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Background

Parental substance use is a substantial and prevent issue
« Impacts upon both the parent and the child

 Parental substance use is often identified as a risk factor in child
welfare

 Little is known about the best way to intervene to reduce the
parent’s substance use

Cochrane
lerary

Effectiveness of psychosocial interventions for reducing parental

substance misuse (Review)
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Methods T s || dantied romdatabes aher
N=14 duplicates removed
« Population - substance using adult N-5127
parents (=18 years) or their child2sn (0 l
ye aI'S) ) Titles and abstracts
reviewed Papers excluded
MN=5141 M= 5054
* Intervention — Psychosocial interventions N=4 on-going studies

Full text references retrieved for
more detailed evaluation

* Comparison — no mtervention, delayed, N-g3
attention control, alternative active | Papers excluded

l N=55

Papers used in review

treatment, treatment as usual

M= 28 (22 unigue studies)

* QOutcome - Reduction in parental l
substance use (primary)

Papersincluded in meta-analyses

N=8

 Study design - trials
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Description of studies
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Intervention type

Analysis 2.3 Comparison 2: Frequency of alcohol misuse, intervention type

Outcome 3: Integrated parenting interventions

Analysis 2.1 Comparison 2: Frequency of alcohol misuse, intervention type

Outcome 1: Substance-focused interventions

Experimental Control Std. mean difference 5td. mean difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 856% CI IV, Randam, 95% CI
2.3.1 Short term follow up (Bm)
Lam 2009 (Intervention 1) 148 207 25 2938 226 13 165% 068 [-1.37, 0.01] —
Lam 2009 (Intarvantion 2) 157 224 25 298 226 13 167% 4061 [-1.30 , 0.07] - a1
Kedley 2002 {(Interventon 2) 19.4 272 25 296 253 12 16.3% 037 107, 0.32] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 75 3B 49.5%  -0.56 [-0.96 , 0.16] -
Heterogeneity: Taw® = 000, Chi*=042 df=2 (P=081) 1*= 0%
Test fior overall effect: £ = 2.75 (P = 0.006)
2.3.2 Long term follow up (12m)
Kadley 2002 {(Intarventon 2) 201 256 25 421 321 12 16.2% -0.46 [-1.15, 0.24] —
Lam 2009 (Intervention 2) 214 19.4 25 298 186 13 171% D43[-111,025] —_—
Lam 2008 (Intervantion 1) 222 202 25 298 186 13 17.2% 40,38 [-1.05 , 0.30] JEEN——— —
Subtotal (95% CI) 75 38 50.6% -0.42 [-0.82 , -0.03] .*,.
Heterogeneity: Taw® = 0.00; Chi*=0.03, df = 2 (P =090} 1*= (¥
Test for overall effect: £ = 2.09 (P = 0.04)

Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std. mean difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total  Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.1.1 Short term follow up [Gm)
Slesmick 2013 114 136 30 20,37 30031 25 457% 05T [-1.11, -0.03] R —
Kelley 2002 {Intervention 1) 286 26.2 22 296 253 12 2T3% 004 [-0.74, 06T) —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 T TN 0,36 [-0.86 , 0.18) ..*..
Heterogenaity: Taw? = 0.04; Chi* =137 di= 1 (P =024}, * = 2T%
Tesl for overall effect: £= 1.35 (P = 0.18)
2.1.2 Long term follow up (12m)
Kelley 2002 {Intervention 1) 396 224 22 421 324 12 2T1% -0.09 [-0.80 , 0.61) S E—
Subtotal (5% CI) 22 12 274% -0.08 [-0.80 , 0.61]

Haterogenaity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect: £ =026 (P =0.79)

Analysis 2.2 Comparison 2: Frequency of alcohol misuse, intervention type

Outcome 2: Parenting-focused interventions

Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std. mean difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total  Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.2.1 Short term follow up (m)
Slesnick 2016 963 1956 114 1642 2651 51 36% 031 [-0.64 , 0.02) ———
Donchua 2014 1.9 4.3 24 45 201 31 122% 017 [-0.70, 0.37]
Dakof 2010 1.1 5.56 20 104 4.00 24 11.9% 0.01 [-0.53 , 0.55]
Subtatal (95% CI) 167 106 65.7% <0.21 [-0.46 , 0.04) ‘.
Heterogeneaity: Tau® = 0.00; Che® = 1.01, df = 2 (P = 0.60), I* = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.64 (P = 0.10)
2.2.2 Long term follow up {12m)
Slesnick 2016 87 2062 10 1823 313 M 3% 0.35 [-0.68 , -0.01) —
Dakot 2010 1 292 20 0.55 14 28 131% 019 [-0.32, 0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 138 80 44.3% 0,11 [-0.64 , 0.41) *
Heterogenaity: Tau® = 0.10; Chi* = 207, df = 1 (P = 0.08); I? = 66%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.42 (P = 0.67)
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Mothers

