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Abstract: The purpose of this review was to look at the evidence available for the use of atosiban as a tocolytic in cases of threatened
preterm labour. A Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists Green Top Guideline concluded that there was no clear evidence
to show a benefit to tocolysis in reducing perinatal and neonatal morbidity and mortality. Using a systematic literature search, we
summarise the evidence available on the use of atosiban for the prevention of preterm birth and compare it with other commonly used
tocolytic agents in terms of efficacy, patient preference and drug safety. We conclude that although atosiban appears to be the tocolytic
of choice, a clear benefit of using tocolysis in all cases of threatened preterm labour remains to be justified and clinical management
should be tailored according to individual needs.
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Introduction

Preterm delivery is defined as birth before 37 com-
pleted weeks of pregnancy. It is associated with signif-
icant morbidity and mortality to the resulting babies,
and emotional and financial costs to the parents.
Outcome is related to the gestation at which the deliv-
ery occurs with babies being born at earlier gestations
having the more severe complications. Mortality
rates vary from around 20% at 26 weeks' to 2.3% at
34-36 + 6 weeks gestation,”> with increasing rates of
respiratory distress syndrome, feeding difficulties and
hypothermia and long term developmental problems
seen in the more preterm babies.

The rate in the UK is rising. In 2005, 6% of
singleton pregnancies and 53% of multiple pregnan-
cies were born prematurely in England and Wales.?
Worldwide, prematurity affects 9.6% of all births*
and accounts for approximately 1 million neonatal
deaths annually, with low income countries reporting
5 times higher rates of preterm birth than high income
countries.’

In most cases the exact cause of preterm labour
or threatened preterm labour is unknown.’” The
reasons are thought to be multifactorial, and vary
with gestational age, ethnicity, geography and social
factors.® There are situations where early delivery is
indicated for the safety of the mother or baby such
as pre-eclampsia, placental abruption, haemorrhage
or intrauterine infection. In other cases, where the
cause is less clear, much discussion and research has
taken place over past years to determine the benefit
of prolonging the pregnancy in spontaneous preterm
labour using tocolytic medication.

The Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecol-
ogists produced a guideline in 20027 looking at the
role of tocolytic drugs. They concluded that there
was no clear evidence to show that tocolytic drugs
improved perinatal or infant mortality or serious
neonatal morbidity. The important effect was in
reducing the numbers delivering within 7 days. This
means tocolysis can be considered if gaining benefit
from those days would allow administration of
steroids of transfer to a unit with appropriate neonatal
care, which are proven to improve outcome.

Different types of tocolytics have been investigated.
These include beta-agonists, calcium channel block-
ers, magnesium sulphate, prostaglandin synthetase
inhibitors.” Atosiban is an oxytocin receptor antagonist

and in this review, we will look at the evidence
surrounding atosiban and its role in preventing pre-
term labour.

Mechanism of Action, Metabolism

and Pharmacokinetic Profile

Atosiban is a synthetic peptide which acts as a
competitive antagonist of oxytocin at human
uterine oxytocin receptors. Oxytocin causes uterine
contractions through a direct effect on membrane
bound receptors in the uterus by increasing
the concentration of intracellular calcium in the
myometrial cells. It can also lead to cervical ripening
by stimulating the release of prostaglandins in the
decidual and fetal membranes. Atosiban has been
shown to result in inhibition of uterine contractility
and a decrease in prostaglandin release. This occurs
rapidly, with a reduction in contractions being seen
within ten minutes.®

Atosiban is given as an initial bolus dose of
6.75 mg followed by an infusion of 7.5 mg/ml given
at a rate of 24 ml/hour for 3 hours then reduced to
8 ml/hour for up to 45 hours. Total atosiban dose
should not exceed 330 mg. Steady state plasma levels
are reached within an hour of starting the infusion.?
Atosiban clearance, volume of distribution and half
life are independent of the dose. Once the infusion is
stopped, plasma concentrations decline rapidly with
an initial (tA) and terminal (tE) halflife of 0.21 £ 0.01
and 1.7 £ 0.3 hours respectively.®

Two metabolites have been identified, M1 and
M3, in the plasma and urine of women. M1, the
main metabolite, is as potent as atosiban in inhibiting
contractions in vitro.® The ratio of M1 to atosiban is
1.4 and 2.8 at the second hour and at the end of the
infusion respectively.® Atosiban is detected only in
small quantities in the urine with the concentration
of M1 detected being 50x higher than atosiban itself.?
M1 is also excreted in breast milk.?

