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1 Abstract

Introduction: The term neurasthenia has been introduced in the late 19th century. Stress was
indicated as one of the main triggers. Many treatment options are available to reduce the associated
symptoms. Complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) is widely used due to its long tradition and
positive safety profile. This Phase IV placebo-controlled clinical trial was designed to demonstrate

efficacy and safety of the CAM-product Neurodoron® in patients with neurasthenia.

Methods: This monocentre, randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled, parallel-group clinical trial
was conducted in a dedicated outpatient German trial site. Women and men aged 18 and above were
randomized to receive either Neurodoron® or matching placebo if they reported typical symptoms of
neurasthenia and a severe psychiatric disorder could be excluded. The primary objectives were a
reduction in characteristic symptoms of nervous exhaustion and perceived stress as well as

improvement in general health status after 6 weeks of treatment.

Results: 204 patients underwent screening, 78 were randomized in each treatment group, and 77
patients each received treatment (intention-to-treat (ITT) population = 154 patients). For none of the
primary efficacy variables, an advantage in favor of Neurodoron® could be demonstrated in the pre-
specified analysis (p-values between 0.505 to 0.773, Student's t-test). In a post-hoc analysis of intra-
individual differences after 6 weeks treatment, a significant advantage of Neurodoron® vs. placebo
was shown for characteristic symptoms of nervous exhaustion (irritability (p = 0.020); nervousness
(p =0.045), Student's t-test). Adverse Event (AE) rates were similar between treatment groups, in both
groups 6 AEs were assessed as causally related to treatment (severity mild or moderate). No AE

resulted in discontinuation of treatment.

Conclusion: A significant improvement of neurasthenia was seen for the total study population at the
end of the treatment period. Superiority of Neurodoron® vs. placebo could not be demonstrated with
the pre-specified analysis. However, the post-hoc analysis suggests Neurodoron® as a beneficial option

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
over placebo for the treatment of neurasthenia, especially given its confirmed markedly good safety.
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2 Introduction

Originally, “neurasthenia”, meaning exhaustion of the “nerve strength”, was introduced — presumably
independently — by two US-American physicians, Edwin Holmes Van Deusen and George Miller Beard,
at the end of the 19" century [1, 2]. Nowadays, the term neurasthenia is more closely associated with
the New York neurologist Beard, who primarily saw the city's upper middle-class patients [3]. He used
the term neurasthenia to refer to an acute or mainly chronic, functional condition of the nervous
system, characterized by a range of predominantly somatic symptoms, including headaches,
dyspepsia, lack of concentration, irritability, insomnia, and hopelessness in the absence of any organic
disease [1, 4]. For Beard, stress in private or business life due to modern civilization with a shift from
manual labor to mental work was one of the main triggers for neurasthenia [5]. This cause, combined
with the scientific approach of attributing neurasthenia to a primarily physical disease rather than a —
at these times — stigmatizing psychic illness, resulted in a well-accepted disease that could be treated
by a neurologist (and not by a psychiatrist). A vast group of nervous disorders was initially assigned to
neurasthenia, due to its vague and broad definition and its social acceptance [6, 7]. But over the further
decades its importance diminished, partly also due to this broad definition, but also because Beard’s

theory of “nerve strength” could not be proven on a physiological level [6].

However, neurasthenia experienced a revival with a shift to mental symptoms [8]. In 1977, the
diagnosis neurasthenia was included in the manual of the international statistical classification of
diseases, injuries, and causes of death [9]. Nowadays, the term neurasthenia is used for patients with
chronic exhaustion or fatigue who have characteristic symptoms and in whom organic causes can be

excluded [4, 10, 11].

Data on frequency of neurasthenia vary: an international WHO-multicenter study gives numbers
between 1.3% and 10.8% in the general population [12]. In a WHO-report on health care, the
prevalence of pure neurasthenia ranged between 0.3% (Athens and Bangalore) and 3.7%
(Manchester). A long-term study in Switzerland suggests that prevalence increases with age (0.7% for
22-year-olds to 3.8% for 41-year-olds) [13]. The persistent exhaustion often leads to absenteeism and

thus causes economic costs [14].

Treatment options for chronic fatigue include cognitive and behavioral therapies, as well as exercise
therapy or a gradual increase of activity [15]. Henningsen, Zipfel, and Herzog propose a graded
therapeutic approach including the administration of pharmacotherapy as a symptomatic treatment

[16] but currently there is no internationally accepted standard therapy for neurasthenia.

There is minor evidence for the efficacy of antidepressant and immunoglobulin therapies, no evidence

could be found for an efficacy of corticosteroid and interferon therapies [15, 16]. Some of the
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74 benzodiazepines have shown efficacy in establishing sleep maintenance, but have side effects, e.g.
75 next-day sedation, and can only be used to a limited extent or for a limited period of time due to the
76 addictive and habituation effect [17]. Even in the absence of randomized controlled clinical trials

77 (RCTs), resting, sparing behavior, and inactivity are considered clearly contraindicated [15].

78 However, drug treatment to alleviate the symptoms is feasible. The characteristic symptoms, such as
79 nervousness, irritability, restlessness, and sleep disorders, can be well influenced with complementary
80 and alternative medicine (CAM) approaches, such as natural compounds, a safe alternative to
81 conventional medicine [18]. The effect is shown by various clinical studies for different herbal and

82 homeopathic remedies [19-24]. However, no data from RCTs had been available yet.

