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Abstract
Background  Many patients with inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) use complementary and alternative medicine 
(CAM) for disease management. There is, however, a communication gap between patients and healthcare 
professionals regarding CAM use, where patients are hesitant to disclose CAM use to providers. The purpose of this 
study was to identify the quantity and assess the quality of CAM recommendations in IBD clinical practice guidelines 
(CPGs) using the Appraisal of Guidelines for Research and Evaluation II (AGREE II) instrument.

Methods  MEDLINE, EMBASE, and CINAHL were systematically searched from 2011 to 2022 to find CPGs for 
the treatment and/or management of IBD. The Guidelines International Network (GIN) and National Center for 
Complementary and Integrative Health (NCCIH) websites were also searched. Eligible CPGs were assessed using the 
AGREE II instrument.

Results  Nineteen CPGs made CAM recommendations for IBD and were included in this review. Average scaled 
domain percentages of CPGs were as follows (overall CPG, CAM section): scope and purpose (91.5%, 91.5%), clarity of 
presentation (90.3%, 64.0%), editorial independence (57.0%, 57.0%), stakeholder involvement (56.7%, 27.8%), rigour of 
development (54.7%, 45.9%), and applicability (14.6%, 2.1%).

Conclusions  The majority of CPGs with CAM recommendations were of low quality and their CAM sections scored 
substantially lower relative to other therapies in the overall CPG. In future updates, CPGs with low scaled-domain 
percentages could be improved in accordance with AGREE II and other guideline development resources. Further 
research investigating how CAM therapies can best be incorporated into IBD CPGs is warranted.

Keywords  AGREE II, Clinical practice guideline, Complementary and alternative medicine, Crohn’s disease, 
Inflammatory bowel disease, Ulcerative colitis
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Background
Inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) is a family of diseases 
characterized by chronic inflammation and immuno-
logical dysregulation in the gastrointestinal tract which 
includes but is not limited to Crohn’s disease (CD) and 
ulcerative colitis (UC) [1]. CD is caused by inflamma-
tion of the entire gastrointestinal tract, and it primarily 
affects the small intestine whereas UC is limited to the 
large intestine and rectum [2, 3]. Signs and symptoms of 
both diseases include abdominal pain, diarrhea, fatigue, 
weight loss, and bloody stools [2]. IBD typically emerges 
in early adulthood and persists over the patient’s lifes-
pan as continuous cycles of remission and relapse [1, 3]. 
Due to the chronic nature of this disease, quality of life, 
social functioning, and the ability to work are all severely 
impacted for patients with IBD [1, 4]. Additionally, IBD 
can present a profound psychosocial burden on men-
tal health, with patients describing social isolation, loss 
of bowel control, impairment of body image, and fear of 
dependency as factors contributing to emotional distress 
[5–7]. Patients with IBD have high rates of anxiety and 
depression [7]; further, one study demonstrated patients 
with complex IBD may have greater prevalence of 
depression and poorer perceived health than those with 
uncomplicated IBD [6]. Approximately 1.5 million Amer-
icans and 2.2  million Europeans have been diagnosed 
with IBD [3, 4], and with increasing prevalence world-
wide, IBD is emerging as a new burden on healthcare 
systems [8]. The etiology of IBD is unknown but complex 
interactions between genetic susceptibility, age, environ-
ment (e.g., stress, diet, or hygiene), and dysbiosis of the 
gut microbiota all contribute towards the development 
of IBD [1]. Many current conventional treatments take 
an anti-inflammatory approach to achieve and maintain 
remission in IBD, through a wide variety of treatments 
including immunomodulators, steroids, biologic agents 
(e.g., monoclonal antibodies), and surgical interventions 
[9–11]. However, long-term remission and symptom 
management remains a challenge with many current con-
ventional treatments (e.g., steroids), while often having 
undesirable adverse effects (e.g., steroid-induced hyper-
glycemia, increased infection risk) [11, 12]. Correspond-
ingly, patient concerns about treatment adverse effects is 
one factor associated with treatment noncompliance in 
many inflammatory conditions (including IBD), which 
can result in negative patient health outcomes [13]. Fur-
ther, adverse effects from conventional IBD treatment is a 
predictor of using complementary and alternative medi-
cine (CAM) among many patients with IBD [14–16].

CAMs are a diverse group of non-mainstream thera-
pies and practices that fall outside the purview of conven-
tional medicine [17, 18]. Complementary medicine refers 
to non-conventional treatments used in conjunction 
with conventional treatments, while alternative medicine 

refers to non-conventional treatments used in place of 
conventional treatments [17, 18]. While 21 to 60% of 
patients with IBD have reported CAM use [10, 19–23], 
many of these patients do not disclose their CAM usage 
with their healthcare providers [19]. Accordingly, many 
healthcare professionals have limited knowledge of CAM 
treatments, where better understanding of the evidence 
for current IBD CAM treatments can be important for 
better patient outcomes [10].

Nutritional therapeutics (e.g., herbs and dietary sup-
plements) are the most common CAM therapy used by 
patients with IBD  [10, 19–23]. Among the nutritional 
therapeutics, probiotics are the most commonly recom-
mended CAM therapy for IBD by gastroenterologists due 
to its anti-inflammatory and immunomodulatory proper-
ties to reduce inflammation of the gastrointestinal tract 
[10, 19, 23]. One Italian double-blinded randomized con-
trol trial demonstrated the efficacy of VSL#3, a probiotic 
mixture of eight bacterial strains, for IBD [24]. The com-
bination of VSL#3 with conventional medicine (e.g., ami-
nosalicylic acid, immunosuppressants) was more effective 
in treating IBD than conventional medicine alone [9, 10, 
24]. Curcumin, a phytochemical which is commonly 
found in turmeric, has also been proposed as a CAM 
therapy for IBD based on its reported anti-inflammatory 
and anti-oxidative properties on human white blood cells 
[10, 19, 21–23]. There is, however, limited research on 
curcumin’s efficacy and dosing [25]. Mind-body practices 
such as mindfulness, hypnosis, meditation, and yoga are 
CAM interventions that aim at reducing stress, a poten-
tial contributor to IBD development [10, 19–22]. While 
there is some promising evidence that CAMs may be 
effective in treating IBD, clinicians generally do not have 
sufficient training and knowledge to propose or imple-
ment CAM regimens to patient treatment plans [23].

Clinical practice guidelines (CPGs) are systematically 
developed statements often used by healthcare profes-
sionals to make recommendations for the treatment 
and/or management of various conditions, including 
IBD [26]. Evidence-based CPGs describe guidelines that 
undertake a systematic literature search, where recom-
mendations are linked to evidence identified through 
the literature review [27]. Due to insufficient clinician 
training and expertise in CAMs, CPGs for CAM use in 
IBD would serve as a beneficial instrument to clinicians 
working with patients with IBD [28]. To our knowledge, 
no studies have analyzed the quality of recommendations 
on CAMs that are found within CPGs for IBD. Therefore, 
the purpose of this study was to conduct a systematic 
review to determine the quantity and assess the qual-
ity of CPGs providing CAM recommendations made 
for the treatment and/or management of IBD using the 
Appraisal of Guidelines for Research and Evaluation II 
(AGREE II) instrument.
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Methods
Approach
A systematic review to identify CPGs providing recom-
mendations for the treatment and/or management of 
IBD was conducted using Cochrane’s standard methods 
[29] and reported with Preferred Reporting Items for Sys-
tematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) criteria 
[30]. A protocol for this study was registered with PROS-
PERO under registration number CRD42020182234. Eli-
gible CPGs with CAM recommendations were assessed 
twice with the validated AGREE II instrument [31–33], 
evaluating both the overall CPG and the CPG’s CAM 
sections. The AGREE II instrument contains 23 items 
to assess which are grouped into one of the following 
domains: scope and purpose, stakeholder involvement, 
rigor of development, clarity of presentation, applicabil-
ity, and editorial independence.

Eligibility criteria
Eligible CPGs were those that mention the treatment 
and/or management of any type of IBD, focusing on 
populations of adults 18 years of age and older. However, 
CPGs focusing primarily on special populations (e.g., 
pediatric, geriatric, pregnant, COVID-19 patients) were 
excluded. Eligible CPGs were also determined using the 
following criteria: developed by non-profit organizations 
(e.g., government agencies, or professional associations 
or societies); published in 2011 or later, published in Eng-
lish language; and publicly available. CPGs were deemed 
ineligible if they were published as protocols, abstracts, 
conference proceedings, letters or editorials; based on 
primary studies that assessed IBD treatment and/or man-
agement; or focused on IBD curriculum, education, train-
ing, research, professional certification or performance. 
If a guideline summary was found, efforts were made to 
retrieve the full-length guideline, however, the summa-
ries themselves were excluded.  Furthermore, if a CPG 
had been updated multiple times, only the most updated 
full version of the CPG was assessed. One important note 
is that the AGREE II instrument was only used to assess 
eligible CPGs with CAM recommendations in order to 
establish the difference in scores for CAM-specific sec-
tions relative to the entire CPG.

Searching and screening
MEDLINE, EMBASE, and CINAHL were searched on 
May 20, 2022, from 2011 to May 19, 2022, inclusive. The 
search strategy (Supplementary File 1) included key-
words that reflect terms typically used in the literature 
to describe IBD. The Guidelines International Network 
[34], an online repository of guidelines, was searched 
for eligible CPGs using the following keyword searches: 
“inflammatory bowel diseases”, “IBD”, “Crohn’s disease”, 
and “ulcerative colitis.” A search was also performed on 

the NCCIH website [35], which contains a series of CPGs 
with CAM recommendations for various conditions. All 
results were exported into Microsoft Excel for screening. 
A pilot test for title and abstract screening was performed 
independently by MCW and HL, followed by an audit 
by JYN. Following the pilot, MCW and HL screened all 
titles and abstracts (independently and in duplicate), 
followed by full text screening by MCW and HL (inde-
pendently and in duplicate) to evaluate CPG eligibility. 
Following each step of independent screening, MCW 
and HL met to resolve discrepancies, and JYN reviewed 
the screened titles and abstracts and full-text articles, as 
well as assisted in resolving discrepancies that could not 
be resolved by MCW and HL.

Data extraction and analysis
In a data extraction spreadsheet, the following general 
characteristics were retrieved and summarized from each 
of the CPGs: publication date; country origin of study; 
category of organization responsible for publishing the 
CPG (academic institutions, government agencies, dis-
ease-specific foundations, or professional associations 
or societies); and the presence of CAM mention or rec-
ommendations in this guideline (i.e.,  yes or no). On the 
condition that CAMs were mentioned in a CPG, the fol-
lowing data were also extracted: category of mentioned 
CAMs, proposed CAM recommendations, CAM funding 
sources, and the presence of conflicts of interests (e.g., 
CAM providers contributing to the guideline panel). To 
further assess CPG applicability, each developer’s website 
was evaluated for any knowledge-based resources that 
corroborated guideline implementation. Data extraction 
of all CPGs occurred independently and in duplicate by 
MCW and HL. Following independent data extraction, 
MCW and HL met to resolve differences; JYN reviewed 
all extracted data and assisted in resolving any discrepan-
cies unresolved by MCW and HL.

