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Patients who have discontinued
long-term benzodiazepine
treatment

Sir,

I would like to report the findings of a
study of patients in one practice who
discontinued long term use of benzo-
diazepines over a two year period between
June 1988 and June 1990. At the time of
the study the practice had four partners
and 8900 patients, with an age—sex and
social class distribution similar to the
national average (15% over 65 years of age
and 6% under five years).

All patients who received regular
prescriptions for benzodiazepines for over
one year were identified retrospectively
from existing computer generated lists
prepared in June 1988 and with a manual
check of prescriptions. From an initial list
of 208 patients (2.3% of the practice), 181
(87.0%) were still registered with the prac-
tice at the end of the two year period. The
practice partners had adopted the Com-
mittee on Safety of Medicines’ advice on
benzodiazepine use of January 1988!
tailored to each patient individually. Of
the 181 patients 41 had discontinued ben-
zodiazepine treatment. This group of pa-
tients were compared with a randomly
selected control group of 41 patients who
had continued treatment.

The median age of the group of ex-users
was significantly less than that of the user
group (59.4 years versus 69.0 years, Mann-
Whitney U test, P<0.01). The ben-
zodiazepine taken by the ex-users was
significantly more likely to have been for
anxiolytic than hypnotic use (67% of ben-
zodiazepines versus 38%, chi square test,
P<0.01), despite there being no significant
difference in the length of time each group
had received treatment (ex-users 84
months, users 62 months) or the approx-
imate average dose consumed (equivalent
to 11 mg diazepam daily). The consulta-
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tion rates of the ex-user group did not
alter significantly in the two years before
and after discontinuing treatment (6.0 and
5.7 per patient per year, respectively) and
both groups had similar rates (in two years
preceding interview rates for ex-users and
users 6.7 and 6.1 per patient per year,
respectively). The practice consultation
rate remained stable over this time.

Nineteen of the 37 ex-users who agreed
to be interviewed (51%) reported no
adverse effects when withdrawing from
treatment. For the 20 patients who did
report distress, the median duration of
symptoms was five months. Ex-users con-
tinued to use what they perceived as a
substitute for the benzodiazepine in 10
cases (24%). The 28-item general health
questionnaire and the hospital anxiety and
depression scale were administered to the
37 ex-users and 32 users. Among the ex-
users 38% scored as ‘cases’ on the general
health questionnaire (score of five or
more) despite discontinuing benzodiaze-
pines; among the users 47% scored as
‘cases’.

Of the original cohort remaining with
the practice 23% of long term users of
benzodiazepines had discontinued treat-
ment with no overall change in consulting
rates confirming the potential for reduc-
tions in benzodiazepine consumption
found in other studies.2* The experience
in this practice suggests that younger pa-
tients on anxiolytic therapy were more
likely to discontinue treatment. This may
represent both doctor and patient expec-
tations but elderly patients are still at risk
from the effects of long term tranquillizers
and may require greater help at discon-
tinuing treatment. The high scores on
psychological rating scales of some pa-
tients in the ex-user group highlights the
need to follow up each ex-user with great
care. :
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Sudden infant death syndrome

Sir,

I listened with interest to a news report on
the recommendations to prevent the oc-
currence of sudden infant death syn-

drome, and in particular, to the position-
ing of the baby. It was suggested that the
baby should be placed supine in the cot.

In their letter (October Journal, p.431)
Drs Moulton and Brown suggest that the
most likely aetiology for sudden infant
death syndrome is laryngospasm causing
upper airways obstruction, precipitated by
reflux of inflammatory secretions. They
g0 on to suggest that prone positioning
is not recommended, but that side posi-
tioning is a safe alternative. Why prone
positioning is not recommended is not
made clear, although self-suffocation may
be a possibility (Marrian VJ, personal
communication). However, common sense
would point to supine positioning being
more likely to cause reflux and inadequate
clearing of secretions in the upper
respiratory tract.

With anxious mothers seeking advice
daily on sudden infant death syndrome,
I feel ill-prepared to answer their questions
adequately, especially in the light of con-
flicting official and academic recommen-
dations. I wonder if any readers will be
able to provide further suggestions on
what is, and what is not, correct?

ANTONI NACZK
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Sir,

I read with interest the letter by Moulton
and Brown (October Journal, p.431) on
sudden infant death syndrome and wish
to comment on the advice given to
parents. The authors give a useful sum-
mary of present knowledge. However, it
should be pointed out that upper airway
obstruction is a likely mechanism of sud-
den infant death syndrome’ rather than
the most likely aetiology; as the authors
rightly point out, the aetiology is as yet
unproven.

It would seem logical to advise parents
to avoid the prone sleeping position for
their infants. To specify that infants
should be positioned on their side when
sleeping or unattended is impractical and
may increase parental anxiety. As the in-
fant approaches three months of age, the
age of maximum risk from sudden death
infant, the child is beginning to become
more active. Advice to ensure that a child
sleeps only on its side will mean that
parents may tend to restrict the
movements of the baby, most probably by
the use of bedding. In the study quoted
by Moulton and Brown,? the factors of
prone sleeping position of infants and
overheating were found to be in-
dependently associated with sudden infant
death syndrome, so by attempting to avoid
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