83  The present drug, Neurodoron, is a CAM representative from anthroposophic medicine. Data from a
84 non-interventional study (NIS) performed with physicians in Germany from 2008 to 2009 confirmed
85 that it is a valuable alternative for treatment of stress-related nervous fatigue [24]. Based on these
86  findings the objectives of the presented clinical trial were to demonstrate efficacy and safety of
87 Neurodoron® by means of an RCT, a method regarded as gold standard in clinical research. Following
88 the RCT, a pharmacy-based NIS was conducted between 2014 and 2016, which confirmed the

89 beneficial effects of Neurodoron® in self-medication [25].

90 Neurodoron® is an anthroposophic medicinal product that is supposed to support the body systems in
91 order to rebalance mind and body. Anthroposophic medicine, as part of CAM, is an integrative
92 multimodal treatment system based on a holistic understanding of disease and treatment, which was
93 developed in the early 1920s in Germany and Switzerland [26, 27]. Meanwhile, a curriculum for
94 becoming a certified anthroposophic physician is available in numerous countries. Europe is most
95  strongly represented, but also countries from all other continents, except for Africa and the Antarctic.
96  Thetraining takes different lengths of time, e.g. 3 years in Germany, and a conventional medical degree
97 is a prerequisite. Anthroposophic medicines are also prescribed by conventional physicians without

98  special training [27].

99 In the early 1950s, Dr. Kurt Magerstaedt developed Neurodoron® to support people to better cope
100 with exam stress. In 1954, the product was first launched in Germany, followed by Switzerland, Austria,
101 France, Ukraine, Italy, and UK. Since 2007, Neurodoron® has been listed in Germany with the indication
102 nervous exhaustion and metabolic weakness, based on case reports from medical practitioners
103 indicating that Neurodoron® seems to be efficient in treating stress related health complaints [28].
104 Neurodoron® contains Aurum metallicum praeparatum, Kalium phosphoricum, and Ferrum-Quarz
105 (Weleda AG, Schwabisch Gmiind, Germany). According to the anthroposophical approach, the three
106  components of Neurodoron® are to support the three existing systems, namely the nervous-sensory

107 system, the rhythmic system and the metabolic-limb system, thus helping to rebalance mind and body.
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108 3 Methods

109 3.1 Clinical trial design

110  This clinical trial was a monocentric, randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled parallel group
111 phase IV superiority trial, conducted at a dedicated clinical trial site in Berlin, Germany. The clinical
112  trial was coordinated by the contract research organization ACM Allied Clinical Management GmbH.
113 Prior to enrollment of the patients, the trial was approved by the relevant competent authorities and

114 the ethics.

115 Four trial visits and a 6-weeks treatment phase were scheduled. Written informed consent was
116  obtained from each patient at the screening visit, prior to trial enrollment. If a patient was eligible to
117 participate in the trial, randomization and initiation of treatment occurred at baseline (Visit 1). At
118 baseline, and at the two consecutive trial visits — after 2 (Visit 2) and another 4 weeks (Visit 3 / final
119  visit) — patients rated 12 characteristic symptoms, their perceived stress (Perceived Stress
120 Questionnaire, PSQ) and their general health status (Short Form Health Survey, SF-36). Blood samples
121  for safety laboratory were taken at screening and final visit. All procedures per trial visits and the flow

122 chart are shown in the supplemental material I.

123 3.2 Clinical trial population

124  Main eligibility criteria were based on the diagnosis F48.0 (ICD-10 [29]), i.e. persistent and distressing
125 complaints of feelings of exhaustion after minor mental effort or persistent and distressing complaints
126  of feelings of fatigue and bodily weakness after minor physical effort for at least 3 months.
127 Furthermore, at least one of the following characteristic symptoms had to be present: muscular aches
128 and pains, dizziness, tension headaches, sleep disturbance, inability to relax and irritability. Male and
129  female patients aged at least 18 years were excluded if they reported an organic cause for the
130  complaints or presented with a certain severe psychiatric disorder. A full list of inclusion and exclusion

131 criteria is available in the supplemental material Il.

132 3.3 Randomization and intervention

133  Trial patients were randomly assigned to either Neurodoron® or placebo in a 1:1 ratio. The
134 randomization list was generated using a validated computerized system (EDP random number
135  generator (SAS Version 9.2; RANUNI function)) by an independent institute. The block size was not
136 revealed to the investigator. Investigational medicinal product (IMP) containers were numbered
137 sequentially. Each eligible patient was assigned to the next available IMP container number by the
138  investigator at the investigational site. Neither investigator nor patient could identify group
139  assignment based on the IMP container. The randomization list was broken only after finalization of

140  the statistical analysis plan and the subsequent database lock.
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141 3.4 Investigational medicinal product (IMP)

142 On the market for more than 50 years and known as Kalium phosphoricum comp. (Weleda AG,
143 Schwabisch Gmind, Germany) until 2007, the IMP has been listed under the name Neurodoron® as an
144 anthroposophic medicine with the indication of nervous exhaustion and metabolic weakness (German
145 registration number 6646311.00.00, German Commission C monograph [30]). One tablet of
146 Neurodoron® contains the following active ingredients: 83.3 mg Aurum metallicum praeparatum
147 trituration (trit.) D10, 83.3 mg Kalium phosphoricum trit. D6, 8.3 mg Ferrum-Quarz trit. D2 (excipients:
148  wheat starch and lactose). The corresponding matching placebo was identical in form, color, size, taste
149  and smell and contained the same ingredients, except for the active ingredients. Tablets were to be

150  taken orally 3 times a day with a little liquid for 6 weeks.

