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Three pioneering studies which have stood the test of time. All British, they

proved that alcohol problems could be reduced without intensive (and expensive)

treatments. The implications are immense, the controversy fierce.
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n 1995 three British studies® ?

monopolised the medal places in a

competitive international league — the
world’s most cited alcohol treatment trials.
They had logged the greatest number of
such references in a citation index, reflect-
ing their scientific standing, influence on
researchers, and social/political relevance.*
Among studies of psychosocial interven-
tions, they had also logged the highest
annual citation rate. Each would have war-
ranted its own Old Gold stamp. We decided
to treat them as a unit because all three tack-
led how to do as much as possible with as
little as was needed. Together they seeded
the ‘brief interventions™ debate which has
grown into such a major issue — perhaps the
major issue — in alcohol treatment.

Moncrieff J., Drummond D. C. “The quality of
alcohol treatment research: an examination of
influential controlled trials and development
of a quality rating system." Addliction: 1998,
93(6), p. 811-823. Found that the most cited
alcohol treatment evaluations were all UK studies
of brief interventions.

Not only did they seed this debate, they
remain central to it. If brief primary care
interventions really are now “all the rage”,*
these studies above all created the scientific
justification. Together they supported the
argument that alcohol interventions could
expand beyond the expensive regimes pro-
minent in the ’60s and *70s to embrace more
drinkers and more settings, promising to
help reduce alcohol related problems in the
population as a whole.

We'll describe the studies in order of
publication — logical in another way, as it
takes us from the specialist alcohol clinic
through the general hospital and out into
the GP’s surgery, reflecting the shift since
the *70s towards community-based inter-
ventions. Finally, we’ll briefly assess where
the work these researchers pioneered has
brought us to today. Along the way readers
will find the characteristically modest re-
flections of the original researchers.

by Colin Drummond and Mike Ashton

Colin Drummond was an author of the research paper which found that the three studies
highlighted in this article were the world's most cited alcohol treatment trials. He is a psychiatrist specialising
in alcohol treatment at St George's Hospital in London. Mike Ashton is the editor of FINDINGS

The alcohol clinic
Headed by Griffith Edwards, researchers at
London’s Maudsley Hospital did most to
challenge the ’60s orthodoxy that intensive
inpatient treatment was required to heal the
alcoholic. To caricature, first they showed
that the inpatient element could be dis-
pensed with,” then 10 years later that the
same applied to the treatment.® What was
left was little more (but the little was prob-
ably vital) than a single session of expert
advice, yet in some circumstances it could
work just as well.

Published in 1977 and titled a test of “ad-
vice” versus “treatment”, the subjects of the
second study were 100 male problem drink-
ers referred to the Maudsley’s outpatient
Alcoholism Family Clinic. All were in sta-
ble relationships. The couples received a
three-hour assessment and an initial coun-
selling session. During this a psychiatrist
flanked by a psychologist and a social
worker confirmed the man was an alco-
holic, advised abstinence, and counselled
work and efforts to sustain the couple’s re-
lationship. Then the couples were ran-
domised into one of two conditions and
reassessed 12 months later.

The control condition was ‘treatment as
usual’: for the men, drug and psychosocial
therapies plus specialist inpatient treatment
for those who needed it; social work sup-
port for their partners. Two-thirds of the
men attended at least seven treatment ses-
sions and on average their partners received
18 hours social work contact.

The other half of the draw — the ‘advice’
group — might well have felt abandoned.
After the initial session they were told that
“responsibility for attainment of the stated
goals lay in their own hands”, that there
would be no more appointments, and that
if the man suffered withdrawal he should
contact his GP, not the clinic. A social
worker would contact the woman every
month, but just to check progress.

After 12 months some measures fa-
voured extended treatment but on none was
this statistically superior to advice. Ed-
wards’s team, sceptical of the contempo-

rary “tide” of specialised treatments, had
found a typical programme no better than
a much more modest response.

Those uncomfortable with the findings
had straws to clutch at. Strongest were the
limited range of clients (men in stable rela-
tionships and mostly in work) and of treat-
ments tested. Ten years later Jonanathan
Chick and colleagues repeated the essen-
tials of Edwards’s experiment with a cohort
which included women and single men.
After two years the study recorded an ad-
vantage for treatment over advice in terms
of improved family harmony but not in
terms of drinking.’

