
Abstract It has been reported recently that the prophy-
lactic efficacy of lithium is a transient phenomenon in
many patients. Other studies suggest sustained efficacy
against affective recurrences for many years. As this issue
is of major therapeutic relevance, published literature
considering changes in lithium efficacy over time has
been reviewed. The present review includes a critical
evaluation of the data and the methodology which yielded
these controversial results. Considering the published data
discussed in this review, the balance of evidence does not
indicate a general loss of lithium efficacy in the prophy-
laxis of major affective disorders. A supposed persistence
of the prophylactic effects in general does not, however,
exclude the reappearance of affective recurrences after
years of successful treatment in individual cases. Possible
reasons for this phenomenon are discussed.
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Introduction

Lithium efficacy in the long-term treatment of recurrent
mood disorders is discussed controversially in many re-
spects. Some authors have questioned the long-term effec-
tiveness of lithium in general (Moncrieff 1997). Other au-
thors (Guscott and Taylor 1994; Schou 1993, 1999) em-
phasise the relevance of compliance, adequate dosage,
and symptomatology. They argue that low response rates
in some studies are due to under-dosing, non-compliance,

and the inclusion of patients who are unlikely to respond
to lithium. In a recent study (Greil et al. 1998), lithium
was highly efficacious in patients with a “classical” bipo-
lar symptomatology, but not in patients with “non-classi-
cal” features such as mood incongruent psychotic delu-
sions or comorbidity. Schou (1993) argues that lithium is
not a panacea but highly effective when patients are care-
fully selected according to the clinical picture and their
presumed compliance. But even for patients who are
likely to be compliant and initially responsive to lithium,
the long-term efficacy has been questioned. In a couple of
publications, two distinct phenomena affecting the long-
term use of lithium are discussed: refractoriness, which
seems to be induced by lithium-discontinuation, and a
gradual loss of efficacy over time. Discontinuation-in-
duced refractoriness is described as resistance to lithium
therapy after lithium prophylaxis was discontinued and
resumed (Post et al. 1992; Coryell et al. 1998). Gradual
loss of efficacy is defined as a recurrence under an ini-
tially effective maintenance treatment without interruption
of the prophylactic treatment (Post et al. 1993; Maj et al.
1996). These two patterns of non-response may involve
very different neurobiological mechanisms (Post et al.
1993) and should be considered separately. This article fo-
cuses on the latter phenomenon. It provides a critical eval-
uation of the literature on the loss of prophylactic efficacy
of lithium during continued treatment, and a reanalysis of
the largest clinical trial that prospectively investigated
changes in lithium efficacy over time (Coryell et al. 1997).

Evaluation of the published data

Patients who have suffered from recurrences after initial
response to lithium prophylaxis have been described for at
least 20 years (see Table 1). In recent years, this topic has
been addressed more systematically by several investiga-
tions, including two prospective studies with large case
numbers (Maj et al. 1989; Coryell et al. 1997).

Maj et al. (1985, 1989) have prospectively examined
the long-term outcome of 68 bipolar and 79 unipolar pa-
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tients under prophylactic lithium treatment. The total fol-
low-up of seven years was divided into two treatment pe-
riods. Period I comprises the first two years; period II is a
long-term study of the 43 bipolar and 36 unipolar respon-
ders who had been stable on lithium for the first two
years. Of 49 patients who completed study period II, 14
suffered from a relapse or recurrence. This corresponds to
an average annual failure rate of 6.5%. The average an-
nual failure rate during study period I was 32%. Although
these relapse rates during period I and II are not directly
comparable because the drop-outs and failures during pe-
riod I lead to a selection bias, these results can be seen as
an indication that in general “lithium retains its prophy-
lactic efficacy in the long term” (Maj et al. 1989, p. 537).
However, four patients who have been evaluated as com-
pliant had three or more episodes which occurred during
the last two years of period II after a stable period of at
least five years. This observation indicates that “in some
patients recurrences may reappear after years of success-
ful treatment” (Maj et al. 1989, p. 537). Patients with af-
fective recurrences after several years of an apparent re-
sponse to prophylactic lithium treatment have also been
reported by Koukopoulos (1995). Out of the 129 poor re-
sponders described in this study, 7 patients had previously
shown good response for an average of 10 years. On the
other hand, 13 patients showed an excellent and long last-
ing response after an average of 10 years of poor re-
sponse.