Guideline quality assessment
Data from eligible CPGs was extracted and analyzed with 
the AGREE II instrument in accordance with standard-
ized methods [31–33]. JYN, MCW, and HL conducted a 
pilot test of the AGREE II instrument by independently 
assessing three CPGs with the AGREE II instrument. All 
three evaluators met to resolve any discrepancies. Then, 
all eligible CPGs containing CAM therapy recommen-
dations were assessed twice—once for the overall CPG, 
and once for the CAM-specific portion of the CPG—by 
both MCW and HL. All assessments were performed 
independently and in duplicate. CPGs were scored based 
on 23 items from six domains using a seven-point Lik-
ert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) 
to determine if each item was met. Overall quality of 
the CPG was also rated from 1 to 7, which was used to 
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recommend for or against the use of each CPG. Modified 
AGREE II questions were piloted by a team of research-
ers familiar with CPGs prior to the initiative of this study 
(see Supplementary File 2); these modified questions 
were then used to score the CAM-specific portions of 
each CPG. JYN helped to resolve scoring discrepancies 
between MCW and HL. The average assessment scores 
were determined by computing the average rating of 
a single evaluator for all 23 items of a single CPG, then 
averaging this value for both evaluators. The average of 
both evaluators’ “overall guideline assessment” ratings 
for each CPG was used to obtain average overall scores. 
Scaled domain percentages were generated by summing 
ratings of items within each domain as given by the two 
evaluators, followed by standardizing the score and con-
verting it to a percentage. Each CPG’s average assessment 
scores, average overall scores, and scaled domain per-
centages were compiled for comparison.

Results
Search results (Fig. 1)
Searches retrieved 563 items, of which 490 were unique 
following deduplication. A further 341 items were elimi-
nated based on abstract screening, yielding 149 items 
whose full texts were considered. Fifty-one items were 
considered eligible, with 98 items eliminated for the fol-
lowing reasons: 40 were not CPGs, 19 were on a non-
IBD topic, 12 were non-English, 16 were CPGs primarily 
focused on a special population (e.g., pediatric, geriatric, 

pregnant, COVID-19 patients), 6 were guideline summa-
ries, 4 were not most recent full updated CPGs, and 1 was 
irretrievable through public access or library systems.

From 51 eligible items [36–86], 26 made no mention 
of CAM, 4 only made mention of CAM, and 21 made 
both CAM mention and provided CAM recommen-
dations. One pair of items [37, 38] were considered as 
one CPG, rather than two, since each item formed the 
first and second parts of a guideline series. Addition-
ally, a second pair of items [56, 57] were considered as 
one CPG, as the two articles were dually published but 
contained identical content. Of these pairs, one pair [37, 
38] did not make mention of CAM or provide CAM rec-
ommendations, while the other [56, 57] provided CAM 
recommendations. Hence, in total, there were 49 eligible 
CPGs, whereby 26 CPGs made no mention of CAM, 
4 CPGs only made mention of CAM, and 19 CPGs 
made both made mention of CAM and provided CAM 
recommendations.

Guideline characteristics (Table 1)
Eligible CPGs were published from 2011 to 2022 in the 
United States (n = 17), Austria (n = 5), Canada (n = 5), the 
United Kingdom (n = 4), Italy (n = 3), Brazil (n = 2), Japan 
(n = 2), China (n = 1), Denmark (n = 1), France (n = 1), Ger-
many (n = 1), India (n = 1), Luxembourg (n = 1), Poland 
(n = 1), Spain (n = 1), and New Zealand (n = 1). Addition-
ally, two CPGs had multiple guideline publishing orga-
nizations with headquarters based in different countries 

Fig. 1  PRISMA Diagram
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[39, 43]. Eligible CPGs were funded and/or developed 
by professional associations or societies (n = 46), disease-
specific foundations (n = 2), and a government agency 
(n = 1). Four CPGs only mentioned CAM, discussing 

probiotics (n = 3), curcumin (n = 1), dietary therapies 
(n = 1), and fecal microbiota transplantation (n = 1).

The AGREE II tool was applied to CPGs making CAM 
recommendations. Of the nineteen CPGs which provided 

Fig. 2  Summary of CAM Recommendations in Clinical Practice Guidelines
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Guideline Country Developer CAM Category Guideline Topic
Macaluso et al. 2022 [36] Italy Italian Group for the study of

Inflammatory Bowel Disease
None Pharmacologic management 

of moderate to severe UC

Raine et al. 2022 [37] & 
Spinelli et al. 2022 [38]

Austria European Crohn’s and Colitis Organisation Probiotics Medical and surgical treat-
ment of UC

De Simone et al. 2021 
[39]

Italy; United 
States

World Society of Emergency Surgery; American 
Association for the Surgery of Trauma

None Emergency management 
of IBD

Feuerstein et al. 2021 [40] United States American Gastroenterological Association None Pharmacologic management 
of moderate to severe lumi-
nal and perianal fistulizing CD

Holubar et al. 2021 [41] United States American Gastroenterological Association None Surgical management of UC

Lodyga et al. 2021 [42] Poland Polish Society of Gastroenterology; Polish National 
Consultant in Gastroenterology

Vitamins and 
Minerals

Management of CD

Miehlke et al. 2021 [43] Austria; Sweden United European
Gastroenterolog; European Microscopic Colitis 
Group

Vitamins and 
Minerals

Management of microscopic 
colitis

Nakase et al. 2021 [44] Japan Japanese Society of Gastroenterology None Management of IBD

Adamina et al. 2020 [45] Austria European Crohn’s and Colitis Organisation None Surgical treatment of CD

Feuerstein et al. 2020 [46] United States American Gastroenterological Association None Management of moderate to 
severe UC

Levine et al. 2020 [47] United States American Gastroenterological Association Dietary 
Supplements

Dietary management of IBD

Colombel et al. 2019 [48] United States American Gastroenterological Association Fecal Microbiota 
Transplantation, 
Hypnotherapy, 
Mindfulness, Pro-
biotics

Management of IBD 
functional gastrointestinal 
symptoms

Lightner et al. 2020 [49] United States American Society of Colon and Rectal Surgeons None Surgical management of CD

Shen et al. 2020 [50] United States* Global
Interventional Inflammatory Bowel Disease Group

None Endoscopic treatment of CD

Torres et al. 2020 [51] Austria European Crohn’s and Colitis Organisation None Pharmacologic treatment 
of CD

Bonnaud et al. 2019 [52] France National Association of the Hepato-gastroenterol-
ogists of the National Hospitals
Reflexion Club of the Practices and Groups in 
Hepato-gastroenterology
Group for the Study of Treatments for Inflamma-
tory Affectations of the Digestive Tube
AFA Crohn-RCH France

None Management of CD perianal 
fistulas

Ko et al. 2019 [53] United States American Gastroenterological Association Herbals, Probiotics Management of mild to 
moderate UC

Kucharzik et al. 2019 [54] Germany German Society for Gastroenterology, Digestive 
and Metabolic Diseases

Acupuncture, 
Fecal Microbiota 
Transplantation, 
Herbals, Mind-body 
Medicine, Probiotics

Management of UC

National Institute for 
Health and Care Excel-
lence (NICE) 2019 [55]

United Kingdom National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 
(NICE)

None Management of UC

Panaccione et al. 2019a 
[56] & Panaccione et al. 
2019b [57]

Canada Canadian Association of
Gastroenterology

Cannabis, Dietary 
Supplements, 
Probiotics

Management of luminal CD

Rubin et al. 2019 [58] United States American College of Gastroenterology Herbals, Probiotics Management of UC in adults

Sood et al. 2019 [59] India* Asian Working Group Dietary Patterns, 
Probiotics

Dietary management of IBD

Steinhart et al. 2019 [60] Canada Canadian Association of
Gastroenterology

None Management of perianal 
fistulizing CD

Teixeira et al. 2019 [61] Brazil Brazilian Medical Association None Biologicals treatment of UC

Zaltman et al. 2019 [62] Brazil Brazilian Medical Association None Biologicals treatment of CD

Table 1  Characteristics of Eligible Guidelines
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CAM recommendations, these included probiotics 
(n = 11), fecal microbiota transplantation (n = 5), calcium 
(n = 4), vitamin D (n = 4), iron (n = 3), cannabis (n = 2), 
curcumin (n = 2), nutrition therapy (n = 2), omega-3 fatty 

acids (n = 3), high-fibre diet (n = 2), mind-body medicine 
(n = 2), acupuncture (n = 1), adipose-derived stem cells 
(n = 1), chamomile (n = 1), gluten-free diet (n = 1), hyp-
notherapy (n = 1), ispaghula (n = 1), low-fat diet (n = 1), 

Guideline Country Developer CAM Category Guideline Topic
Bemelman et al. 2018 
[63]

Austria European Crohn’s and Colitis Organisation None Surgical treatment of CD

Brown et al. 2018 [64] United Kingdom Association of Coloproctology of Great Britain and
Ireland

Fecal Microbiota 
Transplantation, 
Probiotics

Surgical treatment of IBD

Lichtenstein et al. 2018 
[65]

United States American College of Gastroenterology Dietary Therapies Management of CD in adults

Forbes et al. 2017 [66] Luxembourg European Society for Clinical Nutrition and 
Metabolism

Dietary Patterns, Di-
etary Supplements, 
Probiotics, Vitamins 
and Minerals

Nutritional management 
of IBD

Gionchetti et al. 2017 
[67]

Italy Italian Group for the Study of Inflammatory Bowel 
Disease

None Corticosteroid and immuno-
suppressive treatment of IBD

Nguyen et al. 2017 [68] United States American Gastroenterological
Association

Probiotics Management of CD in post-
surgical resection patients

Bernstein et al. 2016 [69] Canada World Gastroenterology Organisation Cannabis, Ispaghu-
la, Probiotics

Management of IBD

Harbord et al. 2016 [70] Austria European Crohn’s and Colitis Organisation Vitamins and 
Minerals

Management of IBD extraint-
estinal manifestations

Bressler et al. 2015 [71] Canada Canadian Association of Gastroenterology Fecal Microbiota 
Transplantation, 
Probiotics

Management of UC in non-
hospitalized patients

Eliadou et al. 2015 [72] New Zealand New Zealand Society of
Gastroenterology

Fecal Microbiota 
Transplantation

Management of refractory 
UC

Fichera & Zoccali 2015 
[73]

United States Crohn’s & Colitis Foundation of America Adipose-derived 
Stem Cells

Surgical treatment of perianal 
fistulizing CD

Schwartz et al. 2015 [74] United States Crohn’s & Colitis Foundation of America None Management of perianal 
fistulizing CD

Strong et al. 2015 [75] United States American Society of Colon and Rectal Surgeons None Surgical treatment of CD

Gecse et al. 2014 [76] United States World Gastroenterology Organization None Management of perianal 
fistulizing CD

Lee et al. 2014 [77] United Kingdom British Dietetic Association Probiotics Dietary management of CD

Ross et al. 2014 [78] United States American Society of Colon and Rectal Surgeons Probiotics Surgical treatment of UC

Gomollon et al. 2013 [79] Spain Spanish Group of Ulcerative Colitis and Crohn’s
Disease

None Management of UC

Leung et al. 2013 [80] China Hong Kong IBD Society None Biological treatment of IBD

Terdiman et al. 2013 [81] United States American Gastroenterological Association None Thiopurines, methotrexate, 
and anti-TNF-α treatment 
of CD

Theede et al. 2013 [82] Denmark Danish Society of Gastroenterology and
Hepatology

None Biologicals treatment of IBD

Ueno et al. 2013 [83] Japan Guidelines Project Group of the Research Group 
of Intractable
Inflammatory Bowel Disease

Dietary patterns Management of CD

Bitton et al. 2012 [84] Canada Canadian Association of Gastroenterology None Treatment of severe UC in 
hospitalized adults

Mowat et al. 2011 [85] United Kingdom British Society of Gastroenterology Dietary patterns, 
Probiotics, Vitamins 
and Minerals

Management of IBD in adults

Orlando et al. 2011 [86] Italy Italian Society of Gastroenterology; Italian Group 
for the study
of Inflammatory Bowel Disease

None Anti-TNF-α treatment of IBD

Table 1  (continued) 
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myrrh (n = 1), other herbal therapies (n = 1), and vegetar-
ian diet (n = 1). Figure 2 summarizes all the CAM recom-
mendations by their corresponding CPGs, for the benefit 
of clinicians and researchers. Out of the 19 CPGs, only 
one CPG [45] had CAM practitioners on the guideline 
development panel.

