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Abstract
Objectives: To compare the analgesic effects of rectal suppository morphine (RSM) with intramuscular morphine (IMM) in patients suffered 
from renal colic referred to emergency ward (EW).
Methods: In a controlled, randomized, clinical trial, 74/90 patients with renal colic referred to the EW between March 2016 and March 2017 
were randomly enrolled into two groups of RSM (10 mg) and IMM (10 mg/mL). Vital signs and severity of pain were recorded at admission 
time (0), 15, 30 and 60 min after treatment. 
Results: The results showed that there was a significant decrease in VAS score of RSM group compared to IMM group after 30 and 60 min 
of administration (P < 0.05). Furthermore, no significant difference was recorded in vital signs, except there was a significant decrease in 
heart rate (15 and 60 min) and respiratory rate (60 min) of RSM group compared to IMM group (P < 0.05) and no side effects were recorded 
during the investigation. 
Conclusion: In conclusion, the use of rectal route of morphine had higher efficiency compared to the IM route of morphine in relieving pain 
of patients with renal colic. Although, decreased heart and respiratory rates were recorded, the values were in normal range. As well, no 
major complications were recorded for each method.
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Introduction
Urolithiasis has been shown to be a common disease with inci-
dence of 8–15% in North Americans and Europeans for centu-
ries.1 Approximately 2.4/1000 people in Iran suffer from renal 
colic, whereas it differs from 0.5 to 2 in every 1000 ones in 
other countries.2 The mean cost of urolithiasis and renal colic 
was estimated about 2.1 billion dollars in 2000.3 Recently, it 
has been reported that changes in individuals’ diet and lifestyle 
leads to increase in incidence of renal colic worldwide.4 

Renal colic as a frequent disorder usually presents as an 
acute and severe pain in the flanks due to obstruction of the 
urinary flow via a stone or the passage of a stone from the uri-
nary tract, which can radiate to the abdomen and genitalia.5,6 
This type of pain is often defined as the worst pain which 
patient has ever experienced.7,8 The mechanism of pain is 
associated with the enhanced pressure in the urinary tract 
along with construction of urethral smooth muscles and 
enhanced pressure in the regional blood flow.9

A wide range of analgesics are used to manage the pain. In 
emergency ward (EW), opioids and non-steroidal anti-inflam-
matory drugs (NSAIDs) are most frequent to relieve the pain.10 
According to the literature, stable doses of opioids can provide 
analgesic impacts for weeks or years and efficiency, low cost, 
and titration possibility make them popular for managing 
pain.3,11 The high doses of opiates administered systemically 
has been shown to be related to different side effects e.g., res-
piratory depression, vomiting, nausea, sedation, and pru-
ritus.12 On the other hand, the human rectum is a body cavity 
in which drugs can be retained and absorbed easily and is 
effective rather than orally, especially in cases with nausea and 
vomiting.13 

As a most common type of opioids, morphine is an anal-
gesic with a direct impact on the central nervous system (CNS) 
and the most powerful analgesic drugs in managing and 
curing severe, acute and chronic pains.14 Different routes of 
morphine have been used to control pain in patients following 
operation or in emergency department.15-17 Morphine suppos-
itories administered via rectal route are one of the newly 
released morphine forms. Different doses of 5, 10, 20, and 30 
mg of morphine can be contained in each rectal suppository. It 
has been shown that about two-thirds of rectal morphine can 
be absorbed via the gastrointestinal tract and then, it paases 
through portal vein to be metabolized in the liver. The max-
imum effects of rectal route has been recorded 20–60 min fol-
lowing administration.12 

The administration of suppository morphine is often for-
gotten by clinicians seeking to use the oral routs18 and to the 
best of our knowledge, there was no previous study to com-
pare the analgesic effect of rectal suppository morphine (RSM) 
with intramuscular morphine (IMM) to relieve pain in 
patients with renal colic. 