Berghöfer et al. (1996) systematically examined the re-
currences in 86 patients over a period of 8.2 years on av-
erage. They found that in patients who had been treated
for at least 10 years the duration of depressive episodes
and the severity of manic episodes were lower for years
6–10 as compared to years 1–5. The average morbidity in-
dex, however, did not change substantially during the ob-
servation period. In total, their “data suggest that the ef-
fect of regular lithium prophylaxis remains constant over
a period of up to 10 years in monopolar and bipolar pa-
tients” (p. 353). These results are in line with Felber
(1979) who found that the reduction of affective episodes
was more pronounced in patients treated for 42–48
months than in patients who were on lithium for 6–12
months.

On the other hand, Nilsson and Axelsson (1989) re-
ported an increase in psychopathology in n = 37 patients
with major affective disorders who were continuously
treated with lithium. A high percentage of the patients de-
veloped depressive symptoms during the follow-up period
of 7 years. Various reasons for this phenomenon are dis-
cussed, e.g., natural aggravation of the underlying illness
and a changed treatment policy aiming at a serum level
within the lower therapeutic range.

The study of Post et al. (1993) examined the case his-
tories of 66 patients who were refractory to prophylactic
lithium treatment. They report that about one third of
these patients initially showed at least partial response to
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Table 1 Literature on changes in lithium efficacy over time

Author Study design Diagnosis Author’s comment on changes in lithium efficacy

Dotti and Bernini Series of cases reports Manic-depressive illness “In some cases, lithium seems to lose its efficacy 
(1979) after several years of ‘successful treatment’” (p. 295)*

Felber (1979) Retrospective, 23 months Monopolar depressive, “A positive association between treatment success 
of lithium treatment on monopolar manic, bipolar and the duration of treatment was found.” (p. 67)*
average affective and schizoaffective

disorder

Maj et al. Prospective, 7 years of major depression and “Overall, the results ... confirm that lithium retains its 
(1985, 1989) lithium treatment bipolar disorder (DSM-III) prophylactic efficacy in the long term” (p. 537) “in 

some patients recurrences may reappear, after years of
successful treatment” (p. 537)

Nilsson and Prospective, 7 years of Major depression and “Depressive symptoms significantly increased during 
Axelsson (1989) lithium treatment bipolar disorder (DSM-III) the 7-year follow-up period” (p. 387)

Post et al. (1993) Case series and a single Lithium-refractory “34.9% (of the patients) ... presented either an initial 
case report affective disorders complete or partial response to lithium, then a gradual

loss of efficacy over time ” (p. 72)

Koukopoulos Retrospective, 12.2 years of Bipolar I, bipolar II, “7 cases of good response ... became poor responders 
et al. (1995) prophylactic treatment on unipolar depressive after an average of 10 ... years of lithium treatment” 

average (p. 140) “(13) patients after an average of 10 years of
poor response showed an excellent and long lasting 
response” (p. 140)

Berghöfer et al. Retrospective, 8.2 years of Unipolar, bipolar affective “There was no indication of a loss of the prophylactic 
(1996) lithium treatment on or schizoaffective disorder effect in ... patients ... who had been treated for a min-

average imum of 10 years” (p. 349)

Coryell et al. Prospective, 96 weeks Mania, schizoaffective “The apparent transience of lithium prophylactic ef-
(1997) mania or major depression fects ... may reflect important, physiological differences

with history of either between relapse and recurrence.” (p. 281) “Lithium 
mania or schizoaffective may be effective in the prevention of relapses but not
mania (RDC) in the prevention of recurrences.” (p. 286)

*Translated by the authors



lithium and a gradual deterioration of psychopathology.
An evaluation of these results is difficult as patients and
methods are not extensively described. According to Post
et al. (1993, p. 74) this case series suggests “that a sub-
group of initially good responders to lithium may eventu-
ally develop tolerance during long-term prophylaxis”.

