
Law et al. Systematic Review of CBT in Gastroduodenal DGBIs 

1 

Cognitive behavioural therapy-based interventions for 
gastroduodenal disorders of gut-brain interaction: A 

systematic review 
 
 
Mikaela Law, PhD1,2, Isabella Pickering, MHealthPsyc2,3, Esme Bartlett2, Gabrielle 
Sebaratnam, MHealthPsyc2, Chris Varghese, MBChB1, Armen Gharibans, PhD1,2, Greg 
O’Grady, PhD1,2, Christopher N. Andrews, MD2,4, Stefan Calder, PhD1,2* 
 
1 The Department of Surgery, The University of Auckland, New Zealand 

2 Alimetry Ltd., Auckland, New Zealand 
3 The Department of Psychological Medicine, The University of Auckland, New Zealand 
4 The Division of Gastroenterology, Cumming School of Medicine, University of Calgary, Canada 
 
 
Running Header: Systematic Review of CBT in Gastroduodenal DGBIs 
 
*Corresponding Author: 
Dr Stefan Calder, 
Department of Surgery, 
The University of Auckland, 
Auckland, New Zealand 
stefan.calder@auckland.ac.nz 
 
Conflicts of interest: GOG and AG hold grants and intellectual property in the field of 
gastrointestinal electrophysiology and are Directors in Alimetry Ltd. GOG is also a Director in 
The Insides Company. ML, IP, EB, GS, CNA, and SC are members of Alimetry Ltd.  
 
Funding: This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the 
public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. 
 
 
 
 

  

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 23, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.20.23292926doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.20.23292926
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Law et al. Systematic Review of CBT in Gastroduodenal DGBIs 

2 

Abstract 
 

Objective: Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) is increasingly used to manage Disorders of 
Gut-Brain Interaction (DGBIs). This systematic review aimed to review the evidence for the 
effectiveness of CBT-based interventions for patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs. 
 
Methods: Medline, Embase, PubMed, Cochrane Central, and Scopus were searched in July 
2022. Studies were included if they investigated the effects of a CBT-based intervention on 
gastrointestinal symptoms and/or psychological outcomes pre- and post-intervention in 
patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs. Case studies, studies not in English, and studies with 
patients under 18 years were excluded. Results were synthesised narratively, and 
standardised effect sizes were calculated where possible. 
 
Results: Nine studies (seven RCTs and two pre/post studies) were identified, with data 
reported in 10 articles (total N=602). The studies investigated patients with functional 
dyspepsia (n=7), rumination syndrome (n=1), and supragastric belching (n=1). The studies 
had heterogeneous interventions, methodologies, and outcomes, precluding meta-analysis, 
as well as a moderate-high risk of bias and high drop-outs rates. Findings demonstrated 
decreased gastrointestinal symptoms and improved anxiety, depression, and quality of life, 
from pre- to post-intervention, with medium to large effect sizes for symptoms and small to 
large effect sizes for psychological outcomes. Efficacy was maintained at follow-up, up to 
one year later. 
 
Conclusions: This review suggests promising evidence that CBT effectively improves 
gastrointestinal symptoms and psychological outcomes in patients with gastroduodenal 
DGBIs. However, heterogeneity, risk of bias, and lack of statistical reporting were noted, 
indicating the need for more robust research and standardisation. 
 
 
Keywords: Cognitive behavioural therapy; Functional dyspepsia; Functional gastroduodenal 
disorders; Functional gastrointestinal disorders; Rumination syndrome; Supragastric 
belching.  
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Introduction 
 
Disorders of gut-brain interaction (DGBIs; formerly known as functional gastrointestinal 
disorders), where patients have chronic gastrointestinal symptoms, have a staggering 40% 
global prevalence rate [1,2]. The majority of DGBI research focuses on irritable bowel 
syndrome (IBS); however, the subset termed gastroduodenal DGBIs remains comparatively 
under-researched. This group of patients experience chronic symptoms attributed to the 
gastroduodenal region, such as chronic nausea, vomiting, or belching [3,4]. The ROME IV 
criteria for gastroduodenal DGBIs include definitions for functional dyspepsia (FD) (including 
postprandial distress syndrome and epigastric pain syndrome), belching disorders (including 
excessive supragastric belching (SGB) and excessive gastric belching), nausea and 
vomiting disorders (including chronic nausea and vomiting syndrome, cyclic vomiting 
syndrome and cannabinoid hyperemesis syndrome), and rumination syndrome [5]. Although 
not directly included in the ROME IV subcategories, based on symptomatology, 
gastroparesis (where chronic nausea and vomiting are associated with delayed gastric 
emptying) and gastroparesis-like symptoms can also be considered to be closely related to 
gastroduodenal DGBIs [6,7].  
 
At least 20% of the world’s population meets the criteria for a gastroduodenal DGBI [4] and 
these disorders are becoming increasingly prevalent over time [8,9]. However, the complex 
and overlapping symptomology with a lack of organic disease, makes diagnosing and 
managing these disorders difficult. Consequently, there are limited effective treatment 
options and reliance on trial-and-error treatment approaches, resulting in high healthcare 
utilisation and low patient quality of life [1,10–12]. With the increasing prevalence of 
gastroduodenal DGBIs and their debilitating effects on patients and the healthcare system, 
there is a need for more effective diagnostic and management options.   
 
Furthermore, dysregulation of the gut-brain axis, a complex bidirectional neurohormonal 
pathway between the brain and gastrointestinal tract [13–15], may account for the high 
psychological comorbidity in this patient population [16–19]. Psychological factors, including 
stress, anxiety, and depression, can worsen gastrointestinal symptoms and quality of life 
[20–22]. Similarly, the experience of gastrointestinal symptoms can trigger and exacerbate 
these psychological concerns [23]. Accordingly, due to this bidirectional pathway, a growing 
body of evidence suggests that psychological interventions can improve mental health and 
gastrointestinal symptoms in patients with DGBIs [24–26].  
 
Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) is one form of psychological intervention that has been 
well-researched and widely used within gastrointestinal disorders [27]. CBT is an umbrella 
term for multicomponent psychotherapies focusing on the relationships between thoughts, 
emotions, behaviours, and physical symptoms [27,28]. CBT-based interventions teach 
patients to recognise and modify maladaptive thinking styles and/or behaviour patterns that 
lead to physical symptoms using cognitive and behavioural techniques [29]. By changing 
these thoughts and behaviours, psychological and physiological symptoms, including 
gastrointestinal symptoms, can show improvement [30]. Typical components of CBT include 
psychoeducation, cognitive restructuring, coping skills training, relaxation training, and 
exposure techniques [27].  
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Although research has demonstrated that CBT can improve gastrointestinal symptoms, pain, 
anxiety, depression, and quality of life in patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs, these results 
have not yet been synthesised or reviewed. Past meta-analyses have shown the beneficial 
effect of psychological interventions on symptoms and psychological factors in patients with 
FD [24,25]. Although CBT-based interventions were included in the reviews, these also 
included other interventions, such as hypnotherapy, psychotherapy, and relaxation therapy, 
and neither meta-analysis investigated the efficacy of CBT alone. Another meta-analysis 
found that CBT effectively reduces gastrointestinal symptoms and improves psychology in 
patients with IBS [31]. However, less is known about its efficacy in gastroduodenal DGBIs. 
Therefore, this study aimed to systematically review the evidence for the effectiveness of 
CBT-based interventions for patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs. The primary outcome of 
interest was the change in patients’ gastrointestinal symptoms from pre- to post-intervention. 
Secondary outcomes included psychological measures of depression, anxiety, stress, and 
quality of life.  
 

Methods 
Protocol 
A systematic review protocol was developed based on the Cochrane Handbook for 
Systematic Reviews of Interventions [32] and the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement [33]. The objectives, eligibility criteria, 
search strategy, risk of bias assessment, and synthesis plan were established before the 
review and documented in the protocol registered at PROSPERO (ID: CRD42022344902). 
Deviations from this protocol are detailed in the appropriate sections below.  
 
Eligibility Criteria 
Only primary research studies reported in English were included. Secondary research, 
unpublished literature, and qualitative research were excluded. No restrictions were placed 
on the year of publication or study location/setting.  
 
Study design. Randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and non-randomised studies with pre- 
to post-intervention comparisons were included. The protocol was updated to exclude case 
studies, as these were not considered primary research studies.  
 
Participants. Cohorts of patients over 18 years with a diagnosis of a gastroduodenal DGBI 
(e.g., FD, gastroparesis, supragastric or gastric belching, chronic nausea and vomiting 
syndrome, cyclic vomiting syndrome, cannabinoid hyperemesis syndrome, or rumination 
syndrome) were eligible for inclusion. These diagnoses had to be based on a clinician's 
diagnosis or by meeting specific diagnostic criteria (e.g. ROME criteria). Studies were 
excluded if patients had undifferentiated gastrointestinal symptoms or if multiple diagnoses 
were combined and not separated in the analyses. The a priori protocol encompassed all 
ages; however, only data from adult patients over 18 years are presented here, as paediatric 
patients have different diagnostic criteria, disease mechanisms, and treatment approaches. 
 
Intervention. For inclusion, patients had to be provided with a CBT-based intervention as 
the primary intervention of the study. The intervention must include strategies to identify and 
change maladaptive thinking and behaviour patterns. There were no restrictions on the 
delivery format or mode of delivery of the intervention.  
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Outcomes. The study had to have measured and reported at least one quantitative measure 
of gastrointestinal symptoms and/or psychological measures of stress, anxiety, depression, 
or quality of life at pre and post-intervention. 
 
Search Strategy 
To identify relevant publications for review, the following electronic databases were 
systematically searched using a standardised search query: Medline, Embase, PubMed, 
Cochrane Central, and Scopus. The search string combined a set of population and 
intervention terms within each set with ‘OR’ and between the two sets with ‘AND.’ Search 
terms related to the outcome measures were not included in the search string as outcome 
measures are not often well described in abstracts. The outcomes were instead assessed at 
the screening stage. The final search strategies for two example databases are presented in 
Table 1.  
 
A search was also conducted by hand of the reference lists of relevant identified articles and 
the ‘cited by’ feature of Google Scholar was used to search for any other relevant 
undetected articles. All extracted references from these searches were imported to 
Covidence (Veritas Health Innovation, Australia) and duplicates were removed. The final 
search was executed on 27 July 2022. The number of studies identified by the search 
strategy is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Screening and Study Selection 
Two independent reviewers (ML and GS) screened the studies identified in the search 
strategy using a two-staged approach using the programme Covidence. In the first screening 
stage, each reviewer independently screened the titles and abstracts of the identified studies 
using the eligibility criteria. The article was included in the second stage if a study's eligibility 
was uncertain. In the second stage, the two reviewers screened the full texts of the 
remaining articles to determine the final inclusion or exclusion. Both stages were conducted 
by the two reviewers independently. The two reviewers' agreement rate was 98% (κ= 0.78) in 
the first stage and 95% (κ= 0.86) in the second stage. Disagreements were discussed until 
an agreement on eligibility was reached. In all instances, an agreement was reached without 
needing an independent third reviewer. The number of included and excluded studies at 
each stage of the screening procedure is shown in Figure 1, with reasons for exclusion. 
 