Materials and Methods 

Study Population
This study was a randomized, controlled, clinical trial was per-
formed between March 2016 and March 2017. Ninety patients 
with renal colic (18 to 55 years) referred to EW of Kosar Hos-
pital (Semnan University of Medical Sciences, Semnan, Iran) 
were randomly selected, but 74 patients were eligible to be 
enrolled. This trial was approved by Ethics Committee of 
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Semnan University of Medical Sciences (5/1/2016). Written 
informed consent form was signed by all subjects to accept 
that they had adequate information about the investigation. 
The study was registered at Iranian registry of clinical trial 
(IRCT number: IRCT2015111825098N1). 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

In this study, 90 patients referred to EW with main complaint 
of flank pain, and the patients who clinically diagnosed for 
renal colic were selected. The inclusion criteria were defined as 
all cases with acute severe flank pain that radiated to ipsilateral 
groin or abdomen. Then, the urinary stone was confirmed 
through ultrasonography, computed tomography (CT) scan, 
or intravenous (IV) pyelography, or the patients with stone 
passage and the patients were selected for investigation.

The exclusion criteria was described as follows: patients 
with history of allergy to opioids, addiction, fever ≥38ºC, 
unstable hemodynamic status, liver failure, cardiac or respira-
tory failure, evidence of peritoneal inflammation, renal failure 
or kidney transplantation, aortic aneurysm or dissection, 
pregnancy, receiving any analgesia within 6 h before the study 
and age <18 and >55 years. 

An emergency medicine specialist performed all evalua-
tions. Sixteen cases were excluded from the study due to the 
above exclusion criteria.

Randomization and Intervention 

In this study, a convenience sampling was used to select 90 
patients (74 were eligible). Then, patients were randomly allo-
cated into two groups (37 in each group) using permuted bal-
anced block randomization in a completely random manner. 
For this purpose, six blocks of four were used in which the 
structure of each block was four-way, the combination of two 
methods of interference in a perfectly balanced way. To 
random assignment of blocks to each group a random digits 
table was carried out. Therefore, a list of eligible participants (n 
= 74) was prepared and according to this list each case was 
randomly enrolled in the study group, respectively. No addi-
tional matching was performed and one of the investigators 
scheduled for randomization before the initiation of study. 
None of participants and data analysts knew about the groups. 
The treatment groups were defined as below:

SS-MP group (n = 37): Patients received 10 mg morphine 
suppository (Opirec® 10 mg, Aburaihan pharmaceutical Co.).

IM-MP group (n = 37): Patients received 10 mg mor-
phine intramuscularly (IM) (Morphine Sulfate 10 mg/mL, 
Daou Pakhsh pharmaceutical Co.).

Procedures and Evaluations

Data were collected using a designed checklist containing the 
factors as below to make the assessments: 

A: Patient’s demographic information including age, 
gender and weight. 

B: History of similar pain, history of urinary stones and 
Main data including vital signs (blood pressure [BP], respira-
tory and heart rate [HR] and axillary temperature) and severity 
of pain using a 10-centimeter visual analogue scale (VAS). 

VAS was used for evaluation of the pain severity was in 
several time points of admission time (0), 15, 30 and 60 min 
after administration of medications. VAS is a measurement 
instrument that tries to measure a pain severity scored 0 (no 
pain) -10 clinical observation.19 Clinically, the difference of 

VAS score between 0 and 15 min (0–15), 0 and 30 min (0–30), 
0 and 60 min (0–60) time points were calculated and com-
pared in two groups of morphine routes. Moreover, other var-
ibales including HR, BP (systolic and diastolic), respiratory 
rate, and the side effects of drugs (secondary outcomes 
including drowsiness, nausea & vomiting, facial flushing, and 
dizziness) were investigated in defined time points. After gath-
ering the data, the VAS scores of different time points were 
compared. After 60 min, if the severity of pain did not relief by 
50%, 5 mg/IM morphine was used to relive the pain. In this 
study, four patients were excluded due to missing or incon-
sistent data (n = 3 in RSM group and n = 1 in IMM group) 
during the study and data of 70 cases were analyzed. Due to 
incomplete information and data in the questionnaire, patients 
were excluded from the study (Figure 1). 