Guidelines mentioning CAM without recommendations
There were four CPGs that only made mention of CAM 
[58, 64, 65, 78]. One CPG noted the short-lasting effects 
of dietary therapies on CD inflammation reduction [65]. 
Another discussed a meta-analysis that found no ben-
efits in using probiotics to induce remission, while also 
briefly mentioning curcumin without further elaboration 
on efficacy [58]. One CPG mentioned fecal microbiota 
transplantation as being investigated for treating pouchi-
tis [64]. Three CPGs all discussed the limited evidence 
showing the probiotic VSL#3 to be effective in maintain-
ing remission for pouchitis in patients with IBD [58, 64, 
78].

Average appraisal scores, average overall assessments 
and recommendations regarding use of guidelines: overall 
guideline (Table 2)
Average appraisal scores and average overall assess-
ments, evaluated on a seven-point Likert scale, are given 
in Table  2 for the 19 CPGs assessed using the AGREE 
II instrument. On the Likert scale, 1 indicates strongly 
disagreeing, while 7 indicates strongly agreeing, that an 
item’s criteria were met. Average appraisal scores ranged 
from 3.2 to 5.5, where 12 CPGs had an average appraisal 
score of ≥ 4.0 and four CPGs had an average appraisal 
score of ≥ 5.0. Average overall assessments ranged from 
3.0 to 5.5, where 14 CPGs had an average overall assess-
ment of ≥ 4.0 and nine CPGs had an average overall 
assessment of ≥ 5.0. Five CPGs [48, 69, 70, 72, 73] had an 
overall assessment of ≤ 4.0.

Average appraisal scores, average overall assessments 
and recommendations regarding use of guidelines: CAM 
sections (Table 2)
Average appraisal scores and average overall assessments 
for CPGs’ CAM sections, evaluated on a seven-point Lik-
ert scale, are shown in Table 2 for the 19 CPGs assessed 
using the AGREE II instrument. On the Likert scale, 1 
indicates strongly disagreeing, while 7 indicates strongly 
agreeing, that an item’s criteria were met. CAM average 
appraisal scores ranged from 2.5 to 4.9, where 15 CPGs 
had an average appraisal score of ≥ 3.0 and eight CPGs 
had an average appraisal score of ≥ 4.0. Four CPGs [64, 
69, 72, 73] had a CAM average appraisal score of ≤ 3.0. 
CAM average overall assessments ranged from 2.5 to 
5.0, with 11 CPGs having an average overall assessment 

of ≥ 4.0 and only one CPG [54] having an average overall 
assessment of ≥ 5.0.

Overall recommendations: overall guideline (Table 3)
From the 19 evaluated CPGs, 10 CPGs were recom-
mended for use by both appraisers. Of these 10 CPGs, 
both appraisers agreed on a rating of “Yes with Modifica-
tions” for eight CPGs [43, 53, 56, 57, 66, 68, 71, 77, 85], 
while appraisers gave different ratings of “Yes” and “Yes 
with Modifications” for two CPGs [37, 38, 54]. Addition-
ally, both appraisers agreed on a rating of “No” for four 
CPGs [48, 70, 73, 74], while the remaining five CPGs had 
conflicting ratings of “Yes with Modifications” and “No” 
[42, 47, 59, 69, 83].

Overall recommendations: CAM sections (Table 3)
From the 19 evaluated CPGs, only one CPG’s CAM sec-
tion was recommended for use by both appraisers [54], 
where both appraisers agreed on a rating of “Yes with 
Modifications”. Both appraisers agreed on a rating of 
“No” for eight CPGs [53, 56, 57, 68–70, 72, 73], while the 
remaining 10 CPGs had conflicting ratings of “Yes with 
Modifications” and “No” [37, 38, 42, 43, 56, 57, 59, 66, 71, 
77, 83, 85].

Scaled domain percentage quality assessment (Table 4)
Overall scaled domain percentage scores varied across 
CPGs, ranging from 72.2 to 100.0% for scope and pur-
pose, 30.6–91.7% for stakeholder involvement, 26.0–
86.5% for rigour of development, 69.4–100% for clarity of 
presentation, 0.0–37.5% for applicability, and 0.0–100.0% 
for editorial independence. Average scaled domain 
percentages for overall CPGs, from highest to lowest, 
were clarity of presentation (90.3%), scope and purpose 
(91.5%), editorial independence (57.0%), rigour of devel-
opment (54.7%), stakeholder involvement (56.7%), and 
applicability (14.6%).

Additionally, CAM scaled domain percentage scores 
varied across CPGs, ranging from 72.2 to 100.0% for 
scope and purpose, 8.3–94.4% for stakeholder involve-
ment, 17.7–72.9% for rigour of development, 27.8–94.4% 
for clarity of presentation, 0.0–12.5% for applicability, and 
0.0–100.0% for editorial independence. Average scaled 
domain percentages for CPGs’ CAM sections were, from 
highest to lowest, scope and purpose (91.5%), clarity of 
presentation (64.0%), editorial independence (57.0%), 
rigour of development (45.9%), stakeholder involvement 
(27.8%), and applicability (2.1%).

Scope and purpose
Overall, all CPGs scored highly in scope and purpose, 
effectively communicating overall objectives and health 
questions in relation to the treatment and/or manage-
ment of IBD. Different interventions, and their potential 
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benefits and intended outcomes (e.g., induction of remis-
sion) were extensively described. The characteristics of 
the target population were also easily identifiable (e.g., 
“patients with mild-moderate UC” [47]).

Stakeholder involvement
There was great variation in overall stakeholder involve-
ment domain scores. All CPGs scored at least moderately 
well in describing overall guideline development group 
characteristics of members’ geographic locations, and 
institutional affiliations, with some CPGs scoring higher 
for further describing members’ disciplines (e.g., gastro-
enterologist, or methodologist) and/or specific roles in 
the group [37, 38, 43, 54, 56, 57, 59, 70, 71, 77, 83, 85]. 
Most CPGs clearly identified their target users, though 
some CPGs scored more poorly for not explicitly stating 
target users and not detailing how the CPG may be used 
[42, 59, 66, 70, 72, 73]. Some CPGs did not at all consider 
patients’ views and preferences in guideline development 
[47, 48, 59, 66, 70, 73], while others mentioned consider-
ing or emphasizing patient values but did not elaborate 
on what/how information was gathered [42, 43, 69, 71, 
72, 83]. CPGs that scored moderately to very well addi-
tionally described methods and strategies used to capture 
patient values (e.g., literature review, patient advocate on 
guideline panel) [37, 38, 54, 56, 57, 68, 77, 85] and/or out-
comes of gathered information (e.g., preference of avoid-
ing medications’ adverse events over preventing disease 
recurrence) [53, 54, 56, 57, 68, 77].

In contrast, all CPGs but one [54] scored poorly for 
the CAM stakeholder involvement domain. CPGs’ CAM 
target user scores mirrored overall target user scores, 
with only some CPGs not explicitly stating target users 
and how to use the CPG [42, 59, 66, 70, 72, 73]. Other 
than one CPG [54], none of the CPGs involved CAM 
practitioners in their guideline development group nor 
described patient preferences regarding CAM therapies.

Rigour of development
Most CPGs thoroughly described how systematic meth-
ods were used to find evidence (including CAM evi-
dence) [37, 38, 43, 53, 56, 57, 59, 66, 68, 71, 77], though 
some CPGs did not include complete search strategies 
[59, 66]. Lower-scoring CPGs, with regards to system-
atic methods, either only described databases in which 
searches were performed [42, 47, 83, 85] or merely stated 
that literature searches were conducted [54, 70]. The low-
est-scoring CPGs in systematic methods provided no evi-
dence of a systematic literature search occurring [48, 69, 
72, 73]. Surprisingly, not many CPGs explicitly stated all 
relevant inclusion/exclusion criteria (e.g., study designs, 
outcomes, population) for both overall and CAM evi-
dence [37, 38, 53, 68, 77], though the other CPGs 
described the relevant population and at least partially 
described some studies that were included [42, 43, 47, 48, 
54, 56, 57, 59, 66, 69–73, 83, 85]. Strengths and limita-
tions of the body of evidence (including CAM evidence) 
were thoroughly described by seven CPGs [37, 38, 43, 53, 
56, 57, 66, 68, 71]. The remaining eight CPGs reported on 

Table 3  Overall Recommendations for Use of Appraised 
Guidelines

Overall Guideline CAM Section
Guideline Appraiser 1 Appraiser 2 Appraiser 

1
Appraiser 2

Raine et al. 
2022 [37] & 
Spinelli et al. 
2022 [38]

Yes Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Lodyga et 
al. 2021 [42]

No Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Miehlke 
2021 [43]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Levine et al. 
2020 [47]

No Yes with 
Modifications

No No

Colombel 
et al. 2019 
[48]

No No No No

Ko et al. 
2019 [53]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No No

Kucharzik 
et al. 2019 
[54]

Yes Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifica-
tions

Yes with 
Modifications

Panaccione 
et al. 2019a 
[56] & 
Panaccione 
et al. 2019b 
[57]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Sood et al. 
2019 [59]

No Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Forbes et al. 
2017 [66]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Nguyen et 
al. 2017 [68]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No No

Bernstein 
et al. 2016 
[69]

No Yes with 
Modifications

No No

Harbord et 
al. 2016 [70]

No No No No

Bressler et 
al. 2015 [71]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Eliadou et 
al. 2015 [72]

No No No No

Fichera 
& Zoccali 
2015 [73]

No No No No

Lee et al. 
2014 [77]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Ueno et al. 
2013 [83]

No Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications

Mowat et al. 
2011 [85]

Yes with 
Modifications

Yes with 
Modifications

No Yes with 
Modifications
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most aspects of strengths and limitations but were some-
what lacking details on study biases [42, 47, 48, 59, 69, 70, 
72, 83] and/or the magnitude and consistency of results 
for benefits and harms [42, 48, 54, 73, 77, 83, 85]. Though 
lacking in CAM-specific considerations, most CPGs 
comprehensively described methods used for overall rec-
ommendation formulation [37, 38, 42, 43, 47, 56, 57, 59, 
66, 71, 77, 83]. Accordingly, most CPGs incorporated a 
thorough consideration of health benefits versus harms 
in their overall and CAM recommendation formulation 
[37, 38, 42, 43, 47, 53, 54, 56, 57, 59, 66, 68, 71, 72, 77, 83, 

85]. All CPGs also explicitly linked their recommenda-
tions (including CAM recommendations) with support-
ing evidence. Many CPGs merely described that external 
review occurred and/or described its purpose [37, 38, 43, 
53, 54, 68, 70, 71, 77, 83]. No CPGs specifically detailed 
methods used or information gathered from an external 
review, nor did any CPG describe having CAM practi-
tioners participate in an external review. Only four CPGs 
provided a procedure for updating overall CPGs (includ-
ing CAM sections) with a specific timeframe [37, 38, 54, 
77, 85].

