More On The London Criteria Issue

From Angela Kennedy

“The issue here is that, for the National Task Force Report, these criteria were ‘proposed’. Also, from Charles’ post, you’ll see that quite a bit of ‘tinkering’ went on, though when, were etc. not disclosed.

If you see my post on the ONECLICK site - you’ll see that an important issue at stake regarding London Criteria is whether they have been validated, published in a peer-reviewed journal (like Oxford, Fukuda, or Canadian), and operationalised (formally put into use). Logically, the LC cannot be adjusted once they’ve been published, unless a new criteria and rationale for adjustment is then published.

London Criteria indeed do have their merits IMO, and no doubt others, despite Charles’ unfortunate implying that people are out to besmirch them, which is not the case. BUT - and this is another key issue, the Canadian Criteria (Case Definition) has superseded them all. The key, KEY issue then, as regards the PACE trial, is that using the most up-to-date, stringently ME criteria of Canada at the onset of the trial, or even later, would then mean the psychiatrists would then have to consider formally the critiques of CBT, GET and the somatization notion, that is done in the Canadian document. If this was done, as in research it should, the PACE Trial would fall apart.

I’ve been reading Canada concurrently with the others (no mean feat!) - there are good, solid reasons why they (Canada) are seen as superior. They throw a huge spanner in the psychiatric works.

The London Criteria have come under focus because of the methodological, theoretical, and ethical flaws of the PACE trial.  This trial (and it’s counterparts) are fundamentally flawed and likely to be damaging to ME/CFS G93.3 sufferers, hence the campaign to have them stopped.

So no one is attacking the London Criteria per se, but people need to know, were they validated, published as validated (rather than just ‘proposed’,) and have they been operationalised? AND - as research or clinical criteria, or both?

It’s probably bets to read this post in conjunction with what I’ve expressed on the ONECLICK website, as it further expresses my own concerns about this. Sorry to ramble on but I think this is an important issue.

What really MUSTN’T happen, if people DON’T want these damaging trials to continue, is that we get bogged down in London, and I’m uncomfortably aware that there may be a bit of bogging down going on, because Charles Shepherd at least has been SO obtuse about these issues. That’s a BIG worry.

Best wishes

Angela Kennedy
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