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Abstract 

Objective: To evaluate the effectiveness of screening and ultra-brief intervention (Ultra-BI) delivered 

by primary care physicians in less than 1 minute compared to simplified assessment only (SAO) for 

reducing alcohol consumption among patients with hazardous drinking. 

Design: Pragmatic, cluster randomised, parallel-group, superiority trial. We used a computer-

generated random sequence to allocate clusters. Only participants and personnel who collected 

participant-reported outcomes remained blinded. 

Setting: 40 primary care clinics in Japan, which did not provide routine screening and brief 

intervention for hazardous drinking, treatment, or self-help groups for alcohol dependence. 

Participants: 1,133 outpatients aged 20-74 years with hazardous drinking (scores of Alcohol Use 

Disorders Identification Test-Consumption [AUDIT-C] ≥5 for men and ≥4 for women). Patients who 

were pregnant or suspected of having COVID-19-like symptoms were excluded. 

Interventions: Clusters were randomised to Ultra-BI (21 clusters, n=531) or SAO (19 clusters, 

n=602) groups. Ultra-BI comprised screening with AUDIT, brief oral advice, and an alcohol 

information leaflet. SAO involved only simplified assessment with AUDIT-C. 

Main outcome measures: The primary outcome was total alcohol consumption in the preceding 4 

weeks (TAC) at 24 weeks post-randomisation. Secondary outcomes included TAC at 12 weeks and 

readiness to change drinking habits at 12 and 24 weeks. 

Results: At 24 weeks, the difference in TAC between Ultra-BI (1046.9g/4 weeks, 95% confidence 

interval [CI] 918.3-1175.4) and SAO (1019.0g/4 weeks, 95% CI 893.5-1144.6) groups was 27.8g/4 

weeks (95% CI -149.7 to 205.4). Bayes factor analysis (0.08±0.25) strongly supported the null 

hypothesis for TAC at 24 weeks. Ultra-BI group showed higher readiness to change drinking habits 

at both 12 (difference 0.30 [95% CI 0.10 to 0.40]; Hedge's g 0.21 [95% CI 0.10 to 0.33]) and 24 

weeks (difference 0.20 [95% CI 0.10 to 0.30]; Hedge's g 0.16 [95% CI 0.05 to 0.28]). 

Conclusions: This trial did not support the effectiveness of Ultra-BI for alcohol consumption 

compared to SAO, but did improve readiness to change compared to SAO. These findings call for 

developing effective, low-cost interventions in primary care settings. 

Trial registration: UMIN000051388 
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What is already known on this topic: 
● Brief interventions (BIs) for hazardous drinking have been widely recommended in primary care 

settings, but implementation rates remain low due to various barriers. 

● Ultra-brief interventions (Ultra-BIs) have shown mixed results in different settings, with some 
studies suggesting they can be as effective as longer advice or counselling. 

● No randomised controlled trial has directly investigated the effectiveness of Ultra-BIs over 
assessment-only control in primary care settings. 

What this study adds: 
● This large-scale pragmatic cluster randomised controlled trial did not support the effectiveness 

of Ultra-BI on alcohol consumption at 12 and 24 weeks compared to simplified assessment only 
(SAO) in Japanese primary care settings. 

● Ultra-BI showed higher readiness to change drinking habits at both 12 and 24 weeks compared 
to SAO, despite not reducing alcohol consumption. 

● These findings challenge current recommendations for screening and brief interventions in 
primary care and suggest a need for re-evaluation of these practices. 
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Introduction 

Globally, harmful alcohol use is a major public health concern, contributing to 3 million deaths and 

5.1% of the global burden of disease annually [1]. Hazardous drinking, originally defined by a 

“quantity or pattern of alcohol use that places patients at risk for adverse consequences” [2], is seen 

in approximately 20% of patients in primary care settings [3,4]  and is associated with a wide range 

of physical, mental, and social harms [5,6]. To address this global health issue, brief interventions 

(BIs), which consist of screening and short counselling sessions, have been widely recommended as 

an effective approach to reduce hazardous drinking in primary care settings [7–9].  

The SIPS trial, a large-scale cluster RCT, found that the ultra-brief intervention (Ultra-BI) group, 

which only received a leaflet with feedback on screening results, showed comparable reductions in 

hazardous drinking to the more time-intensive BI groups. [10,11]. For policymakers and clinicians, 

the idea of widely implementing shorter, simpler, and cheaper interventions is highly appealing, 

given the low implementation rate of standard BI due to time constraints [7,9].  

However, the available evidence remains inconclusive as to whether both the Ultra-BI and the more 

time-intensive BI are equally effective or equally ineffective compared with assessment-only control 

[12]. Randomised controlled trials (RCTs) comparing Ultra-BI to assessment-only controls have 

demonstrated mixed results across different settings. Ultra-BI is shorter than standard BI and may 

only include leaflets, booklets, or computer-generated feedback letters (Cunningham et al. 2012). For 

inpatient settings, Ultra-BI shows a greater reduction in alcohol consumption compared to 

assessment-only controls and similar effects to 20-35 minutes of counselling [13,14]. Additionally, 

our small quasi-experimental study showed promising results suggesting the potential effectiveness 

of Ultra-BI for alcohol consumption relative to assessment-only control [15]. Conversely, in 

community and emergency settings, RCTs do not support the effectiveness of Ultra-BI on alcohol 

consumption compared to assessment-only controls [16,17]. No RCT has directly investigated the 

effectiveness of Ultra-BI over assessment-only control in primary care settings. 