Coryell et al. (1997) prospectively investigate whether
the relapse-preventing potential of lithium in bipolar pa-
tients is a transient phenomenon or whether lithium pro-
vides sustained prophylactic effects. For this purpose, a
group of patients treated with lithium prophylaxis (n =
139) was compared to a group without lithium (n = 42) in
a naturalistic setting. Comparisons were carried out by
survival analyses for weeks 9 to 96 after recovery. The
analyses were done separately for weeks 9–32 and for
weeks 32–96. Survival analyses for the second interval
(weeks 32–96) included those patients who did not re-
lapse during the first interval. Lithium was significantly
superior for the first interval, but for the second interval,
no clear-cut difference between the lithium group and the
no-lithium group was found. Referring to these results,
the authors argue that “the apparent transience of lithium
prophylactic effects is unexplained and may reflect im-
portant, physiological differences between relapse and re-
currence” (p 281).

An alternative interpretation of these results is, how-
ever, possible. As can be seen from Fig.1, the sample in-
vestigated seems to be rather heterogeneous regarding the
risk to suffer from a recurrence. Many patients without
prophylactic lithium relapse within the first 32 weeks. For
those patients who did not relapse during the first interval,
the risk seems to be rather low. As a consequence, it is
likely that the patients who enter the second interval are at
a much lower risk than those patients who relapsed from
weeks 8 to 32. Lithium has proved to prevent relapses in
many patients at risk (e.g., Coppen et al. 1971; Stallone et
al. 1973; Prien et al. 1973). This relapse-preventing prop-
erty of lithium may lead to an overrepresentation of high-

risk patients at the end of the first interval in the lithium
group as compared to the no-lithium group. As a conse-
quence, a low-risk sample in the no-lithium group would
be compared to a sample with a higher risk in the lithium
group for the weeks 32–96. This might lead to a substan-
tial bias in favor of the group without lithium prophylaxis
for the second part of the observation period (weeks
32–96).

Model calculations

In order to test the alternative interpretation of the data
presented by Coryell et al. (1997), model calculations
have been carried out. The model calculations are based
on the empirical data and methodology presented in Table
2 and the figures of the publication by Coryell et al.
(1997). These data are, however, not sufficient for model
calculations and additional assumptions had to be made.
Altogether, the model calculations are based on the fol-
lowing assumptions:

1. A lithium group of 139 patients and a group of 42 pa-
tients without lithium prophylaxis are observed for 11
time intervals of 8 weeks. The interval length of 8 weeks
is chosen according to Coryell et al. (1997), Table 2.

2. Both groups comprise high-risk and low-risk patients.
The proportion of high-risk patients is 50% in both
groups. This assumption is made according to Coryell et
al. (1997), Table 2: About 50% of the patients in the group
without lithium prophylaxis suffer from an early re-
lapse/recurrence within the first 32 weeks. The risk for
these patients seems to be very high. The interval specific
probabilities of recurrence of the patients who survive the
third interval seems to be rather low (see also Fig.1 of the
present publication). The probabilities for a treatment fail-
ure in the high-risk and low-risk group are estimated from
the no-lithium group (Coryell et al. 1997, p. 286) by using
a minimum chi square estimation. The goodness-of-fit
criterion (chi-square measure) is defined as follows:

where

n = total number of patients without prophylactic lithium
(n = 42),

n1 = number of patients with a relapse/recurrence in weeks
9–32. n1 = 0.428n = 18; 0.428 is the probability to
relapse during weeks 9–32. This figure is given by
Coryell et al. (1997), p. 286 

n2 = number of patients with a relapse/recurrence in weeks
33–96. n2 = 0.2857(n – n1) = 7; 0.2857 is the prob-
ability to relapse during weeks 33–96. This figure is
given by Coryell et al. (1997), p. 286

n3 = number of survivors (no relapse/recurrence in weeks
9–96). n3 = n – (n1 + n2) = 17

π1 = risk for a high-risk patient to suffer from a relapse/
recurrence within an interval of 8 weeks
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Fig.1 Number of recurrences in the group without lithium pro-
phylaxis according to Table 2 in Coryell et al. (1997), n = 38 (four
patients were lost during follow up)



π2 = risk for a low-risk patient to suffer from a relapse/re-
currence within an interval of 8 weeks

p1(π1, π2) = total probability to relapse during weeks
9–32 (in the model). p1(π1, π2) is a function of
π1 and π2

p2(π1, π2) = total probability to relapse during weeks
33–96 (in the model). p2(π1, π2) is a function
of π1 and π2

p3(π1, π2) = probability to survive week 96 without recur-
rence (in the model). p3(π1, π2) is a function
of π1 and π2

The choice of the three cells was done according to
Coryell et al. (1997), Figs. 1–2 and in order to get rela-
tively reliable estimates of the expected cell numbers
n1p1(π1,π2),n2p2(π1,π2),n3p3(π1,π2).