Atosiban does cross the placenta. A dose of
300 mcg/min administered at term to a healthy
pregnant woman gives a fetal/maternal atosiban
concentration ration of 0.12.8

Clinical Studies

There have been clinical trials to evaluate the effi-
cacy and safety of atosiban. These have looked
at atosiban versus placebo, and other tocolytics,
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most commonly beta-mimetics and calcium channel
blockers. Outcomes of interest vary among studies
but the primary aim is generally delay to delivery
with secondary outcomes relating to neonatal and
maternal morbidity.

Atosiban versus placebo

A recent Cochrane review’ studied the role of
atosiban in preventing preterm labour. It identified
two trials comparing atosiban with placebo, involving
651 women. No benefit was found in reducing the
preterm delivery rate in either study.'®!"

Romero et al' carried out a multicentre double
blind placebo controlled trial involving 531 patients
across 37 centres. The primary outcome was time
from treatment to delivery or treatment failure,
which constituted progression of labour requiring an
alternative tocolytic. No significant difference was
seen in primary outcome (25.6 vs. 21 days; P = 0.6)
between atosiban and placebo. The secondary outcome
was proportion undelivered at 24 hours, 48 hours and
7 days. In all 3 categories, there was a significant
increase in patients undelivered in the atosiban group.
This is important as this group did not include those
that received additional rescue tocolysis unlike 42%
of the overall participants in the atosiban group and
51% of the placebo recipients. Rescue tocolysis of
an alternative unnamed tocolytic was used if labour
progressed after discontinuation of the study drug
or during the infusion, and the type of medication
was the researcher’s discretion. When looking at the
gestational age at which tocolysis was used, there was
a benefit shown for atosiban use in pregnancies over
28 weeks, with more women remaining undelivered at
both 48 hours and 7 days. At earlier gestations, there
was no benefit, but this study included cases from
20 weeks putting its generalisability in doubt. The
reasons for the increased effectiveness at advanced
gestations are unclear. While there may be questions
raised from this study about the benefits of atosiban use
below 28 weeks, it is accepted that in clinical practice
the majority of women presenting with threatened pre-
term labour in whom tocolysis would be considered
are in later gestations. One concerning finding from
this study was the increase in the rate of fetal deaths
in the treatment group (4.5% vs. 1.7%). This has been
explained by the imbalance in early gestations in the
treatment group despite randomisation (24% vs. 13%).

Seven out of the 10 patients in the atosiban group who
had a fetal death were under 24 weeks at enrolment
and may not have received tocolysis under normal
clinical conditions. This study showed strength in its
computer based randomisation and intention to treat
analysis.

Goodwin et al,'' in contrast, used atosiban or
placebo for a maximum time of 2 hours. This is a
randomised double-blind placebo-controlled trial
involving 120 women between 20 and 36 weeks
gestation. Their primary outcome was uterine activity,
with a statistically significant decrease in contraction
frequency demonstrated by external tocodynamome-
try with atosiban (55.3% vs. 26.7%; P < 0.001). Like
Romero et al, rescue tocolysis, with magnesium sul-
phate, was used and required in 18.3% of the atosiban
group compared to 30% in the placebo group. Both
studies utilised high levels of rescue treatment which
affect the ability to make clear conclusions regarding
efficacy.