We therefore designed and conducted a large-scale pragmatic cluster RCT in Japanese primary care 

settings. We aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of screening and the Ultra-BI delivered by primary 

care physicians in less than 1 minute compared to a simplified assessment only (SAO) control at 

individual participant level in reducing alcohol consumption at 12- and 24-week follow-up. 

Methods 

This was a pragmatic, cluster randomised, parallel-group, superiority trial entitled the EASY 

(Education on Alcohol after Screening to Yield moderated drinking) study. The main aim of this 

paper is to report the results of the cluster RCT, which includes intervention after screening and 
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follow-up, in accordance with the CONSORT 2010 extension for cluster RCT [18]. Before initiating 

the recruitment of screening participants, we prospectively registered the study with the UMIN-CTR 

(https://www.umin.ac.jp/ctr/) on 23 June, 2023, under the UMIN identifier UMIN000051388. We 

have reported on the prevalence of hazardous drinking among all participants responding to the 

screening survey elsewhere [4].  

Settings and procedures 

Figure 1 presents the summary of the trial procedures to clarify the sequence and contents of 

screening, intervention, and follow-up. We invited primary care clinics through personal connections 

with the authors and local medical collaborations in daily practices. When inviting clinics, we 

provided videos which introduced the study procedure and demonstration of the Ultra-BI. 

We allocated clusters to the two arms of the study using a block randomisation method without any 

stratification or matching. The statistician (S.O.), who was not involved in the recruitment of 

clusters, generated a random sequence on a computer. Another researcher (S.M.), also uninvolved in 

the recruitment process of clusters, performed the cluster allocation using this random sequence 

before each site initiated the screening and intervention.  

The screening and intervention for participants took place at each cluster between 29 June and 7 

August, 2023. We asked each cluster to invite all eligible patients consecutively, until exceeding the 

target enrolment of 29 patients per cluster. Patients eligible for screening were invited at the clinic 

reception to provide written consent for the trial participation after reading the informed consent 

document. To keep participants blinded, the document mentioned possible brief advice from 

physicians but did not disclose the random allocation or intervention of interest. To replicate real-

world clinical settings as closely as possible, no formal oral explanation of the trial was given. The 

consenting participants responded to the screening survey questionnaire. Those who met the criterion 

for intervention and follow-up in the Ultra-BI group received the intervention right after screening 

whereas those in the SAO group did not. Receptionists and physicians remained unblinded 

throughout this procedure. 

We conducted follow-up surveys at 12 and 24 weeks after the screening and intervention to assess 

the outcomes. Participants were given the option to respond to the follow-up survey questionnaires 

either in paper form or online. The follow-up survey questionnaires and QR codes for accessing the 

online survey were sent via postal mail. Additionally, text links to the online survey were sent 

through mobile phone short messages to maximise response rates. This dual approach ensured that 

participants could choose the most convenient method for completing the follow-up surveys. 
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For the 12-week survey, we initially used registered mail requiring signature upon delivery; 

however, this resulted in some delivery failures due to recipient absence. Therefore, we switched to 

regular postal mail for the 24-week survey. The mobile phone messages also included a notification 

about the mailed questionnaires. 

The survey company, Neo marketing, Inc., contracted by the research team conducted the 

administration of follow-up surveys, and the entry of screening and follow-up survey data. If there 

was missing data, staff of the survey company tried to contact participants via text messages or 

phone calls to obtain data. The staff members responsible for missing data collection remained 

blinded to the allocation of trial participants. 

Eligibility criteria for participants and clusters 

Inclusion criteria for clusters were: 1) primary care clinics in Japan, and 2) did not previously 

provide screening with the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test-Consumption (AUDIT-C) [19] 

and BI for hazardous drinking in routine practices, specialised treatment for alcohol dependence, or 

opportunities for self-help groups focused on alcohol dependence. 

Inclusion criteria for participants for screening were: 1) outpatients, 2) age 20 to 74 years at the time 

of consent, and 3) able to understand the informed consent form and provide written consent. 

Exclusion criteria for participants at screening were: 1) pregnant women, 2) patients suspected of 

having COVID-19-like symptoms, and 3) patients judged unsuitable for the study by the physicians 

at the clusters. An inclusion criterion for the follow-up was hazardous drinking defined as AUDIT-C 

(AUDIT-C) scores ≥ 5 for men and ≥ 4 for women at the screening survey. 

Measures 

Screening survey 

From all screening participants both at the Ultra-BI and the SAO clinics, we obtained data regarding 

their age groups, sex, medical histories, types of visits (such as first visit, visit as needed, or routine 

appointment), and their readiness to change their diet and smoking habits. We included these 

assessments of diet and smoking habits to mask the study hypotheses related to drinking habits. To 

assess participants' readiness to change their diet and smoking habits, we used questions from the 

Japanese National Health and Nutrition Survey [20]. The response options were combined and 

reduced to reduce the burden on respondents. To identify participants engaging in hazardous 

drinking, we used the AUDIT-C (score range 0–12), which comprises questions 1 to 3 of the Alcohol 

Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) [19] and has been validated for screening use in primary 

care settings [21]. A validation study in Japan found that a score of ≥ 4 for women and ≥ 5 for men 

on the AUDIT-C corresponds to a score of ≥ 8 on the AUDIT, indicating hazardous drinking or 
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potential alcohol dependence [19,22]. We calculated the baseline total alcohol consumption in grams 

per 4 weeks based on the first and second items of the AUDIT-C questionnaire. 