3. Lithium reduces the likelihood for a relapse/recurrence.
The efficacy is estimated from the recurrence rates in the
first 32 weeks (0.238 for lithium treatment and 0.428
without lithium treatment) given by Coryell et al. (1997),
p. 286. For an interval of 8 weeks, the efficacy (reduction
of risk) is estimated as 

4. In contrast to Coryell et al. (1997), it is assumed that
lithium efficacy is not transient, but remains unchanged
throughout the whole observation period.

Based on these assumptions, the survivor functions for the
group without lithium treatment are calculated as follows.
At week 8 after recovery, n = 42 patients are relapse-free;
all patients are at risk: By assumption, 21 patients are at a
low risk and 21 at a high risk. Out of these patients, 21π1
+ 21π2 have relapsed at week 16 (π1 and π2 are the risks
for the high- and low-risk group, respectively). The re-
maining 42 – (21π1 + 21π2) patients are at risk at the end
of week 16. The other patients have already relapsed. Out
of these 42 – (21π1 + 21π2) patients, nh = 21 – 21π1 are at
a high risk and nl = 21 – 21π2 are at a low risk. nhπ1 + nlπ2
of these patients have relapsed at week 24. nh + nl – (nhπ1
+ nlπ2) patients are at risk at the end of week 24. This pro-
cedure is continued to the end of week 96. The number of
patients relapsing in weeks 9–32, weeks 33–96, and of
those who survive week 96 according to these model cal-
culations are compared to the respective numbers of pa-
tients presented by Coryell et al. (1997). For the lithium
group, the survivor functions are calculated in a similar
way. The only major difference to the calculations for the
no-lithium group is that π1 and π2 (the risk for a recur-
rence for the high and low risk patients, respectively) are
multiplied by a constant factor (efficacy, reduction of risk)
which has been estimated previously.

Figures 2–3 present the results of model calculations
for which it is assumed that lithium efficacy remains un-
changed during the whole study period. Besides this as-
sumption, the model is based on the empirical data and
methodology of the publication by Coryell et al. (1997).

The survivor functions resulting from these model calcu-
lations largely correspond to the respective survival
curves as presented by Coryell et al. (p. 285): Lithium is
clearly superior for the first interval. Thereafter, the
curves of the two groups are similar – in spite of the as-
sumption of a persistent efficacy of lithium. Hence, the
empirical data do not contradict the hypothesis of sus-
tained efficacy.

Discussion

Recently, it has been suggested by Coryell et al. (1997)
that lithium efficacy is a transient phenomenon. A loss of
efficacy in lithium prophylaxis would have important
therapeutic consequences. Therefore, a critical evaluation
of the publication of Coryell et al. (1997) and a review of
the literature has been done. Regarding the data presented
by Coryell et al. (1997), an alternative explanation is pos-
sible. The alternative interpretation of the data does not
contradict the assumption of persistent effects in the long-
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Fig.2 Expected survivor functions under lithium (––––) and with-
out lithium (– – –) for weeks 8–32 (model calculations)

Fig.3 Expected survivor functions under lithium (––––) and with-
out lithium (– – –) for weeks 32–96 (model calculations)



term treatment with lithium. It is, however, very difficult
to draw a distinct conclusion from these data or from the
other studies considered in this review.

One major difficulty in the evaluation of long-term ef-
ficacy of lithium is that the course of affective disorders is
extremely variable (Angst 1980; Post et al. 1986). Hence,
if there is no control group, it is unclear whether changes
in treatment response after several years of treatment are
related to the medication or to the course of the illness.
The interpretation is further complicated by the possibility
that the use of antidepressant co-medication might in-
crease the frequency of episodes (Kukopulos et al. 1980;
Wehr and Goodwin 1987) and affect response to prophy-
lactic lithium (Reginaldi et al. 1981). Other factors such
as cocaine abuse, sleep reduction, and jetlag might have
similar effects on treatment response (Goodwin and
Ghaemi 1998; Wehr et al. 1987).