Other studies not included in the Cochrane review
have shown a benefit to atosiban in reducing the
delivery rate.'” Husslein et al included 226 women
over 105 centres to immediate or standard treatment
with atosiban. Two criteria was used for inclusion, and
patients were assigned to the immediate treatment arm
if they had one of regular uterine contractions lasting
at least 30 seconds at a rate of 4 per 30 minutes or
cervical dilatation of 1-3 cm in multiparous women
or 0-3 cm in nulliparous women and 50% effacement;
those in the standard treatment arm met both criteria.
This was a prospective, open labelled randomised
trial. There was a significant increase in women unde-
livered at 48 hours compared to those who received
no treatment (77.6% vs. 56.6%; P < 0.001). When
used outwith a comparative study, atosiban showed
cessation of uterine activity in 70.5% and 80% of
patients when used over 12 hours and up to 45 hours
respectively.!*!

Atosiban versus beta-mimetics

Three trials'>!" included in the Cochrane review
compared atosiban with betamimetics and were
regarded as high quality. In total, 1044 women
were involved and the authors concluded that there
were no significant differences between reduction
in delivery at 48 hours, neonatal respiratory distress
or admission to neonatal intensive care. However,
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the rate of maternal adverse drug reaction was higher
in the beta-mimetic group resulting in more women
ending treatment early. The lower discontinuation rate
and comparable efficacy led researchers in Germany
to conclude that atosiban is more cost effective than
beta-mimetics.'®

The European Atosiban Study Group was a
multicentre, double-blind, double-placebo ran-
domised controlled trial involving 249 women
between 23 and 33 weeks gestation in suspected
preterm labour where 31 treatment centres across
4 countries were involved. Atosiban was compared
to terbutaline, with no significant difference detected
in numbers remaining undelivered at 48 hours
(86.1% vs. 85.3%; P =0.78) and 7 days (76.5% vs.
67.4%; P=0.07). There was no significant difference
in gestational age at delivery between the two groups;
which included singleton and multiple pregnancies.
Fetal adverse effects showed a wide difference for
tachycardia >170 bpm between the two groups but
this did not result in cessation of treatment in either
group. Outcomes were comparable for neonatal/infant
adverse effects. Maternal adverse effects (see Table 1)
resultedinahigherpercentage of womendiscontinuing
the treatment in the terbutaline group compared to
atosiban (13.2% vs. 1.7%). This study represents a
wide spectrum of subjects with clearly defined inclu-
sion criteria, making its applicability clear across
similar populations.

The French/Australian Atosiban Investigators
Group'® carried out a multicentre, double-blind,
double-placebo, randomised controlled trial
comparing atosiban with intravenous salbutamol.
This study was conducted across 331 treatment
centres in France and 5 in Australia, and utilised
computer generated randomisation to reduce risk
of bias. Women between 23 and 33 weeks gestation
were included, (n = 241), representing an optimal
gestation range, but multiple pregnancies were
over-represented above 28 weeks in the salbutamol
group. No significant difference in numbers undeliv-
ered at 48 hours (93.3% vs. 95.0%; P=0.67) or 7 days
(89.9% vs. 90.1%; P = 0.93) was found between
the atosiban and salbutamol groups respectively,
however, the use of an alternative tocolytic due to
initial treatment failure was significantly higher in the
salbutamol group at 7 days. Gestational age atdelivery

was similar for both groups. Like the European
Atosiban Study Group, there was an increase in fetal
tachycardia in the beta-mimetic treatment group
(4.2% vs. 20.5%), with comparable neonatal/infant
outcomes. Similarly, treatment discontinuation was
higher in the salbutamol group (0.8% vs. 10.7%).
The study findings should be relatively generalisable
to developed world settings, given the heterogeneity
of the study centres involved, and the pragmatic
approach to inclusion of multiple pregnancies.