151 3.5 Objectives
152  The aim of this trial was to strengthen the evidence for the safety and efficacy of Neurodoron® on

153 nervous exhaustion.

154  3.5.1 Primary objectives

155 Primary objective of this superiority trial was to demonstrate efficacy of Neurodoron® by reducing
156  characteristic symptoms of nervous exhaustion and perceived stress and by improving the general
157 health status. Respective outcome measures (characteristic symptoms, perceived stress questionnaire
158 (PSQ), SF-36) were assessed at trial end and compared to treatment start. Superiority of the verum
159 was considered evident if a statistically significant improvement of Neurodoron® over placebo could

160 be demonstrated, based on the mean sum score of the characteristic symptoms.
161 In a post-hoc analysis, also the single symptoms and the subscales of the PSQ and SF-36 were analyzed.

162 3.5.2 Secondary objectives

163 Secondary objectives of this trial were to assess the efficacy of Neurodoron®:
164 e onintensity of tedium (Tedium Measure) at Visits 1, 2, and 3

165 e based on the efficacy ratings of both patients and physicians at treatment end.

166 In addition, safety of the Neurodoron® treatment was to be confirmed based on the type and
167  frequency of clinically relevant laboratory value changes at treatment end vs. screening. Additionally,
168  the frequency and severity of (serious) adverse events throughout the trial and the tolerability ratings

169 of both patients and physicians at treatment end were assessed for safety evaluation.

170
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171 3.6 Measurements of trial parameters

172  3.6.1 Demographic and anthropometric data

173  Age, gender, height, weight, smoking status, marital status and professional situation were recorded.

174  3.6.2 Characteristic symptoms related to nervous exhaustion

175  Characteristic symptoms of nervous exhaustion were rated on a four-level Likert scale ranging from “0
176 = absent” to “3 = severe” and a symptom sum score was calculated (maximum value 36). 12 symptoms
177 were assessed: irritability, restlessness, nervousness, listlessness, depressive mood, mood swings,
178  anxiety states, troubles to concentrate/lack of concentration, headache, sleep disorders, digestive

179 disorders, muscular pain/tensions.

180 3.6.3 Perceived Stress Questionnaire (PSQ) [31]

181 For assessment of individually perceived stress, the revised German version of the PSQ-20 was used, a
182 reliable and validated tool in stress research [32, 33]. It contains 20 items which can be assigned to
183  four subscales (worries, tension, joy, and demands). The patients make their assessment on a four-
184  level Likert scale ranging from "1 = almost never" to "4 = usually". Scores for the subscales and the
185  total score are obtained by calculating the mean and a subsequent linear transformation to values
186  between 0 and 100. For calculation of the total score the values for “joy” are inverted. Thus, higher

187  total scores indicate more severe perceived stress.

188  3.6.4 Short Form-36 Health Survey SF-36 [34]

189 Health-related quality of life was evaluated using the validated SF-36. This questionnaire is composed
190 of 36 items (with different scores from 1-2 to 1-6) and assesses mental, physical and social health
191 aspects. The 36 items of the SF-36 are summarized in eight subscales (vitality, physical functioning,
192 bodily pain, general health perceptions, physical role functioning, emotional role functioning, social
193 role functioning, and mental health). In addition, the subscales are computed into a physical and
194 mental sum score using SAS and SPSS. For calculation of the scores, the recorded numeric values are
195 linearly transformed to a 0 to 100 range (all items are converted in the same direction, so the higher

196  the score the better the quality of life). In a second step, items in the same scale are averaged.

197 3.6.5 Tedium Measure [35]

198  The Tedium or Burnout Measure was developed by Pines and Aronson [35] and is used for self-rating
199  of burnout. This tool consists of 21 items that are scored on a 7-level Likert scale ranging from “never”
200 to “always”, assessing the degree of physical, emotional and mental exhaustion. The Tedium Measure
201 is calculated according to the authors' specifications and can reach values between 2.1 and 5.9. High

202  values of the Tedium Measure describe a high extent of tedium or burnout. Pines et al. [36] offer
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203 interpretations for the test scores: values < 3 suggest no problems, values between 3 and 4 indicate a

204 high risk, and values > 5 an acute crisis.

205 3.6.6 Efficacy and tolerability rating by patient and physician

206  Trial patients and investigators rated the efficacy and tolerability of the IMP separately on a four-level

207 Likert scale ranging from “very good” to “unsatisfactory”.

208 3.6.7 Safety

209 The number and severity of adverse events after intake of IMP was recorded for both groups
210 independently from the causality. The laboratory values at screening and treatment end were
211  examined as an additional safety parameter, as was the tolerability ratings by the patient and physician

212 (3.6.6), and physical examination (baseline and treatment end) and vital signs (all trial visits).

