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Aim

• The study aim was to evaluate the 
effectiveness of a brief online intervention, 
employing a randomized controlled trial 
design that takes account of baseline 
assessment reactivity, and other possible 
effects of the research process. 



Study group

• All 5227 freshmen at Linköping University, 
Sweden.

• The offical university e-mail adresses was used 
for the study.

• Randomisation into three groups based upon 
e-mail adresses ( not on age and sex).

• The e-SBI has earlier been introduced as a 
routine operated by the student health care 
center 



Design

• The study was a three arm parallel groups trial in 
which routine provision of e-SBI (Group 1) was 
compared with assessment only (Group 2) and a 
no contact control (Group 3) study conditions. 

• Groups 1 and 2 completed identical assessments, 
the sole difference between them being that the 
latter received normative feedback as usual 
whereas the former did not. 

• Group 3 was only be contacted after 2 months, at 
which time both Groups 1 and 2 also completed 
outcome data collection.     



Mail addresses on all freshmen retrieved 
from the Universities official register

Randomisation

Feedback group
n=1742

Receiving a mail from the student 
health care offering them to test 
their alcohol habits by clicking on 
an enclosed link.

After answering the screening 
questions they received a
personalized normative feedback. 

Screening only group
n=1742

Receiving a mail from the student 
health care offering them to answer 
some questions about their alcohol 
habits by clicking on an enclosed link.

After answering the screening 
questions they were thanked for 
their participation and were given a 
link to a common used internet site in 
case they were interested to learn 
more about alcohol  habits 

Delayed intervention 
group    n=1743

No contact were taken with 
this group. The students 
were unaware that they were 
part of a study.

Follow-up (after 2-3 month)
n=5227

All three groups were invited in a mail by the principal research leader to participate in an alcohol survey among 
University students.

The mail contained a link to the 10 item AUDIT-questionnaire.  After answering the questions all students received 
a short feedback based upon the individual score.



Blinding

• Groups 1 and 2 were unaware that they are 
participating in a research study when they 
respond to the initial e-mails.
Both groups expect that these e-mails are provided as routine practice by 

the student health care centres to help students think about their drinking.

• At follow-up, no explanation of the true 
nature of the study was given to students. 
Instead they are invited to participate in a 
seemingly unrelated alcohol survey



The mail



Weekly consumption









Outcome

• Outcome was evaluated after 2 months 
among student populations as a whole 
including the no contact control group (ITT 
analysis).

• Outcome was also evaluated among those 
who at baseline were risky drinkers 
randomized to brief assessment and feedback 
(routine practice) or to brief assessment only 
(Per-Protocol analysis)



Mail addresses on all freshmen retrieved 
from the Universities official register

Randomisation

Feedback group
n=1742

Screening only group
n=1742

Delayed intervention 
group

n=1743

Completing the baseline test
n=631 (36,2%)

Risky drinkers n=331 (57.2%)

Completing the baseline test
n=631 (36.2%)

Risky drinkers n=331 (57.2%)

Completing the baseline test
n=649 (37.3%)

Risky drinkers n=326 (55.6%)

Completing the follow-up
n=697 (40.0%)

Risky drinkers n=354 (50.8%)

Completing both the 
baseline and follow-up

n=377 (21.6%)
Risky drinkers n=201 (57.4%)

Completing the follow-up
n=737 (42.3%)

Risky drinkers n=364 (49.4%)

Completing both the 
baseline and follow-up

n=421 (24.2%)
Risky drinkers n=207 (54.9%)

Completing the follow-up
n=902 (51.7%)

Risky drinkers n=454 (50.3%)

ITT-analysis

Per-Protocol analysis



ITT analysis
Intention to treat analysis of group 1-3 at follow-up. 