Table 4  Scaled Domain Percentages for Appraisers of Each Guideline
Guideline Domain score (%)

Scope and 
purpose

Stakeholder 
involvement

Rigour of 
development

Clarity of 
presentation

Applicability Editorial 
Independence

Raine et al. 2022 [37] & 
Spinelli et al. 2022 [38]

Overall Guideline 100.0 69.4 86.5 100.0 25.0 58.3

CAM Section 100.0 27.8 64.6 55.6 2.1 58.3

Lodyga et al. 2021 [42] Overall Guideline 100.0 30.6 46.9 100.0 14.6 0.0

CAM Section 100.0 13.9 32.3 69.4 0.0 0.0

Miehlke et al. 2021 
[43]

Overall Guideline 88.9 72.2 68.8 91.7 4.2 70.8

CAM Section 88.9 33.3 63.5 52.8 2.1 70.8

Levine et al. 2020 [47] Overall Guideline 91.7 47.2 43.8 77.8 0.0 50.0

CAM Section 91.7 33.3 29.2 58.3 0.0 50.0

Colombel et al. 2019 
[48]

Overall Guideline 86.1 44.4 26.0 94.4 6.25 50.0

CAM Section 86.1 27.8 21.9 91.7 0.0 50

Ko et al. 2019 [53] Overall Guideline 94.4 50.0 65.6 94.4 8.3 83.3

CAM Section 94.4 25.0 59.4 69.4 0.0 83.3

Kucharzik et al. 2019 
[54]

Overall Guideline 100.0 86.1 67.7 100.0 35.4 87.5

CAM Section 100.0 94.4 54.2 94.4 6.3 87.5

Panaccione et al. 
2019a [56] & Panac-
cione et al. 2019b [57]

Overall Guideline 100.0 91.7 67.7 100.0 10.4 91.7

CAM Section 100.0 33.3 62.5 77.8 0.0 91.7

Sood et al. 2019 [59] Overall Guideline 91.7 38.9 58.3 83.3 14.6 75.0

CAM Section 91.7 13.9 52.1 75.0 0.0 75.0

Forbes et al. 2017 [66] Overall Guideline 86.1 30.6 60.4 94.4 27.1 100.0

CAM Section 86.1 13.9 60.4 88.9 12.5 100.0

Nguyen et al. 2017 
[68]

Overall Guideline 91.7 63.9 68.8 94.4 18.8 66.7

CAM Section 91.7 22.2 60.4 55.6 0.0 66.7

Bernstein et al. 2016 
[69]

Overall Guideline 97.2 52.8 28.1 75.0 25.0 25.0

CAM Section 97.2 30.6 17.7 33.3 0.0 25.0

Harbord et al. 2016 
[70]

Overall Guideline 80.6 33.3 29.2 91.7 12.5 29.2

CAM Section 80.6 8.3 20.8 61.1 8.3 29.2

Bressleret al. 2015 [71] Overall Guideline 97.2 58.3 66.7 100.0 4.2 91.7

CAM Section 97.2 22.2 60.4 72.2 0.0 91.7

Eliadou et al. 2015 [72] Overall Guideline 100.0 44.4 28.1 69.4 10.4 25.0

CAM Section 100.0 16.7 22.9 27.8 0.0 25.0

Fichera & Zoccali 2015 
[73]

Overall Guideline 72.2 30.6 34.4 86.1 0.0 0.0

CAM Section 72.2 11.1 25.0 36.1 0.0 0.0

Lee et al. 2014 [77] Overall Guideline 100.0 80.6 76.0 83.3 18.8 45.8

CAM Section 100.0 33.3 72.9 47.2 4.2 45.8

Ueno et al. 2013 [83] Overall Guideline 83.3 80.6 56.3 88.9 4.2 83.3

CAM Section 83.3 33.3 43.8 55.6 2.1 83.3

Mowat et al. 2011 [85] Overall Guideline 77.8 72.2 59.4 91.7 37.5 50.0

CAM Section 77.8 33.3 47.9 94.4 2.1 50.0
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Clarity of presentation
Recommendations were specific and unambiguous for all 
of the overall CPGs and for most of the CAM sections, 
though a few CPGs were considerably vague regarding 
intent/purpose [47, 68, 69, 72, 73, 77]. All CPGs clearly 
presented different options for overall management of 
IBD. However, only five CPGs identified many CAM 
therapy options for IBD [48, 54, 59, 66, 85], whereas other 
CPGs only provided CAM recommendations against 
a therapy’s use [43, 56, 57, 68, 71, 77] or provided few 
CAM options [37, 38, 42, 47, 53, 69, 70, 72, 73, 83]. Key 
recommendations (both overall and CAM sections) were 
easily identifiable for all CPGs except one [73].

Applicability
Applicability scaled domain percentages, for both over-
all CPGs and CAM sections, were generally poor. Only 
four CPGs described overall facilitators and barriers of 
recommendation implementation [66, 69, 77, 85], and no 
CAM facilitators or barriers were discussed in any CPG. 
Some CPGs provided limited advice or tools supporting 
recommendation implementation [37, 38, 54, 70, 77, 83, 
85], mostly in links to compact guideline summaries or 
educational resources. Certain CPGs merely made men-
tion of considering resource implications in formulating 
recommendations [37, 38, 42, 43, 72, 77, 83], while other 
CPGs’ recommendations additionally had some discus-
sion of resource implications (e.g., recommendation 
caveats based on cost, interventions’ cost-effectiveness) 
[53, 56, 57, 59, 66, 68, 69, 71, 85]. No CPGs’ CAM sec-
tions discussed facilitators/barriers, provided advice/
tools, or considered resource implications. Many CPGs 
had monitoring and/or auditing criteria for some recom-
mendations [37, 38, 56, 57, 59, 66, 68, 77, 85], though in 
all instances they were lacking in detail. Few CPGs had 
monitoring and auditing criteria for CAM recommenda-
tions [54, 66, 70, 85].

Editorial independence
For both overall CPGs and CAM sections, most CPGs 
identified funding sources, though only certain CPGs had 
explicit statements of no influence [43, 54, 56, 57, 66, 71, 
83] while others lacked explicit statements [37, 38, 47, 
48, 53, 59, 68, 77, 85]. Five CPGs entirely lacked funding 
body statements [42, 69, 70, 72, 73]. Similarly, regarding 
competing interests for both overall CPGs and CAM sec-
tions, most CPGs identified conflicts of interest, though 
only one CPG satisfactorily addressed these conflicts [54] 
while others did not [37, 38, 43, 47, 48, 56, 57, 60, 69, 71, 
72, 77, 83, 85]. CPGs that declared no pertinent conflicts 
also scored well [53, 59, 66, 68], though the lowest-scor-
ing CPGs lacked a competing interests section. [42, 73].

Discussion
The objective of this review was to determine the quan-
tity and assess the quality of CPGs providing CAM rec-
ommendations for the treatment and/or management of 
IBD. There were a wide range of CAM categories cov-
ered by different CPGs, though most CPGs had only a 
few CAM recommendations. The quality of 19 CPGs 
with CAM recommendations were assessed using the 
23-item AGREE II instrument (where on each item’s Lik-
ert scale, 1 indicates strongly disagreeing that an item’s 
criteria were met and 7 indicates strongly agreeing that 
an item’s criteria were met). Domain scores differed 
greatly between different CPGs. Regarding overall guide-
lines, four CPGs [37, 38, 54, 56, 57, 77] scored ≥ 5.0 (and 
seven CPGs [42, 47, 48, 69, 70, 72, 73] scored ≤ 4.0) in 
both average appraisal score and average overall assess-
ment. Regarding guidelines’ CAM sections, no CPGs 
scored ≥ 5.0 (and eleven [42, 47, 48, 59, 68–70, 72, 73, 83, 
85] CPGs scored ≤ 4.0) in both average appraisal score 
and average overall assessment.

Comparative literature
Although this review is, to our knowledge, the first to 
determine the quantity and assess the quality of CPGs 
providing CAM recommendations for the treatment 
and/or management of IBD, our findings can be com-
pared with published reviews assessing both IBD CPGs 
as well as CAM recommendations in CPGs relating to 
other disease topics.

One study conducted a systematic review of IBD diag-
nosis and/or treatment CPGs, applying the AGREE II 
instrument and finding similar average scaled domain 
percentage findings: clarity of presentation (85.58%), 
scope and purpose (84.51%), editorial independence 
(62.02%), rigour of development (69.95%), stakeholder 
involvement (60.90%), and applicability (26.60%) [87]. 
The study’s authors concluded that the quality of most 
evaluated CPGs was acceptable, though there was room 
for improvement in the domains of stakeholder partici-
pation and applicability [87]. Another systematic review 
applied the AGREE II instrument to pharmacologi-
cal therapy recommendations in IBD CPGs, though the 
pharmacological review differed considerably in domains 
of editorial independence (94.0%), applicability (45.8%), 
and stakeholder involvement (38.9%) [88] as compared to 
this present review. The pharmacological study discussed 
causes of heterogeneity between CPGs’ pharmacological 
recommendations (including varying efficacy of drugs in 
CD versus UC, special populations like pediatric patients, 
and potential developer bias in recommendation for-
mulation), while suggesting that future guidelines could 
be improved through more refined recommendations 
based on target population characteristics (e.g., appro-
priate remission recommendations for severe UC adult 
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patients may differ from moderate UC pediatric patients) 
[88]. A third study systematically reviewed diagnostic 
approaches in IBD CPGs and observed heterogeneity in 
diagnosis recommendations, while identifying domains 
of stakeholder involvement, rigour of development, and 
applicability as areas of improvement [89]. Finally, a sys-
tematic review examined the conflicts of interest and 
quality of evidence used for recommendations present in 
IBD CPGs, where authors noted considerable variation in 
recommendations’ evidence quality and numerous con-
flicts of interest in many CPGs [90].

This present review’s CAM section results can be com-
pared to the findings of a systematic review that exam-
ined CPGs focused primarily on CAM therapies (e.g., 
herbal medicine, acupuncture, spinal manipulation) [91]. 
The CAM study had markedly different average scaled 
domain percentage findings: scope and purpose (83.3%), 
clarity of presentation (85.3%), editorial independence 
(60.1%), rigour of development (61.2%), stakeholder 
involvement (52.0%), and applicability (20.7%) [91]. 
Nonetheless, the CAM study similarly noted the pau-
city of high-quality CAM CPGs and variation in quality 
across domains [91]. Other studies assessing quality of 
CPGs’ CAM recommendations (using AGREE II) across 
various diseases/conditions (e.g., rheumatoid arthri-
tis and osteoarthritis, colon cancer, multiple sclerosis, 
anxiety, depression) had similar trends in average scaled 
domain percentages of CAM sections, with clarity of 
presentation and scope and purpose domains tending to 
score higher, and stakeholder involvement and applicabil-
ity tending to score lower [92–96].

Overall, this study revealed that there are few high-
quality CPGs that comprehensively cover CAM therapy 
recommendations on IBD treatment and/or manage-
ment. Of the 19 evaluated CPGs, 12 had only one or two 
CAM recommendations [37, 38, 42, 43, 47, 69–73, 77, 
83, 85]. Many of these CPGs’ CAM recommendations 
were based on low-quality evidence [43, 68, 70, 71], or 
they were recommendations indicating knowledge gaps 
or neutral statements [47, 66]. Of seven CPGs with three 
or more CAM recommendations, four CPGs’ CAM rec-
ommendations consisted almost entirely of neutral/
open recommendations [53, 54, 59, 69], generally due 
to knowledge gaps [53] or insufficient evidence [59, 69] 
for recommendations in favour of a given CAM therapy. 
For another CPG, two out of three CAM recommenda-
tions had very-low quality of evidence, and all three rec-
ommendations were against CAM therapy use [56, 57]. 
This study also found how the quality of CPGs’ CAM sec-
tions varied within each guideline (throughout different 
AGREE II domains) and between different guidelines.