Additionally, for the questionnaire given to screening participants at the Ultra-BI clusters, we 

included questions about readiness to change drinking habits, along with questions 4 to 10 of the 

AUDIT. We evaluated the readiness to change drinking habits with the question, “Are you 

considering improving your drinking habits?”, with the following response options: “Already 

working on improvement“, “Intending to improve”, “Interested but no intention to improve”, “No 

intention to improve”, and “No improvement needed”. We developed these question and response 

options based on the Japanese National Health and Nutrition Survey [20], and their psychometric 

reliability and validity has not yet been confirmed. We did not include the assessment of readiness to 

change drinking habits in the SAO cluster questionnaires, as the assessment itself might have an 

effect on behaviour change, potentially making it more difficult to detect the effects of Ultra-BI 

[23,24]. 

After the screening survey period, we gathered information from the clusters on the approximate 

percentages of all potential participants who were asked to participate in the EASY study and agreed 

to participate. The details regarding these percentages were reported elsewhere [4]. 

Follow-up survey 

At 12 and 24 weeks after the screening survey, we obtained data regarding the amount of alcohol 

consumption and readiness to change diet, smoking, and drinking habits from all trial participants at 

clusters assigned to both groups. To assess the amount of alcohol consumption, participants were 

asked about their usual drinking habits, including the type of alcoholic beverages consumed, the 

types of containers (e.g., cans or glasses), the number of glasses, bottles, or cans, and the frequency 

of drinking days per 4 weeks. 

In terms of readiness to change health-related lifestyles, the questionnaires were the same as those 

used at the screening survey. However, for the question regarding readiness to change drinking 

behaviour, the option, “Interested but no intention to improve” was inadvertently omitted from the 

follow-up survey. 

Outcomes 

The primary outcome was past 4 weeks total alcohol consumption (TAC)  at 24 weeks. Using the 

detailed responses to the follow-up survey questionnaires, we calculated the TAC by referring to a 

table listing the average alcohol content by volume (ABV) for various types of beverages and the 

standard volumes of different containers. The TAC was calculated using the following formula: TAC 

[g/4 weeks] = Volume [ml] × ABV/100 × the number of glasses, bottles, or cans × 0.8 × frequency 
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of drinking days. The initial version of this table was created before the follow-up survey was 

conducted. If participant responses included beverages or containers not listed in the table, the ABV 

and standard volume were defined without considering participants' allocated group. 

Additionally, WHO drinking risk level (DRL) was calculated based on TAC [25]. The WHO DRL 

categorises drinking patterns into different risk levels based on TAC per day. Low risk is defined as 

up to 40 grams per day for men and up to 20 grams per day for women. Medium risk is 41-60 grams 

per day for men and 21-40 grams per day for women. High risk is 61-100 grams per day for men and 

41-60 grams per day for women. Very high risk is over 100 grams per day for men and over 60 

grams per day for women. These thresholds signify the potential health risks associated with alcohol 

consumption and provide guidelines for reducing such risks. 

The secondary outcomes included TAC at 12 weeks, as well as readiness to change drinking habits at 

both 12 and 24 weeks. For readiness to change drinking habits, “Interested but no intention to 

improve” and “No intention to improve” were combined into “No intention to improve” due to the 

inadvertent omission of “Interested but no intention to improve” from the follow-up survey 

questionnaire. We then converted each option to numerical values as follows: “Already working on 

improvement” = 4, “Intending to improve” = 3, “No intention to improve” = 2, and “No 

improvement needed” = 1. 

To determine the specificity of the intervention effects on readiness to change drinking habits, we 

also included readiness to change diet and smoking habits at 12 and 24 weeks as secondary 

outcomes. For readiness to change diet, each option was converted to numerical values as follows: 

“Already working on improvement” = 4, “Intending to improve” = 3, “No intention to improve” = 2, 

and “No improvement needed” = 1. For readiness to change smoking habits, among participants who 

were current smokers at baseline, the options were converted as follows: “Smoked but quit” = 3, 

“Intending to improve” = 2, and “No intention to improve” = 1. 

Physician adherence with the Ultra-BI procedure 

At cluster level, we asked physicians at the Ultra-BI clusters to mark the screening survey 

questionnaire for each patient to confirm they had provided an oral feedback message on the 

screening survey and an alcohol-information leaflet as our measure of physician adherence with the 

Ultra-BI procedure. Additionally, the follow-up survey questionnaire included a question asking 

participants, “Did you receive advice regarding your drinking habits from the physician during the 

consultation on the day you participated in the survey in July-August 2023?” We categorised the 

responses as follows: “Received” = participant answered “Received” at either the 12-week or 24-

week follow-up; “Did not receive”, = participant answered, “Did not receive” at either the 12-week 
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or 24-week follow-up or at any point; “Unsure” = did not answer “Received” or “Did not receive” at 

any time. 

Intervention and control 

Ultra-BI group 

In the intervention clinics, all eligible patients were screened with the Alcohol Use Disorders 

Identification Test (AUDIT). Those who met the aforementioned AUDIT-C inclusion criterion 

received the Ultra-BI. At the clinic reception, screening participants responded to the AUDIT and the 

questionnaire that included readiness to change their drinking behaviour. After the screening, the 

trial participants received an alcohol-information leaflet and brief oral message from their physician 

at the end of the consultation. The contents of the Ultra-BI were developed based on the materials 

and procedures used in our pilot trial in a general hospital setting, which demonstrated promising 

results [15]. We designed both the leaflet and brief oral message in accordance with the FRAMES 

(feedback, responsibility, advice, menu of options, empathy, and self-efficacy) approach [26]. 

The double-sided leaflet is in a simple and compact format, using easy-to-understand illustrations 

and colours. It provides advice on appropriate drinking levels and tips for reducing alcohol 

consumption. The contents are as follows: 1) an explanation of the “standard drink” unit used to 

measure alcohol consumption and a conversion table for various types of alcoholic beverages, 2) 

guidelines for drinking levels, health risks associated with excessive drinking, and the health benefits 

of reducing alcohol intake, 3) specific steps for reducing alcohol consumption, including setting 

goals, recording progress, and self-evaluation, and 4) tips for avoiding excessive drinking and an 

introduction to tools, including a website and a smartphone app. 