Data Extraction 
Two reviewers (ML and EB) performed data extraction independently into a data extraction 
template developed per the review’s objectives, using Covidence. The following data were 
extracted from each included study: publication details (i.e. title, authors, year of publication, 
country of origin, source of funding), study design, sample characteristics (sample size, age, 
gender split, diagnosis, diagnostic criteria used), intervention details (type of interventions, 
delivery method, format, practitioner, number of sessions, duration), and outcome measures 
(symptom and/or psychological measures used, timepoints collected). 
 
Key findings were extracted using two methods to assess two different dimensions of 
efficacy: (1) as within-group pre-post outcome comparisons in the CBT group, and (2) as 
between-group differences in the outcomes at post-intervention between the CBT group and 
the other group(s). Data was only extracted for relevant outcome measures relating to 
gastrointestinal symptoms and/or psychological outcomes. Where possible, data was 
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extracted as an intention-to-treat using all available follow-up data. Missing data was 
reported as not stated (NS). Data were extracted independently by the two reviewers, with 
an agreement rate of 94%. Inconsistencies were discussed, with final decisions made by a 
third independent reviewer (GS).  
 
Risk of Bias 
The studies were assessed independently by two reviewers (ML and EB) for risk of bias 
using the Cochrane RoB 2 tool [34] for the RCTs and the ROBINS-I tool [35] for pre/post-
cohort studies. There was an 81% agreement between the two reviewers for the ROB 2 tool 
and 96% for the ROBINS-I tool. Conflicts were discussed, with a third independent reviewer 
making the final decisions (GS).  
 
Data Analysis 
The studies had heterogeneous interventions, methodologies, and outcome measures, in 
addition to inconsistent statistical reporting. Therefore, the results could not be meaningfully 
combined for a meta-analysis. The data extracted from the studies were thus narratively 
synthesised. The study results were also converted to standardised mean difference effect 
sizes (Cohen’s d), where data was available, to make the main effects more comparable. 
Cohen’s ds were calculated for both within-group and between-group effects using the 
standard formula; 
 

d = (M1 – M2) / SDpooled 

 
Where: SDpooled = √ ( (SD1

2 + SD2
2) / 2)  

 
Within-group effect sizes were calculated using the standardised mean difference in the 
outcomes of interest between the pre- and post-intervention and pre-intervention and follow-
up timepoints in the CBT group. Between-group effect sizes were calculated using the 
standardised mean difference in the outcomes of interest between the CBT and comparator 
group(s) at the post-intervention and follow-up timepoints. All effect sizes were calculated 
using intention-to-treat data where available. However, not all studies reported the means 
and standard deviations required to calculate these effect sizes. In these studies, effect sizes 
were reported as having no information available (NI) and results were instead narratively 
summarised in-text. 
 

Results 
 
Search Results 
The search strategy resulted in 1289 articles, which were screened for eligibility. Following 
the initial title and abstract screening, 39 full-text articles were screened. This screening 
resulted in nine individual studies, with data reported in 10 articles included in this review 
(including a total of 602 participants). Two articles were merged into one study, per 
Cochrane guidelines, as they reported on the same study's results; Glasinovic et al. [36] 
reported the initial results, while Sawada et al. [37] reported the extended analyses and 
follow-up data. A summary PRISMA diagram of the screening process is displayed in Figure 
1.  
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Near misses. Four articles were considered “near misses” for this review (studies that did 
not meet the eligibility criteria but were very close to being included). Dast et al. [38] was 
excluded because although their intervention incorporated CBT-based components, it was 
primarily focused on mindfulness-based techniques. Punkkinen et al.’s [39] behavioural 
therapy for SGB included only behavioural techniques (i.e. education and diaphragmatic 
breathing) but did not include cognitive techniques. Niesen et al. [40] included a nurse-led 
CBT approach for adults with functional abdominal pain; however, the results for patients 
with FD were combined with patients with functional abdominal pain, so the data for FD 
could not be extracted separately. 
 
Study Characteristics 
All nine studies were primary studies published as journal articles. The key characteristics of 
the nine included studies are presented in Table 2. The publication dates ranged from 1994 
to 2021. Four studies were carried out in Europe [36,37,41–43], three in Iran [44–46], one in 
the United States of America [47], and one in Singapore [48]. Seven studies were RCTs with 
comparator groups [41–46,48]. These comparator groups included standard control groups, 
as well as other comparative interventions, including; intensive medical care (+/ progressive 
muscle relaxation) [43] and pharmacological interventions [44,46]. The remaining two were 
pre/post-cohort studies, with no comparator groups [36,37,47]. 
 
Sample characteristics. The study sample sizes ranged from 10 to 158. However, most 
studies had a high number of dropouts, with 40% of the patients dropping out across all nine 
studies. The majority of the studies (n=7) investigated patients with FD, while the remaining 
two studies investigated patients with rumination syndrome [47] and SGB [36,37]. Most 
studies (n=7) used the Rome symptomology criteria to diagnose patients, with five of these 
studies also using negative results from other medical tests, such as endoscopies, to confirm 
this diagnosis [41,44–46,48]. Murray et al. [47] used the Pica, ARFID, Rumination, Disorder 
Interview (PARDI) as a confirmatory assessment. On the other hand, Haug et al. [42] used a 
clinician’s diagnosis of FD without a named diagnostic criterion. The last study used 24-hour 
MII pH monitoring to measure the amount of supragastric belches a patient had over 24 
hours to confirm the diagnosis of SGB [36,37]. No studies compared patients to healthy 
controls. 
 