Including all who responded  to the follow-up, irrespective of drinking status (n=2336)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 p-value

n=697               n=737               n=902

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Total AUDIT score (mean, SD)   7.3 (5.9) 6.9 (5.5) 7.3 (5.9) 0.44

AUDIT score ≥ 8/6 (n, %)    354 (50.8%)           364 (49.4%) 454 (50.3%) 0.86

Audit problem score (mean, SD)  1.8 (2.7) 1.6 (2.4) 1.8 (2.6) 0.22

Dependence score (mean,SD)       0.8 (1.4) 0.7 (1.2) 0.8 (1.4) 0.53

Mean weekly consumption

in g/week (median) 79.8 (48.0) 79.7 (48.0) 86.0 (48.0) 0.41

Frequency of monthly HED 0.71

Never 171 (24.5%) 189 (25.6%) 244 (27.1%)

Less than monthly 158 (22.7%) 171 (23.2%) 196 (21.7%)

Monthly 249 (35.7%) 238 (32.3%) 288 (31.9%)

Weekly 117 (16.8%) 138 (18.7%) 173 (19.2%)

Daily or almost daily 2 (0.3%) 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.1%)

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 



Results
Per-Protocol analysis

_______________________________________________________________________

Feedback          Assessment only   p-value            

(n=201)                  (n=207)

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Weekly alcohol consumption

Average weekly consumption 

(g) at baseline, mean (median) 135.9 (120.0)          133.4 (120.0) 0.75

Average weekly consumption 

(g) at follow-up,mean (median) 131.4 (108.0)           143.3 (108.0) 0.22

Absolute change in average 

weekly consumption,(g) between 

baseline and follow up, mean (median)    -4.5 (-12.0)                 +9.9 (0.0) 0.06

Relative change (%) in average 

weekly consumption, between 

baseline and follow up, mean (median)     -8.3 (-14.3) 20.8 (0.0) 0.03

_______________________________________________________________________ 



Results
Per-Protocol analysis_______________________________________________________________________

Feedback          Screening only   p-value            

(n=201)                  (n=207)

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Distribution of HED occasions at baseline 

Once a month 0 (0.0%)                2 (1.0%) 0.24

2-3 times a month 101 (50.2 %) 107 (51.7 %) 

1-2 times a week 85 (42.3 %) 90 (43.5 %)

3 or more times a week   15 (7.5%) 8 (3.9 %)

Distribution of HED occasions at follow-up

Never 2 (1.0%)               3 (1.4%) 0.29

Less than monthly 21 (10.4 %) 22 (10.6%)

Monthly 109 (54.2%) 97 (46.9%)

Weekly 67 (33.3%) 85 (41.1 %)

Daily or almost daily 2 (1.0 %) 0 (0.0%)

Changed from risk to no risk, % 118 (58.7%) 108 (52.2%) 0.11

AUDIT score at follow-up 

(mean, SD) 11.6 (5.8) 11.0 (4.9) 0.62

_______________________________________________________________________ 



Conclusion
• High attrition rate in both the baseline and follow-up survey.  

- Economic incentive increases participation.

• In the intention-to-treat analys of all 3 groups the total AUDIT 
score, as well as the proportion with a positive AUDIT score 
for risky drinking, did not differ between the groups. 
– No effect of assessment and/or feedback at baseline compared to no 

contact in an unselected student population

• In the per protocol analysis of those students with a risky 
drinking a baseline we found a significant difference between 
the feedback group and screening only group, concerning 
reduction in average weekly consumption but not for HED at 
the time of follow-up 
– Added effect of feedback in comparison with assessment only in 

students with risky drinking



Further studies

• A much larger study with around 15.000 
participants from two Universities in Sweden 
is under the way right now.

• Alcohol questions at the time of the follow-up 
are embedded in a general health survey



Thank you for listening



Statistical methods

• In the per protocol analysis of the change in 
alcohol consumption (Tabel 3),  weekly 
consumption of alcohol was analyzed with 
negative binomial regression (Stata 11.2) with 
fixed effects for group. The relative change in 
weekly consumption and AUDIT score was 
compared between groups with Student’s t 
test. Comparison of HED between groups was 
performed using chi-squared test. All tests 
were performed two-sided at p<0.05.
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