213 3.7 Sample size and statistical analysis

214  The calculation of the sample size was based on the characteristic symptoms associated with nervous
215  exhaustion and resulted in 182 patients to be enrolled to obtain 146 evaluable patients, 73 in each
216  treatment group (assumptions: 25% advantage of Neurodoron® over placebo at treatment end (with

217 Neurodoron® (sum symptom score/mean): 7.1 (+ 5.1), drop-out rate: 20% (a: 0.05, B: 0.2)).

218 All statistical analyses were performed with SAS Version 9.2 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA) or
219  SPSS 20 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA).

220  All demographic and baseline data were descriptively analyzed. The homogeneity of treatment groups

221 was tested.

222 For confirmatory analysis, the three primary efficacy variables were tested in hierarchical order in the
223 intention-to-treat (ITT) population, i.e., in all patients who had administered at least one dose of the
224 IMP and had no missing values. Therefore, depending on the variable analyzed, the number of patients
225 considered for analyses varied slightly (max. n = 154). All analyses were carried out using Student's
226  t-test for two independent samples on the same one-sided alpha-level of 0.025 (equivalent to 0.05
227  two-sided). All analyses performed for the primary endpoint were also performed with the per-

228 protocol (PP) population (n = 131).

229 A post-hoc analysis was performed for the three primary efficacy variables with SPSS 22 and
230  Statistica 14. While the original analysis was planned on the sum scores, the post-hoc analysis was
231 performed for evaluation of intra-individual differences based on single symptoms (characteristic
232 symptoms), and subscales (PSQ, SF-36), respectively (Student's t-test for two independent samples).
233 The two treatment groups were also analyzed over time using analysis of variance with repeated

234 measures (repeated measures ANOVA) with three time points (Visit 1, Visit 2, Visit 3).
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235  The secondary efficacy variables were exploratively analyzed. For this purpose, group comparisons
236  were carried out using statistical tests (Tedium Measure: Student's t-test for two independent samples,
237 efficacy rating by patient and physician: chi-square test); the results of these analyses were indicative

238  yet not confirmatory.

239 4 Results

240 Between September 2011 and July 2012, 204 patients were screened, 156 patients were invited for
241 baseline/visit 1, 154 patients underwent treatment with n = 154 in the ITT and safety population (SP),
242  and n =131 in the PP population (fig. 1). The last trial visit took place in September 2012. In this trial,
243 154 patients were randomized and received allocated treatment of which 113 were female (73.4%)
244 and 41 male (26.6%). Mean age of the patients was 53.1 (£ 13.1). The mean treatment duration was
245  41.9+4.5days (Neurodoron®41.7 + 5.0 days, Placebo 42.1 + 3.9 days), the median treatment duration
246  was 42.0 days, range 10.0 — 50.0 days (Neurodoron® 42.0 days, range 10.0 — 48.0 days, Placebo 42.0
247  days, range 19.0-50.0 days). When comparing baseline characteristics between the Neurodoron® and
248  the placebo group, patients of the placebo group were more often ex-smokers (32.5%) compared to
249 patients of the Neurodoron® group (22.1%), but there were more smokers in the Neurodoron® group
250 (26.0% vs. 15.6%). Patients of the Neurodoron® group were more often employed workers compared
251  to patients of the placebo group (40.3% vs. 27.3%). The residual baseline characteristics did not differ
252 > 10% between both groups (tab. 1).

253
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Tab. 1: Characteristics of trial patients, ITT-population (n = 154)
Neurodoron® Placebo Total
Characteristic Category Statistics
n=77 n=77 n=154
Age Mean (SD) 52.9 (13.0) 53.2 (13.2) 53.1(13.1)
ears
(vears) Median (Min; Max) |  55.0 (22; 76) 55.0 (18; 76) 55.0 (18; 76)
Age group 18-40 years n (%) 13 (16.9) 11 (14.3) 24 (15.6)
41-64 years n (%) 51 (66.2) 55 (71.4) 106 (68.8)
>=65 years n (%) 13 (16.9) 11 (14.3) 24 (15.6)
Gender Female n (%) 57 (74.0) 56 (72.7) 113 (73.4)
(n (%))
Male n (%) 20 (26.0) 21 (27.3) 41 (26.6)
Height (cm) Mean (SD) 166.8 (7.4) 168.7 (8.1) 167.7 (7.8)
Median (Min; Max) | 165.0 (155; 189) | 168.0 (147; 187) | 166 (147; 189)
Weight (kg) Mean (SD) 72.4 (14.2) 77.8 (16.3) 75.1 (15.5)
Median (Min; Max) | 69.0 (44; 114) 77.0 (51; 115) 73 (44; 115)
Smoking status | Ex-smoker n (%) 17 (22.1) 25 (32.5) 42 (27.3)
n (%
(n (%)) Non-smoker n (%) 40 (51.9) 40 (51.9) 80 (51.9)
Smoker n (%) 20 (26.0) 12 (15.6) 32(20.8)
Marital status | Single n (%) 23 (29.9) 27 (35.1) 50 (32.5)
(n (%)) . -
Married or in a o
relationship n (%) 31 (40.3) 25 (32.5) 56 (36.4)
Separated or n (%) 21(27.3) 24 (31.2) 45 (29.2)
divorced ? ’ ’ '
Widowed n (%) 2 (2.6) 1(1.3) 3(1.9)
Professional Self-employed n (%) 9(11.7) 14 (18.2) 23 (14.9)
situation Employed 9 31 (40.3 21 (27.3 52 (33.8
(n (%)) mploye n (%) (40.3) (27.3) (33.8)
Unemployed n (%) 9(11.7) 17 (22.1) 26 (16.9)
Pupils/students 0
Jtrainees n (%) 6(7.8) 4(5.2) 10 (6.5)
Retired n (%) 19 (24.7) 19 (24.7) 38 (24.5)
Housewife/ o
househusband n (%) 3(3.9) 2 (2.6) 5(3.3)
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257