Sample Size Estimation and Statistical Analysis
Using the findings of the study performed by Safdar et al. 
(2006) reporting an average reduction of one hour of pain 
equal to 5.0 ± 1.6 in patients with intramuscular morphine 
injection compared with the average further reduction of 6.0 ± 
1.6 in patients with morphine suppository in term of VAS, set-
ting the statistical power and confidence levels to be 95%, a 
sample size of 136 people (68 in each group) was estimated to 
be enough using G*Power.3.1 software. But conservatively up 
to 7 people were added in each group to deal with possible 
data loss.20 Data were analyzed using SPSS (ver. 22). Mean, 
standard deviation, frequency and percentage were used to 
summarize the data in tables. The analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) for repeated measures models applied to compare 
the two groups. Fisher’s exact tests and Chi-square were used 
to determine the differences in the qualitative data. In addi-
tion, T- test was used for evaluation of differences in the quan-
titative data. Significant level was defined as P < 0.05. 

Results
In this study, the data of 70/74 cases (n = 3 in RSM group and 
n = 1 in IMM group were excluded) with renal colic treated 

Fig. 1 CONSORT flow diagram.
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between the two groups (P = 0.030). In addition, there were 
no significant differences in HR of two groups based on time 
points of 0 (P = 0.116) and 30 (P = 0.139), but significant 
decreases were seen in time point of 15 (P = 0.04) and 60 min 
(P = 0.014) in RSM group compared to IMM group. Com-
paring two groups showed that there was no significant dif-
ference in terms of changes in the respiratory rate (per min) 
between the two groups (P = 0.622). Based on time points, 
respiratory rate was significantly decreased in 60 min  
(P = 0.017) in RSM group compared to the IMM group. How-
ever, in the other time points no differences was observed (0: 
P = 0.799, 15: P = 0.291, 30: P = 0.605, and 60: P = 0.855, 
respectively) (Table 2 and Figure 1). No major complications 
were reported in two groups.

Discussion
In this investigation, we aimed to compare the influence of 
rectal and IM morphine/pain management in patients with 
renal colic. In EW, management of patients with colic pain is 
one of the most important part of caring system.21 NSAIDs 
and opioids as well as the combination of spasmolytic and 
anti-inflammatory drugs have been recorded to be mostly 
used for pain control of these patients.10,22,23 Among these, nar-
cotics such as morphine, tramadol, codeine and meperidine 
have long been used.20,24,25 Morphine, as an opioid analgesic, 
has been used for pain control of patients with renal colic 
given by different routes.26,27 Morphine administered with IV 
route is a drug of choice to manage pain in acute renal colic.28 
Nevertheless, the other routes of morphine administration, 
e.g., oral, IM and rectal are available to relieve pain in different 
conditions.29,30 

Studies have proven that IM administration of opioids has 
been considered to be safer than IV.31 Although, oral and par-
enteral narcotics are used usually for pain relief in EW or fol-
lowing surgical procedures, these routs can exacerbate the 
incidence of sedation, vomiting, and nausea, which ultimately 
delays recovery.32-34 Thus, non-parenteral route of analgesic 
drugs, especially their rectal route has been suggested in dif-
ferent studies.13,35,36 According to the literature, it has been 
proved that rectal route morphine results less analgesia and 
lower pain scores compared to its IV administration.34,37 

The findings of both groups showed the similarity in the 
different demographic features including age, gender, weight, 

Table 1. Comparing the characteristics of patients with renal colic based on study groups

Groups 

P-valueSS-MP (n = 34) IM-MP (n = 36)

N (%) or
Mean ± SD* (range)

N (%) or
Mean ± SD (range)

Age (year) 37.75 ± 10.92 (18–68) 38.89 ± 10.46 (18–60) 0.329

Gender (male) 24 (70.6) 29 (80.6) 0.331

Weight (Kg) 79.88 ± 14.17 84.3 ± 23.41 0.446

History of urinary stones 23 (67.6) 22 (61.1) 0.568

History of simmilar pain 22 (64.7) 22 (61.1) 0.756

Axillary temperature ( °C) 36.76 ± 0.53 36.76 ± 0.32 0.543

Opioids for pain relief 3 (8.8%) 9 (25) 0.73

SD: Standard deviation; UPJ: Ureteropelvic junction.