There is a dearth of high-quality CAM research to 
support informed decision making on CAM use among 
healthcare professionals and patients. Challenges to 

CAM research include the absence of quality control and 
regulations on herbal supplements [10], challenges with 
blinding of physical interventions (e.g., acupuncture) or 
mind-body techniques (e.g., yoga) in study design [10], 
lack of funding [97], and bias against CAM research 
[97]. Despite these challenges, the use of CAM is highly 
prevalent among patients with IBD [10, 19–23]. Many 
patients with IBD also do not disclose their use of CAM 
to healthcare professionals, while many healthcare pro-
fessionals have limited knowledge of CAM [10]. Alto-
gether, patients’ hesitancy/inability to consult their 
healthcare provider on CAM therapies may negatively 
impact patient care and may be damaging to shared 
and informed decision making. A greater availability of 
high-quality CAM recommendations in CPGs, however, 
may present an opportunity for healthcare profession-
als to confidently provide informed advice on CAM use. 
Given the varying quality of CAM recommendations in 
CPGs, future development or updating of IBD CPGs can 
improve on guidelines’ CAM sections. One domain that 
could be improved on for future CPGs is stakeholder 
involvement, as most CPGs’ guideline development 
groups lacked CAM experts that may be knowledgeable 
of more therapies relevant to IBD treatment and/or man-
agement (who may help to increase the quantity of CAM 
recommendations). Similarly, incorporating patients’ 
views and preferences on CAM as part of the guideline 
development process can better inform healthcare pro-
fessionals on shared care and decision-making principles 
[98]. For instance, the development of a CPG for the 
management of increased intestinal permeability [99] was 
informed by a cross-sectional survey of patient behav-
iours and preferences (which included questions about 
naturopathic practitioners and dietary supplements), 
which allowed the guideline to discuss the discrepancies 
between patients’ most commonly used dietary supple-
ments and current evidence-based recommendations. 
Additionally, the same CPG had a diverse guideline 
development group that involved CAM experts, includ-
ing naturopathic practitioners and integrative medicine 
practitioners, which allowed for the opportunity to con-
sider the concordance between published evidence and 
clinical practice on managing increased intestinal per-
meability [99]. Ultimately, incorporating feedback from 
experts and patients may help increase uptake of the 
CPG among these target users [99, 100] Applicability is 
another domain that could be further improved upon 
due to the lack of tools in CPGs for clinicians to use to 
implement CAM recommendations into patient care 
plans and monitor therapy efficacy. One way to combat 
this would be for CPGs to include additional resources 
such as guides on facilitating CAM use discussions with 
patients, flow chart and algorithm versions of CPGs for 
deciding which CAM therapy is the most appropriate in 
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a given situation, and patient versions of CPGs [101, 102]. 
Regarding rigour of development, given how many CPGs 
did not describe search strategies with many CAM terms 
(if described at all), developers may consider including 
more CAM terms in literature searches to potentially 
yield a greater body of CAM evidence for recommenda-
tion formulation. The AGREE II instrument can be used 
to identify criteria important for guideline reporting [31]. 
Furthermore, there exists other frameworks and check-
lists to help guide CPG development [103–105].

Strengths and limitations
One strength of this study is the use of systematic 
methods in identifying eligible CPGs for the treat-
ment and/or management of IBD, though it is possible 
our search did not identify all relevant CPGs. Another 
strength is the use of the AGREE II instrument, which 
is widely accepted as the gold standard tool for evalu-
ating CPGs [31–33]. A corresponding limitation, how-
ever, is how CPGs with CAM recommendations were 
evaluated by only two appraisers, rather than four 
appraisers as recommended by the AGREE II manual 
[31–33]. This limitation was partially addressed, how-
ever, by JYN, MCW, and HL conducting a pilot test to 
standardize scoring, where three different non-IBD 
CPGs were independently appraised before results 
were discussed to achieve consensus on how to apply 
the AGREE II instrument. Furthermore, independent 
appraisals of the 19 IBD CPGs with CAM recommen-
dations by MCW and HL were followed by meetings 
and discussions with JYN to resolve uncertainties, 
while making sure to not change legitimate score 
discrepancies.

Conclusions
The present study identified 49 CPGs published on 
IBD treatment and/or management since 2011, of 
which 19 CPGs made recommendations on CAM 
therapies such as probiotics, dietary and herbal sup-
plements, fecal microbial transplantation, and mind-
body medicine. Evaluation of these 19 CPGs with the 
AGREE II tool revealed variable quality within and 
across CPGs. Most CPGs had substantially lower 
CAM section AGREE II scores, as compared to non-
CAM treatments in overall CPGs, where only one 
CPG was recommended for use by both appraisers. 
For future IBD guideline development and updates, 
CPGs with lower scaled domain percentages (for both 
overall and CAM-specific sections) could be improved 
with reference to the AGREE II instrument, as well as 
other guideline development resources. The general 
low quality of IBD CPGs’ CAM sections and low quan-
tity of CAM recommendations in most CPGs pres-
ents a barrier to informed decision-making on CAM 

therapies among patients and healthcare profession-
als. Overall, future IBD guideline development would 
greatly benefit from improving CPGs’ CAM sections, 
specifically with regard to considering patients’ views 
on CAM, collaborating with CAM experts, providing 
CAM resources for patients and clinicians, and incor-
porating a greater quantity and quality of CAM evi-
dence and recommendations.

Abbreviations
AGREE II	� Appraisal of Guidelines for Research and Evaluation II
CAM	� complementary and alternative medicine
IBD	� Inflammatory bowel disease
UC	� Ulcerative colitis
CD	� Crohn’s disease
NCCIH	� National Center for Complementary and Integrative Health
PICO	� Patients, Intervention, Comparison and Outcomes
PRISMA	� Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and 

Meta-Analyses

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12906-023-04062-0.

Supplementary Material 1

Supplementary Material 2

Acknowledgements
None.

Authors’ contributions
JYN designed and conceptualized the study, collected and analysed data, 
drafted the manuscript, and gave final approval of the version to be published.
HL assisted with the collection and analysis of data, drafted the manuscript, 
and gave final approval of the version to be published.MCW assisted with 
the collection and analysis of data, drafted the manuscript, and gave final 
approval of the version to be published.

Funding
JYN was awarded a Research Scholarship and an Entrance Scholarship from 
the Department of Health Research Methods, Evidence and Impact, Faculty of 
Health Sciences at McMaster University.

Data availability
All relevant data are included in this manuscript.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study involved a systematic review of peer-reviewed literature only; it did 
not require ethics approval or consent to participate.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Received: 9 December 2022 / Accepted: 29 June 2023

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-023-04062-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-023-04062-0


Page 16 of 19Ng et al. BMC Complementary Medicine and Therapies          (2023) 23:230 

References
1.	 Ananthakrishnan AN. Epidemiology and risk factors for IBD. Nat Rev Gastro-

enterol Hepatol. 2015;12(4):205–17. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2015.34.
2.	 Seyedian SS, Nokhostin F, Malamir MD. A review of the diagnosis, preven-

tion, and treatment methods of inflammatory bowel disease. J Med Life. 
2019;12(2):113–22. https://doi.org/10.25122/jml-2018-0075.

3.	 Cosnes J, Gower-Rousseau C, Seksik P, Cortot A. Epidemiology and natural 
history of inflammatory bowel diseases. Gastroenterology. 2011;140(6):1785–
94. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.01.055.

4.	 Molodecky NA, Soon IS, Rabi DM, Ghali WA, Ferris M, Chernoff G et al. Increas-
ing incidence and prevalence of the inflammatory bowel diseases with time, 
based on systematic review. Gastroenterol 2012;142(1):46–54e42. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.10.001.

5.	 Jones JL, Nguyen GC, Benchimol EI, Bernstein CN, Bitton A, Kaplan GG, Mur-
thy SK, Lee K, Cooke-Lauder J, Otley AR. The impact of inflammatory bowel 
disease in Canada 2018: quality of life. Journal of the Canadian Association of 
Gastroenterology. 2019;2(Supplement_1):S42-8. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/
jcag/gwy048.

6.	 Ng JY, Chauhan U, Armstrong D, Marshall J, Tse F, Moayyedi P, Reinisch W, 
Halder S. A comparison of the prevalence of anxiety and depression between 
uncomplicated and complex IBD patient groups. Gastroenterology Nursing. 
2018;41(5):427 – 35. doi: https://doi.org/10.1097/SGA.0000000000000338.

7.	 Szigethy EM, Allen JI, Reiss M, Cohen W, Perera LP, Brillstein L, Cross RK, 
Schwartz DA, Kosinski LR, Colton JB, LaRusso E. White paper AGA: the impact 
of mental and psychosocial factors on the care of patients with inflammatory 
bowel disease. Clinical Gastroenterology and Hepatology. 2017;15(7):986 – 
97. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2017.02.037.

8.	 Kaplan GG. The global burden of IBD: from 2015 to 2025. Nat Rev Gastroen-
terol Hepatol. 2015;12(12):720–7. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2015.150.

9.	 What is inflammatory bowel disease (IBD). ? | IBD. Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention. 2022 [cited 2022 Jun 1]. Available from: https://www.cdc.
gov/ibd/what-is-IBD.htm.

10.	 Cheifetz AS, Gianotti R, Luber R, Gibson PR. Complementary and alternative 
Medicines used by patients with inflammatory Bowel Diseases. Gastroenter-
ology. 2017;152(2):415–429e15. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.004.

11.	 Mishra R, Dhawan P, Srivastava AS, Singh AB. Inflammatory bowel disease: 
therapeutic limitations and prospective of the stem cell therapy. World J 
Stem Cells. 2020;12(10):1050–66. https://doi.org/10.4252/wjsc.v12.i10.1050.

12.	 Peyrin-Biroulet L, Lémann M. Review article: remission rates achievable by 
current therapies for inflammatory bowel disease. Aliment Pharmacol Ther. 
2011;33(8):870–9. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2036.2011.04599.x.

13.	 Vangeli E, Bakhshi S, Baker A, et al. A systematic review of factors Associ-
ated with Non-Adherence to Treatment for Immune-Mediated inflamma-
tory Diseases. Adv Ther. 2015;32(11):983–1028. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12325-015-0256-7.

14.	 Bauer N, Kairey L, Schlee C, Uecker C, Öznur Ö, Langhorst J. Use of comple-
mentary and alternative medicine (CAM) in patients with inflammatory 
bowel disease (IBD): results from a german nationwide survey of 2019 com-
pared to a previous survey of 2002. Scand J Gastroenterol. 2022;57(10):1209–
15. https://doi.org/10.1080/00365521.2022.2078667.

15.	 Mountifield R, Andrews JM, Mikocka-Walus A, Bampton P. Doctor communi-
cation quality and friends’ attitudes influence complementary medicine use 
in inflammatory bowel disease. World J Gastroenterol. 2015;21(12):3663–70. 
https://doi.org/10.3748/wjg.v21.i12.3663.

16.	 Weizman AV, Ahn E, Thanabalan R, et al. Characterisation of complementary 
and alternative medicine use and its impact on medication adherence in 
inflammatory bowel disease. Aliment Pharmacol Ther. 2012;35(3):342–9. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2036.2011.04956.x.