A third multicentre, double-blind, randomised
controlled trial compared atosiban to ritodrine.'” This
trial included 252 women at 23 to 33 weeks gesta-
tion and the results showed no significant difference
in those remaining undelivered at 48 hours (84.9 vs.
86.8%; P=0.99)and at 7 days (73% vs. 76%; P=0.85)
in the atosiban or ritodrine group respectively. As with
the previous two studies, gestational age at delivery
was comparable (35.1 vs. 35.2; P = 0.86); there was
a higher rate of fetal tachycardia (0% vs. 17.4%) but
similar neonatal outcomes. Maternal discontinuation
of treatment was also in line with other studies and
showed a higher rate of discontinuation in the beta-
mimetic arm (0.8% vs. 29.8%)).

Atosiban versus nifedipine

Atosiban has been compared to nifedipine in two
randomised controlled trials involving 80 and
63 women respectively.'”* A meta-analysis of indi-
rect randomised controlled trials has also been done
comparing the two drugs.?

Kashanian et al'’ carried out a randomised trial
involving 80 women at 26 to 34 weeks gestation. They
did not find a significant difference in the effectiveness
of tocolysis between atosiban and nifedipine at
48 hours (82.5% vs. 75%) or at 7 days (75% vs. 65%)
but results suggested a trend towards the increased
effectiveness of atosiban. As this study was looking at
several outcomes, it is likely to be under-powered with
just 80 subjects which included multiple pregnancies.

Al Omari etal® included 63 women between 24 and
35 weeks gestation in a randomised controlled trial
using intravenous atosiban and oral nifedipine. No
significant difference in rates of delivery at 48 hours
(77.4% vs. 81.3%; P = 0.474) and 7 days (74.2%
vs. 70.96%; P = 0.421) were found in the atosiban
group compared to nifedipine group respectively.
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However, nifedipine was significantly more effective
at reducing delivery rate at 48 hours in those below
28 weeks gestation (20% vs. 100%; P = 0.0.404).

Similarresults were obtained inthe meta-analysis.*!
No significant difference between delivery rates at
48 hours were found between nifedipine and atosiban,
however, there was a trend to reduction in delivery
rate at 48 hrs in the nifedipine arm. This contradicts
the findings by Kashanian et al. A significant
decrease in neonatal respiratory distress was seen in
the nifedipine arm of the meta-analysis but this was
not confirmed by Al-Omari et al who did not find any
difference in neonatal outcomes. Neonatal outcomes
were not assessed by Kashanian et al. Maternal side
effects were similar in both comparative studies
and not commented on by Coomarasamy et al.
Kashanian et al showed an significantly increased
rate of maternal side effects in the nifedipine group
(40% vs. 17%; P = 0.027), in particular vertigo and
hypotension. This was also found by Al Omari et al
who demonstrated a significant increase in side
effects, namely headache, palpitations, flushing and
hypotension, with nifedipine. During administration
of the atosiban bolus dose, there was a significant
increase in nausea in these patients (74.4% vs. 9.9%;
P =0.00001).

Concerns exist as to the reliability of an indirect
comparison for making conclusions that will aid
clinical practice. The direct trials mentioned did not
use a blinding format and so taken together, the quality
of the available evidence could be improved to draw
comparisons between atosiban and nifedipine.

Other

Research has also looked into the timing of adminis-
tration of atosiban. A Cochrane review suggested no
benefit from long-term atosiban maintenance therapy
following an episode of threatened preterm labour.?
This review included only one trial involving
513 women. This was a multicentre, double-blind,
placebo-controlled trial. Patients were included after
initially responding to atosiban therapy. Thereafter,
they were assigned to atosiban maintenance or
placebo, both administered subcutaneously, until the
end of week 36. The primary outcome was time to
first recurrence of labour and there was a significantly
increased period of gestation in the atosiban group

(36.2 days vs. 28.2 days; P=0.03). There was however
no reduction in preterm birth or benefit to neonatal
outcome and maintenance therapy in both groups
was associated with maternal inconvenience. The
atosiban group showed an increased rate of injection
site reactions compared to the placebo group.