with morphine administered via IM or rectal routes were 
considered. The demographic features of cases with renal 
colic in two groups were compared (Table 1). The mean age of 
patients in RSM group was 37.75 ± 10.92 year (18 to 55) and 
IMM group was 38.89 ± 10.46 year (18 to 55). No significant 
difference was reported in the mean age of two groups 
(Table 1, P = 0.329). As well, 24 patients (70.6%) in RSM 
group and 29 patients (80.6%) in IMM group were male and 
no significant differences were seen in the distribution of sex 
in two groups (Table 1, P = 0.331). The mean weight of 
patients in RSM group was 79.88 ± 14.17 Kg and in IMM 
group was 84.3 ± 23.41 Kg and no differences was recorded in 
the weight of patients in two groups (Table 1, P = 0.446). The 
history of urinary stones and similar pains were compared 
between two groups as was shown in Table 1. No significant 
differences were reported in the distribution of history of uri-
nary stones (Table 1, P = 0.568) and similar pains (Table 1,  
P = .756) of patients in two treatment groups. Furthermore, 
frequency of extra doses of opioids was not significant in two 
groups (Table 1, P = 0.073). Using chi-square test, no signifi-
cant differences were observed in the distribution of side 
effects in both groups (Table 1, P = .599). All these results 
proved that two groups were similar in these characteristics 
before the treatment period. 

The mean VAS score, systolic BP (mmHg), diastolic BP 
(mmHg), HR (bpm), and respiratory rate (per min) were 
compared in two groups (Table 2, Figure 2). A significant dif-
ference was observed in terms of pain intensity between two 
groups (P = .017). Also, there were significant differences in 
VAS score of two treatment groups according to time points 
of 30 (P = .037) and 60 (P = 0.027) after treatment; but no 
differences were recorded in time point of 0 (P = 0.58) and 15 
(P = 0.083). There was a significant difference in the mean 
VAS score difference of 0–30 (P = 0.001) and 0–60 (P = 0.001) 
time points; but no significant difference was recorded for 
mean VAS score difference of 0–15 min (P = 0.083). Based on 
the results, no significant difference was also observed 
between groups for systolic (P = 0.201) and diastolic pressure 
(P = 0.350). As well, no significant difference was seen in  
the mean systolic pressure (P = 0.762, P = 0.068, P = 0.072  
and P = 0.232, respectively), diastolic pressure (P = 0.345,  
P = 0.506, P = 0.222, and P = 0.105, respectively) on different 
time points of 0, 15, 30, and 60. In addition, significant differ-
ence was observed in terms of changes in the HR (per min) 
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Table 2. Comparing the vital signs and pain severity (VAS) between two groups based on different time points, 
including admission time (0), 15, 30 and 60 min after drugs administration

Groups

SS-MP (n = 34) IM-MP (n = 36)
P-value

Mean ± SD* Mean ± SD 

VAS score 0 8.26 ± 1.79 9 ± 1.26 0.116

15 min after treatment 5.95 ± 1.78 6.73 ± 1.97 0.139

30 min after treatment 4.32 ± 2.58 5.58 ± 2.38 0.018

60 min after treatment 2.58 ± 2.95 4.19 ± 3.03 0.081

Systolic pressure (mmHg) 0 124.38 ± 10.31 127.27 ± 16.38 0.762

15 min after treatment 116.56 ± 10.44 123.64 ± 14.32 0.068

30 min after treatment 113.75 ± 11.33 120 ± 12.82 0.073

60 min after treatment 115.31 ± 9.91 119.55 ± 12.14 0.232

Diastolic pressure (mmHg) 0 79.38 ± 7.0 79.32 ± 11.37 0.848

15 min after treatment 76.88 ± 6.02 77.14 ± 11.37 0.988

30 min after treatment 72.5 ± 8.37 77.5 ± 11.73 0.889

60 min after treatment 72.5 ± 7.53 77.73 ± 10.99 0.888

Heart rate (bpm) 0 78.4 ± 7.59 82.55 ± 8.23 0.115

15 min after treatment 76.4 ± 6.67 81.59 ± 7.08 0.04

30 min after treatment 76.6 ± 6.6 81.86 ± 7.32 0.073

60 min after treatment 75.23 ± 6.42 81.55 ± 8.15 0.017

Respiratory rate (per min) 0 18.21 ± 2.11 18.48 ± 2.6 0.779

15 min after treatment 17.14 ± 0.81 17.76 ± 2.23 0.291

30 min after treatment 16.79 ± 1.76 17.19 ± 1.91 0.073

60 min after treatment 16.93 ± 1.77 17.05 ± 2.01 0.017

*SD: Standard deviation.