It’s true that many of Edwards’s advice
group received help from elsewhere, while
a minority of the treatment group received
little treatment, narrowing the gap between
the amount of services each experienced.
However, this gap remained substantial and
there was even greater disparity in the fypes
of services received. Certainly the study
undermined assumptions about the inten-
sity of specialist input required to stimu-
late recovery from alcohol dependence,
even if that recovery involves help from
other sources. In particular, the advice
group saw more of their GPs,"” edging the
study into territory later probed by a team
including Edwards and the first author of
the current article. They found that after
assessment and advice at a specialist clinic,
patients returned to the care of their GPs
did as well as those cared for by the clinic.!!

While the potential impact of a single
intervention session may have been a sur-
prise in the ’70s, it should not be now.
Today we not only have further demon-
strations of the value of brief interventions,
but also evidence that longer treatments

Edwards G., Orford J., Egbert S., et al.
“Alcoholism: a controlled trial of ‘treatment’
and 'advice'." Journal of Studlies on Alcohol-
1977, 38, p. 1004-1031. Started the search for
quicker and cheaper alternatives to intensive

treatment for alcohol dependent patients.
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often impact so early that the patients have
effectively only received a brief interven-
tion. Seen most recently in Project
MATCH, this was also evident in earlier
studies,® sometimes before formal treat-
ment had started.'*

For Griffith Edwards (7 below) the
findings redirected attention away from
specific specialised therapies towards the
basic features which many effective ap-
proaches share. What he called his “plain
treatment” relied on comprehensive assess-
ment, sympathetically and persuasively
communicated advice, optimistic goal set-
ting, an emphasis on the patient’s own re-
sponsibility for their progress, and external
monitoring of this progress' — features
common to many psychosocial therapies.

How could the benefits of this single
advice session match those of extended
therapy? One theory is that the impact of
the patient’s life outside the consulting room
may overshadow the few hours spent within
it, explaining why variation in the number
and type of those hours can make so little
difference. Ten years later two of the re-
search team re-interviewed many of the
former patients from the 1977 study. Com-
pared to the rest of their lives, treatment
and formal self-help through AA did not
seem major factors in their success or fail-
ure.!® The same trend was seen 12 months

the alcohol clinic

matters at the
of the change process

Consultant psychiatrist and Professor Emeritus at
the National Addiction Centre in London; editor of Addiction

after treatment intake, when many of the
men spotlighted life changes or changes in
relationships and how they felt or thought
as the factors which had led to any improve-
ments. Even in the treatment group, rela-
tively few spotlighted treatment.

The general hospital
Edwards’s subjects were seeking treatment
for their alcohol problem. In next two stud-
ies patients attending a medical service for
an entirely different reason were identified
through a screening process as excessive
drinkers and offered an intervention in-
tended to forestall (further) harm. At issue
here is whether this results in worthwhile
benefits compared — not to more expensive
regimes — but to doing nothing."”

The general hospital offers a ‘captive au-
dience’ consisting of a high proportion of
heavy drinkers, many painfully reminded
of alcohol’s physical dangers.'® ' But how
would they react to an uninvited inquiry
into their drinking? First to put it to the
test were Jonathan Chick and colleagues in
Edinburgh, in a study published in 1985.%
Outcomes were mixed, but good enough
to show that such interventions were feasi-
ble and of potential value.

Out of 731 consecutive patients admit-
ted to male medical wards for at least 48
hours, 161 met the study’s criteria. All but

Reflections on
his seminal study
which showed
that less
treatment
doesn't have to
mean less
benefit.

by Griffith Edwards
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Looking back at a paper which one published more than 20 years
ago is likely in any reasonably insightful researcher to bring on
feelings of discomfort. This study can in retrospect be seen as
beset by numerous technical shortcomings: for instance, the out-
come measures were primitive, raters were not blind, and no power
calculations were made.

The second response is likely to be fond memories for the team
with whom one was privileged to work and of the patients. The
investigative group was part of the first major alcohol research
team to have been assembled in this country and | suspect that Jim
Orford was the first psychologist in Britain to have held a full-time
research post in this field. So under this second reflective heading
I would conclude that team building does matter.