[ Enrollment ]

Screened (n = 204)

Excluded (n = 48)

”| ¢ Not meeting inclusion criteria (n = 46)
¢ Otherreasons (n=2)

Randomized (n = 156)

v

,, [

Allocation

] ,,

Allocated to Neurodoron® (n = 78)

¢ Received allocated intervention (n = 77)

¢ Did not receive allocated intervention (give
reasons) (n = 1):
o Not meeting inclusion criteria (n = 1)

Allocated to Placebo (n = 78)

¢ Received allocated intervention (n = 77)

¢ Did not receive allocated intervention (give
reasons) (n =1):
o Not meeting inclusion criteria (n = 1)

Follow-Up

) ,,

Lost to follow-up (n = 0)
Discontinued intervention (n = 3):
¢ Declined to participate (n =1)
¢ Otherreasons (n=2)

Lost to follow-up (n = 0)
Discontinued intervention (n = 3):
¢ Declined to participate (n = 1)
¢ Otherreasons (n=2)

Analysis

] ,,

Analyzed in ITT-population (n = 77)
Analyzed in SP-population (n=77)
Analyzed in PP-population (n = 65)
Excluded from analysis (n = 12)*:
o Non-compliance with IMP dosing regimen
(n=7)
o Deviation of visit window (n = 8)
o Withdrawal of consent (n = 1)
o Other reasons (n =2)

258 * Multiple reasons possible
259

260

261 to analysis of trial data.
262

Analyzed in ITT-population (n = 77)
Analyzed in SP-population (n=77)
Analyzed in PP-population (n = 66)
Excluded from analysis (n = 11)*:
o Non-compliance with IMP dosing regimen
(n=5)
o Deviation of visit window (n = 9)
Withdrawal of consent (n = 1)
o Other reasons (n =2)

o

Fig. 1 CONSORT Flowchart of the trial patients showing the distribution of the patients from initial assessment

11/28



https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.02.22279531
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

263
264
265
266
267
268

269

270

271

272

273
274

275
276
277
278
279
280

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.02.22279531; this version posted September 4, 2022. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

4.1 Reasons for neurasthenia

Reasons for neurasthenia were comparable between the treatment groups (Tab. 2). Patients (n = 154)
reported work or school as the most common cause of neurasthenia (Neurodoron: 53.2%, Placebo: 49.
4%), followed by housekeeping (Neurodoron: 33.8%, Placebo: 31.2%). Apart from reasons associated
with work/school or all reasons associated with the familial situation, other not further specified

reasons were frequently documented (Neurodoron: 45.5%, Placebo: 37.7%).

Tab. 2: Reasons for neurasthenia, ITT-population (n = 154)
Neurodoron® Placebo Total
Reason(s)* Statistics
n=77 n=77 n=154
Work or school n (%) 41 (53.2) 38 (49.4) 79 (51.3)
Housekeeping n (%) 26 (33.8) 24 (31.2) 50 (32.5)
Raising children n (%) 10 (13.0) 14 (18.2) 24 (15.6)
Care for relatives n (%) 4(5.2) 7(9.1) 11(7.1)
Care for disabled n (%) 0(0.0) 1(1.3) 1(0.6)
Partnership conflict / divorce n (%) 4(5.2) 9(11.7) 13 (8.4)
Other reasons n (%) 35 (45.5) 29(37.7) 64 (41.6)

*multiple entries possible

4.2 Primary efficacy analysis

4.2.1 Efficacy on 12 characteristic symptoms of nervous exhaustion

The mean symptom sum score at visit 3 did not differ significantly in the a priori analysis between the

placebo and the Neurodoron® group (p = 0.728, fig. 2, tab. 3).

A post-hoc analysis showed that the symptom sum score decreased significantly in both groups over
time. Additionally, 10 out of 12 characteristic symptoms abated to a larger extent in the Neurodoron®
group when compared to placebo. Two of them, the symptoms irritability (p = 0.020) and nervousness
(p = 0.045), were significantly reduced (fig. 3). Also, the change in the sum score of the Neurodoron®
group (baseline minus visit 3 = 4.3 + 0.6) was more pronounced than in the placebo group (2.8 £ 0.7),

without reaching statistical significance (p = 0.091).
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Fig. 2 Symptom sum score (12 symptoms) of nervous exhaustion over trial period shown as means and standard

error (SE), ITT-population (n = 154); ratings 0 = absent, 1 =mild, 2 = moderate, 3 = severe, max. score: 36; V1:
Visit 1, V2: Visit 2, V3: Visit 3.