and also history of urinary stones and similar pain. Based on 
the findings of present study, rectal route of morphine could 
decrease the VAS score significantly compared to the IMM 
group. Additionally, the score differences of 0–30 and 0–60 
showed significant improvement in RVS group. Taken 
together, administration of rectal route of morphine could be 
successful in the management of pain in patients with renal 
colic. Although the mean heart and respiratory rate decreased 
in rectal route group compared to IM group, these criteria 
were within normal range in this group, which were not a 
cause for concern. As well, no serious complications have been 
reported in these two groups. 

Based on the literature, efficiency of different routes of 
morphine have been compared in a wide range of painful con-
ditions. To show the efficiency and safety of morphine admin-
istered via rectal route in relieving pain, Rahimi et al. (2016) 
used preemptive suppository morphine after laparoscopic 
cholecystectomy in a placebo-controlled study. The results 
from VAS score proved that administration of morphine sup-
pository was effective in analgesic requirements following lap-
aroscopic cholecystectomy.12 In a randomized controlled trial, 
Butler et al. (2017) evaluated the effects of belladonna and 
opium suppositories for reduction of pain in vaginal surgery 
and showed that these drugs are safe to use following this sur-
gery.37 As well, Cole et al. (1990) demonstrated that morphine 
hydrogel suppository appears to be effective in management of 
postoperative pain.38 

Studies to compare the different routes of morphine espe-
cially the rectal and intramuscular routes of morphine are so 
limited. Guldbrand and Mellstrom (1995) compared the rectal 
rout of morphine-scopolamine with IM route as a premedica-
tion in healthy children scheduled for minor ENT surgery. 
Their findings indicated that administration of rectal route of 
drug worked better and resulted in slightly less post-operative 
pain and nausea. They suggested to use rectal route of mor-
phine-scopolamine as a premedication for minor ENT sur-
gery on children as a good alternative compared to the IM 
route.39 Additionally, in a study by Wilkinson et al. (1992), the 
effectiveness of rectal vs. oral sustained-release morphine were 
compared in the patients with cancer. They found no signifi-
cant difference between the oral and the rectal route in meas-
urements based on VAS score or side effects. As well, they 
recommended to use the rectal route of morphine, when the 
oral route is not accessible for long time.40 The bioavailability 
of IM morphine is roughly complete (100%), whereas the bio-
availability of rectal morphine is only 50–60%.41,42 Therefore, 
the poorer rectal bioavailability leads to lower plasma concen-
trations of morphine compared with the IM application. How-
ever, the evidence showed that the rectal and IM morphine 
reached the peak plasma concentration after 30 min and  
1 hour, respectively, indicating that the absorption was rapid 
in the rectal route.43

According to the results, no major complications were 
recorded for two forms of administrations. The safety and 
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Fig. 2 Comparing the vital signs and pain severity between two groups based on different time points including admission time (0),  
15 min, 30 min, and 60 min after drug administration.

effectiveness of morphine suppository in relieving pain have 
been proven in different studies. Westerling et al. evaluated 
the bioavailability and absorption of rectally administered 
morphine in 21 healthy women undergoing gynaecological 
operations and demonstrated that the mean bioavailability 
was 31% (range 12%–61%) and none of the cases showed 
any clinical sign of respiratory depression.43 Furthermore, 
Babul et al. (2013) compared the safety and effectiveness of 
controlled‐release morphine tablets and suppositories in 
pain management of patients with cancer and reported that 
controlled‐release morphine suppositories provides pain 

control comparable to that provided by tablets when 
received every 12 h at a 1/1 dose ratio, and suggested a reli-
able alternative approach of pain management for patients 
unable to take oral opioid medications.44 In an experimental 
study by Barnhart et al. (2000), the systemic bioavailability 
and therapeutic plasma levels of morphine following IV and 
IM administration as well as respiratory, cardiovascular, and 
analgesic values were compared in dogs. No differences 
were recorded in analgesia values and vital organs e.g., res-
piratory and cardiovascular between control and morphine 
groups.45 
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Fig. 3 The schematic summary of the study.