Thirdly, I'm inclined to argue that although our methodology
was imperfect, the essential question we asked remains of large
present importance. We must continue to study the general fac-
tors which can contribute to patient improvement, the words said,
the goals suggested, the hope given, the non-specifics, the mun-
dane, rather than focusing only on comparisons of the latest spe-
cific treatments. Good luck to specific therapies, psychological or
pharmacological, let's not put them down, but at the centre is still
the workaday but little understood core of the change process.
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five agreed to take part. The criteria em-
braced people whose alcohol problems may
have dated back two years, but an average
consumption of 10 units a day in the past
week suggests current heavy drinking was
common. Other criteria would have tended
to exclude isolated patients, the least socially
stable, and those so obviously in need of
psychiatric help that a referral had already
been made.

Participating wards fed control and in-
tervention groups in turn, accumulating
two fairly evenly matched samples. Screen-
ing was followed by nothing at all, or by
one hour of counselling aimed at achiev-
ing problem-free drinking by leading the
patient to reflect on the drawbacks of his
current intake. One of the study’s strengths

Chick J., Lloyd G., Crombie E. “Counselling
problem drinkers in medical wards: a control-
led study." British Medlical Journal 1985, 290,
p. 965-967. For the first time showed that
screening general hospital inpatients for prob-
lem alcohol use and delivering a brief interven-
tion can reduce alcohol-related problems.

was the low attrition rate, raising confidence
that any benefits would generalise to male
hospital patients as a whole. Low drop out
was achieved partly by the seamless provi-
sion of screening, assessment and interven-
tion by the same experienced nurse.

When a year later 133 patients were re-
interviewed, both groups had halved their
past-week alcohol consumption, statistically
highly significant. Counselling had led to
further benefits, but the first question is,
why such a dramatic fall after just a brief
assessment?

Perhaps before entering hospital these
men were at a peak in their alcohol con-
sumption and later simply resumed more
normal drinking. Maybe too the focus on
drinking in the assessment and their enter-
ing a study about “health and drinking hab-
its” provoked some salutary reflections. ! A
further explanation is the very human ten-
dency to behave differently under observa-
tion: Chick’s patients knew there would be
a follow-up interview and roughly when.
If so, the (perhaps considerable) costs of
monitoring and follow up must be weighed
in the cost-benefits balance.

What of the added value of the counsel-
ling? Though not apparent in quantities
consumed, this was seen in greater reduc-
tions in alcohol related problems and in
levels of a chemical in the blood indicative
of excessive drinking, as well as in a com-
posite measure of the proportion “definitely
improved”.?? Dr Chick suspects these out-
comes had much to do with the ‘empathic’
character of the nurse involved (7 p. 26)

A later study also found at least short-
term improvements in alcohol-related
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problems (and in time abstinent) a year af-
ter hospital patients were referred for help
with their alcohol problems, though again
reductions in consumption did not reach
statistical significance.” Not until 1996 did
a similar study report a statistically signifi-
cant drop in alcohol use six months after
counselling.? Its subjects were not severely
dependent, the attrition rate was high, and
whether the added value of counselling
would have persisted is unknown. But at
last the full promise of the intervention —
reduced problems and reduced consump-
tion — had been realised, with a further
twist. Those not yet ready to change their
drinking (the majority) did better after
motivational than skills-based counselling,
a clue that the motivational approach is best
suited to this environment.

The GP's surgery
When in 1993 the Effective Health Care
Team supported brief interventions in the
GP’s surgery,? their primary evidence came
from a study published in 1988.% Paul
Wallace’s “carefully executed design””’
(" see hisaccount on p. 28) means his study
remains the most convincing demonstra-
tion of the potential role of GPs. Effectively
his team tested whether primary care in-
terventions could work given relatively ideal
conditions with pre-selected patients.”® The
answer was a clear Yes’, but there remained
the issue of whether the benefits would sur-
vive more routine implementation.

Conducted in 47 group practices across
Britain, the results could not be attributed
either to individual doctors or to an atypi-
cal local population.?” The randomised and
controlled methodology lent confidence to
the findings, but also incorporated depar-
tures from the conditions in which primary
care interventions would normally occur.