Difficulties have been identified throughout
the studies which should be considered when
interpreting the results. Since atosiban works by
acting on oxytocin receptors in the myometrium, its
effectiveness may be gestation dependent, with more
receptors available with increasing gestations per-
haps explaining why atosiban may be more effective
at later gestations. This has been shown in published
studies'® but the exact reason for the findings has not
been determined.

There is also some difficulty in clinically diagnos-
ing threatened preterm labour, so selecting appropri-
ate patients for treatment is challenging. This was
addressed by a randomised trial comparing immediate
atosiban use with standard administration when either
regular uterine contractions or cervical dilatation
were confirmed.'” Only 50% of women in the latter
group received tocolytic medication, demonstrating
the high probability that many women presenting
will not go on to show signs of labour. Those given
atosiban immediately had a lower delivery rate within
48 hrs compared to those who received it after dem-
onstrating signs of labour. There was no significant
difference in delivery rate after 48 hrs or gestational
age at delivery.

The lack of good quality clinical studies into
tocolysis and preterm labour is highlighted in the
RCOG Consensus Statement on Preterm Birth.”
They recommend future research should be carried
out with randomised placebo controlled trials,
focussing on tocolytic benefits in general and a direct
comparison of atosiban and nifedipine. However,
with the current advice available stating that tocolysis
should be considered to gain time for proven therapies
that will improve outcome (steroids and transfer for
neonatal facilities) further placebo controlled trials
may be controversial to carry out. We must also be
careful to evaluate results comparing efficacy of
different agents in view of the common practice of
rescue tocolysis. This practice has the potential to
skew results.
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Safety

There is no report of serious adverse effects of
atosiban use. It is associated with minor side effects
in particular nausea, hyperglycaemia, headache,
dizziness and palpitations. Since data do not strongly
recommend one tocolytic over another on the basis of
delivery delay or outcome, maternal tolerance is often
considered as a significant consideration. Table 1
summarises the rate of adverse effects. Atosiban has
a lower rate of adverse effects than the alternative
tocolytic medication and is therefore better tolerated
by patients. There is no evidence of a relationship
between atosiban and fetal distress and it may be
useful in the management of acute fetal hypoxia
suggested by a cardiotocograph.”

Patient Preference

Administration of atosiban is associated with minor
side effects but these are less than other tocolytics.
In a comparison of atosiban with beta-agonists, there
was less cessation of treatment due to side effects in
the atosiban group.”'® The overall rate of atosiban
cessation due to maternal side effects is thought to
be 0%—1%.%

For those in preterm or threatened preterm labour,
the reason for tocolysis is for benefit to be gained
from administration of steroids or transfer to a more
suitable neonatal unit.”*” When counselling women,
the evidence is strong for the benefit of steroids.
The transfer for experienced neonatal care is more
upsetting to parents to deal with but the benefits to
neonatal outcome are proven. In these situations,
most parents would be expected to accept minor side
effects and inconvenience for the overall improved
neonatal morbidity.

In the study comparing immediate administration
of atosiban with treatment after specific criteria of
contraction duration/frequency or cervical changes
were met, patient satisfaction was also studied."

Table 1. Side effect profile.?02*

This identified a significant increase in satisfaction in
those that received atosiban early despite no differ-
ence in admission time, gestational age at delivery,
mode of delivery or numbers receiving steroids. This
is probably due to the high levels of anxiety that exist
in these situations and patients feel more reassured if
they perceive preventative action to be taken even if
the outcome is the same.

Place in Therapy

Atosiban is licenced for use as a tocolytic. Its efficacy
is similar to other tocolytic drugs but with a better
side effect profile. Administration can provide time
to allow transfer for suitable neonatal facilities or
prescription of steroids. The clinical difficulty is when
to give atosiban and to whom.

Current prescription advice® is to give atosiban
in those with regular uterine contractions of at least
30 seconds duration at a rate of =4 per 30 minutes
or cervical dilatation or 0-3 cm and effacement
of =50%. The gestation should be between 24 and
33 completed weeks and with normal fetal heart. The
patient should be =18 years.