Analysis 8.1 Comparison 8: Frequency of drug use, recipient parent

Outcome 1: Mother

Psychosocial Comparison 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD  Total Mean  SD  Total Weight IV, Random,95% CI IV, Randem, 95% CI
Analysis 4.1 Comparison 4: Frequency of alcohol misuse, recipient parent
8.1.1 Short-term follow up (6 months)
Outcome 1: Mother Saldana 2015 042 116 13 13 283 9 35%  -042[-128,044] -
Donohue 2014 64 20 24 10 203 3T -018[0.71,038] .
Dakof 2010 0 001 20 0 oo 23 76%  0.00[055,055] I
Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std. mean difference Slesnick 2013 305 401 30 2835 3718 25 80%  0.05[-048,059] . —
Study or Subgroup  Mean 3D Total Mean 3D Total Weight [V, Random, 35% Cl IV, Random, 5% Cl Catalano 1999 5o 2578 78 678 1960 57 151%  010[-024,044] -
3141 Short term follow up (6m) Slesnick 2016 161 3388 114 883 2418 51 157%  0.23[-0.10,056] -
Slesnick 2013 718 136 30 2037 3051 25 113%  0ST[11,008) o u | ::m;:‘;‘ 'T:a':.z 00 = 06 ;5:30 R 196 §7.8%  0.07[-0.12,025] *
Slesnick 2016 963 19.56 14 16.42 26 31 2689% -0.31 [-0.64 , 0.02] S——— ) ’ '
Donohue 2014 19 43 24 45 201 M ME% 017 [0.70,0.37] _ Test for overall effect. Z = 0.71 (F = 0.48)
Dakof 2010 11 556 200 104 409 24 13% 001 [-0.53,055 N
Subtotal (95% CI) 197 131 614%  -0.27 [0.50, -0.04] . 8.1.2 Long-term follow up (12 months)
Heterogeneity: Tau®* = 0.00; Chi* =241, df = 3 (P = 0.49) P = 0% Saldana 2015 0 01 13 33 10 ] 34% 0,51 [-1.37 , 0.38] —_
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.35 (P = 0.02) Catalanc 1999 683 1581 74 1988 3582 58 147%  -047[082,-012] ——
Dakof 2010 0 001 29 0 om 20 84%  0.00[-051,051] .
3.1.2 Long term follow up (12m) Slesnick 2016 1231 2896 110 92 2518 51 156% 0.11[-0.22 , 0.44] i
Slesnick 2016 97 2062 M0 1823 3131 51 265% -035[-068,-001] —_— Subtotal (95% C1) 276 147 42.2%  DAT[D51,017] <
Dakof 2010 12 ® 05 14 29 124%  019[0.32,071) — Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.06, Chi# = 6.57, df =3 (P = 0.08), I = 54%
Subtotal (35% Cl) 139 80 389%  011[064,041] ~— Test for overall effect: Z = 1.00 (P = 0.32)
Hataroganaity. Taw® = 010, Chi* = 2.97, df = 1 (P = 0.08); I = 668%
Test for overall effect: Z = 042 (P = 0.6T)
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Fathers

Analysis 4.2 Comparison 4: Frequency of alcohol misuse, recipient parent

Outcome 2: Father

Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std. mean difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total  Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 Short term follow up {(8m)
Lam 2000 {Intervenbon 1) 149 20.7 25 208 28 13 125% 068137, 001) e |
Lam 2008 {Intervention 2) 157 224 25 2898 226 13 12T Q61 130, 007) ——————o1p
Kelley 2002 {Intervention 2) 194 272 5 206 253 12 12.4% 0037 [1.07 , 0.32) _ e
Kelley 2002 {Intervention 1) 286 26.2 ) 26 253 12 121% 0004 [-0.74 | 0.67) N
Subtotal (95% CI) a7 50 49.7%  -0.43 [-0.78,-0.09] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 000, Chi* =201, df = 3 (P =057}, I = 0%
Test for overall effect Z = 2 44 (P = 0.01)
3.2.3 Long term follow up (12m)
Kalley 2002 (Intenention 2) 291 256 25 421 321 12 12.3% 046 [-1.15 0.24] [ -
Lam 2004 {Intervenbon 2) M4 19.4 25 208 186 13 13.0% 043 [-1.11 025 —_—
Lam 2004 {Intervention 1) 22 20.2 25 itk 186 13 13.0% 038 [-1.05, 0.30) —_
Kelley 2002 {Intervention 1) 306 22 4 2 421 321 12 120% -0.09 [-0.80 , 0.61) R E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 97 0 50.3% 0.34 [-0.69 , 0.00] P

