < 1 Moderately 
Inactive 

Moderately 
Active 

Active Active 

1-2.9 Moderately 
Active 

Active Active Active 

≥ 3 Active Active Active Active 

 
 
 
Table 3. Combining responses for physical exercise and cycling 
 
          Cycling 
 
Physical 
Exercise 

0 Some but < 1 1-2.9 ≥3 

0 0 Some but < 1 1-2.9 ≥3 
Some but < 1 Some but < 1 Some but < 1 ≥3 ≥3 

1-2.9 1-2.9 ≥3 ≥3 ≥3 
≥3 ≥3 ≥3 ≥3 ≥3 
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APPENDIX B - Technical Background and Evaluation  
 
In 2002 the Department of Health commissioned researchers from the London School of 
Hygiene & Tropical Medicine to produce a short measure of physical activity 
 
The measure was intended for use in routine general practice and its purpose was to provide a 
simple 4-level Physical Activity Index (PAI) reflecting an individual’s current physical 
activity. The index would be used to decide when interventions to increase physical activity 
might be appropriate.  A working title for the measure was the General Practice Physical 
Activity Questionnaire (GPPAQ). 

 
After reviewing the literature and consultation with experts, performance requirements for the 
GPPAQ were agreed. These were that:  

• The method of completion should be self explanatory 
• It should be designed for use by adults aged 18-74 years (later revised to 16-74 years) 
• It should be possible for respondents to complete the questionnaire without assistance  
• It should take less than one minute to complete 
• Individual physical activity categories should be simple, requiring limited 

computation 
• The physical activity categories should allow for the assignment of a physical activity 

Read Code 
• The output of the questionnaire should enable practice staff to make a decision on 

whether the patient concerned should be advised to be more active or whether more 
detailed assessment was required 

 
Although no existing self-report measure of physical activity had specifically been developed 
for routine general practice, a short physical activity questionnaire used in the European 
Prospective Investigation into Cancer (EPIC) met many of the criteria and a simple index of 
physical activity could be derived. It had established acceptable levels of repeatability and 
validity in a sample of English adults aged 40-65 years (Wareham et al, 2002).  It was 
decided that this short questionnaire should form the basis of the new measure.  
 
A pilot study was conducted in three general practices, with practice nurses administering the 
self-completion of GPPAQ to 61 patients from a variety of newly registered patients, 
including a number of patients for whom English was not the first language. The GPPAQ was 
well received by nurses, patients and general practitioners. Practitioners welcomed a simple 
and efficient way of assessing physical activity. In particular, they were keen to have a 
standardised way of assigning Read Codes for physical activity.  The patients did not 
experience any problems in completing the questionnaire, even when English was not the 
first language.  
 
The pilot study was limited to new registration appointments, but most practitioners 
suggested other possible uses for the GPPAQ, including hypertension and diabetes clinics.  
 
Due to the positive findings of the pilot study, a further study was conducted to examine how 
reliable and accurate the GPPAQ was in routine general practice. Four surgeries were 
recruited in Coventry, West Midlands.  Table 2 summarises the surgeries: 
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Table 2. Summary of study surgeries 
 

Practice 1 
Registered 
patients 

Number of 
GPs 

Patient 
Characteristics 

1 10,600 6 
Mixed income 
70% white 

2 - - 
Low income 
Mainly white 

3 11,500  6 
Middle income 
Mainly white 

4 - - 
Low income 
50% white 

5 14,400 9 
Mixed income 
70% white 

6 6450 3  
Mixed income 
Mainly white 

 
NB. Practices 1 and 2 have two locations, as do Practices 3 and 4.   

 
A Research Fellow (RF) of the University of Warwick recruited patients in the waiting rooms 
of the four surgeries. The timing of recruiting visits to the surgeries was varied. The routine 
nature of the recruitment meant that study participants were those who normally attend 
general practice. A total of 334 participants successfully completed the GPPAQ and a total of 
258 participants completed it again a week later. The PAI category allocated to each 
individual, resulting from the completion of the second GPPAQ, was compared with 
allocation to a physical activity category resulting from analysis of activity recorded for the 
same individual during the preceding week using an Actigraph motion sensor.   Demographic 
characteristics of participants who completed the first GPPAQ are summarised in Table 2.  
 
 

Table 3. Participant characteristics 
  
 N % 
Gender* 

Male 
Female 

 
109 
223 

 
32.8 
67.2 

Age group* 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-74 

 
22 
61 
67 
74 
65 
43 

 
6.6 
18.4 
20.2 
22.3 
19.6 
13.0 

Ethnic group* 
White  
Non-white 

 
308 
24 

 
92.8 
7.2 

Body Mass Index (BMI)* 
<25 
≥25 to < 30 
≥30 

 
143 
120 
66 

 
43.5 
36.5 
20.1 

*Excludes missing data  
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Following the completion of the study the following conclusions can be drawn:  
 

• The GPPAQ has good face validity and is acceptable for use in routine general 
practice; 

 
• The GPPAQ has good construct validity- that is the PAI derived from the 

questionnaire has the relationship with other measures that we might expect ;  
 

• The GPPAQ is repeatable - that is a person who had high physical activity on time 1 
tended to have high physical activity on time 2. 

 
• The PAI derived from the GPPAQ is taken from the original EPIC study which has 

published criterion validity with positive associations with both daytime energy 
expenditure and cardiorespiratory fitness. 

 
• The PAI derived from the original EPIC questionnaire predicts all-cause and cardio-

vascular mortality in men and women. The combination of work and leisure time  
physical activity into a single index are more consistently associated with mortality 
than either components used alone (Khaw et al, Int J Epidemiol, 2006)   

  
• The GPPAQ is a simple and ‘quick to administer’ instrument for assessing physical 

activity in routine general practice. The 4-level PAI derived from the GPPAQ is 
suitable for ranking an individual’s physical activity for the purpose of determining 
the need for intervention or more detailed assessment and can be correlated to the 
existing Read Codes for physical activity. 
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