Controversies exist as to the benefit of administer-
ing atosiban outwith these criteria. It is shown that late
preterm births result in increased neonatal morbidity,
although the rate of neonatal mortality is extremely
low.>?® The rates of respiratory distress, sepsis work
ups and phototherapy are all increased leading to
longer hospital stays and increased numbers requiring
intensive care admission. Would tocolysis provide
some benefit in these circumstances? The argument
against however is that no significant benefit has been
shown to steroid administration after 34 weeks and
since that is the main indication for tocolysis, its use
in late preterm labour is not indicated.

For threatened preterm labour before 24 weeks the
evidence for atosiban use is limited. A small study
of 40 women in threatened preterm labour between

Side effect Atosiban Betamimetics Placebo Atosiban Nifedipine
Nausea 13.9 15.9 5.6 74.4 9.9
Headache 9.3 18.5 7.7 9.7 46.9
Dizziness 2.6 1.9 0.8 - -

Maternal tachycardia 2.5 75.5 1.2 3.2 18.8

Fetal tachycardia 0.9 26.3 - - -
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18 and 24 weeks were given atosiban or placebo.”
This showed a slight prolongation of pregnancy in
the treatment group (17.1 weeks versus 15.6 weeks)
and a cessation of contractions within 12 hours. The
numbers in this study are small and routine use cannot
be implied from this data. The numbers of women
suitable for tocolysis in the previable group is very
small as strict criteria need to be adhered to in order
to prevent complications such as infection.

Little evidence exists for the use of atosiban in
cases of preterm prelabour rupture of membranes
(PPROM). Studies have looked at the use of
other tocolytics in PPROM and found no benefit
in prolongation of pregnancy,’** with one study
showing a 2.5 fold increase in chorioamnionitis
after long term tocolysis in women with PPROM.*
No studies were found directly looking at atosiban
use in patients with PPROM. In selected cases where
benefit can be gained from prolonging the pregnancy
without detriment to the fetus or mother, short term
use of atosiban could be considered. Further clinical
studies are required to look at this issue.

Two case reports exist showing use of atosiban for
prophylactic prevention of preterm labour;*** both
following transabdominal cervico-isthmus in women
with poor obstetric histories. The first used atosiban
from 24-32 weeks and the second 16-32 weeks. Both
had successful outcomes. These are unusual cases
and consideration of such treatment must be on an
individual basis.

Conclusions

Atosiban appears to be the preferred tocolytic for
use in view of its improved tolerability and equal
efficacy to the alternative agents. Still the discussion
continues, however, as to the overall use of tocolysis
in cases of threatened preterm labour.

Clinical judgement of each individual case
should be used in deciding whether to commence
atosiban therapy. If harm is unlikely to occur with
prolongation of pregnancy, the benefit from gaining
time to allow steroid administration or transfer for
neonatal facilities should be the outcome used to
determine use.

Disclosure
This manuscript has been read and approved by
all authors. This paper is unique and is not under

consideration by any other publication and has not
been published elsewhere. The authors and peer
reviewers of this paper report no conflicts of interest.
The authors confirm that they have permission to
reproduce any copyrighted material.

References

1. National Centre for Health Statistics. 2004 Period Linked Birth/Infant Death
Rate. Prepared by the March of Dimes Perinatal Data Center, 2008. www.
marchofdimes.com.

2. Kalyoncu O, Aygun C, Cetinoglu E, Kucukoduk S. Neonatal Morbidity
and Mortality of late preterm babies. The Journal of Maternal-Fetal and
Neonatal Medicine. 2010;23(7):607—12.

3. Preterm Births, England and Wales Press Release. 2007. www.statistics.
gov.uk.

4. Simmons LE, Rubens CE, Darmstadt GL, Gravett MG. Preventing Preterm
Birth and Neonatal Mortality: Exploring the Epidemiology, Causes and
Interventions. Seminars in Perinatalogy. 2010;34:408-15.