Such departures were most evident in
pre-intervention recruitment and screen-
ing. Researchers first distributed question-
naires to practice patients, then sought to
interview the 4203 whose drinking had
been excessive or had worried them. The
interviews were used to identify patients
who in the past week had met the study’s
criteria for excessive drinking, of whom 909
entered the trial. Despite questionnaire evi-
dence of risky drinking, the remaining 3294
did not participate. Younger and heavier
drinkers and men were disproportionately
lost to the study, perhaps leaving a sample

Wallace P., Cutler S. and Haines A. “Ran-
domised controlled trial of general practitioner
intervention in patients with excessive alco-
hol consumption.” British Medical Journal.
1988, 297, p. 663-668. First convincing dem-
onstration that a brief GP intervention can lead
to persisting falls in consumption among patients
screened for excessive drinking.

Lo

Essential practice points from this article

> More treatment input does not always equate to better treatment outcomes.

> Many excessive drinkers seeking treatment will respond adequately to expert
assessment and advice which falls short of intensive treatment, enabling limited funds

to benefit more people.

> But there is no research justification for denying intensive support to drinkers
with severe alcohol and/or other problems.

> Primary care and general hospitals can make a worthwhile contribution to public
health by screening patients for excessive drinking and providing brief interventions.

> Realising this potential will require investment in training early in medical careers
and (especially in hospitals) in specialist staff. It will be neither easy nor cheap.

> Convincing evidence of cost effectiveness in everyday practice will be needed
before purchasers will fund, and medical staff embrace, wholesale implementation

of such interventions.

specially susceptible to intervention.*

The GPs had been trained in an inter-
vention which consisted of an assessment
of the patient’s alcohol use and problems,
comparison with drinking norms, informa-
tion about potential harm, and advice to
restrain drinking to safe levels or (if depend-
ent) to abstain. Patients were then asked to
monitor their intake via a drink diary and
to return at least once to discuss the diary
and the results of blood tests.

Half the sample were asked in for this
intervention (over 8 in 10 attended), the
other half (the controls) received advice
only if requested or if blood tests indicated
liver damage. Over 80% of both groups
were reassessed by research staff six months
and a year later. Whether the measure was
past-week consumption or the proportion
drinking excessively, and in both men and
women, the doctor’s advice had reduced
drinking — modestly, but by enough to cre-
ate a worthwhile shift to safer levels. By
definition, all the patients had been drink-
ing excessively at intake; a year later 45% of’
the advice group were no longer doing so
compared to 27% of controls. Men in the
advice group evidenced a small but statisti-
cally significant improvement in blood
markers indicative of excessive drinking.

Later studies have generally also pro-
duced positive if not conclusive results, in-
cluding one in Sydney which trialed a
similar intervention.’’ Though screening
was shared by research and practice staff,
in other respects the process approximated
everyday practice. Patients screened in the
waiting room as potentially drinking exces-
sively were allocated to non-intervention
groups or to one of two interventions. For
the intervention groups, GPs were alerted
to the screening results and either imme-
diately delivered five minutes of advice, or
asked patients to return for multi-session
counselling. Six months later alcohol-re-

lated problems had fallen significantly
among patients allocated the longer inter-
vention® but consumption had not, per-
haps because just half the patients returned
even for a single session. Factoring in this
degree of non compliance would reduce the
potentially impressive health gains extrapo-
lated from Wallace’s study.

Impact on policy and practice
How are these three studies assessed today,
and how far have their findings been trans-
lated into policy and practice? The short
answer is that they have been fundamental
in placing brief interventions firmly on re-
search and policy agendas, but that changes
in practice have been disappointing. This
is partly because research to date has not
demonstrated sufficiently convincing and
substantial real-world benefits, and partly
because such evidence as there is has been
subject to confusing and sometimes con-
tradictory interpretations (7 Evidence incom-
plete and confusing, p. 27). Purchasers will
need to be convinced that brief interven-
tions provide value for money before fund-
ing their roll out across the entirety of
primary care or general hospitals.

Each study’s impact relates mainly to its
own setting. We’ll address each in turn.