17.	 Ng JY, Boon HS, Thompson AK, Whitehead CR. Making sense of “alternative”, 
“complementary”, “unconventional” and “integrative” medicine: exploring the 
terms and meanings through a textual analysis. BMC Complement Altern 
Med. 2016;16(1):134. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-016-1111-3.

18.	 Complementary alternative, or Integrative Health. : What’s in 
a name?. National Center for Complementary and Integrative 
Health. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services; 2021 [cited 
2022 Jun 8]. Available from: https://www.nccih.nih.gov/health/
complementary-alternative-or-integrative-health-whats-in-a-name.

19.	 Lin SC, Cheifetz AS. The use of complementary and alternative medicine 
in patients with inflammatory bowel disease. Gastroenterol Hepatol (N Y). 
2018;14(7):415–25.

20.	 Koning M, Ailabouni R, Gearry RB, Frampton CMA, Barclay ML. Use and 
predictors of oral complementary and alternative medicine by patients 

with inflammatory bowel disease: a population-based, case-control 
study. Inflamm Bowel Dis 2013;19(4):767–78. doi: https://doi.org/10.1097/
mib.0b013e31827f27c8.

21.	 Langhorst J, Wulfert H, Lauche R, Klose P, Cramer H, Dobos GJ et al. Sys-
tematic review of complementary and alternative medicine treatments in 
inflammatory bowel diseases. J Crohns Colitis 2015;9(1):86–106. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jju007.

22.	 Yanai H, Salomon N, Lahat A. Complementary therapies in Inflamma-
tory Bowel Diseases. Curr Gastroenterol Rep. 2016;18(12):62. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11894-016-0537-6.

23.	 Nguyen GC, Croitoru K, Silverberg MS, Steinhart AH, Weizman AV. Use of 
complementary and alternative medicine for inflammatory bowel disease is 
Associated with worse adherence to conventional therapy: the COMPLI-
ANT study. Inflamm Bowel Dis. 2016;22(6):1412–7. https://doi.org/10.1097/
mib.0000000000000773.

24.	 Tursi A, Brandimarte G, Papa A, Giglio A, Elisei W, Giorgetti GM, et al. 
Treatment of relapsing mild-to-moderate ulcerative colitis with the 
probiotic VSL#3 as adjunctive to a standard pharmaceutical treatment: a 
double-blind, randomized, placebo-controlled study. Am J Gastroenterol. 
2010;105(10):2218–27. https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2010.218.

25.	 Lamb CA, Kennedy NA, Raine T, Hendy PA, Smith PJ, Limdi JK et al. British 
Society of Gastroenterology consensus guidelines on the management of 
inflammatory bowel disease in adults. Gut 2019;68(Suppl 3):s1–106. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-318484.

26.	 Woolf SH, Grol R, Hutchinson A, Eccles M, Grimshaw J. Potential benefits, limi-
tations, and harms of clinical guidelines. BMJ. 1999;20(7182):527–30. https://
doi.org/10.1136/bmj.318.7182.527.

27.	 What are practice guidelines?. AGREE Enterprise [cited 2023 May 6]. Available 
from: https://www.agreetrust.org/practice-guidelines/.

28.	 Patel SJ, Kemper KJ, Kitzmiller JP. Physician perspectives on education, train-
ing, and implementation of complementary and alternative medicine. Adv 
Med Educ Pract. 2017;8:499–503. https://doi.org/10.2147/amep.s138572.

29.	 Higgins JPT, Green S, editors. Cochrane Handbook for systematic reviews of 
Interventions Version 5.1.0. The Cochrane Collaboration; 2011.

30.	 Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, 
Shamseer L, Tetzlaff JM, Akl EA, Brennan SE, Chou R. The PRISMA 2020 state-
ment: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. Syst reviews. 
2021;10(1):1–1. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4.

31.	 Brouwers MC, Kho ME, Browman GP, Burgers JS, Cluzeau F, Feder G, Fervers B, 
Graham ID, Grimshaw J, Hanna SE, Littlejohns P. AGREE II: advancing guideline 
development, reporting and evaluation in health care. Can Med Assoc J. 
2010;182(18):E839–42. https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.090449.

32.	 Brouwers MC, Kho ME, Browman GP, Burgers JS, Cluzeau F, Feder G, Fervers 
B, Graham ID, Hanna SE, Makarski J. Development of the AGREE II, part 
1: performance, usefulness and areas for improvement. Cmaj 2010 Jul 
13;182(10):1045–52. doi: https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.091714.

33.	 Brouwers MC, Kho ME, Browman GP, Burgers JS, Cluzeau F, Feder G, Fervers 
B, Graham ID, Hanna SE, Makarski J. Development of the AGREE II, part 
2: assessment of validity of items and tools to support application. Cmaj 
2010;182(10):E472–8. doi: https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.091716.

34.	 Guidelines International Network. Guidelines International Network; date 
unknown [cited 2022 Jun 3]. Available from: https://www.g-i-n.net/.

35.	 Clinical Practice Guidelines. National Center for Complementary and Integra-
tive Health; date unknown [cited 2022 Jun 3]. Available from: https://www.
nccih.nih.gov/health/providers/clinicalpractice.

36.	 Macaluso FS, Orlando A, Papi C, Festa S, Pugliese D, Bonovas S, Pansieri 
C, Piovani D, Fiorino G, Fantini MC, Caprioli F. Use of biologics and small 
molecule drugs for the management of moderate to severe ulcerative 
colitis: IG-IBD clinical guidelines based on the GRADE methodology. Diges-
tive and Liver Disease. 2022;54(4):440 – 51. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
dld.2022.01.127.

37.	 Raine T, Bonovas S, Burisch J, Kucharzik T, Adamina M, Annese V, Bachmann 
O, Bettenworth D, Chaparro M, Czuber-Dochan W, Eder P. ECCO guidelines 
on therapeutics in ulcerative colitis: medical treatment. J Crohn’s Colitis 
2022;16(1):2–17. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjab178.

38.	 Spinelli A, Bonovas S, Burisch J, Kucharzik T, Adamina M, Annese V, Bachmann 
O, Bettenworth D, Chaparro M, Czuber-Dochan W, Eder P. ECCO guidelines 
on therapeutics in ulcerative colitis: surgical treatment. J Crohn’s Colitis. 
2022;16(2):179–89. https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjab177.

39.	 De Simone B, Davies J, Chouillard E, Di Saverio S, Hoentjen F, Tarasconi 
A, Sartelli M, Biffl WL, Ansaloni L, Coccolini F, Chiarugi M. WSES-AAST 
guidelines: management of inflammatory bowel disease in the emergency 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2015.34
https://doi.org/10.25122/jml-2018-0075
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.01.055
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcag/gwy048
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcag/gwy048
https://doi.org/10.1097/SGA.0000000000000338
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2017.02.037
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2015.150
https://www.cdc.gov/ibd/what-is-IBD.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/ibd/what-is-IBD.htm
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.004
https://doi.org/10.4252/wjsc.v12.i10.1050
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2036.2011.04599.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12325-015-0256-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12325-015-0256-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00365521.2022.2078667
https://doi.org/10.3748/wjg.v21.i12.3663
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2036.2011.04956.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-016-1111-3
https://www.nccih.nih.gov/health/complementary-alternative-or-integrative-health-whats-in-a-name
https://www.nccih.nih.gov/health/complementary-alternative-or-integrative-health-whats-in-a-name
https://doi.org/10.1097/mib.0b013e31827f27c8
https://doi.org/10.1097/mib.0b013e31827f27c8
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jju007
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jju007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11894-016-0537-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11894-016-0537-6
https://doi.org/10.1097/mib.0000000000000773
https://doi.org/10.1097/mib.0000000000000773
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2010.218
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-318484
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.318.7182.527
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.318.7182.527
https://www.agreetrust.org/practice-guidelines/
https://doi.org/10.2147/amep.s138572
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.090449
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.091714
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.091716
https://www.g-i-n.net/
https://www.nccih.nih.gov/health/providers/clinicalpractice
https://www.nccih.nih.gov/health/providers/clinicalpractice
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2022.01.127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2022.01.127
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjab178
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjab177


Page 17 of 19Ng et al. BMC Complementary Medicine and Therapies          (2023) 23:230 

setting. World J Emerg Surg 2021;16(1):1–27. doi: https://doi.org/10.1186/
s13017-021-00362-3.

40.	 Feuerstein JD, Ho EY, Shmidt E, Singh H, Falck-Ytter Y, Sultan S, Terdiman JP, 
Sultan S, Cohen BL, Chachu K, Day L. AGA clinical practice guidelines on the 
medical management of moderate to severe luminal and perianal fistulizing 
Crohn’s disease. Gastroenterology. 2021;160(7):2496 – 508. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1053/j.gastro.2021.04.022.

41.	 Holubar SD, Lightner AL, Poylin V, Vogel JD, Gaertner W, Davis B, Davis KG, 
Mahadevan U, Shah SA, Kane SV, Steele SR. The American Society of Colon 
and Rectal Surgeons Clinical Practice Guidelines for the surgical manage-
ment of ulcerative colitis. Diseases of the Colon & Rectum. 2021;64(7):783–
804. doi: https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000002037.

42.	 Łodyga M, Eder P, Gawron-Kiszka M, Dobrowolska A, Gonciarz M, Hartleb 
M, Kłopocka M, Małecka-Wojciesko E, Radwan P, Reguła J, Zagórowicz E. 
Guidelines for the management of patients with Crohn’s disease. Recom-
mendations of the Polish Society of Gastroenterology and the Polish National 
consultant in Gastroenterology. Gastroenterol Review/PrzeglÄ d Gastroen-
terologiczny. 2021;16(1). https://doi.org/10.5114/pg.2021.110914.

43.	 Miehlke S, Guagnozzi D, Zabana Y, Tontini GE, Kanstrup Fiehn AM, Wildt 
S, Bohr J, Bonderup O, Bouma G, D’Amato M, Heiberg Engel PJ. European 
guidelines on microscopic colitis: United European Gastroenterology and 
European Microscopic Colitis Group statements and recommendations. UEG 
J. 2021;9(1):13–37. https://doi.org/10.1177/2050640620951905.

44.	 Nakase H, Uchino M, Shinzaki S, Matsuura M, Matsuoka K, Kobayashi T, Saruta 
M, Hirai F, Hata K, Hiraoka S, Esaki M. Evidence-based clinical practice guide-
lines for inflammatory bowel disease 2020. J Gastroenterol. 2021;56(6):489–
526. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00535-021-01784-1.

45.	 Adamina M, Bonovas S, Raine T, Spinelli A, Warusavitarne J, Armuzzi A, 
Bachmann O, Bager P, Biancone L, Bokemeyer B, Bossuyt P. ECCO guidelines 
on therapeutics in Crohn’s disease: surgical treatment. Journal of Crohn’s and 
Colitis. 2020;14(2):155 – 68. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjz187.

46.	 Feuerstein JD, Isaacs KL, Schneider Y, Siddique SM, Falck-Ytter Y, Singh S, Cha-
chu K, Day L, Lebwohl B, Muniraj T, Patel A. AGA clinical practice guidelines on 
the management of moderate to severe ulcerative colitis. Gastroenterology. 
2020;158(5):1450-61. doi: https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.01.006.

47.	 Levine A, Rhodes JM, Lindsay JO, Abreu MT, Kamm MA, Gibson PR, Gasche 
C, Silverberg MS, Mahadevan U, Boneh RS, Wine E. Dietary guidance from 
the international organization for the study of inflammatory bowel diseases. 
Clinical Gastroenterology and Hepatology. 2020;18(6):1381-92. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.01.006.