The comparison of the different studies presented in
this review is complicated by differences in the study de-
signs and in the samples investigated. Inconsistencies re-
garding the samples are not only due to differences in the
diagnostic systems and inclusion criteria applied, but also
to a selection bias: recent studies are more likely to in-
clude treatment-resistant, more severely ill patients who
are referred to tertiary research centers (Goodwin and
Ghaemi 1998). The overrepresentation of patients who do
not respond to standard therapy is also a serious drawback
regarding generability of the results. As the comparability
of the different studies is limited, it is difficult to draw
definite conclusions regarding a possible loss of lithium
efficacy. When summarizing the pros and cons, there is,
however, little evidence to support a general loss of effi-
cacy over time.

Most studies following patients over several years of
lithium treatment found sustained or even improved re-
sponse for a majority of patients (Felber 1979; Maj et al.
1989; Berghöfer et al. 1996). The apparent improvement
of lithium efficacy on affective symptomatology which
has been reported in some studies and reviews (Schou
1968) should, however, be interpreted very cautiously.
Many patients who do not respond adequately might drop
out before the end of the observation period and this
might result in an unquantifiable overrepresentation of
good responders in the samples who have been treated for
several years.

As mortality rates are highly increased in affective dis-
orders (Tsuang and Woolson 1978; Goodwin and Jamison
1990; Tondo et al. 1998), a comprehensive evaluation of a
treatment strategy should also consider the effectiveness
in reducing excess mortality. It is widely accepted that
suicidal behavior in patients suffering from a major affec-
tive disorder is reduced by long-term treatment with
lithium (Coppen 1994; Ahrens and Müller-Oerlinghausen
1997; Goodwin and Ghaemi 1998; Tondo et al. 1998).
There is a clear-cut and enduring reduction of suicidal be-
havior during lithium maintenance as compared to periods
before lithium treatment and periods following lithium
discontinuation (Ahrens et al. 1993; Müller-Oerling-
hausen et al. 1994). The enduring reduction of suicides

can, however, not prove persistence of lithium efficacy
because the methodological difficulties in interpreting
these results are quite similar to those in the evaluation
of changes in the rate of recurrences over time. But the
data regarding efficacy on suicidal behavior are in line
with a persistent lithium efficacy as they do not indicate a
loss of the antisuicidal and mortality-reducing effects of
lithium.

The supposed persistence of lithium efficacy in general
does, however, not exclude that affective symptoms may
reappear in some patients who were apparently responsive
to lithium for months or even years. This phenomenon has
been observed by several authors (Dotti and Bernini 1979;
Maj et al. 1989; Post et al. 1993; Koukopoulos 1995; Maj
et al. 1996), and is well established. The reasons are un-
clear. Terms like “lithium tolerance” (Post et al. 1993)
suggest that lithium loses its efficacy in a similar way as
carbamazepine loses its seizure-preventing properties, but
this suggestion remains highly speculative.

Alternative explications consider the course of the ill-
ness. The natural course of affective disorders is capri-
cious and tends to become more severe over time (Angst
1980; American Psychiatrie Association 1994). In some
cases, the natural aggravation of the underlying illness
might outweigh the prophylactic effects of lithium (Nils-
son and Axelsson 1989; Koukopoulos et al. 1995; Post
and Weiss 1995; Maj et al. 1996). But even if there is no
aggravation, one would expect that in some patients sev-
eral months or even years might elapse before the first
episode under lithium occurs. In general, lithium cannot
completely eliminate the affective illness but only reduce
the likelihood and severity of affective episodes (Baastrup
and Schou 1967; Coppen et al. 1971; Persson 1972; Prien
1983; Goodwin and Jamison 1990; American Psychiatric
Association 1994), prolonging the average time between
two episodes. Hence, it is not surprising that some pa-
tients suffer from a recurrence even after several years of
apparently successful treatment.

Another explanation of the apparent transience of effi-
cacy in some patients considers side effects that counter-
act the prophylactic effects of lithium. Lithium may in-
duce a slightly depressed mood in some patients (Dotti
and Bernini 1979; Nilsson and Axelsson 1989). More-
over, long-term lithium treatment can cause endocrino-
logic side effects such as hyperparathyroidism which
might engender affective symptoms (Garfinkel et al.
1973; Franks et al. 1982; Brochier et al. 1994). Affective
symptomatology caused by side effects might counteract
the mood-stabilizing properties of lithium and appear as a
“loss of effectiveness” (Brochier et al. 1994, p. 339).