The template of the oral message is as follows: “Mr./Ms. [Name], you might drink too much.” 

(Feedback); “I recommend you calculate your alcohol consumption on your own.” (Advice); “The 

information here (in the leaflet) will be beneficial for you.” (chance of effectiveness); “You can 

easily apply these recommendations (in the leaflet) starting today.” (Assurance of feasibility); and “I 

look forward to hearing your thoughts when we meet next time” (Motivation through commitment). 

Physicians in the Ultra-BI clusters were given a paper outlining the procedure for conducting the 

Ultra-BI, along with a demonstration video. 

Simplified assessment only (SAO) group 

In the control clinics, to better align the control condition with routine clinical practice which 

typically does not involve systematic screening for drinking behaviour, we asked all eligible 

participants to fill in a simplified questionnaire. This simplified questionnaire included the same 

items used in the Ultra-BI group but excluded AUDIT questions 4 to 10 and the item to assess 
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readiness to change drinking behaviour. We removed these items because previous studies have 

suggested that completing the AUDIT or similar assessments of drinking behaviour can lead to 

improvements in drinking behaviour [23,24]. 

After completing the screening questionnaire, participants submitted their questionnaire responses to 

the reception, and the receptionist stored the questionnaires in a box to be sent back to the research 

centre. Therefore, the physicians in the SAO clusters were unaware of the questionnaire responses 

and provided usual care to the participants. 

Financial incentives 

Each cluster that enrolled at least one participant was given 50,000 JPY (approximately £245 GBP) 

to compensate for the staff time involved in executing the study procedures. Participants received a 

500 JPY (approximately £2.45 GBP) gift card as a token of appreciation upon completing the 

questionnaires at baseline, as well as at the 12-week and 24-week follow-ups. 

Sample size 

We set the sample size for the cluster RCT at 1,125 participants. This was determined based on an 

assumed effect size of 0.25 standardised mean difference for Ultra-BI, with a two-sided α level of 

0.05, a power of 0.80, 40 clusters, and an intra-cluster correlation coefficient (ICC) between 0.03 and 

0.04 [10]. Under these assumptions, we calculated the sample size necessary to detect the effect of 

Ultra-BI to be between 800 and 1,000 participants. Taking the median of this range, we estimated 

900 participants for the cluster RCT. If we assume a dropout rate of 20% during the follow-up period 

of the RCT, the necessary sample size increased to 1,125 participants. To achieve the sample size, 

we instructed each cluster to conduct the screening survey until the number of participants with 

AUDIT-C scores of 5 or higher for men and 4 or higher for women reached a minimum of 29. 

Statistical analysis 

We used SAS software version 9.4 (SAS Institute, Inc, Cary, NC, USA) and R version 4.2.3 [27]. The 

analysis included two populations: the intention-to-treat (ITT) population and the per-protocol (PP) 

population. The ITT population consisted of all participants, who were analysed in the group to 

which they had been randomised. The PP population included participants who were provided the 

Ultra-BI intervention based on the physician's report in the Ultra-BI group and all participants in the 

SAO group. 

The primary analysis was conducted on the ITT population, but the same analysis was also 

performed on the PP population. A general linear mixed-effects model was used to estimate the least 

square means of past 4 weeks TAC for each group at each time point, along with the point estimates 

and 95% confidence intervals for the differences between groups [28]. The dependent variable was 
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the TAC. The fixed effects in the model included study group (Ultra-BI vs. SAO), time point (12 

weeks, 24 weeks), baseline TAC converted from the AUDIT-C score, the group by time point 

interaction, and participant characteristics at screening (gender, quantified age group (converted to a 

continuous variable by assigning median values to each group), and AUDIT-C score. The model 

considered the cluster as a random effect (random intercept). An unstructured variance-covariance 

matrix was assumed for the correlation between time points for the dependent variable, and the 

Kenward-Roger method was used to calculate the degrees of freedom. We analysed observed cases 

only, without imputation for missing data, under the assumption that missing data occurred at 

random [29,30].  We also calculated Hedges' g based on the between-group differences and pooled 

standard deviations at each follow-up time point.  

We calculated a Bayes factor for TAC at 24 weeks on the ITT population. Bayes factors compare 

how well data support the alternative hypothesis over the null hypothesis. A Bayes factor greater 

than 1 suggests that the alternative hypothesis fits the data better than the null hypothesis. A Bayes 

factor less than 1 indicates that the null hypothesis fits the data better than the alternative hypothesis. 

A Bayes factor equal to 1 suggests that the data fit both hypotheses equally well. Jeffreys' cut-off 

provides guidelines for interpreting Bayes factors [31]. A Bayes factor between 1/10 and 1/3 

indicates moderate evidence against the alternative hypothesis. A Bayes factor less than 1/10 

indicates strong evidence against the alternative hypothesis. To calculate a Bayes factor, we used the 

ttestBF function from the R BayesFactor package. This function is based on a t-test for independent 

two-group means. Though replicating the primary analysis condition was ideal, it was not feasible 

within the constraints of the package [32]. 

For the analysis of readiness to change drinking habits, we used a general linear mixed-effects model 

similar to TAC on the ITT population. The dependent variable was the quantified readiness to 

change drinking habits, and the independent variables included the group, time point, the interaction 

term between group and time point, gender, quantified age group, and baseline TAC converted from 

the AUDIT-C score. Baseline readiness to change drinking habits was not included as a covariate 

because it was not collected in the SAO group. Similar models were used for diet and smoking habits 

analyses, with their respective baseline readiness to change scores as covariates instead of TAC. 