Conclusion
Our findings indicated that the use of rectal morphine suppos-
itories may be more effective in diminishing pain in cases 
referred to EW with renal colic compared with IM route in 
EW. Since the morphine suppositories are due to no adverse 
impact on the vital signs of patients and also have no other 
major complication, we recommend to use rectal route of 
morphine as a safe and more effective method in relieving 
pain of renal colic patients in EW (Figure 3). 

Limitation
One of our study limitations was that the possibility of evalu-
ating other variables attributed to alterations of pain severity. 
One of these limitations is the differences in the level of educa-
tion and awareness of the patients under study that may have 
been effective in expressing the severity of pain based on VAS. 
On the other hand, there are several variables that affect the 
pain severity, which of course has not been possible to con-
sider all of them in one study.

Acknowledgments 
We would like to thank the Clinical Research Development 
Unit of Kowsar Educational and Research and Therapeutic 
Center of Semnan University of Medical Sciences for pro-
viding facilities to this work.

Funding
Semnan University of Medical Sciences (No. A-10-140-4). 

Competing Interest
Author declares no conflict of interest. 

References
1. Golzari SE, Soleimanpour H, Rahmani F, Zamani Mehr N, Safari S, Heshmat Y, 

et al. Therapeutic approaches for renal colic in the emergency department: 
a review article. Anesth Pain Med. 2014;4(1):e16222.

2. Basiri A, Shakhssalim N, Khoshdel AR, Pakmanesh H, Radfar MH. Drinking 
water composition and incidence of urinary calculus: introducing a new 
index. Iranian journal of kidney diseases. 2011;5(1):15.

3. Phillips E, Hinck B, Pedro R, Makhlouf A, Kriedberg C, Hendlin K, et al. 
Celecoxib in the management of acute renal colic: a randomized controlled 
clinical trial. Urology. 2009;74(5):994–9.

4. Romero V, Akpinar H, Assimos DG. Kidney stones: a global picture of 
prevalence, incidence, and associated risk factors. Reviews in urology. 
2010;12(2-3):e86.

5. Holdgate A, Pollock T. Systematic review of the relative efficacy of non-
steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs and opioids in the treatment of acute 
renal colic. Bmj. 2004;328(7453):1401.

6. Faridaalaee G, Mohammadi N, Merghati SZ. Intravenous morphine vs 
intravenous ketofol for treating renal colic; a randomized controlled trial. 
Emergency. 2016;4(4):202.

7. Edwards JE, Meseguer F, Faura C, Moore RA, McQuay HJ. Single dose 
dipyrone for acute renal colic pain. The Cochrane database of systematic 
reviews. 2002(4):Cd003867.

8. Iguchi M, Katoh Y, Koike H, Hayashi T, Nakamura M. Randomized trial of 
trigger point injection for renal colic. International journal of urology : 
official journal of the Japanese Urological Association. 2002;9(9):475–9.

9. Serinken M, Karcioglu O, Turkcuer I, Ozkan HI, Keysan MK, Bukiran A. Analysis 
of clinical and demographic characteristics of patients presenting with renal 
colic in the emergency department. BMC research notes. 2008;1:79.

10. Renal colic in adults: NSAIDs and morphine are effective for pain relief. 
Prescrire international. 2009;18(103):217–21.

11. Larkin GL, Peacock WFt, Pearl SM, Blair GA, D’Amico F. Efficacy of ketorolac 
tromethamine versus meperidine in the ED treatment of acute renal colic. 
Am J Emerg Med. 1999;17(1):6–10.