Intervention details. The interventions consisted of a variety of CBT-based techniques. 
Three studies used a traditional CBT intervention [36,37,43,47] and another two 
implemented cognitive psychotherapy [41,42]. The remaining studies employed other 
therapies that utilise CBT techniques, including metacognitive therapy (MCT) [44], cognitive 
behavioural stress management (CBSM) [45], mindfulness-based cognitive therapy (MBCT) 
[48], and dialectical behaviour therapy (DBT) [46]. All interventions were conducted in 
person, with no digital interventions included in the review.  
 
One study reported that the intervention was conducted in a group format [48], and three 
studies did not specifically state how the intervention was delivered [44–46]. The remaining 
studies were one-on-one with the intervention practitioner. However, the delivery method of 
the intervention was not always explicitly stated in the manuscripts and instead assumed 
based on the intervention details. Generally, the CBT-based interventions were run by 
psychologists, therapists, or trained instructors [44–46]. The frequency of CBT sessions 
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ranged from 4-20 sessions, and the duration of each session varied from 45 minutes to two 
hours. One study also included a half-day retreat as part of the programme [48]. 
 
Outcome measures. Table 2 shows the various outcome measures for gastrointestinal 
symptoms and psychological variables used across the studies. Two studies only measured 
gastrointestinal symptoms [45,47], two studies only measured psychological outcomes 
[44,48], and the remaining five measured both [36,37,41–43,46]. All studies measured the 
outcomes before and after the intervention. Seven also had a follow-up timepoint, which 
ranged from 1 to 12-months after the end of the intervention. 
 
As shown in Table 2, all studies that measured gastrointestinal symptoms included at least 
one self-reported symptom scale, with no two studies using the same symptom measures. 
Alongside these self-reported scales, Murray et al. [47] also used the PARDI interview to 
gather clinician-reported symptoms and the study by Glasinovic et al. [36], and Sawada et al. 
[37] used 24-hour MII pH monitoring to objectively measure the number of belches and 
reflux episodes. All psychological outcomes were measured using self-report questionnaires 
and included measures of depression [41–44,48], anxiety [41–44,46,48], stress [48], and 
health-related quality of life [36,37,43,48]. 
 
Risk of Bias 
Figure 2 presents the risk of bias scores from the RoB 2 tool for the seven RCTs. Overall, all 
the RCTs had concerns or a high risk of bias. Bias concerns were raised due to a lack of 
reporting about randomisation, whether there were deviations in the intended interventions, 
and whether the data reported was in accordance with a pre-specified analysis plan. Many 
studies also had incomplete outcome data due to high dropout numbers. Due to the nature 
of the interventions, it was impossible to blind participants and practitioners to group 
allocation, which may have biased the outcome measurement in all studies.  
 
Figure 3 presents the risk of bias scores from the ROBINS-I tool for the two pre/post-cohort 
studies. Both studies showed a moderate risk of bias arising from missing outcome data and 
high dropout rates. Bias in the measurement of outcomes could not be assessed in either 
study, as these studies only had one intervention group.  
 
Summary of Findings 
Key results from the studies are shown in Table 3 for within-group effects and Table 4 for 
between-group effects (CBT vs comparator groups) and are synthesised descriptively below.  
 
Gastrointestinal symptom severity. Six studies [36,37,41–43,45,46] assessed pre-to-post 
differences in symptom severity, all of which found decreases at the post-CBT timepoint. 
Among studies where effect sizes could be calculated, Cohen’s d ranged from 0.70 to 2.22 
(M=1.48), indicating large effect sizes. Five studies [36,37,41–43,45] also assessed 
symptom severity at follow-up, showing the large decreases in symptom severity were 
maintained at 1-month [45], 6-months [41], and 12-months [36,37,42,43] post-intervention, 
with Cohen’s d ranging from 0.54 to 2.85 (M=1.61). 
 
Four studies [41,42,45,46] also tested the effectiveness of CBT on symptom severity against 
comparator groups, all finding that symptom severity was lower in the CBT group post-
intervention compared with the comparator groups. Cohen's d ranged between 0.40 and 
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3.74 (M=1.29), indicating large effect sizes. Three studies [41,42,45] showed that these 
effects were maintained long-term, with Cohen’s d ranging between 0.29 and 5.55 (M=2.92). 
 
Gastrointestinal symptom episodes. Three studies [36,37,42,47] assessed pre-to-post 
differences in the frequency of gastrointestinal symptom episodes, finding decreases in 
reflux episodes, supragastric belches [36,37], regurgitation frequency [47], and days of 
epigastric discomfort [42]. Where available, Cohen’s d ranged from 0.41 to 0.59 (M=0.52), 
indicating medium effect sizes. However, one study [36,37] found that gastric belches 
increased in the CBT group from pre- to post-intervention, despite all other symptom 
episodes decreasing over time in this study. All three studies assessed differences in 
symptom episode frequency at a follow-up timepoint, finding that decreases were maintained 
at 3-months [47] and 12-months [36,37,43]. One study [42] compared days of epigastric 
discomfort between the CBT group and a no-intervention group, with the CBT group having 
fewer days of epigastric discomfort post-intervention, with the effect maintained at 12-
months.  
 
Depression. All five studies [41–44,48] that measured depression showed a decrease from 
pre- to post-intervention in the CBT group. Cohen’s d ranged from 0.30 to 0.45 (M=0.37), 
indicating small effect sizes, which were maintained at 3-months [44], 6-months [41], and 12-
months [42,43]. Three studies [41,42,44] also found that depression was lower in the CBT 
group post-intervention, compared to the comparator group(s), with Cohen’s d ranging 
between 0.29-3.64 (M=2.48), indicating variability, with an average large effect size. Follow-
up was also assessed in these three studies, with the differences between the CBT and 
comparator groups increasing over time, with available effect sizes varying from d=0.32-4.00 
(M=2.93) [41,44]. 
 