Subgroup analyses were performed for both TAC and readiness to change drinking habits on the ITT 

population. The subgrouping variables included AUDIT-C score category (4–6, 7–9, 10–12), 

representing equal thirds of the possible score range, gender (male, female), age group (20–30s, 40s, 

50s, 60s, 70s), and visit type (routine appointments or not) collected at screening survey. We 

illustrated the results of the subgroup analyses using forest plots. 
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Physician-reported adherence with the Ultra-BI at screening, WHO DRL, readiness to change 

drinking habits, and participant-reported perception of receiving advice at follow-up were aggregated 

by the allocation group. 

Ethical considerations 

To closely mimic real-world clinical settings, potential participants were asked to provide written 

consent for trial participation after reading the informed consent document, without receiving a 

formal oral explanation. Additionally, to minimise the risk of expectation bias, we only mentioned 

that the study was related to health-related lifestyles. The study protocol, including these procedures, 

was approved by the institutional review board of the Kurihama Medical and Addiction Center on 

May 22, 2023 (registration number: 423). The entire study adhered to the Declaration of Helsinki, 

and we obtained written informed consent from all participants. 

Patient and public involvement 

This study did not involve patients in the development of the research question, choice of outcome 

measures, study design. 

Changes from the protocol and the statistical analysis plan 

The statistical analysis plan (SAP) version 1.0 was finalized on March 20, 2024, before conducting 

any statistical analyses. This version included descriptive statistics for baseline characteristics, 

estimation of between-group differences in TAC and readiness to change drinking habits using 

general linear mixed-effects models, and their corresponding subgroup analyses. On 28 November, 

2024, we revised the SAP to align with the Guidelines for the Content of Statistical Analysis Plans in 

Clinical Trials [33]. No additional analyses were performed after this revision. 

Of note, among the outcomes analysed, only TAC was pre-specified in the protocol, SAP version 

1.0, and the trial registry. Analyses of readiness to change drinking habits, as well as diet and 

smoking habits, were inadvertently omitted from both the protocol and trial registration and are 

therefore considered post-hoc analyses. Bayes factor analyses and categorical summaries of TAC 

and readiness to change drinking habits were performed as post-hoc analyses not specified in SAP 

version 1.0. 

Results 

Figure 2 illustrates the flow of participants in this cluster randomised controlled trial. Recruitment 

occurred from 29 June to 7 August, 2023, across 43 clinics, with three clinics withdrawing due to 

lack of participant screening. In total, 3,537 participants from 40 clinics consented to participate, 

with 1,631 in the Ultra-BI group and 1,906 in the SAO group. After excluding those not meeting the 
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hazardous drinking criteria of the AUDIT-C or with missing data in AUDIT-C items, 531 

participants in the Ultra-BI group and 602 in the SAO group were eligible for follow-up. Among the 

Ultra-BI group, 528 (99%) received the intervention adhering to the protocol. At either 12 weeks, 24 

weeks, or both, 473 (89%) participants in the Ultra-BI group and 535 (89%) in the SAO group 

responded, with 417 (79%) in the Ultra-BI group and 464 (77%) in the SAO group responding at 12 

weeks, and 450 (85%) in the Ultra-BI group and 503 (84%) in the SAO group responding at 24 

weeks. 

Table 1 presents the baseline characteristics of participants. Despite randomisation, the Ultra-BI 

group had a 5% higher proportion of female participants compared to the SAO group: 36% vs. 31%. 

Additionally, the mean TAC, calculated using AUDIT-C, was slightly higher in the Ultra-BI group 

compared to the SAO group: 749.9 g/4 weeks vs. 721.9 g/4 weeks. 

Total alcohol consumption at follow-up 

Table 2 and Figure 3 presents the TAC at 12 and 24 weeks for both the ITT and PP populations, 

showing least square means, group differences, and Hedge's g estimated from general linear mixed-

effects models. In the ITT population, the primary outcome of TAC at 24 weeks for the Ultra-BI 

group was 1046.9 g/4 weeks (95% CI 918.3 to 1175.4), and for the SAO group, it was 1019.0 g/4 

weeks (95% CI 893.5 to 1144.6). The ICC for TAC was 0.04, as expected in the sample size 

calculations, which assumed a range of 0.03–0.04. The difference between groups was 27.8 g/4 

weeks (95% CI -149.7 to 205.4), with a Hedge's g of 0.02 (95% CI -0.10 to 0.14). The Bayes factor 

for the between-group difference was 0.08 ± 0.25, which, according to Jeffreys' scale, indicates 

strong support for the null hypothesis of no difference between groups [31]. When categorising TAC 

by WHO drinking risk levels in the ITT population, 44% of the Ultra-BI group were classified as 

Abstinent or low risk, and 29% as Medium risk. In the SAO group, 46% were classified as Abstinent 

or low risk, and 29% as Medium risk (Table 3). 