48.	 Colombel JF, Shin A, Gibson PR. AGA clinical practice update on functional 
gastrointestinal symptoms in patients with inflammatory bowel disease: 
Expert Review. Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2019;17(3):380–390e1. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cgh.2018.08.001.

49.	 Lightner AL, Vogel JD, Carmichael JC, Keller DS, Shah SA, Mahadevan U, Kane 
SV, Paquette IM, Steele SR, Feingold DL. The American society of colon and 
rectal surgeons clinical practice guidelines for the surgical management of 
Crohn’s disease. Diseases of the Colon & Rectum. 2020;63(8):1028-52. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000001716.

50.	 Shen B, Kochhar G, Navaneethan U, Farraye FA, Schwartz DA, Iacucci M, Bern-
stein CN, Dryden G, Cross R, Bruining DH, Kobayashi T. Practical guidelines on 
endoscopic treatment for Crohn’s disease strictures: a consensus statement 
from the Global Interventional Inflammatory Bowel Disease Group. The 
Lancet Gastroenterology & Hepatology. 2020;5(4):393–405. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1016/S2468-1253(19)30366-8.

51.	 Torres J, Bonovas S, Doherty G, Kucharzik T, Gisbert JP, Raine T, Adamina M, 
Armuzzi A, Bachmann O, Bager P, Biancone L. ECCO guidelines on thera-
peutics in Crohn’s disease: medical treatment. Journal of Crohn’s and Colitis. 
2020;14(1):4–22. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjz180.

52.	 Bonnaud G, Bouhnik Y, Hagège H, Hebuterne X, Pariente B, Roblin X, Peyrin-
Biroulet L. Monitoring of inflammatory bowel disease in 2019: a french 
consensus for clinical practice. Dig Liver Dis. 2020;52(7):704–20. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.dld.2020.03.033.

53.	 Ko CW, Singh S, Feuerstein JD, Falck-Ytter C, Falck-Ytter Y, Cross RK, Crockett 
S, Feuerstein J, Flamm S, Inadomi J, Ko C. AGA clinical practice guidelines on 
the management of mild-to-moderate ulcerative colitis. Gastroenterology. 
2019;156(3):748 – 64. doi: https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2018.12.009.

54.	 Kucharzik T, Dignass AU, Atreya R, Bokemeyer B, Esters P, Herrlinger K, 
Kannengiesser K, Kienle P, Langhorst J, Luegering A, Schreiber S. Updated 
S3-Guideline ulcerative colitis. German society for digestive and metabolic 
diseases (DGVS). Z für Gastroenterologie 2019;57(02):162–241. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1055/a-0651-8174.

55.	 Ulcerative colitis: management: NICE guideline [NG130], National Institute 
for Health and Care Excellence. ; 2019 [cited 2022 Aug 24]. Available from: 
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng130.

56.	 Panaccione R, Steinhart AH, Bressler B, Khanna R, Marshall JK, Targownik L, Afif 
W, Bitton A, Borgaonkar M, Chauhan U, Halloran B. Canadian Association of 
Gastroenterology clinical practice guideline for the management of luminal 
Crohn’s disease. Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol 2019;17(9):1680–713. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2019.02.043.

57.	 Panaccione R, Steinhart AH, Bressler B, Khanna R, Marshall JK, Targownik L, Afif 
W, Bitton A, Borgaonkar M, Chauhan U, Halloran B. Canadian Association of 
Gastroenterology clinical practice guideline for the management of luminal 
Crohn’s disease. Journal of the Canadian Association of Gastroenterology. 
2019;2(3):e1-34. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/jcag/gwz019.

58.	 Rubin DT, Ananthakrishnan AN, Siegel CA, Sauer BG, Long MD. ACG clinical 
guideline: ulcerative colitis in adults. Official journal of the American College 
of Gastroenterology ACG. 2019;114(3):384–413. oi: https://doi.org/10.14309/
ajg.0000000000000152.

59.	 Sood A, Ahuja V, Kedia S, Midha V, Mahajan R, Mehta V, Sudhakar R, Singh A, 
Kumar A, Puri AS, Tantry BV. Diet and inflammatory bowel disease: the asian 
Working Group guidelines. Indian J Gastroenterol. 2019;38(3):220–46. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12664-019-00976-1.

60.	 Steinhart AH, Panaccione R, Targownik L, Bressler B, Khanna R, Marshall JK, Afif 
W, Bernstein CN, Bitton A, Borgaonkar M, Chauhan U. Clinical practice guide-
line for the medical management of perianal fistulizing Crohn’s disease: the 
Toronto consensus. Inflammatory bowel diseases. 2019;25(1):1–3. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1093/ibd/izy247.

61.	 Teixeira FV, Vilela EG, Damião AO, Vieira A, Albuquerque IC, Parente JM, Chebli 
JM, Ambrogini O, Hossne RS, Miszputen SJ. Ulcerative colitis-treatment with 
biologicals. Revista da Associação Médica Brasileira. 2019;65:547 – 53. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-9282.65.4.547.

62.	 Zaltman C, Amarante H, Machado MB, Costa MH, Flores C, Leal RF, Genoile 
S, Zeroncio M. Crohn’s disease-treatment with biological medication. 
Revista da Associação Médica Brasileira. 2019;65:554 – 67. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1590/1806-9282.65.4.554.

63.	 Bemelman WA, Warusavitarne J, Sampietro GM, Serclova Z, Zmora O, de 
Luglio G Buck, van Overstraeten A, Burke JP, Buskens CJ, Colombo F, Dias JA. 
ECCO-ESCP consensus on surgery for Crohn’s disease. Journal of Crohn’s and 
Colitis. 2018;12(1):1–6. doi: https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjx061.

64.	​​ Brown SR, Fearnhead NS, Faiz OD, Abercrombie JF, Acheson AG, Arnott 
RG, Clark SK, Clifford S, Davies RJ, Davies MM, Douie WJ. The Association of 
Coloproctology of Great Britain and Ireland consensus guidelines in surgery 
for inflammatory bowel disease. Colorectal Dis. 2018;20:3–117. https://doi.
org/10.1111/codi.14448.

65.	 Lichtenstein GR, Loftus EV, Isaacs KL, Regueiro MD, Gerson LB, Sands BE. ACG 
clinical guideline: management of Crohn’s disease in adults. Official journal 
of the American College of Gastroenterology| ACG. 2018;113(4):481–517. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2018.27.

66.	 Forbes A, Escher J, Hébuterne X, Kłęk S, Krznaric Z, Schneider S, Shamir R, 
Stardelova K, Wierdsma N, Wiskin AE, Bischoff SC. ESPEN guideline: Clinical 
nutrition in inflammatory bowel disease. Clinical Nutrition. 2017;36(2):321 – 
47. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clnu.2016.12.027.

67.	 Gionchetti P, Rizzello F, Annese V, Armuzzi A, Biancone L, Castiglione F, Comb-
erlato M, Cottone M, Danese S, Daperno M, D’Incà R. Use of corticosteroids 
and immunosuppressive drugs in inflammatory bowel disease: clinical 
practice guidelines of the Italian Group for the Study of Inflammatory Bowel 
Disease. Digestive and Liver Disease. 2017;49(6):604 – 17. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.dld.2017.01.161.

68.	 Nguyen GC, Loftus EV, Hirano I, Falck–Ytter Y, Singh S, Sultan S, Flamm SL, 
Lim JK, Rubenstein JH, Smalley WE, Stollman N. American Gastroenterologi-
cal Association Institute guideline on the management of Crohn’s disease 
after surgical resection. Gastroenterology. 2017;152(1):271-5. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.038.

69.	 Bernstein CN, Eliakim A, Fedail S, Fried M, Gearry R, Goh KL, Hamid S, 
Khan AG, Khalif I, Ng SC, Ouyang Q. World Gastroenterology Organisa-
tion Global Guidelines Inflammatory Bowel Disease: Update August 
2015. J Clin Gastroenterol. 2016;50(10):803–18. https://doi.org/10.1097/
MCG.0000000000000660.

70.	 Harbord M, Annese V, Vavricka SR, Allez M, Barreiro-de Acosta M, Boberg 
KM, Burisch J, De Vos M, De Vries AM, Dick AD, Juillerat P. The first European 
evidence-based consensus on extra-intestinal manifestations in inflamma-
tory bowel disease. Journal of Crohn’s and Colitis. 2016;10(3):239 – 54. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjv213.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13017-021-00362-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13017-021-00362-3
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2021.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2021.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000002037
https://doi.org/10.5114/pg.2021.110914
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050640620951905
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00535-021-01784-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjz187
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2020.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000001716
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(19)30366-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(19)30366-8
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjz180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2020.03.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2020.03.033
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2018.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0651-8174
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0651-8174
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2019.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2019.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcag/gwz019
https://doi.org/10.14309/ajg.0000000000000152
https://doi.org/10.14309/ajg.0000000000000152
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12664-019-00976-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12664-019-00976-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/ibd/izy247
https://doi.org/10.1093/ibd/izy247
https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-9282.65.4.547
https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-9282.65.4.554
https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-9282.65.4.554
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjx061
https://doi.org/10.1111/codi.14448
https://doi.org/10.1111/codi.14448
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2018.27
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clnu.2016.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2017.01.161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2017.01.161
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.038
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2016.10.038
https://doi.org/10.1097/MCG.0000000000000660
https://doi.org/10.1097/MCG.0000000000000660
https://doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjv213


Page 18 of 19Ng et al. BMC Complementary Medicine and Therapies          (2023) 23:230 

71.	 Bressler B, Marshall JK, Bernstein CN, Bitton A, Jones J, Leontiadis GI, Panac-
cione R, Steinhart AH, Tse F, Feagan B, Afif W. Clinical practice guidelines 
for the medical management of nonhospitalized ulcerative colitis: the 
Toronto consensus. Gastroenterology. 2015;148(5):1035-58. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.03.001.

72.	 Eliadou E, Day AS, Thompson-Fawcett MW, Gearry RB, Rowbotham DS, 
Walmsley R, Schultz M, Inns SJ. New Zealand Society of Gastroenterology 
Guidelines for the management of Refractory Ulcerative Colitis. N Z Med J. 
2015;128(1423):63–76. Published 2015 Oct 16.

73.	 Fichera A, Zoccali M. Crohn’s & Colitis Foundation of America, Inc. Guidelines 
for the surgical treatment of Crohn’s perianal fistulas. Inflamm Bowel Dis. 
2015;21(4):753–8. https://doi.org/10.1097/MIB.0000000000000378.

74.	 Schwartz DA, Ghazi LJ, Regueiro M, Fichera A, Zoccali M, Ong EM, Mortelé KJ. 
Guidelines for the multidisciplinary management of Crohn’s perianal fistulas: 
summary statement. Inflamm Bowel Dis. 2015;21(4):723–30. https://doi.
org/10.1097/MIB.0000000000000315.

75.	 Strong S, Steele SR, Boutrous M, Bordineau L, Chun J, Stewart DB, Vogel J, 
Rafferty JF. Clinical practice guideline for the surgical management of Crohn’s 
disease. Diseases of the Colon & Rectum. 2015;58(11):1021-36. doi: https://
doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000000450.

76.	 Gecse KB, Bemelman W, Kamm MA, Stoker J, Khanna R, Ng SC, Panés J, Van 
Assche G, Liu Z, Hart A, Levesque BG. A global consensus on the clas-
sification, diagnosis and multidisciplinary treatment of perianal fistulising 
Crohn’s disease. Gut. 2014;63(9):1381-92. doi: https://doi.org/10.1136/
gutjnl-2013-306709.