5. Beck S, Wojdyla D, Say L, et al. The worldwide incidence of preterm birth:
a systematic review of maternal mortality and morbidity. Bull world Health
Organ. 2010;88:31-8.

6. Goldenberg RL, Culhane JF, lams JD, Romero R. Epidemiology and causes
of preterm birth. Lancet. 2008;371:75-84.

7. RCOG Green Top Guidelines 1B: Tocolytic drugs for women in preterm
labour. London; RCOG: 2002 Oct.

8. Atosiban. Summary of Product Characteristics. Ferring Pharmaceuticals
Ltd. 2000 Jan.

9. Papatsonis D, Flenady V, Cole S, Liley H. Oxytocin receptor antagonists for
inhibiting preterm labour. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. 2005,
Issue 3. Art. No.: CD004452. DOI: 10.1002/14651858.CD004452.pub2.

10. Romero R, Sibai BM, Sanchez-Ramos L, Valenzuela GJ, Veille JC, Tabor B,
et al. An oxytocin receptor antagonist (atosiban) in the treatment of preterm
labour: a randomised, double blind, placebo-controlled trial with tocolytic
rescue. Am J Obstet Gynae. 2000;182(5):1173-83.

11. Goodwin TM, Paul R, Silver H, Spellacy W, Parsons M, Chez R, et al. The
effect of the oxytocin antagonist atosiban on preterm uterine activity in the
human. A4m J Obstet Gynae. 1994;170:474-8.

12. Husslein P, Roura LC, Dudenhausen J, et al. Clinical practice evaluation of
atosiban in preterm labour management in six European countries. BJOG.
2006;113(Suppl 3):105-10.

13. Goodwin TM, Valenzuela G, Silver H, Hayashi R, Creasy GW, Lane R.
Treatment of preterm labor with the oxytocin antagonist atosiban. Am
J Perinatology. 1996;13(3):143—6.

14. Valenzuela GJ, Sanchez-Ramos L, Romero R, Silver HM, Koltun WD,
Millar L, et al. Mantenance treatment of preterm labor with the oxytocin
antagonist atosiban. The Atosiban PTL-098 Study Group. American Journal
of Obstetrics and Gynaecology. 2000;182:1184-90.

15. The European Atosiban Study Group. The oxytocin antagonist atosiban
versus the [-agonist terbutaline in the treatment of preterm labour:
a randomised, double-blind, controlled study. Acta Obstetricia et Gyneco-
logica Scandinavica. 2001;80:413-22.

16. French/Australian Atosiban Investigators Group. Treatment of preterm
labour with the oxytocin antagonist atosiban:a double-blind, randomised,
controlled comparison with salbutamol. Eur Journal of Obstetrics,
Gynaecology and Reproductive Biology. 2001;98:177-85.

17. Moutquin JM, Sherman D, Cohen H, Mohide PT, Hochner-Celnikier D,
Fejgin M, et al. Double blind, randomised controlled trial of atosiban and
ritodrine in the treatment of preterm labor: a multicenter effectiveness and
safety study. Am J Obstet Gynaecol. 2000;182(5):1191-9.

18. Wex J, Connolly M, Rath W. Atosiban versus betamimetics in the treatment
of preterm labour in Germany: an economic evaluation. BMC Pregnancy
and Childbirth. 2009:9;23.

19. Kashanian M, Akbarian AR, Soltanzadeh M. Atosiban and nifedipin for the
treatment of preterm labour. /nt J Obstet Gyn. 2005;91:10—4.

Clinical Medicine Insights: Women'’s Health 2011:4

15


http://www.la-press.com
www.marchofdimes.com
www.marchofdimes.com
www.statistics.gov.uk
www.statistics.gov.uk

Ful

lerton et al

&,

20.

Al-Omari WR, Al-Shammaa HB, Al-Tikriti EM, Ahmed KW. Atosiban and
nifedipine in acute tocolysis: a comparative study. Eur J of Obstet Gynae
and Reprod Biology. 2006;(128):129-34.