Specialist treatment: pendulum swings

The Maudsley study (still “probably the
most influential” of its kind*) sent endur-
ing shock waves through the treatment
system. Those with a vested interest in spe-
cialist treatment countered with charges of’
therapeutic nihilism and methodological
weakness; others, critical of treatment re-
sources being absorbed by the minority of
severe cases, mocked the emperor’s state of
undress. This debate has only recently be-
gun to settle as moderating voices have ar-
gued that it’s not a case of intensive or brief,
but of which intervention is best for whom
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Note that the first primary care trial was:
Heather N. et al. Evaluation of a controlled drinking minimal intervention for problem drinkers in general practice (the DRAMS scheme). Journal of the Royal College of General Practitioners: 1987, 37(301), p. 358–363.
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and in what kind of setting.

Edwards’s study challenged the assump-
tion that specialist treatment was better than
a briefer and simpler intervention. On its
back grew an opposing assumption: that
specialist treatments could be replaced by
brief interventions across the spectrum of
alcohol problems. In the early *90s two in-
fluential reviews were seen as supporting
this radical step.**3

Such conclusions were immediately at-
tacked as stretching the evidence beyond
what it could safely support.’* " Brief in-
terventions had, it was emphasised, not
been tested with the more difficult cases
who today would be typical candidates for
intensive treatment. Furthermore, patients
in clinical trials are generally highly selected
in terms of the severity of their problems
and their willingness to be researched and
randomly allocated. Worse, studies of heavy
drinkers identified by screening had been
conflated with studies of those secking
treatment — groups likely to differ so much
that evidence for brief interventions in one
cannot be taken as evidence for the other.
Finally, some studies had found added ben-
efits from more intensive treatment.*

British and Australian commentators
cautioned against abandoning intensive re-
gimes, especially for the more severely de-
pendent. 344 A few years later, when it
seemed that UK purchasers were indeed

the general hospital

diverting resources from specialist treat-
ment, Colin Drummond cautioned that
broadening the base of services for prob-
lem drinkers in the wider population
should not entail narrowing the apex.*

An unmitigated benefit of Edwards’s
study was that it encouraged a new rigour
in treatment evaluation to replace conjec-
ture and received wisdom. It also redirected
attention towards the commonalities be-
tween treatments which might account for
positive outcomes, fundamentals which
Edwards did much to elucidate by strip-
ping treatment down to its effective essen-
tials. The latest British review has described
the Maudsley’s advice regime as “still highly
relevant to modern practice”.*® Recom-
mended practice today is more theoretically
based, but major elements were already
there in 1977.4

The last word should go to Professor
Edwards. While maintaining that after “full
assessment and careful and agreed goal set-
ting, much may then often be left to the
patient and family”, he argues for a flexible
commitment of time and therapies respon-
sive to the patient’s needs and progress.*

Hospitals: resistance and progress

Jonathan Chick’s study was a landmark in
a different continent — the general hospital,
then the fiefdom of men in white coats of-
ten critical of their patients’ drinking. Prob-

(with staff and patients)

Consultant psychiatrist at the
Alcohol Problems Clinic in Edinburgh

ably many physicians were surprised that
the unassuming figure of nurse Crombie
(7 below) could have had such a signifi-
cant and lasting impact: then, as now, the
order of the day with excessive drinkers on
medical wards tended towards therapeutic
nihilism and negative attitudes.

No surprise, then, that implementation
of alcohol interventions in hospitals has
been achingly slow. Chick’s study did
stimulate addiction liaison services, but
these are patchy and concentrated in teach-
ing hospitals. It can take protracted nego-
tiations to overcome the typical objections:
there’s no time, patients will feel embar-
rassed and insulted and lie about their
drinking.* Detection rates are often low if
screening relies on regular ward staff.¥ As
with GPs, but even more so, the rewards
which might sustain enthusiasm for brief
interventions are weakened by the high fail-
ure rate.*® Nurses delivering these interven-
tions will rarely even witness the gains made
by the minority who do respond.