Heterogenaity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 066 df = 3 (P =0.88); 7 = 0%

Test for overall effect £=1.95 (P = 0.05)

Analysis 8.2 Comparison 8: Frequency of drug use, recipient parent

Outcome 2: Father

Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std, mean difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total  Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.2.1 Bhort term follow up (Em)
Kalley 2002 (Intarvantion 2) 224 258 22 I8 5 268 1M1 11.3% -0.60 [-1.34 , 0.14] ———
Lam 2009 (Intervention 1) 149 207 25 Me 228 13 136% 40,32 [-090 , 0 .36] —_—
Lam 2008 (Intervention 2) 157 224 25 28 228 13 136% 027 [-D.94 | 0.41) RN —
Kelbey 2002 (Interventon 1) 36.4 243 21 385 268 11 116% -0.08 |-0.81, 0.65) ——
Subtotal (96% CI) 93 48  50.0% <0.31 [-0.66 , 0.04] *
Heterogenay: Taw? = 0.00, Chi* = 0.89, df = 3 (P = 0.80), P = 0%
Test Tor overall effect. £ =1.74 (P = 0.08)
T7.2.2 Long term follow up (12m)
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 2) 33 356 22 488 322 1 11.5% -0.44 [-1.18 , 0.29)] —_—
Lam 2008 (Intervention 2) 214 104 25 e 188 13 13.4% 043111, 025 — -1
Larn 2008 (Intersntion 1) 222 202 25 2898 186 13 135% -0.38 [-1.05 , 0.30) ———
Kelbey 2002 (Interventon 1) 46 6 248 21 46 8 322 1 16% -0.08 |-0.81 , 0.65] —
Subtotal (35% CI) a3 48  50.0% 034 [-0.69, 0.01] -

Heterogenedy. Taw® = 0.00, Chi* = 0.65, df = 3 (P = 0.B8), P = 0%

Test for overall effect: 2 = 1 88 (F = 0.06)
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Involving the child

Analysis 3.1 Comparison 3: Frequency of alcohol misuse, child involvement

Outcome 1: Child present

Experimental Control Std. mean difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total  Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. mean difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

4.1.1 Short term follow up (6m)

Slesnick 2016 963 1956 14 1642 2651 51 316% -0.31[-0.84 ,0.02]
Donohue 2014 19 43 24 45 201 3 122% -0.17 [-0.70, 0.37]
Dakof 2010 11 5.56 29 1.04 4.09 24 19% 0.01[-0.53,0.55]
Subtotal (95% CI) 167 106  B66.7% -0.21 [-0.46 , 0.04]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi® = 1.01, df = 2 (P = 0.60); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.64 (P =0.10)

4.1.2 Long term follow up (12m)

Slesnick 2016 97 2062 10 1823 313 51 312%  -035[-068, -0.01)
Dakof 2010 1 292 29 0.55 1.4 29 131% 019[-0.32,0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 139 80 44.3% -0.11 [-0.64 , 0.41]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.10; Chi# = 2.97, df = 1 (P = 0.08); I’ = 66%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.42 (P = 0.67)

—_—

-

—

i

Analysis 7.1 Comparison 7: Frequency of drug use, child involvement

Outcome 1: Child present

Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total  Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Randem, 95% CI

Std. mean difference

Std. mean difference
IV, Random, 95% CI|

8.1.1 Short term follow up (6m)

Saldana 2015 0.42 1.16 13 13 283 ] 41% 042 [-1.28  0.44)
Donohue 2014 G4 20 24 10 203 Kol 8.0% 018 [-0.71, 0.36]
Dakof 2010 o 0o 29 1] 0.0 23 8.6% 0.00[-0.55 , 0.55]
Catalano 1999 908 2578 e 678 1969 57 16.0% 0.10[-0.24 , 0.44]
Slesnick 2016 161 3388 14 863 2418 51 16.6% 0.23[-0.10 , 0.56]
Subtotal (96% CI) 258 171 64.3% 0.07 [-0.13 , 0.26]