Conclusion

Although affective recurrences appear in some patients
after years of an apparently successful treatment, the liter-
ature considered in this review does not indicate a general
loss of lithium efficacy in the prophylaxis of major affec-
tive disorders.

148



References

Ahrens B, Müller-Oerlinghausen B (1997) Die antisuizidale und
mortalitätssenkende Wirkung von Lithium. In: Müller-Oerling-
hausen B et al. (eds) The Lithiumtherapie. Nutzen, Risiken, Al-
ternativen. 2nd edition. Springer, Berlin Heidelberg New York

Ahrens B, Müller-Oerlinghausen B, Grof P (1993) Length of
lithium treatment needed to eliminate the high mortality of af-
fective disorders. Br J Psychiatry 163 (suppl. 21) :27–29

American Psychiatric Association (1994) Practice guideline for the
treatment of patients with bipolar disorder. Am J Psychiatry
151 (suppl) :S1–S 36

Angst J (1980) Verlauf unipolar depressiver, bipolar manisch-de-
pressiver und schizoaffektiver Erkrankungen und Psychosen.
Ergebnis einer prospektiven Studie. Fortschr Neurol Psychiatr
48 :3–30

Baastrup PC, Schou M (1967) Lithium as a prophylactic agent. Its
effect against recurrent depressions and manic-depressive psy-
chosis. Arch Gen Psychiatry 16 :162–172

Berghöfer A, Kossmann B, Müller-Oerlinghausen B (1996) Course
of illness and pattern of recurrences in patients with affective
disorders during long-term lithium prophylaxis: a retrospective
analysis over 15 years. Acta Psychiatr Scand 93 :349–354

Brochier T, Adnet-Kessous J, Barillot M, Pascalis JG (1994) Hy-
perparathyroidie sous lithium. L’Encéphale 20 :339–349

Coppen A, Noguera R, Bailey J, Burns BH, Swani MS, Hare EH,
Gardner R, Maggs R (1971) Prophylactic lithium in affective
disorders. Lancet 2 :275–279

Coppen A (1994) Depression as a lethal disease. Prevention Strate-
gies. J Clin Psychiatry 55 :37–45

Coryell W, Winokur G, Solomon D, Shea T, Leon A, Keller M
(1997) Lithium and recurrence in a long-term follow-up of bi-
polar affective disorder. Psychological Medicine 27 :281–289

Coryell W, Solomon D, Leon A, Akiskal HS, Keller M, Scheftner
WA, Mueller T (1998) Lithium discontinuation and subsequent
effectiveness. Am J Psychiatry 155 :895–898

Dotti A, Bernini P (1979) Indagine catamnestica sulle ragioni
dell’interruzzione della terapia continuativa con carbonato di
litio. Riv Psichiatria 4 :293–307

Felber W (1979) Die rezidivprophylaktische Behandlung der Zyk-
lothymie mit Lithium. Auswertung von 850 unter gemeinsamer
Arbeitskonzeption 1968–1973 vorgenommenen Lithium-Be-
handlungen in der DDR. Med. Dissertation, Universität Dres-
den

Franks RD, Dubovsky SL, Lifshitz M, Coen P, Subryan V, Walker
SH (1982) Long-term lithium carbonate therapy causes Hyper-
parathyroidism. Arch Gen Psychiatry 39 :1074–1077

Garfinkel PE, Ezrin C, Stancer HC (1973) Hypothyroidism and
hyperparathyroidism associated with lithium. Lancet 2 :331–
332

Goodwin FK, Ghaemi SN (1998) Understanding Manic-depres-
sive Illness. Arch Gen Psychiatry 55 :23–25

Goodwin FK, Jamison KR (1990) Manic-Depressive Illness. Ox-
ford University Press, New York

Greil W, Kleindienst N, Erazo N, Müller-Oerlinghausen B (1998)
Differential response to lithium and carbamazepine in the pro-
phylaxis of bipolar disorder. J Clin Psychopharmacol 18 :455–
460

Guscott R, Taylor L (1994) Lithium prophylaxis in recurrent af-
fective illness. Efficacy, effectiveness and efficiency. Br J Psy-
chiatry 164 :741–746

Kukopulos A, Reginaldi D, Laddomada G, Floris O, Serra O, Pani
L, Tondo L (1980) Course of the manic-depressive cycle and
changes caused by treatments. Pharmakopsychiatr Neuropsy-
chopharmakol 13 :156–167