Practicality is not the main impediment,
rather resources and attitudes. Even in the
daunting atmosphere and with the transient
population of an accident and emergency
department, intervention is possible with
suitable resources and specialists to deliver
the intervention.” But just 1 in 10 depart-
ments undertake screening of any kind*
and staff tend to see the patient’s drinking

With a little
help from the
“empathic”
Evelyn Crombie,
Dr Jonathan
Chick pioneered
brief interven-
tions with
hospital

by Jonathan Chick
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Our study grew partly out of my first foray into alcohol
research which involved interviewing 500 healthy work-
ing men sampled from institutions where we knew we
would find heavy drinkers, namely the Institute of Direc-
tors, Chamber of Commerce, and workers in breweries
and distilleries. Many told of developing difficulties and
evidenced abnormal blood tests.

What could be done to intercept the development of
such problems? Michael Russell had shown that some
smokers would respond to brief advice from their GPs.”
With my colleague Geoff Lloyd, a liaison psychiatrist in a
general hospital, we decided to see if heavy but non-
dependent drinkers, without serious psychiatric prob-
lems, could be identified in the hospital and would re-
duce their drinking after discussing it with a specially
trained nurse. The interview instruments were ready from
my previous study.

Mrs Evelyn Crombie did most of the interviewing and
intervention. Having worked in our alcohol service, she
was used to talking to drinkers and made good links with
the ward nurses. She had (and has) a relaxed yet firm
manner, and is good at getting on the other person's
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wavelength — ‘empathic’. The characteristics of the
‘change agent'”® were then much discussed; some cen-
tres with strong treatment effects employed other ‘Mrs
Crombies'.

Low drop out between screening and intervention
made it possible to extrapolate to actual clinical set-
tings. Then and now the evidence supports a very clear
role in the general hospital for nurses specialised in al-
cohol problems. Ability to form good relations with ward
staff is critical, otherwise the only referrals are seriously
dependent, revolving door patients. (Though for these
patients, advice on identifying and managing alcohol
withdrawal is also something specialist nurses can very
usefully provide.” &)

However, brief interventions have their cons as well
as their pros®' 828384 and can be misapplied. Though
the studies they reviewed had mostly excluded depend-
ent drinkers, the Effective Health Care Team® made it
too easy for purchasers to mistakenly conclude that brief
intervention was appropriate for alcohol dependence.
As the main text explains, commentators quickly sought
to set the research record straight. 8788

patients.



Evidence incomplete and confusing

The research initiated by these pioneering
studies has accumulated good evidence that
brief interventions can work in relatively
ideal conditions. The main impediment toim-
plementation is that there remains practically
no evidence of effectiveness — in particular,
cost -effectiveness — in everyday settings.

Primary care gains unconvincing
Nick Heather — a leading provider of evi-
dence on brief interventions and a cogent
critic of how that evidence has been inter-
preted — has described a trial organised by
WHO in eight nations and in a variety of set-
tings® as “perhaps the most powerful evi-
dence yet"® for brief interventions in primary
care. If this really is the case, it suggests that
such interventions will be wasted on all fe-
male drinkers, lead just 1 in 10 men to cut
their alcohol consumption (compared to
screening), and produce an across the board
reduction in male drinking of about a unit a
day®® — not enough in this study to signifi-
cantly curtail alcohol-related problems.

Public health analysts might prefer the
‘half full’ end of the findings, and pessimism
must be tempered by the study's limitations,
but such evidence may never be enough to
convince Britain's 35,000 GPs and several
hundred hospital trusts to delve uninvited
into their patients' drinking habits.

When is brief too brief?
Currently the evidence for brief(er) interven-
tions among treatment seeking populations
is too weak and contradictory to justify with-
drawal of intensive treatments, at least for

as irrelevant to the main business of tack-
ling the presenting condition.’!

Calls to extend interventions in hospi-
tals and primary care often neglect an im-
portant feature of the approach trialed by
Jonathan Chick. His model places a spe-
cialist nurse within the general medical set-
ting rather than asking physicians or ward/
practice nurses trained in the intervention
to do the work themselves. This approach
carries major resource implications if it is
to be applied across the board. It also takes
a special kind of specialist nurse to work in
what can feel like a hostile and alien set-
ting; recruitment could be a problem.