Anxiety. All six studies [41–44,46,48] that assessed pre-to-post differences in anxiety found 
a decrease over time in the CBT group. Cohen’s d ranged from 0.20 to 2.36 (M=1.83), 
indicating variability in effect sizes. Four studies [41–44] found that anxiety remained lower 
than pre-intervention at 3-months [44], 6-months [41], and 12-months [42,43] post-
intervention. Four studies also compared anxiety between CBT and a comparator group at 
the post-intervention timepoint, showing mixed effects. The studies reported significantly 
lower anxiety post-intervention in the CBT group compared to nortriptyline [44], standard 
medical treatment [41,44], and no intervention [42,46], with Cohen’s d ranging widely 
between 0.04 and 3.49 (M=1.77), with an average large effect size. However, Tavakoli et al. 
[46] found that despite having lower anxiety post-intervention than the no-intervention group, 
the CBT group had higher anxiety than the group that received anxiolytic medication. Haug 
et al. [42] also found that the CBT group had higher trait anxiety scores post-intervention 
than the group that received no intervention. 
 
Stress. Only one study [48] assessed pre-to-post differences in stress, with findings showing 
that the CBT group decreased stress from pre- to post-intervention. No follow-up was 
assessed in this study. 
 
Health-related quality of life. All three studies [36,37,43,48] that measured health-related 
quality of life showed an increase in the CBT group from pre- to post-intervention, with one 
study finding that these effects were maintained at 12-months [43]. 
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Discussion 
 

This systematic review aimed to review the available evidence on the effectiveness of CBT-
based interventions for patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs. Nine studies, with data from 10 
articles, were included in the review. Seven studies were published in the last 10 years, 
demonstrating that research into the psychological management of gastroduodenal DGBIs is 
growing.  
 
Overall, the findings from the review show promising evidence supporting the effectiveness 
of CBT-based interventions for improving both gastrointestinal symptoms and psychological 
outcomes in patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs. These effects were generally maintained 
at follow-up, up to 12 months after the end of the intervention. Results included consistent 
reductions in gastrointestinal symptom severity and symptom episodes, including reflux 
episodes, regurgitation frequency, days of epigastric discomfort, and the number of 
supragastric belches. However, CBT did not appear to have a benefit on gastric belching in 
the one study that measured this. The effect of CBT on psychological outcomes was less 
consistent but still indicated promising evidence. Overall, patients who received CBT-based 
interventions experienced improvements in depression, state anxiety, stress, and health-
related quality of life, albeit with smaller effect sizes than gastrointestinal symptoms. 
However, the efficacy of CBT compared to neuromodulating pharmacological therapies was 
mixed. While one study showed that CBT was less efficacious for anxiety reduction than 
anxiolytics [46], another study demonstrated that CBT was more effective at reducing 
anxiety and depression than antidepressants [44]. Regardless, these two studies found that 
CBT and pharmacological interventions were more effective than standard medical 
treatment for gastroduodenal disorders [44,46]. These findings suggest the potential utility of 
CBT to enhance existing pharmacological treatment or as a standalone treatment; however, 
more research is needed to explore this further. 
 
The findings from this review are consistent with meta-analyses across the gastrointestinal 
tract, which have found that psychological interventions generally improve gastrointestinal 
symptoms and psychological outcomes in patients with DGBIs [24,25]. The current review 
expands on this evidence by demonstrating that these effects are specific to CBT-based 
interventions, particularly for patients with gastroduodenal DBGIs. CBT-based interventions 
have also been efficacious for patients with other DGBIs, such as IBS, where a large 
evidence base already exists [31,50–52]. However, further research is needed to translate 
IBS-specific treatment protocols and guidelines to gastroduodenal DGBIs. 
 
The encouraging findings from this review suggest that CBT-based interventions should be 
considered another potential treatment avenue for gastroduodenal DGBIs. Clinical 
guidelines for these conditions recommend psychological interventions as a potential 
treatment avenue [26,53] and patients have reported openness to psychological 
interventions as part of their management [54]. CBT-based interventions are low-risk and 
safe compared to traditional pharmacotherapy or surgical treatments and may particularly 
benefit patients with psychological comorbidities or strong gut-brain influences on their 
symptoms. Recent developments in gastric physiology testing using body surface gastric 
mapping with simultaneous symptom tracking may be able to distinguish these patients from 
those with neuromuscular dysfunction [55]. 
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Therefore, CBT-based interventions could be incorporated as part of a multidisciplinary 
management plan for patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs, which can be tailored to the 
patient’s individual needs and involve the collaboration of gastroenterologists and 
psychologists. Research into the effectiveness of multidisciplinary integrated treatment 
approaches has shown improvements in symptom management and psychological 
outcomes compared to standard medical treatment [56–59]. However, there are 
considerable barriers to in-person CBT, including patient stigma, cost, and accessibility. 
Digital CBT-based interventions could help remove these barriers and increase accessibility; 
however, none of the studies included in this review assessed the effects of digital CBT. IBS 
research has previously demonstrated the effectiveness and acceptability of CBT-based 
interventions delivered via the Internet and mobile applications [60–62], with similar efficacy 
to in-person therapy [63,64]. Therefore, it is likely that patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs 
would similarly benefit from using digital CBT through web browsers or mobile apps.  
 
Overall Completeness and Applicability of Evidence 
Despite this promising evidence, definitive conclusions are difficult to make from these 
studies due to heterogeneous methodologies, comparators, outcomes, and interventions. 
Although all studies utilised CBT-based interventions that incorporated strategies to identify 
and change maladaptive thinking and behaviour patterns, a variety of techniques were used. 
Further research is needed to identify which components of CBT are the most efficacious.  
 