Readiness to change drinking habits, diet, and smoking habits at follow-up 

As shown in Table 4 and Figure 4, the readiness to change drinking habits, converted into numerical 

scores where higher scores indicate greater readiness to change, was higher in the Ultra-BI group 

compared to the SAO group at both 12 weeks (difference 0.30 [95% CI 0.10 to 0.40]; Hedge's g 0.21 

[95% CI 0.10 to 0.33]) and 24 weeks (difference 0.20 [95% CI 0.10 to 0.30]; Hedge's g 0.16 [95% CI 

0.05 to 0.28]). Additionally, at 12 weeks, 46% of the Ultra-BI group reported “Intending to improve” 

compared to 37% in the SAO group, and 16% versus 10% reported “Already working on 

improvement.” At 24 weeks, 44% of the Ultra-BI group and 41% of the SAO group reported 

“Intending to improve,” while 17% of the Ultra-BI group and 10% of the SAO group reported 

“Already working on improvement” (Table 5). 
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Regarding readiness to change diet, the mean scores were 2.83 and 2.73 for the Ultra-BI and SAO 

groups at 12 weeks (difference 0.10 [95% CI -0.02 to 0.20]), and 2.89 and 2.86 at 24 weeks 

(difference 0.03 [95% CI -0.08 to 0.14]). For readiness to change smoking habits among baseline 

smokers, the mean scores were 1.75 and 1.73 at 12 weeks (difference 0.02 [95% CI -0.11 to 0.14]) 

and 1.79 and 1.86 at 24 weeks (difference -0.08 [95% CI -0.21 to 0.05]) for the Ultra-BI and SAO 

groups. 

Subgroup analysis 

Figures 5 and 6 present the results of the subgroup analysis of the ITT population at 24 weeks for 

TAC and readiness to change drinking habits. The analysis found no evidence of interactions 

between any of the outcomes and the subgrouping variables. 

Participant-reported perception of receiving advice 

Of 475 participants in the Ultra-BI group, a total of 306 participants (64%) reported that they 

received advice from the physician, while 147 participants (31%) reported that they did not receive 

advice. Additionally, 22 participants (5%) reported that they were unsure whether they had received 

advice or not. 

Discussion 

The present trial did not support the effectiveness of Ultra-BI on TAC at 12 and 24 weeks between 

the Ultra-BI and the SAO groups among patients engaging in hazardous drinking in Japanese 

primary care settings. The 95% CI for the difference in TAC at 24 weeks had an upper limit of 205.4 

grams of alcohol per 4 weeks, corresponding to a Hedge's g of 0.14. This suggests a trivial clinical 

benefit. Furthermore, the Bayes factor of 0.08 strongly supported the null hypothesis of no difference 

between the two arms. On the other hand, readiness to change drinking habits was more favourable 

in the Ultra-BI group at both 12 and 24 weeks. The absence of similar improvements in readiness to 

change diet or smoking habits suggests Ultra-BI specifically affected readiness to change drinking 

habits. These findings challenge current recommendations that advocate for the widespread 

implementation of BIs in primary care settings, while also highlighting potential benefits in affecting 

patient readiness to change that may be particularly relevant in the context of continuous care. 

Possible reasons for null findings 

Contrary to our expectation, our results did not support the effectiveness of the Ultra-BI in primary 

care settings. Our pilot trial, which investigated the same Ultra-BI of this trial in general hospital 

wards, had shown promising results [15].The SIPS trial [10] in UK primary care settings had 

suggested that an Ultra-BI was as effective as 5 or 20-minute BIs. These findings led us to anticipate 

the effectiveness of Ultra-BIs in primary care. However, assuming our findings are correct, questions 
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may arise about the effectiveness of both Ultra-BIs and BIs compared to assessment-only control in 

reducing alcohol consumption with a Japanese population. Alternatively, it may also mean that the 

Japanese population requires different motivational considerations in future BI program iterations. 

However, the possibility that our results are false negatives due to systematic or random errors 

should be considered.  

Systematic errors could arise from participants, training intensity, intervention adherence, and 

control conditions. The effectiveness of Ultra-BI may be diminished in participants with higher 

severity. There is limited evidence supporting the effectiveness of BIs for people with dependence or 

very heavy drinking [34]. However, our subgroup analysis did not provide evidence of effect 

modification for TAC by the AUDIT-C score category. 

The low intensity of the training for physicians, which involved only watching a video, might have 

reduced the effect of Ultra-BI due to insufficient physician confidence or passion in addressing 

alcohol-related issues. However, the lack of time among healthcare professionals is often cited as a 

barrier to the implementation of BIs [9]. Therefore, even if more intensive training could improve the 

intervention's effect, it might also reduce its broad implementation, leading to a lesser public health 

impact. 

The possibility that the intervention was not delivered as intended has been suggested as a reason for 

the null findings of trials [35]. Although physicians reported delivering Ultra-BI to most participants, 

only two-thirds of those who responded to follow-up surveys in the Ultra-BI group perceived that 

they had received advice from their physicians, indicating this potential issue. However, the 

proportion of participants who perceived they had received advice might be considered an indicator 

of the intensity of Ultra-BI rather than that of physicians' nonadherence. Even in a pilot study 

conducted in a general hospital, where the researcher who developed Ultra-BI administered the 

intervention to all participants and demonstrated promising results, only 70% of participants in the 

intervention group reported that they were given feedback by the physician [15]. Given these 

proportions, it is likely that many participants who perceived they had not received advice did 

receive it. However, in this non-treatment seeking population, the fact that Ultra-BI improved 

readiness to change drinking habits represents a meaningful step toward behaviour change, even 

though it did not immediately lead to reduced alcohol consumption. 

Too strong control conditions can lead to false negative findings in RCTs of BIs. Even screening 

itself may have some effect over no treatment at all, and mask the effect of the BIs being tested 

[23,24]. However, we made the screening survey questionnaire for the control SAO group as simple 

as possible. If the intervention cannot demonstrate superiority over this control, its effect can be 

considered not reaching the level of clinical importance. 
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Random error may have resulted in a greater baseline TAC in the Ultra-BI group, potentially leading 

to false negative results. The baseline TAC, converted from AUDIT-C scores, was approximately 

30g/4 weeks higher in the Ultra-BI group compared to the SAO group. Additionally, the AUDIT-C 

has a ceiling effect when measuring TAC. The frequency of drinking option “≥ 4 days per week” 

converts to 22 days per 4 weeks, and the typical quantity option “≥ 10 drinks” converts to 100g. 