Studies like Dr Chick’s show what can
be done, opening up possibilities which
need to be tested in the complex world of
clinical practice. It will take very convinc-
ing evidence of effectiveness, particularly
cost effectiveness, to persuade the average
busy nurse or hospital doctor to spend a

the most severely affected. But until plan-
ners know just Aow severe, the implications
for practice are unclear.®’

Some commentators hoped that Project
MATCH would clarify this issue.® This $28
million US alcohol treatment trial found that
a four-session motivational intervention was
as effective as (and more cost effective
than®) 12 sessions of cognitive-behavioural
or twelve-step therapy, even for heavy and
dependent drinkers. The restricted range of
patients and treatments, and the exhaustive
assessment and follow-up procedures, may
have prevented the more intensive treat-
ments revealing their worth. Still, MATCH
provides the most convincing demonstration
yet that a briefer intervention can be just as
good as longer therapies.

In Britain a new four-year trial will test a
motivational intervention similar to MATCH's
against a more intensive intervention based
on social behaviour and network therapy.
Unlike MATCH, the United Kingdom Alco-
hol Treatment Trial (UKATT) will include
both abstinence and moderate drinking
among its treatment goals and will also test
a form of pharmacotherapy.”

Confusion over value for money
Most of all planners would like a clear-cut
pointer to where they can achieve the great-
est health gain for the least outlay. Unfortu-
nately they will find the three most recent
reviews of cost effectiveness more confus-
ing than enlightening. All three were meta
analyses, combining results from relevant
studies to rate the cost-effectiveness of

few extra minutes to enquire about a pa-
tient’s drinking and to provide even a brief’
intervention to those drinking too much.

GPs: response disappointing
Paul Wallace’s study did for the GP’s sur-
gery what Jonathan Chick’s did for the gen-
eral hospital: it demonstrated the potential
benefits of brief interventions, posing the
challenge of how to realise these in prac-
tice. Many similar studies followed; few
achieved the same methodological rigour.
The policy impact was substantial, but on
the ground change has been disappointing.
Despite calls from government and from
the Royal Colleges, a recent survey found
that few GPs in England and Wales had
embraced brief interventions.® When heavy
drinkers were identified, interventions were
often less than optimal.®® Though nearly
90% of respondents saw primary care as an
appropriate setting in which to address al-
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different types of interventions.

In a “first approximation”, low-cost brief
motivational counselling came third in the
league table of effectiveness, behind two
higher cost options, but soundly beating
most familiar high-cost treatments.” A later
analysis gave greater weight to more rigor-
ous studies, returning an even more convinc-
ing victory for brief interventions.”? But a re-
working of the first study recorded a
negative score for brief motivational coun-
selling (indicative of poor outcomes relative
to other treatments) and placed it tenth in-
stead of third in the table.”

Why the discrepancy? Part of the answer
is that all three analyses had confounded
studies of non-treatment seeking popula-
tions with those of treatment seekers,”* but
in different ways. In the first the criterion of
effectiveness was neutrally based on the pre-
ponderance of positive versus negative find-
ings. The second gave greater weight to
studies comparing an intervention to no
treatment (appropriate for non-treatment
seeking populations), while the third did the
opposite, giving most weight to studies com-
paring an intervention to a strong alterna-
tive treatment (appropriate for treatment
seeking populations).

In any event, such secondary analyses are
far less convincing than research which ac-
tually sets out to compare the cost-effective-
ness of different interventions in the one
study. To guide rational health care purchas-
ing, calculations should also to take account
of the wider costs and savings to the indi-
vidual and to society.”* 76

cohol problems, and most thought this
could be effective, most also felt they lacked
sufficient training, support and confidence.
Paul Wallace (7 his assessment overleaf)
has himself judged the primary care re-
sponse to alcohol as “frequently disappoint-
ing”, recommending more support in terms
of materials and staff.>* One way the latter
is happening is by addiction prevention
counsellors from specialist drug and alco-
hol services visiting GP practices® — the
shared care model which has encouraged
some GPs to take on problem drug users.
Some British commentators have tried
to see the issues from the GP’s perspec-
tive.” With little concrete evidence of health
gain, and no way to target those who will
benefit, GPs are understandably wary about
wholesale implementation of an approach
which might alienate patients. As in the
USA,” GPs equipped with motivational
interviewing skills might find it easier to
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explore drinking, and the potential for
provocation can be reduced by focusing on
the patient and their perception of their
lifestyle rather than on alcohol.