Furthermore, all RCTs included involved patients with FD, whilst the studies for SGB and 
rumination syndrome only include pre/post cohort designs. Other gastroduodenal DGBIs, 
such as chronic nausea and vomiting syndrome or cyclic vomiting syndrome, did not have 
any available evidence, despite being common and having a strong biological rationale for 
using CBT. Therefore, the majority of the evidence from this review applies to patients with 
FD and may not necessarily extrapolate to patients with other gastroduodenal DGBIs. The 
current review also excluded studies where patients had undifferentiated DGBIs or those 
with multiple diagnoses combined, which may have excluded potentially important data.  
 
Quality of the Evidence 
The included studies showed a moderate to high risk of bias, which may have affected the 
quality of evidence in the review. This risk of bias was primarily due to missing data due to 
inconsistent statistical reporting and high numbers of dropouts. Patients who dropped out will 
likely have different outcomes than those who did not. Some studies used an intention-to-
treat analysis to account for these differences; however, most studies did not statistically 
account for missing data. We utilised standardised effect sizes in an attempt to standardise 
the data; however, a lack of statistical reporting meant that these effect sizes could not be 
calculated for all studies. Therefore, direct comparisons between all studies were not 
possible, limiting the statistical power of this review.  
 
Lastly, a lack of blinding was inevitably identified as a risk of bias in all studies, which may 
have led to potential placebo effects and observation biases. Previous reviews have 
suggested that active psychotherapy control groups be used to counter this issue and to 
account for the effect of supportive care and communication in psychological intervention 
studies [24]. Based on these bias assessments, future research should focus on increasing 
the methodological quality of the studies and using more rigorous reporting standards.  
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Potential Biases in the Review Process 
Agreement between the two independent reviewers was high for both eligibility screening 
and data extraction, indicating that the review had a rigorous and clear methodology. We 
also did not limit the review to only RCTs, which allowed the inclusion of other relevant study 
designs. However, this review is limited by only including English articles. Articles in other 
languages containing important content may have been missed. The review also deviated 
slightly from the original protocol. For example, the eligibility criteria were updated to exclude 
case studies and studies with patients under the age of 18 to focus the scope of the review 
further. These deviations were made before any data extraction occurred; however, the data 
from paediatric and case studies may have been of value and should be the focus of future 
reviews.  
 
Conclusion 
This review systematically summarised the relevant research investigating the effectiveness 
of CBT-based interventions for patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs. Generally, CBT 
improved gastrointestinal symptoms and psychological outcomes, with benefits persisting at 
follow-up up to 12-months. This promising evidence suggests that CBT-based interventions 
may be an effective treatment option for patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs, alongside 
traditional medical care. CBT could therefore be incorporated into multidisciplinary care and 
targeted specifically to patients with psychological comorbidities or strong gut-brain 
influences on their symptoms. More research is needed into the acceptability and 
effectiveness of digital CBT interventions, which may increase the accessibility of CBT for 
patients with gastroduodenal DGBIs.  
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Table 1 

Example search strategy syntax for Medline and Embase databases 

Search Strategy Syntax 

1. (Gastroduodenal disorder or Functional dyspepsia or Non-ulcer dyspepsia or 
Nonulcer dyspepsia or Dyspepsia or Postprandial distress or Epigastric pain or 
Gastroparesis or belching disorder or Supragastric belching or Gastric belching or 
(Chronic nausea and vomiting) or (Nausea and vomiting) or Cyclic vomiting or 
Cannabinoid hyperemesis or Rumination syndrome or Rumination disorder).mp. 

2. (CBT or Cognitive behavio* therap* or Cognitive-behavio* therap* or Cognitive 
behavio* or Cognitive behavio* intervention or Cognitive-behavio* intervention or 
Cognit* therap* or Behavio* therap* or Mindfulness based cognitive therap* or 
Mindfulness-based cognitive therap* or MBCT or Cognitive behavio* stress 
management or CBSM or Dialectical behavio* therap* or Cognitive psychotherap*).mp. 

3. 1 and 2 

4. limit 3 to English language 
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Table 3 
Characteristics of studies included in the review 

Study Country Funding Study 
design 

Patient 
diagnosis 
(diagnostic 
criteria) 

Age, M 
(range, if 
stated) 

% 
female 

Study groups (sample size) CBT intervention 
delivery 

CBT intervention 
duration 

GI symptom outcomes Psychological outcomes Follow-up 
duration 

Batebi et al., 
2020 [44] 

Iran NS RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Rome IV) 

37  
(20-50) 

55% MCT (N=20, 3 dropouts) 
Nortriptyline (N=20, 4 

dropouts) 
SMT (N=25, 10 dropouts)  

NS 10x, 45-minute 
sessions over 10 
weeks 

 Anxiety (HAM-A) 
Depression (HDRS) 

3 months  

Dehghanizade 
et al., 2015 [45] 

Iran NS RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Rome III) 

29 NS CBSM (N=15) 
No intervention (N=15) 

NS 10x sessions (length 
of sessions and 
programme 
duration NS) 

NDI (symptom checklist)  1 month 

Glasinovic et al., 
2018 [36]; 
Sawada et al., 
2019 [37] 

United 
Kingdom 

University Pre/Post 
Cohort 

Supragastric 
Belching (MII-
pH monitoring) 

45  
(20-72) 

51% CBT (N=51, 12 dropouts) Individual, face-
to-face, with a 
therapist 

4x sessions over 10 
weeks (length of 
sessions NS) 

Belching Symptom 
Severity VAS 

Number of belches and 
reflux episodes (via 
MII-pH monitoring) 

HRQoL (SF-36) 6-12 
months 

Haag et al., 
2007 [43] 