29.

Richter ON, Dorn C, van de Vondel P, Ulrich U, Schmolling J. Tocolysis
with atosiban: experience in the management of premature labor before
24 weeks of pregnancy. Arch Gynaecol Obstet. 2005;272:26-30.

21. Coomarasamy A, Knox EM, Gee H, Song F, Khan KS. Effectiveness of 30. Combs CA, McCune A, Clark R, Fishman A. Aggressive tocolysis does
nifedipine versus atosiban for tocolysis in preterm labour: a meta-analysis not prolong pregnancy or reduce neonatal morbidit after preterm premature
with an indirect comparison of randomised trials. BJOG. 2003;110: rupture of membranes. Am J Obstet Gynaecol. 2004;190(6):1723-8.
1045-9. 31. Garite TJ, Keegan KA, Freeman RK, Nageotte MP. A randomised trial of

22. Papatsonis D, Flenady V, Liley H. Maintenance therapy with oxytocin ritodrine tocolysisversus expectant management in patients with premature
antagonists for inhibiting preterm birth after threatened preterm labour. rupture of membranes at 25 to 30 weeks of gestation. A4 J Obstet Gynaecol.
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2009, Issue 1. Art. No.: CD005938. 1987;157:388-9.

DOI: 10.1002/14651858.CD005938.pub2. 32. Weiner CP, Renk K, Klugman M. The therapeutic efficacy and cost-

23. RCOG Consensus Statement arising from the 46th Study Group: Preterm effectiveness of aggressive tocolysis for premature labour associated with
Birth. premature rupture of the membranes. Am J Obstet Gynaecol. 1988;159:

24. Afshcar P, Scholl W, Bader A, Bauer M, Winter R. A prospective randomised 216-22.
controlled trial of atosiban versus hexoprenaline for acute tocolysis and 33. Decavalas G, Mastrogiannis D, Papdopoulos V, Tzingounis V. Short term
intrauterine resuscitation. BJOG. 2004;111:316-8. versus long term prophylactic tocolysis in patients with preterm rupture of

25. UK Medicines Information Pharmacists Group. Atosiban 2001. membranes. Eur J Obstet Gynaecol Reprod Biol. 1995;59:143-7.

26. The Worldwide Atosiban versus Beta-Agonist Study Group. Effectiveness 34. Johnston T, Cameron AD. Atosiban for the primary prevention of preterm
and safety of the oxytocin antagonist atosiban versus beta-adrenergic labour. BJOG. 2003;108(8):886—7.
agonists in the treatment of preterm labour. BJOG. 2001;108:1330142. 35. Bollapragada SS, Mclellan D, Anthony GS. Atosiban for the prophylactic

27. DiRenzo GC, Al Saleh E, Mattei A, Koutras I, Clerici G. Use of tocolytics: tocolysis following transabdominal cervico-isthmic cerclage. Journal of
what is the benefit of gaining 48 hours for the fetus? BJOG. 2006; Obstetrics and Gynaecology. 2006;26(5):462—72.

113 Suppl:72-7.

28. MclIntyre D, Leveno KJ. Neonatal mortality and morbidity rates in late
preterm births compared with births at term. Obstetrics and Gynaecology.
2008;111(1):35-41.

Publish with Libertas Academica and
every scientist working in your field can
read your article
“I would like to say that this is the most author-friendly
editing process | have experienced in over 150
publications. Thank you most sincerely.”

“The communication between your staff and me has
been terrific. Whenever progress is made with the
manuscript, | receive notice. Quite honestly, I've
never had such complete communication with a
Jjournal.”

“LA is different, and hopefully represents a kind of
scientific publication machinery that removes the
hurdles from free flow of scientific thought.”

Your paper will be:
o Available to your entire community
free of charge
Fairly and quickly peer reviewed
Yours! You retain copyright
http://www.la-press.com
16 Clinical Medicine Insights: Women'’s Health 2011:4


http://www.la-press.com
http://www.la-press.com