12. Rahimi M, Farsani DM, Naghibi K, Alikiaii B. Preemptive morphine 
suppository for postoperative pain relief after laparoscopic 
cholecystectomy. Advanced biomedical research. 2016;5.

13. de Boer AG, Moolenaar F, de Leede LG, Breimer DD. Rectal drug 
administration: clinical pharmacokinetic considerations. Clinical 
pharmacokinetics. 1982;7(4):285–311.

14. Morgan S. Intravenous paracetamol in patients with renal colic. Emergency 
nurse : the journal of the RCN Accident and Emergency Nursing Association. 
2011;18(9):22–5.

15. Blankenstein TN, Gibson LM, Claydon MA. Is intramuscular morphine 
satisfying frontline medical personnels’ requirement for battlefield analgesia 
in Helmand Province, Afghanistan? A questionnaire study. British journal of 
pain. 2015;9(2):115–21.

16. Walford J. Comparison of intravenous morphine and paracetamol. 
Emergency nurse : the journal of the RCN Accident and Emergency Nursing 
Association. 2015;23(5):24–7.

17. Poonai N, Datoo N, Ali S, Cashin M, Drendel AL, Zhu R, et al. Oral morphine 
versus ibuprofen administered at home for postoperative orthopedic 
pain in children: a randomized controlled trial. CMAJ : Canadian Medical 
Association journal = journal de l’Association medicale canadienne. 
2017;189(40):E1252-e8.

18. Cole L, Hanning CD. Review of the rectal use of opioids. Journal of pain and 
symptom management. 1990;5(2):118–26.

19. Ducharme J. Analgesia, Anesthesia, and Procedural Sedation. Tintinalli’s 
Emergency Medicine. 2015:231–8.

20. Safdar B, Degutis LC, Landry K, Vedere SR, Moscovitz HC, D’Onofrio G. 
Intravenous morphine plus ketorolac is superior to either drug alone for 
treatment of acute renal colic. Ann Emerg Med. 2006;48(2):173–81, 81.e1.

21. Turkcuer I, Serinken M, Karcioglu O, Zencir M, Keysan MK. Hospital cost 
analysis of management of patients with renal colic in the emergency 
department. Urological research. 2010;38(1):29–33.

22. Holdgate A, Pollock T. Nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDS) 
versus opioids for acute renal colic. Cochrane Database of Systematic 
Reviews. 2004(1).

23. Golzari SE, Soleimanpour H, Rahmani F, Mehr NZ, Safari S, Heshmat Y, et al. 
Therapeutic approaches for renal colic in the emergency department: a 
review article. Anesthesiology and pain medicine. 2014;4(1).

24. Portis AJ, Sundaram CP. Diagnosis and initial management of kidney stones. 
American family physician. 2001;63(7):1329–38.

25. Nakhaei Amroodi M, Reza Shafiee G, Mokhtari T. Prevalence of the Shoulder 
Dislocation Due to Tramadol-Induced Seizure. Shafa Ortho J. 2015;2(1).

26. Beltaief K, Grissa MH, Msolli MA, Bzeouich N, Fredj N, Sakma A, et al. 
Acupuncture versus titrated morphine in acute renal colic: a randomized 
controlled trial. Journal of pain research. 2018;11:335.

27. Mangal R, Higgins D, Pham T. Is intravenous (IV) acetaminophen as effective 
as IV morphine for treatment of renal colic? Evidence-Based Practice. 
2018;21(3):6.

28. Etteri M, Maj M, Maino C, Valli R. Intranasal ketorolac and opioid in treatment 
of acute renal colic. Emergency Care Journal. 2018;14(1).



34 J Contemp Med Sci | Vol. 9, No. 1, January-February 2023: 28–34

Suppository or Intramuscular Morphine for Pain Control in Renal Colic
Original

A.A. Zadeh et al. 

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 3.0 Unported License which allows users to read, copy, distribute and make derivative 
works for non-commercial purposes from the material, as long as the author of the original work is cited properly.

29. Tveita T, Thoner J, Klepstad P, Dale O, Jystad A, Borchgrevink PC. A controlled 
comparison between single doses of intravenous and intramuscular 
morphine with respect to analgesic effects and patient safety. Acta 
Anaesthesiol Scand. 2008;52(7):920–5.