Germany Govt RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Rome II) 

45 
(35-54) 

64% Intensive medical therapy + 
CBT (N=28, 7 dropouts) 

Intensive medical therapy + 
PMR (N=20, 10 dropouts) 

Intensive medical therapy 
(N=28, 8 dropouts) 

SMT (N=24, 19 dropouts) 

Individual, face-
to-face, with a 
psychologist 

20x, 1-hour sessions 
over 20 weeks 

The Symptom Intensity 
and Severity Scale 

HRQoL (SF-36) 
Anxiety and Depression 

(HADS) 

12 months 

Haug et al., 
1994 [42] 

Norway NS RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Clinician 
diagnosis) 

40 59% Cognitive psychotherapy 
(N=50, 7 dropouts) 

No treatment (N=50, 5 
dropouts) 

Individual, face-
to-face, with a 
psychiatrist 

10x 50-minute 
sessions over 4 
months 

Changes in dyspeptic 
symptoms 

Anxiety (STAI-I-II) 
Depression (BDI) 

12 months 

Murray et al., 
2021 [47] 

United 
States of 
America 

Private/ 
charity 

Pre/Post 
Cohort 

Rumination 
Syndrome 
(Rome IV) 

36 
(20-67) 

50% CBT (N=10, 2 dropouts) Individual, face-
to-face, with a 
psychologist 

5-8x, 45-minute 
sessions over 5 
weeks 

Self-monitored daily 
regurgitation 
frequency 

PARDI 

 3 months 

Orive et al., 
2015 [41] 

Spain Govt RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Rome III) 

46 82% Psychotherapy (N=76, 18 
dropouts) 

SMT (N=82, 12 dropouts) 

Individual, face-
to-face, with a 
therapist 

10x, 50-minute 
sessions over 10 
weeks 

GDSS 
DRHSa 

Anxiety and Depression 
(HADS) 

6 months 

Tavakoli et al., 
2020 [46] 

Iran None RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Rome III) 

28 68% DBT (N=20) 
Anxiolytic (N=20) 
No intervention (N=20) 

NS 8x, 90-minute 
sessions over 8 
weeks 

PAGI-SYM Anxiety (BAI) NA 

Teh et al., 2021 
[48] 

Singapore Hospital RCT Functional 
Dyspepsia 
(Rome III) 

49 46% MBCT (N=15, 3 dropouts) 
SMT (N=13, 2 dropouts) 

Group, face-to-
face, with a 
mindfulness 
instructor 

8x, 2-hour sessions 
(+ a half-day 
retreat) over 8 
weeks 

 Depression, Anxiety and 
Stress (DASS-21) 

HRQoL (SF-NDI and 
EuroQoL-VAS) 

NA 
 

Notes: NS= not stated, RCT= randomised controlled trial, CBT= cognitive behavioural therapy, MCT= metacognitive therapy, SMT= standard medical treatment, CBSM= cognitive stress behavioural management, PMR= progressive muscle 
relaxation, DBT= dialectical behaviour therapy, MBCT= mindfulness-based cognitive therapy, NDI= Nepean Dyspepsia Index, VAS= visual analogue scale, PARDI= Pica, AFRID and Rumination Disorder Interview, GDSS= The Glasgow Dyspepsia 
Severity Score, DRHS= The Dyspepsia Related Health Scale, PAGI-SYM= the patient assessment of upper gastrointestinal symptom severity index, HAM-A= Hamilton Anxiety Rating Scale, HDRS= Hamilton Depression Rating Scale, HRQoL= health-
related quality of life, SF-36= 36-Item Short Form Survey, HADS= Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale, STAI= State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, BDI= Beck Depression Inventory, BAI= Beck Anxiety Inventory, DASS= Depression Anxiety and Stress 
Scale, aOnly Severity of Common Symptoms Subscale. 
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Table 3 

Within-group, pre- to post-intervention effects, reported for the cognitive behavioural therapy group of each included study 

Study Gastrointestinal symptoms Psychological outcomes 

Outcomes Direction 
of effect 

Pre-post 
effect sizes (d) 

Pre-follow-up 
effect sizes (d) 

 

 Outcomes Direction 
of effect 

Pre-post 
effect sizes (d) 

Pre-follow-up 
effect sizes (d) 

Batebi et al., 2020 [44]      a. Anxiety 
b. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 

a. 2.36 
b. 2.30 

a. 2.51 
b. 2.49 

Dehghanizade et al., 
2015 [45] 

a. Symptom severity a. ↓ a. 2.22 a. 2.85      

Glasinovic et al., 2018 
[36]; Sawada et al., 
2019 [37] 

a. Symptom severity 
b. Supragastric 
belches 
c. Gastric belches 
d. Acid and non-acid 
reflux episodes 
e. Acid reflux episodes 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 
 
c. ↑ 
d. ↓ 
 
e. ↓ 

a. 1.39 
b. 0.58 
 
c. 0.28 
d. 0.41 
 
e. 0.59 

a. 1.42  a. Physical 
function 
b. Role limitation 
physical 
c. Bodily pain 
d. General health 
e. Vitality 
f. Social function 
g. Role limitation 
emotional 
h. Mental health 

a. ↑ 
b. ↑ 
 
c. ↑ 
d. ↑ 
e. ↑ 
f. ↑ 
g. ↑ 
 
h. ↑ 

a. 0.29 
b. 0.24 
 
c. 0.36 
d. 0.38 
e. 0.40 
f. 0.50 
g. 0.18 
 
h. 0.30 

 