Tab. 3: Primary efficacy results at visit 3 (after 6 weeks of treatment), ITT population (n = 154)

Treatment group Difference
Primary efficacy variables Neur:c;d;);on® Prlia:e7b70 (I\Pl l;ffob door:y:g; F()t-j’tael:t(;
[95% CI]
Symptom sum score (Mean (SD)) 10.6 (5.7) 10.9 (6.0) 0.3[-1.5; 2.2] 0.728
PSQ (Mean (SD)) 41.9 (18.0) 40.0 (18.3) -1.9[-7.8; 3.9] 0.505
Physical scale (Mean (SD)) 46.9 (9.0) 47.3 (9.0) 0.4 [-2.5; 3.3] 0.773
5F-36 Mental scale (Mean (SD)) 43.1(12.0) 44.4 (12.0) 1.3[-2.6; 5.1] 0.510
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Characteristic symptoms of neurasthenia
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*p<0.05
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Changes in symptom scores after 6 weeks

288
289 Fig. 3 Post-hoc analysis, intra-individual differences (baseline minus visit 3) in the 12 characteristic symptoms of
290 nervous exhaustion shown as mean and SE, ITT-population (n = 154); ratings per symptom: 0 = absent, 1 = mild,

291 2 = moderate, 3 = severe.

292

293  4.2.2 Efficacy on perceived stress

294 At baseline perceived stress as measured with the PSQ was significantly higher in subjects of the
295 Neurodoron® arm when compared to placebo in the a priori analysis. Post treatment no difference
296 between groups was observed any more in the pre-specified analysis (p = 0.505, tab. 3, fig. 4).

297 In both groups perceived stress decreased significantly over time on the overall score and on all
298  subscales, as shown in the post-hoc analysis. A comparison of the PSQ subscales for pre-post treatment
299 differences revealed a significantly greater increase of joy under Neurodoron® treatment (p = 0.037,

300 fig. 5).
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301
302 Fig. 4 PSQ total score over treatment period of 6 weeks shown as means and SE, ITT-population (n = 154); total
303 score between 0 to 100 (considering 4 subscales (worries, tension, joy, demands)). V1: Visit 1, V2: Visit 2, V3:
304 Visit 3.
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305
306 Fig. 5 Post-hoc analysis, intra-individual differences (baseline minus visit 3) in the 4 PSQ subscales shown as
307 mean and SE, ITT-population (n = 154); scores of subscales between 0 and 100. # ‘Joy’ values are inverted for

308 calculation of total score and are shown inverted for better understanding, respectively.
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309 4.2.3 Health-related quality of life (SF-36)

310 Results of the SF-36 showed no significantly stronger improvement at visit 3, neither of the physical
311 nor the mental sum scores for the Neurodoron® arm when compared to placebo (p = 0.773 (physical

312 sum score), p = 0.510 (mental sum score), tab. 3, fig. 6a/b).

313 A post-hoc analysis showed that all subscales improved significantly over the treatment period, but
314  the extent of improvement did not reach levels of statistical significance when comparing groups.
315 Descriptively, patients treated with Neurodoron® had a greater improvement on the subscales social
316  role functioning, vitality, mental health, general health perceptions, physical role functioning and
317 physical functioning, while patients treated with placebo improved more regarding emotional role

318 functioning and reported less bodily pain (fig. 7).

SF-36 physical component

55.0 -
53.0 -
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Fig. 6a+b SF-36: Physical and mental sum scores (score range 0-100) over trial period shown as means and SE, ITT-
population (n = 154). V1: Visit 1, V2: Visit 2, V3: Visit 3.

SF-36 subscales

Physical functioning

8.9
2.4
: 2.9
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B Neurodoron®
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Vitality

5.4

Emotional role functioning

Mental health

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 250

Changes in subscale scores after 6 weeks

Fig. 7 Post-hoc analysis, SF-36: Changes in subscale scores (score range 0-100) of 8 subscales over treatment

period of 6 weeks shown as means and SE, ITT-population (n = 154).
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326  The sensitivity analyses performed with the PP-population for all primary variables showed an
327 equivalent outcome to the ITT analyses. The additionally performed supportive analyses with replaced

328 missing values also confirmed the primary analysis.

329 4.3 Secondary efficacy and safety analysis

330 4.3.1 Tedium Measure

331 In the a priori analysis, statistically significant differences between both groups were seen at baseline
332 (p =0.032) and visit 2 (p = 0.030) (fig. 8), with lower values for the placebo group, indicating a lower
333 level of exhaustion. At visit 3 however, no statistical significance regarding group differences were
334  seen.

335 In a post-hoc analysis, results for the Tedium Measure showed a significant improvement for both
336  groups over the course of the trial.

Level of exhaustion
41

3.9 |

3.6

3.7

3.5 |

3.3

31

Tedium Measure

29 r
29
2.7
== Neurodoron®
2.5
«+Q . Placebo

2.3

21

0/v1 1 2 fv2 3 4 5 6/V3
Baseline Weeks/Visits

337

338 Fig. 8 Tedium Measure (21 items) of level of exhaustion over trial period shown as means and SE, ITT-population

339 (n=154); Tedium Measure (min./max. score: 2.1/5.9). V1: Visit 1, V2: Visit 2, V3: Visit 3.

340
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341 4.3.2 Efficacy from patients and physicians’ point of view

342  51.3% of the patients evaluated the efficacy of Neurodoron® as good or very good. The efficacy of
343 Neurodoron® was rated more frequently as good or very good by the patients than placebo (37.7%)
344  without reaching statistical significance (fig. 9). The assessment of efficacy from the physicians’
345 perspective is very similar to that of the patients: 51.3% of physicians assessed Neurodoron® as good

346  orvery good, compared with 36.4% for placebo.