30. Borracci T, Cappellini I, Campiglia L, Picciafuochi F, Berti J, Consales G, et al. 
Preoperative medication with oral morphine sulphate and postoperative 
pain. Minerva anestesiologica. 2013;79(5):525–33.

31. Australian and New Zealand College of anaesthetists and faculty of pain 
medicine: Acute pain management: Scientific evidence. 2005.

32. Thomas SH. Management of pain in the emergency department. ISRN 
Emergency Medicine. 2013;2013.

33. Rogers E, Mehta S, Shengelia R, Reid MC. Four Strategies for Managing 
Opioid-Induced Side Effects in Older Adults. Clinical geriatrics. 
2013;21(4):http://www.consultant360.com/articles/four-strategies-
managing-opioid-induced-side-effects-older-adults.

34. Butler KA, Yi J, Klauschie J, Ryan DL, Hentz JG, Cornella JL, et al. 7: 
Randomized clinical trial of postoperative belladonna and opium 
(B&amp;O) suppositories in vaginal surgery. American Journal of Obstetrics 
& Gynecology. 2016;214(4):S459.

35. Hanning CD, Vickers AP, Smith G, Graham NB, McNeil ME. The morphine 
hydrogel suppository: A New Sustained Release Rectal Preparation. British 
Journal of Anaesthesia. 1988;61(2):221–7.

36. Butler K, Yi J, Wasson M, Klauschie J, Ryan D, Hentz J, et al. Randomized 
controlled trial of postoperative belladonna and opium rectal suppositories 
in vaginal surgery. American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology. 
2017;216(5):491.e1–.e6.

37. Butler K, Yi J, Wasson M, Klauschie J, Ryan D, Hentz J, et al. Randomized 
controlled trial of postoperative belladonna and opium rectal suppositories 

https://doi.org/10.22317/jcms.v9i1.1316

in vaginal surgery. American Journal of Obstetrics & Gynecology. 
2017;216(5):491.e1–.e6.

38. Cole L, Hanning CD, Robertson S, Quinn K. Further development of a 
morphine hydrogel suppository. British journal of clinical pharmacology. 
1990;30(6):781–6.

39. Guldbrand P, Mellstrom A. Rectal versus intramuscular morphine-
scopolamine as premedication in children. Acta anaesthesiologica 
Scandinavica. 1995;39(2):224–7.

40. Wilkinson TJ, Robinson BA, Begg EJ, Duffull SB, Ravenscroft PJ, Schneider 
JJ. Pharmacokinetics and efficacy of rectal versus oral sustained-release 
morphine in cancer patients. Cancer chemotherapy and pharmacology. 
1992;31(3):251–4.

41. Stanski DR, Greenblatt DJ, Lowenstein E. Kinetics of intravenous and 
intramuscular morphine. Clinical pharmacology and therapeutics. 
1978;24(1):52–9.

42. Jonsson T, Christensen CB, Jordening H, Frølund C. The bioavailability 
of rectally administered morphine. Pharmacology & toxicology. 
1988;62(4):203–5.

43. Westerling D, Lindahl S, Andersson KE, Andersson A. Absorption and 
bioavailability of rectally administered morphine in women. European 
journal of clinical pharmacology. 1982;23(1):59–64.

44. Babul N, Provencher L, Laberge F, Harsanyi Z, Moulin D. Comparative 
efficacy and safety of controlled-release morphine suppositories and tablets 
in cancer pain. The Journal of Clinical Pharmacology. 1998;38(1):74–81.

45. Barnhart MD, Hubbell JA, Muir WW, Sams RA, Bednarski RM. 
Pharmacokinetics, pharmacodynamics, and analgesic effects of morphine 
after rectal, intramuscular, and intravenous administration in dogs. 
American Journal of Veterinary Research. 2000;61(1):24–8.

http://www.consultant360.com/articles/four-strategies-managing-opioid-induced-side-effects-older-adults
http://www.consultant360.com/articles/four-strategies-managing-opioid-induced-side-effects-older-adults