Haag et al., 2007 [43] a. Symptom intensity a. ↓ NI NI  a. Mental HRQoL 
b. Physical HRQoL 
c. Total HRQoL 
d. Anxiety 
e. Depression 

a. ↑ 
b. ↑ 
c. ↑ 
d. ↓ 
e. ↓ 

NI NI 

Haug et al., 1994 [42] a. Epigastric pain 
b. Heartburn 
c. Nausea 
d. Bloating 
e. Lower abdominal 
pain 
f. Diarrhoea 
g. Constipation 
h. Days of epigastric 
discomfort 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 
c. ↓ 
d. ↓ 
e. ↓ 
 
f. ↓ 
g. ↓ 
h. ↓ 

NI NI  a. State anxiety 
b. Trait anxiety 
c. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 
c. ↓ 

NI NI 

Murray et al., 2021 
[47] 

a. Regurgitation 
frequency (self-report) 
b. Regurgitation 
frequency (interview) 

a. ↓ 
 
b. ↓ 

NI NI      

Orive et al., 2015 [41] a. Symptom Severity 
(GDSS) 
b. Symptom Severity 
(DRHS subscale) 

a. ↓ 
 
b. ↑a 

a. 1.67 
 
 
b. 0.70 

a. 1.64 
 
 
b. 0.54 

 a. Anxiety 
b. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 

a. 0.20 
b. 0.45 

a. 0.45 
b. 0.35 

Tavakoli et al., 2020 
[46] 

a. Symptom Severity a. ↓ a. 1.42   a. Anxiety a. ↓ a. 0.99  

Teh et al., 2021 [48]      a. DASS Total 
b. Depression 
c. Anxiety 
d. Stress 
e. HRQoL (SF-NDI) 
f. HRQoL 
(EuroQoL) 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 
c. ↓ 
d. ↓ 
e. ↑ 
f. ↑ 
 

NI  

Note: ↓= Scores decreased overtime; ↑= Scores increased overtime; NI= publication did not have enough information to calculate the within-group effect 
sizes; HrQoL= Health-related quality of life; GDSS= The Glasgow Dyspepsia Severity Score; DRHS= The Dyspepsia Related Health Scale; DASS= Depression, 
Anxiety and Stress Scale; SF-NDI= Short Form Nepean Dyspepsia Index.  
aAn increase in this subscale represents improved symptoms.
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Table 4 
Between-group effect sizes for the cognitive behavioural therapy group vs. other comparator groups at the post-intervention and follow-up timepoints of each randomised controlled 
trial 

Study Comparator group Gastrointestinal symptoms Psychological outcomes 

 Outcomes Direction 
of effect 

Effect size (d) 
for differences 

at post-
intervention 

Effect size (d) 
for differences 

at follow-up  

 Outcomes Direction 
of effect 

Effect size (d) 
for differences 

at post-
intervention 

Effect size (d) 
for differences 

at follow-up  

Batebi et al., 2020 [44] Nortriptyline      a. Anxiety 
b. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 

a. 1.39 
b. 1.02 

a. 1.75 
b. 1.53 

 Standard medical 
treatment  

     a. Anxiety 
b. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 

a. 3.49 
b. 3.64  

a. 3.73 
b. 4.00 

Dehghanizade et al., 
2015 [45] 

No intervention a. Symptom severity a. ↓ a. 3.74 a. 5.55       

Haug et al., 1994 [42] No intervention a. Epigastric pain 
b. Heartburn 
c. Nausea 
d. Bloating 
e. Lower abdominal 
pain 
f. Diarrhea 
g. Constipation 
h. Days of epigastric 
discomfort 

a. ↓ 
b.  - 
c. ↓ 
d.  - 
e.  - 
 
f. ↓ 
g.  - 
h. ↓ 

NI NI  a. State anxiety 
b. Trait anxiety 
c. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↑ 
c. ↓ 

NI NI 

Orive et al., 2015 [41] Standard medical 
treatment 

a. Symptom Severity 
(GDSS) 
b. Symptom Severity 
(DRHS subscale) 

a. ↓ 
 
b. ↑a 

a. 0.53 
 
b. 0.49 

a. 0.29 
 
b. 0.50 

 a. Anxiety 
b. Depression 

a. ↓ 
b. ↓ 

a. 0.04 
b. 0.29 

a. 0.34 
b. 0.32 

Tavakoli et al., 2020 
[46] 

Anxiolytic drug a. Symptom Severity a. ↓ a. 1.27   a. Anxiety a. ↑ a. 0.21  

 No intervention a. Symptom Severity a. ↓ a. 0.40   a. Anxiety a. ↓ a. 0.27  

Note: ↓= Scores were lower in the CBT group than the comparator group post-intervention; ↑= Scores were higher in the CBT group than the comparator group at post 
intervention; - = Scores were the same between CBT group and the comparator group post-intervention; NI= publication did not have enough information to calculate the between-
group effect sizes; HrQoL= Health-related quality of life; GDSS= The Glasgow Dyspepsia Severity Score; DRHS= The Dyspepsia Related Health Scale; DASS= Depression, Anxiety and 
Stress Scale; SF-NDI= Short Form Nepean Dyspepsia Index.  
aAn increase in this subscale represents improved symptoms. 
Haag et al. and Teh et al. only reported change scores, and therefore differences between the groups at the post-intervention could not be reported.
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Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process. 
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(A) 

 
(B) 

 
Figure 2. Risk of bias summary from the ROB 2 tool. (A) Summary of risk of bias for each trial. (B) 
The risk of bias graph about each domain is presented as a percentage across all included studies. 
Figures were generated using robvis [49]. 
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(A) 

 
(B) 

 
Figure 3. Risk of bias summary from the ROBINS-I tool. (A) Summary of risk of bias for each trial. (B) 
The risk of bias graph about each domain is presented as a percentage across all included studies. 
Figures were generated using robvis [49]. 
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