Heterogeneity. Tau® = 0.00; Chi* =308, df=4 (P = 0.55). I*= 0%
Tesl for overall affect: Z = 068 (P = 0.50)

8.1.2 Long term follow up (12m)

Saldana 2015 0 0.1 13 333 10 9 40% 051137 036
Catalano 1999 689 15.81 T4 19.68 36,82 58 157% 0047 [-0.82  -0.12]
Dakof 2010 0 oo 29 0 oo 20 95%  0.00[-0.51,051)
Slesnick 2016 1231 2896 1o 82 2518 51 165% 0.1 022, 0.44)
Subtotal (95% CI) 226 147 457% QAT [-0.51,0.17]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.06; Chi* = 6.57, df = 3 (P = 0.09), I = 54%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.00 (P = 0.32)

-

+

Analysis 3.2 Comparison 3: Frequency of alcohol misuse, child involvement

Outcome 2: Without child

Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std. mean difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total  Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.2.1 Short term follow up (6m)
Lam 2009 (Intervention 1) 149 207 25 208 226 13 104% 0.68[-1.37, 0.01)
Lam 2009 (Interventicn 2) 15.7 224 25 298 226 13 10.5% -0.61[-1.30, 0.07] L
Slesnick 2013 718 136 an 2037 3051 25 16.9% 057 [-1.11,.0.03]
Kelley 2002 {Intervention 2) 19.4 272 25 296 253 12 10.3% 037 [-1.07,0.32) -
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 1) 286 262 22 296 253 12 10.0% 0.04 074, 067) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 127 75 58.2% -0.47 [-0.76 , 40.18]

Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.00, Chi* =216 df = 4 (F=0.70), 12 = 0%
Test for overall effect Z = 3.17 (P = 0.002)

4.2.2 Long term follow up (12m)

Kelley 2002 (Intervention 2} 91 256 25 421 321 12 102%  -046[-115 024]
Lam 2009 (Intervention 2) 214 19.4 25 208 186 13 108% 0.43[-1.11,0.25)
Lam 2008 (Intarvention 1) 22 202 25 298 186 13 108%  -038[-105, 030]
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 1) 96 224 22 421 321 12 100%  -0.09[-0.80,0.61)
Subtotal (95% CI) a7 50 d418%  -0.34[-0.69,0.00]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 0.66, df = 3 (P = 0.88), 1= 0%
Test for overall effect Z = 1.95 (P = 0.05)

vl

Analysis 7.2 Comparison 7: Frequency of drug use, child involvement

Outcome 2: Without child

Experimental Control Std. mean difference Std. mean difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total  Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
8.2.1 Short term follow up (6m)
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 2) 224 258 22 385 268 11 9.2% -060[-1.34 , 0.14]) [
Lam 2009 (Intervention 1) 14.9 207 25 218 226 13 111% -0.32 [-0.99 , 0.36] P —
Lam 2009 (Intervention 2) 157 224 25 218 226 13 11.2% -027 [-0.94 , 0.41] —_—
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 1} 364 243 21 i35 268 1 9.5% -0.08 [-0.81 , 0.65] —_—
Slesnick 2013 05 40.1 30 2835 3718 25 180% 0.05[-0.48  0.59] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 123 T3 §9.0% -0.20 [-0.49, 0.09] ‘.
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 237, df = 4 (P = 0.69) I* = 0%
Test for overall effect: 2 =1.34 (P = 0.18)
8.2.2 Long term follow up (12m)
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 2) 331 356 22 438 322 1 9.4% -0.44 1118, 0.29] R
Lam 2004 (Intervention 2) 214 19.4 25 298 186 13 11.0% -043[-1.11,0.25] —_—
Lam 2009 (Intervention 1) 222 202 25 298 186 13 1A% -0.38 [-1.05, 0.30] R
Kelley 2002 (Intervention 1) 466 248 21 488 322 1" 9.5% -0.08 [-0.81, 0.65) PR E—
Subtetal (35% CI) a3 48 41.0% -0.34 [-0.69 , 0.01] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 065, df = 3 (P =088), P =0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.88 (P = 0.06)
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Conclusions

« Traditional drug and alcohol treatment may not be enough
« Fathers seem to benefit more

 Mothers — negative recovery capital?

* Involving children may not be helpful

 Limitations
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