Koukopoulos A, Reginaldi D, Minnai G, Serra G, Pani L, Johnson
FN (1995) The long term prophylaxis of affective disorders.
Adv Biochem Psychopharmacol 49 :127–147

Maj M, Arena F, Lovero N, Pirozzi R, Kemali D (1985) Factors
associated with response to lithium prophylaxis in DSM III
major depression and bipolar disorder. Pharmacopsychiat 18 :
309–313

Maj M, Pirozzi R, Kemali D (1989) Long-term outcome of lithium
prophylaxis in patients initially classified as complete respon-
ders. Psychopharmacology 98 :535–538

Maj M, Pirozzi R, Magliano L (1996) Late non-response to lithium
prophylaxis in bipolar patients: prevalence and predictors. 
J Aff Dis 39 :39–42

Moncrieff J (1997) Lithium: evidence reconsidered. Br J Psychia-
try 171 :113–119

Müller-Oerlinghausen B, Wolf T, Ahrens B, Schou M, Grof E,
Grof P, Lenz G, Simhandl C, Thau K, Wolf R (1994) Mortality
during initial and during later lithium treatment. A collabora-
tive study by the International Group for the Study of Lithium-
treated Patients. Acta Psychiatr Scand 90 :295–297

Nilsson A, Axelsson R (1989) Psychopathology during long-term
lithium treatment of patients with major affective disorders.
Acta Psychiatr Scand 80 :375–388

Persson G (1972) Lithium prophylaxis in affective disorders. An
open trial with matched controls. Acta Psychiatr Scand 48 :
462–479

Post RM, Rubinow DR, Ballenger JC (1986) Conditioning and
sensitisation in the longitudinal course of affective illness. Br J
Psychiatry 149 :191–201

Post RM, Leverich GS, Altshuler L, Mikalauskas K (1992) Lithium-
discontinuation-induced refractoriness. Preliminary observa-
tions. Am J Psychiatry 149 :1727–1729

Post RM, Leverich GS, Pazzaglia PJ, Mikalauskas K, Denicoff K
(1993) Lithium tolerance and discontinuation as pathways to
refractoriness. In: Birch NJ et al. (eds) Lithium in Medicine
and Biology. Marius Press, Carnforth, pp 71–84

Post RM, Weiss SRB (1995) The neurobiology of treatment-resis-
tant mood disorders. In: Bloom FE and Kupfer DJ (eds) Psy-
chopharmacology. The Fourth Generation of Progress. Raven
Press, New York, pp 1155–1170

Prien RF, Caffey EM Jr, Klett J (1973) Prophylactic efficacy of
lithium carbonate in manic depressive illness. Arch Gen Psy-
chiatry 28 :337–341

Prien RF (1983) Long-term prophylactic pharmacological treat-
ment of bipolar illness. In: Grinspoon L (ed) Psychiatry Up-
date. The American Psychiatric Association Annual Review,
Vol II. American Psychiatric Press, Washington, pp 303–318

Reginaldi D, Tondo L, Floris G, Pignatelli A, Kukopulos A (1981)
Poor prophylactic lithium response due to antidepressants. Int
Pharmacopsychiatry 16 :124–128

Schou M (1968) Lithium in psychiatric therapy and prophylaxis. 
J Psychiat Res 6 :67–95

Schou M (1993) Lithium prophylaxis: About ‘naturalistic’ or ‘clin-
ical practice’ studies. Lithium 4 :77–81

Stallone F, Shelley E, Mendlewicz J, Fieve RR (1973) The use of
lithium in affective disorders. III. A double-blind study of pro-
phylaxis in bipolar illness. Am J Psychiatry 130 :1006–1010

Tondo L, Baldessarini RJ, Hennen J, Floris G, Silvetti F, Tohen M
(1998) Lithium treatment and risks of suicidal behavior in
bipolar disorder patients. J Clin Psychiatry 59 :405–414

Wehr TA, Goodwin FK (1987) Can antidepressants cause mania
and worsen the course of affective illness? Am J Psychiatry
144 :1403–1411

Wehr TA, Sack DA, Rosenthal NE (1987) Sleep reduction as a fi-
nal common pathway in the genesis of mania. Am J Psychiatry
144 :201–204

149