Subjective assessment of efficacy

70%

63.6%
60% - 62.3% >

50% [

40%

37.7%
° 36.4%

30% |

Neurodoron® Placebo Neurodoron® Placebo

Proportion of patients/physicians

20%

PHYSICIAN
PATIENT
PHYSICIAN
PHYSICIAN
PATIENT
PHYSICIAN

10% |

0%

good/very good satisfactory/unsatisfactory

347
348 Fig. 9: Subjective assessment of the efficacy of Neurodoron® (by patient and physician) at final visit after 6 weeks

349 of treatment, ITT-population (n = 154); assessment options: very good, good, satisfactory, unsatisfactory.

350 4.3.3 Subjective assessment of safety from patients and physicians’ point of view

351  96.1% of the patients evaluated the safety of Neurodoron® as good or very good vs. 97.4% in the
352 placebo group (fig. 10). The physicians' assessment was also in line with that of the patients: 97.3% of
353  the physicians evaluated Neurodoron® as well or very well tolerated (97.4% for placebo treatment).

354 72.4% of the Neurodoron® patients would recommend the product (placebo group: 62.3%).
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Fig. 10 Subjective assessment of the safety of Neurodoron® (by patient and physician) at final visit after 6 weeks

of treatment, ITT-population (n = 154); assessment options: very good, good, satisfactory, unsatisfactory.

4.3.4 Safety evaluation of Neurodoron®

46 AEs (n = 32) were reported in the Neurodoron® group vs. 33 in the placebo group (n = 28). For both
groups 6 AEs (Neurodoron®: n = 6, placebo: n = 5) were rated as causally related to the IMP. These AEs
were all assessed as mild or moderate and mainly affected the gastrointestinal tract. One patient in
the placebo group interrupted the IMP-intake, but there were no dropouts due to AEs or lack of
efficacy. One serious adverse event occurred in the Neurodoron® group (postoperative joint
dislocation). There was no causal relationship to the IMP. Overall, the most frequently reported AEs
were diseases of the respiratory tract, chest and mediastinum (Neurodoron®: n = 13, placebo: n =9),
gastrointestinal tract (Neurodoron®: n=4; placebo: n=7), nervous system (Neurodoron®: n=35,
placebo: n = 4) and diseases of the skeletal muscles, connective tissue and bones (Neurodoron®: n =6,

placebo: n = 4). There were no signs for abnormalities in the blood tests.
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370 5 Discussion

371  The first scientific mention of the diagnosis neurasthenia dates back to the 19%" century [1, 2]. Current
372 prevalences for neurasthenia are between 1.3% and 10.8% [12]. One of the major reasons for
373 neurasthenia is stress [1]. In the 2010s, adults report being more stressed than in the 1990s [37]. In
374 parallel, mental illnesses are increasingly responsible for absenteeism from work; in Germany, for
375 example, mental illnesses led to the highest number of sick days in 2020 [38]. This development

376 increases the pressure on effective and safe treatment options.

377 Neurodoron® is an anthroposophic medicine for treatment of nervous exhaustion and metabolic
378  weakness and has been on the market for over 50 years. In the authorization procedure, medical
379 experience from long-standing use and specific characteristics were included, as for all medicinal
380 products classified as phytotherapy, homeopathy, or anthroposophic medicine. Clinical data from NIS
381 are available for Neurodoron®, the present RCT aims at confirming efficacy. While RCTs with their high
382 internal validity are regarded as gold standard when it comes to proving efficacy of medicinal products,
383 non-interventional trials are well perceived as supplementary sources of information, especially
384 because they provide high external validity, i.e. their results can be generalized to all affected patients
385 [39, 40]. A meta-analysis by Concato et al. even pointed out that the results of well-designed
386  observational studies do not systematically overestimate the magnitude of treatment effects

387  compared with those in RCTs on the same topic [41].

388 In the present RCT from 2011/2012, 204 patients were screened and 154 patients (77 in each group)
389  were analyzed. Regarding baseline demographics, the two treatment groups differed only in terms of
390 employment status and smoking behavior. Neither factor has yet been shown or is expected to be the
391 sole cause of nervous exhaustion. Therefore, homogeneity of both groups at the beginning of
392  treatment concerning demographics can be assumed. The proportion of women (73.4%) and the mean
393 age of enrolled patients (53.1 years) was comparable to the two NIS conducted with Neurodoron®
394 (physician-based NIS [24]: 78.0% and 50.3 years vs. 73.9% and 44.8 years in the pharmacy-based NIS
395 [25]). Regarding symptom severity at baseline, patients of the Neurodoron® group showed a slightly
396 more severe symptomatology of neurasthenia compared to the placebo group, with significant
397 differences for the parameters perceived stress (PSQ) and Tedium Measure. This may have impacted

398 the efficacy analysis.