Perhaps the fundamental barrier to
progress is the disjunction between the
public health perspective — which values
change at a population level even if many
individuals fail to respond — and that of pri-
mary care, which values changes in indi-
viduals.®® Such considerations undermine
extrapolations of health gain based on blan-
ket implementation of GP brief interven-
tions; the blanket may always be patchy.

Out of the dark ages
Like all Old Gold originals, these three stud-
ies have withstood the test of time, their
landmark status sealed by the fact that each
was the first to ask a fundamental and dif-
ficult question about alcohol treatment, and
that the answers contributed to a paradigm
shift in the field. They remain very much
in the consciousness of the alcohol treat-

the GP's surgery

Findings impact

Professor at the Department of Primary Care and
Population Sciences of the Royal Free Hospital School of Medicine in London

In 1985 when we began the pilot work for our study there was much

ment sector, as well as having had a con-
siderable impact on policy in the UK and
internationally.

By highlighting the potential value of
well directed assessment, guided reflection,
and simple advice, Griffith Edwards’s work
paved the way for study of briefer inter-
ventions, including the work of Jonathan
Chick and Paul Wallace. This and later
work raised the possibility of worthwhile
gains in public health by addressing exces-
sive drinking in the wider community, in-
fluencing the development of official safe
drinking guidelines® ® and the introduc-
tion of alcohol as a target for intervention
in the 1990 GP contract. Recent proposals
for a national alcohol strategy argued that
brief interventions in hospitals and surger-
ies should feature among England’s core
alcohol services.®! Further afield this re-
search has influenced strategies in the
USA,® Europe and Australasia.®®

Perhaps it is too much to expect a few
studies, no matter how eminent, to have

Paul Wallace:
first to test
whether advice
from a GP could
curb risky
drinking. His
work led to the
inclusion of
alcohol targets
in GPs'
contracts.

By 7\

by Paul Wallace

excitement about the potential for general practice to modify life-
style. Studies had shown that GP advice about smoking led a small
but (in public health as well as statistical terms) significant proportion
of patients to quit.? We were stimulated to explore a similar approach
for alcohol consumption. First we had to develop a screening tech-
nique to identify at-risk drinkers and a suitable intervention package.

Support from the Medical Research Council's General Practice Re-
search Framework gave us access to practices willing to act as re-
search sites. We hoped the trial would indicate whether intervention
could be effective, with what proportion of patients, and how to dis-
tinguish those from patients the intervention failed to benefit. In the
latter objective we were not very successful, but the trial did show
that GP advice in this population was effective. Of this we felt fairly
certain because questionnaire responses were backed by biochemi-
cal markers related to drinking. With the Health Education Authority
and Alcohol Concern we went on to develop packages to support
intervention in general practice, hoping this approach would be

adopted widely.

How big an impact has the trial had on practice? In research terms
certainly it is frequently cited and has been replicated in a number of
countries where, independent of the setting, findings have been re-
markably consistent. In practice terms too there have been some suc-
cesses, notably when health promotion of this kind was recognised
in the 1990 GP contract. However, the degree of impact on everyday

practice is difficult to ascertain.

On a personal note, it certainly changed the way | approach my
patients. | have retained an active interest in the early detection of
patients at risk because of their alcohol consumption and use many
of the trial's intervention components in my practice.
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had a major impact on practice. Alcohol
treatment specialists are bound to find it
difficult to accept that their favourite thera-
peutic approach has little or no substance,
and it would take a great deal to turn around
the negative attitudes towards problem
drinkers and towards alcohol interventions
held by many general physicians and GPs.
Fortunately, the survey which found a
lack of confidence among GPs also found
this was age-related: recently qualified GPs
were more confident and positive about
screening and intervention. So a key im-
plementation objective must be to train
health professionals early, giving them the
tools to achieve change in their patients be-
fore nihilism has set in. If such training hap-
pens it will owe much to the vision of the
authors of the studies reviewed here, and
to their fortitude in the face of scepticism.
Without them we might still be in the dark
ages, seeing the only problem with alcohol
as ‘alcoholism the disease’, and the only re-
sponse as costly intensive treatment.
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