Therefore, the actual baseline TAC difference between groups might be larger than indicated by 

AUDIT-C scores. However, we included the baseline TAC, converted from AUDIT-C scores, as a 

covariate in the efficacy analysis, accounting for this difference. Furthermore, subgroup analysis did 

not suggest the superiority of the Ultra-BI group in any category including the highest AUDIT-C 

score category, where the ceiling effect would have had the most impact on the results. 

Strengths and limitations of the trial 

The trial has several strengths, including a large sample size (N=1,133), high follow-up rates (84%), 

and the control condition close to real-world “no intervention” settings by simplifying the study 

procedures and questionnaires. The use of Bayesian analysis allowed for assessing the evidence for 

no effect, beyond simply failing to find evidence of an effect. Additionally, the narrow 95% CI of 

Hedge’s g for our primary outcome suggests that any true effectiveness of the Ultra-BI is trivial, 

even at best. Furthermore, this trial contributes valuable evidence on BI in primary care settings 

among Asian populations, where such data have been notably scarce. Previous systematic reviews of 

BI in these settings included only one trial from an Asian country, with Asians comprising merely 

1% of participants in Western studies [8]. These strengths contribute to a nuanced understanding of 

the intervention's potential clinical impact in real-world settings. 

However, some limitations should be acknowledged. Baseline TAC and readiness to change drinking 

habits were not collected. Although this was to avoid the potential effect of intensive screening, 

balancing between-group differences in these outcomes at baseline due to random error became 

difficult. Reliance on self-reported invitation and participation rates from clusters, as well as their 

self-reported adherence with the intervention protocol without direct observation, may have 

introduced bias towards no effect. Yet, strict adherence monitoring could differ from daily practice. 

Furthermore, the findings are specific to general screening and Ultra-BIs in primary care settings in 

Japan. Studies indicate BI effectiveness can vary across ethnicities [36]. Readers should exercise 

caution when interpreting our findings in an international context. 

Implications 

Despite these limitations, the trial has important implications for alcohol screening and brief 

interventions in primary care. From a public health perspective, our results suggest that widely 

implementing Ultra-BI in primary care may not lead to clinically relevant benefits to reduce alcohol 
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consumption. However, from a clinical standpoint, some physicians may recognize the importance of 

Ultra-BI based on its impact on readiness to change, given that the strength of primary care lies in 

continuity of care. Further pragmatic effectiveness trials of other forms of BIs including those 

harnessing information technologies and artificial intelligence within the constraints of primary care 

may be warranted [37]. 

In conclusion, we found evidence suggesting no to minimal benefit at best by the Ultra-BI compared 

to simplified assessment only in reducing drinking among patients with hazardous drinking or 

suspected alcohol dependence in Japanese primary care settings. Our findings challenge the validity 

of current recommendations for screening and brief interventions in primary care.  
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Table 1 Baseline characteristics per participant by allocation group 

Characteristics 
Ultra-BI 

n=531 

Simplified screening 
assessment 

n=602 
Total 

n=1133 

Age group    

  20–29 17 (3%) 27 (4%) 44 (4%) 

  30–39 40 (8%) 33 (5%) 73 (6%) 

  40–49 89 (17%) 79 (13%) 168 (15%) 

  50–59 118 (22%) 150 (25%) 268 (24%) 

  60–69 170 (32%) 190 (32%) 360 (32%) 

  70–74 97 (18%) 123 (20%) 220 (19%) 

% male 342 (64%) 417 (69%) 759 (67%) 

  Visit type    

  First visit 26/527 (5%) 41/596 (7%) 67/1123 (6%) 

Routine appointments 396/527 (75%) 456/596 (77%) 852/1123 (76%) 

Visit as needed 105/527 (20%) 99/596 (17%) 204/1123 (18%) 

% smokers 165/530 (31%) 168/601 (28%) 333/1131 (29%) 

Comorbidity    

  Hypertension 287 (54%) 347 (58%) 634 (56%) 

  Hyperuricemia 74 (14%) 62 (10%) 136 (12%) 

  Diabetes 75 (14%) 88 (15%) 163 (14%) 

  Dyslipidemia 97 (18%) 114 (19%) 211 (19%) 

  Liver diseases 60 (11%) 63 (10%) 123 (11%) 

  Digestive diseases 88 (17%) 105 (17%) 193 (17%) 

AUDIT-C score mean (SD) 7.3 (2.4) 7.2 (2.3) 7.2 (2.3) 

Baseline TAC per 4 weeks based 
on AUDIT-C mean (SD) 749.9 (525.5) 721.9 (516.4) 735.0 (520.1) 

AUDIT-C=alcohol use disorders identification test - consumption, IQR=interquartile range, SD=standard deviation, 
TAC=total alcohol consumption, Ultra-BI=ultra-brief intervention 

Unless otherwise specified, the denominator for percentages is the total sample size shown at the top of each column. 
For variables where the denominator differs, the actual denominator is indicated in that row. 
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Table 2 Total alcohol consumption in grams per 4 weeks at 12 and 24 week follow-up 

Dataset Time Ultra-BI 
Simplified assessment 

only 
Difference  

(95% CI), P value 
Hedge's g (95% 

CI) 

Intention to 
treat 

12 
weeks 

1034.1  
(919.6 to 1148.7) 

979.3  
(866.1 to 1092.4) 

54.9  
(-104.1 to 213.9), 0.49 

0.04  
(-0.08 to 0.16) 