399  The efficacy results of this double-blind RCT showed a significant improvement of neurasthenia after
400 treatment of 6 weeks in both treatment groups for the investigated efficacy parameters. This is
401 remarkable, as patients were suffering from persistent and distressing complaints of neurasthenia for

402 more than 3 months prior to trial enrollment according to the ICD-10 criteria F48.0 [29]. However, the
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403 results did not achieve showing superiority of Neurodoron® over placebo in any of the pre-specified
404  outcome measures. When looking at the course of the efficacy endpoints over the 6 weeks treatment
405 time, Neurodoron® seems to be associated with a more pronounced improvement compared to
406 placebo, without reaching significance in any of the a priori defined endpoints. Exemplary, 10 out of
407 12 characteristic symptoms of neurasthenia decreased more in the Neurodoron® group. Interestingly,
408  a post-hoc analysis revealed some statistically significant group differences in favor of Neurodoron®,
409 e.g. it showed that this anthroposophic medicinal product successfully reduced the characteristic
410  stress symptoms nervousness and irritability. The intraindividual change after treatment with
411 Neurodoron is similar for irritability (RCT: 0.5 scores, NIS: 0.6 scores) and nervousness (RCT: 0.6 scores,
412 NIS: 0.5 scores). This indicates that the effect sizes between RCT and NIS are comparable, which is in
413 line with Concato’s conclusion that effect sizes are not necessarily overestimated in NIS [41].
414 Furthermore, it improved the globally perceived stress in the subscale “joy”. It may well be that a larger
415 sample size would have shown superiority of Neurodoron® over placebo in the pre-specified efficacy
416  parameters. Sample size calculation of the RCT was based on the positive efficacy results of a physician
417 based NIS performed with Neurodoron® in 2008/2009 [24]. The pharmacy-based NIS from 2014-2016

418  confirmed the good efficacy results of the physician-based NIS.

419  Three major differences between the two clinical study designs are likely to have contributed to the
420 different findings. First of all, the NIS were not controlled. Therefore, the placebo effect is likely to
421 reduce the magnitude of the Neurodoron® efficacy in the RCT. The placebo effect is particularly well
422 documented for pain treatment [42-47]. In an inverse placebo RCT the placebo effect size was
423 investigated. Patients who were told that they were being treated with a verum showed a decrease in
424 pain perception, whereas patients who knew that they were receiving placebo had an unchanged pain
425 perception 6 weeks after baseline as at baseline [48]. As neurasthenia has a strong mental component,
426 it is likely that this indication is also prone for a strong placebo response. The effect size of placebo
427 cannot be determined by the chosen design of the clinical trial. However, the results of the
428  characteristic symptoms of neurasthenia observed in the RCT and the pharmacy-based NIS might be
429 interpreted in this way. A second difference in the study design is the indication. Typical for an RCT,
430 the inclusion diagnosis had clear and narrow criteria (F48.0 ICD-10) resulting in a more controlled
431  setting. For the past physician-based NIS [24] as well as for the pharmacy-based NIS that was
432 performed after this RCT [25], the inclusion indication was broader and referred to patient-reported
433  stress-related disorders, according to the authorized indication. Therefore, patients may have
434 presented to the NIS with both less severe as well as more severe symptoms of nervous fatigue. As
435 Neurodoron® is an OTC product, it can be assumed that the patients of the pharmacy-based NIS best
436 represent the affected patient population. Due to the rigorous patient selection in the RCT, it is

437 possible that the treatment effect of Neurodoron® in the RCT differs from the effect seen in the two
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438 NIS. Lastly, the design of the NIS allowed a holistic treatment of this complex indication. From a CAM
439 perspective, disease management pursues an overall therapeutic approach including
440 recommendations concerning lifestyle changes to improve patient’s quality of life as a whole. In the
441 RCT, patients were instructed to keep medication as for baseline, and they were prompted not to
442 change their usual habits regarding daily activities such as sports, non-medicamentous therapies etc.
443 As neurasthenia, or nervous exhaustion, is often due to mental complaints / chronic stress, a holistic
444 approach that addresses the root of the complaints, is likely to show a stronger effect than treating

445  the symptoms alone.

446  As shown above, the positive results of both NIS could be reproduced in the pre-specified primary
447 efficacy evaluation of the RCT. However, as neurasthenia also improved in patients of the placebo
448  group, the primary efficacy endpoint was not met. For the secondary efficacy parameters, the results
449 are similar: The patients’ constitution significantly improved in both groups until treatment end, but
450  no significant differences were found between groups. For patients in the Neurodoron® group,
451  changes over the course of the trial indicate greater improvement in symptoms for all efficacy
452  endpoints. For example, though not as convincing as efficacy ratings in the NIS, Neurodoron’s®
453 subjective efficacy rating was more frequently considered by physicians and patients to be “good” or

454 “very good” (both 51.3%) than placebo (37.7% and 36.4%).

455 Regarding safety, very few and non-severe side effects were reported for the entire trial. Overall, no
456  differences were observed between Neurodoron® and placebo in the safety evaluation. The subjective
457  safety rating of Neurodoron® was extraordinarily good with values between 96.1% (patients) and
458  97.4% (physicians) and assessment of AEs did not suggest any specific risks. These safety data confirm
459  the available very good safety profile from the NIS and the continuous market monitoring with regard

460  to product safety via the sponsor’s pharmacovigilance system.

461 6 Conclusions

462  This double-blind RCT adds information on an anthroposophic remedy and completes the overall
463 picture consistently substantiating that Neurodoron® helps relieve stress related symptoms. This
464  supports Neurodoron® being a good choice with regard to CAM approaches in patients with
465 neurasthenia. Safety of Neurodoron® can be assessed as markedly good. RCTs with a comparable
466 design and a higher number of patients may well clearly show that Neurodoron® is superior to placebo
467 in the treatment of neurasthenia. Future clinical studies could strengthen outcomes by including

468 biomarkers for a stress related dysregulation of the physiological system.

469
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