77.	 Lee J, Allen R, Ashley S, Becker S, Cummins P, Gbadamosi A, Gooding O, 
Huston J, Le Couteur J, O’Sullivan D, Wilson S. British Dietetic Association 
evidence-based guidelines for the dietary management of Crohn’s disease 
in adults. J Hum Nutr Dietetics. 2014;27(3):207–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jhn.12176.

78.	 Ross H, Steele SR, Varma M, Dykes S, Cima R, Buie WD, Rafferty J. Prac-
tice parameters for the surgical treatment of ulcerative colitis. Diseases 
of the colon & rectum. 2014;57(1):5–22. doi: https://doi.org/10.1097/
DCR.0000000000000030.

79.	 Gomollón F, García-López S, Sicilia B, Gisbert JP, Hinojosa J. Therapeutic guide-
lines on ulcerative colitis: a GRADE methodology based effort of GETECCU. 
Gastroenterologia y hepatologia. 2013;36(2):104 – 14. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gastrohep.2012.09.006.

80.	 Leung WK, Ng SC, Chow DK, Lao WC, Leung VK, Li MK, Hui YT, Ng SS, Hui AJ, 
Lai ST, Lam JT. Use of biologics for inflammatory bowel disease in Hong Kong: 
consensus statement. Hong Kong Med J. 2013;19(1):61–8.

81.	 Terdiman JP, Gruss CB, Heidelbaugh JJ, Sultan S, Falck–Ytter YT. American 
Gastroenterological Association institute guideline on the use of thiopu-
rines, methotrexate, and anti–TNF-α biologic drugs for the induction and 
maintenance of remission in inflammatory Crohn’s disease. Gastroenterology. 
2013;145(6):1459-63. doi: https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.10.047.

82.	 Theede K, Dahlerup JF, Fallingborg J, Hvas CL, Kjeldsen J, Munck LK, 
Nordgaard-Lassen I. Biologic therapy in inflammatory bowel disease. 
Hepatology. 2013; 60(6): C4652. Available from: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.
gov/23743116/.

83.	 Ueno F, Matsui T, Matsumoto T, Matsuoka K, Watanabe M, Hibi T. Evidence-
based clinical practice guidelines for Crohn’s disease, integrated with formal 
consensus of experts in Japan. J Gastroenterol. 2013;48(1):31–72. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00535-012-0673-1.

84.	 Bitton A, Buie D, Enns R, Feagan BG, Jones JL, Marshall JK, Whittaker S, 
Griffiths AM, Panaccione R, Canadian Association of Gastroenterology Severe 
Ulcerative Colitis Consensus Group. Treatment of hospitalized adult patients 
with severe ulcerative colitis: Toronto consensus statements. Official journal 
of the American College of Gastroenterology| ACG. 2012;107(2):179 – 94. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2011.386.

85.	 Mowat C, Cole A, Windsor AL, Ahmad T, Arnott I, Driscoll R, Mitton S, Orchard 
T, Rutter M, Younge L, Lees C. Guidelines for the management of inflam-
matory bowel disease in adults. Gut. 2011;60(5):571–607. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1136/gut.2010.224154.

86.	 Orlando A, Armuzzi A, Papi C, Annese V, Ardizzone S, Biancone L, Bortoli A, 
Castiglione F, D’Incà R, Gionchetti P, Kohn A, Italian Society of Gastroenterol-
ogy; Italian Group for the study of Inflammatory Bowel Disease. The italian 
society of Gastroenterology (SIGE) and the Italian Group for the study of 
inflammatory bowel Disease (IG-IBD) Clinical Practice Guidelines: the use of 
tumor necrosis factor-alpha antagonist therapy in inflammatory bowel dis-
ease. Dig Liver Dis. 2011;43(1):1–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2010.07.010.

87.	 Zambrano-Sánchez R, Alvarez-Mena P, Hidalgo D, Liquitay CM, Franco JV, 
Vernooij RW, Simancas-Racines D, Viteri-García A, Montesinos-Guevara C. 
Quality assessment of clinical practice guidelines (CPG) for the diagnosis 
and treatment of inflammatory bowel disease using the AGREE II instru-
ment: a systematic review. BMC Gastroenterol. 2022;22(1):447. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12876-022-02539-9.

88.	 Wang X, Yang YM, Yang T, An LY, Chen XZ, Qi YX, He HY, Fan HB, Sun DL. 
Evaluation of pharmacotherapy recommendations in guidelines for inflam-
matory bowel disease. J Clin Pharm Ther. 2021;46(3):599–609. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jcpt.13368.

89.	 Xiao BH, Ma XD, Lv JJ, Yang T, Liu XJ, An LY, Qi YX, Lu ML, Duan YQ, Sun DL. 
Systematic evaluation of the diagnostic approach of inflammatory bowel dis-
ease guidelines. Int J Clin Pract. 2021;75(10):e14365. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ijcp.14365.

90.	 Feuerstein JD, Akbari M, Gifford AE, Cullen G, Leffler DA, Sheth SG, Cheifetz 
AS. Systematic review: the quality of the scientific evidence and conflicts of 
interest in international inflammatory bowel disease practice guidelines. Ali-
ment Pharmacol Ther. 2013;37(10):937–46. https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.12290.

91.	 Ng JY, Liang L, Gagliardi AR. The quantity and quality of complementary and 
alternative medicine clinical practice guidelines on herbal medicines, acu-
puncture and spinal manipulation: systematic review and assessment using 
AGREE II. BMC complementary and alternative medicine. 2016;16(1):1–0. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-016-1410-8.

92.	 Ng JY, Azizudin AM. Rheumatoid arthritis and osteoarthritis clinical practice 
guidelines provide few complementary and alternative medicine therapy 
recommendations: a systematic review. Clin Rheumatol. 2020;39(10):2861–
73. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10067-020-05054-y.

93.	 Ng JY, Thakar H. Complementary and alternative medicine mention and 
recommendations are lacking in colon cancer clinical practice guidelines: 
a systematic review. Advances in Integrative Medicine. 2021;8(1):3–8. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aimed.2020.06.002.

94.	 Ng JY, Kishimoto V. Multiple sclerosis clinical practice guidelines provide few 
complementary and alternative medicine recommendations: a systematic 
review. Complement Ther Med 2021;56:102595. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ctim.2020.102595.

95.	 Ng JY, Jain A. Complementary and alternative medicine mention and 
recommendations in guidelines for anxiety: a systematic review and quality 
assessment. Psychiatry Res 2022:114388. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
psychres.2022.114388.

96.	 Ng JY, Nazir Z, Nault H. Complementary and alternative medicine recom-
mendations for depression: a systematic review and assessment of clinical 
practice guidelines. BMC Complement Med Ther. 2020;20(1):1–15. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12906-020-03085-1.

97.	 Veziari Y, Leach MJ, Kumar S. Barriers to the conduct and application of 
research in complementary and alternative medicine: a systematic review. 
BMC Complement Altern Med. 2017;17(1):1–4. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12906-017-1660-0.

98.	 Middleton JC, Kalogeropoulos C, Middleton JA, Drapeau M. Assessing the 
methodological quality of the Canadian Psychiatric Association’s anxiety and 
depression clinical practice guidelines. J evaluation Clin Pract 2019;25(4):613–
21. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.13026.

99.	 Leech BG. The Development of a Clinical Practice Guideline for the Management 
of Increased Intestinal Permeability. Dissertation. University of Technology 
Sydney; 2022. https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/168911.

100.	 Grol R, Dalhuijsen J, Thomas S, Veld C, Rutten G, Mokkink H. Attributes of 
clinical guidelines that influence use of guidelines in general practice: 
observational study. BMJ. 1998;317(7162):858–61. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmj.317.7162.858.

101.	 Gagliardi AR, Brouwers MC, Palda VA, Lemieux-Charles L, Grimshaw JM. How 
can we improve guideline use? A conceptual framework of implementability. 
Implement Sci. 2011;6(1):1–1. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-26.

102.	 Légaré F, van der Boivin A, Pakenham C, Burgers J, Légaré J, St-Jacques 
S, Gagnon S. Patient and public involvement in clinical practice guide-
lines: a knowledge synthesis of existing programs. Med Decis Making. 
2011;31(6):E45–74. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X11424401.

103.	 Wiercioch W, Akl EA, Santesso N, Zhang Y, Morgan RL, Yepes-Nuñez JJ, 
Kowalski S, Baldeh T, Mustafa RA, Laisaar KT, Raid U. Assessing the process and 
outcome of the development of practice guidelines and recommendations: 
PANELVIEW instrument development. CMAJ 2020;192(40):E1138–45. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.200193.

104.	 GRADEpro GD. GRADEpro guideline development tool [software]. McMaster 
Univ. 2015;435.

https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1097/MIB.0000000000000378
https://doi.org/10.1097/MIB.0000000000000315
https://doi.org/10.1097/MIB.0000000000000315
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000000450
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000000450
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306709
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306709
https://doi.org/10.1111/jhn.12176
https://doi.org/10.1111/jhn.12176
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000000030
https://doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000000030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gastrohep.2012.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gastrohep.2012.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.10.047
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23743116/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23743116/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00535-012-0673-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00535-012-0673-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2011.386
https://doi.org/10.1136/gut.2010.224154
https://doi.org/10.1136/gut.2010.224154
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2010.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12876-022-02539-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12876-022-02539-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpt.13368
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpt.13368
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcp.14365
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcp.14365
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.12290
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-016-1410-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10067-020-05054-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aimed.2020.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ctim.2020.102595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ctim.2020.102595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2022.114388
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2022.114388
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-020-03085-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-020-03085-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-017-1660-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12906-017-1660-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.13026
https://opus.lib.uts.edu.au/handle/10453/168911
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.317.7162.858
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.317.7162.858
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-26
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X11424401
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.200193


Page 19 of 19Ng et al. BMC Complementary Medicine and Therapies          (2023) 23:230 

105.	 Brouwers MC, Spithoff K, Kerkvliet K, Alonso-Coello P, Burgers J, Cluzeau 
F, Férvers B, Graham I, Grimshaw J, Hanna S, Kastner M. Development 
and validation of a tool to assess the quality of clinical practice guideline 
recommendations. JAMA Network Open. 2020;3(5):e205535. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.5535.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations. 

https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.5535
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.5535

	﻿Complementary and alternative medicine mention and recommendations in inflammatory bowel disease guidelines: systematic review and assessment using AGREE II
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Background
	﻿Methods
	﻿Approach
	﻿Eligibility criteria
	﻿Searching and screening
	﻿Data extraction and analysis
	﻿Guideline quality assessment

	﻿﻿Results
	﻿Search results (Fig. ﻿1﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿)
	﻿Guideline characteristics (Table ﻿1﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿)
	﻿Guidelines mentioning CAM without recommendations
	﻿Average appraisal scores, average overall assessments and recommendations regarding use of guidelines: overall guideline (Table ﻿2﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿)
	﻿Average appraisal scores, average overall assessments and recommendations regarding use of guidelines: CAM sections (Table ﻿2﻿)
	﻿Overall recommendations: overall guideline (Table ﻿3﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿)
	﻿Overall recommendations: CAM sections (Table ﻿3﻿)
	﻿Scaled domain percentage quality assessment (Table ﻿4﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿)
	﻿Scope and purpose
	﻿Stakeholder involvement
	﻿Rigour of development
	﻿Clarity of presentation
	﻿Applicability
	﻿Editorial independence

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Comparative literature
	﻿Strengths and limitations


	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