24 
weeks 

1046.9  
(918.3 to 1175.4) 

1019.0  
(893.5 to 1144.6) 

27.8  
(-149.7 to 205.4), 0.75 

0.02  
(-0.10 to 0.14) 

Per protocol 

12 
weeks 

1034.4  
(918.5 to 1150.3) 

978.0  
(863.6 to 1092.4) 

56.4  
(-104.4 to 217.2), 0.48 

0.04  
(-0.08 to 0.16) 

24 
weeks 

1050.6  
(920.9 to 1180.4) 

1017.8  
(891.2 to 1144.5) 

32.8  
(-146.5 to 212.1), 0.72 

0.02  
(-0.10 to 0.14) 

CI=confidence interval, Ultra-BI=ultra-brief intervention 
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Table 3 Proportion of WHO drinking risk level at follow-ups 

Dataset Group Time 
Abstinent or low 

risk Medium risk High risk Very high risk 

Intention 
to treat 

Ultra-BI 
12 weeks 187/418 (45%) 124/418 (30%) 64/418 (15%) 43/418 (10%) 

24 weeks 198/453 (44%) 133/453 (29%) 78/453 (17%) 44/453 (10%) 

Simplified 
assessment 
only 

12 weeks 216/465 (46%) 141/465 (30%) 66/465 (14%) 42/465 (9%) 

24 weeks 233/504 (46%) 146/504 (29%) 73/504 (14%) 52/504 (10%) 

Ultra-BI=ultra-brief intervention 
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Table 4 Readiness to change drinking habits at 12- and 24-week follow-up 

Dataset Time Ultra-BI Simplified assessment only 
Difference (95% CI), P 

value 
Hedge's g (95% 

CI) 

Intention to 
treat 

12 
weeks 2.6 (2.5 to 2.7) 2.4 (2.3 to 2.5) 0.3 (0.1 to 0.4), < 0.01 

0.21  
(0.10 to 0.33) 

24 
weeks 

2.6 (2.5 to 2.7) 2.4 (2.3 to 2.5) 0.2 (0.1 to 0.3), < 0.01 0.16  
(0.05 to 0.28) 

ICC=intraclass correlation coefficient, SE=standard error, Ultra-BI=ultra-brief intervention 
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Table 5 Proportion of readiness to change drinking habits by category 

Dataset Group Time 
No improvement 

needed 
No intention to 

improve 
Intending to 

improve 
Already working 
on improvement 

Intention 
to treat 

Ultra BI 

baseline 137/529 (26%) 130/529 (24%) 166/529 (31%) 96/529 (18%) 

12 weeks 58/418 (14%) 100/418 (24%) 192/418 (46%) 68/418 (16%) 

24 weeks 67/449 (15%) 107/449 (24%) 197/449 (44%) 78/449 (17%) 

Simplified 
assessment 
only 

baseline     

12 weeks 97/465 (21%) 147/465 (32%) 174/465 (37%) 47/465 (10%) 

24 weeks 100/507 (20%) 148/507 (29%) 206/507 (41%) 53/507 (10%) 
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sTable 1 Baseline characteristics per cluster by allocation group 

Characteristics Ultra-BI Simplified assessment only Total 

Per cluster: n=21 n=19 n=40 

Median (IQR) N of participants 29 (21–32) 30 (29–34) 29 (28–32) 

Median (IQR) Age group    

20–29 0% (0–6%) 2% (0–5%) 1% (0–6%) 

30–39 7% (3–10%) 3% (3–7%) 4% (3%–10%) 

40–49 16% (10–22%) 13% (8–15%) 14% (9–20%) 

50–59 19% (14–33%) 23% (17–28%) 20% (16–32%) 

60–69 30% (26–39%) 31% (24–38%) 31% (25–38%) 

70–74 17% (7–26%) 23% (9–26%) 20% ( 8–26%) 

Median (IQR) % male 66% (53–72%) 71% (62–78%) 68% (58–76%) 

Median (IQR) AUDIT-C score 7.2 (6.7–7.6) 7.0 (6.9–7.3) 7.1 (6.8–7.6) 

Median (IQR) Baseline TAC 
per 4 weeks based on AUDIT-C 731.0 (665.5–787.8) 715.7 (643.2–765.4) 719.8 (662.7–773.1) 

IQR=interquartile range, SD=standard deviation, Ultra-BI=ultra-brief intervention 

Unless otherwise specified, the denominator for percentages is the total sample size shown at the top of each column. 
For variables where the denominator differs, the actual denominator is indicated in that row. 
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Figure 1 PaT plot of procedures through the trial 

Timeline ultra-brief intervention (Ultra-BI) Simplified assessment only (SAO) 

Introduction of trial 
procedures 

A, B A, B 

Cluster 
randomisation 

  

Baseline recruitment 
of patients 

C, D, F, G C, E, F,  

12 week follow-up H, I, J H, I, J 

24 week follow-up H, I, J H, I, J 

 

A Ten-minute video introduction of  trial background, procedures, and the Ultra-BI. 

B One-minute video demonstration of the Ultra-BI. 

C Clinic staff to obtain informed consent. 

D Patients to respond to the self-administered screening questionnaire including the full AUDIT and the 
question regarding the readiness to change drinking habit. 

E Patients to respond to the self-administered screening questionnaire including the AUDIT-C. 

F Clinic staff to present a 500 Yen gift card to patients who completed the questionnaire. 

G Physicians to provide the Ultra-BI to patients with positive screening results. 

H SMS with a link to the follow-up survey website sent to patients 

I Mail with the follow-up survey questionnaire (questions and options are identical to those on the 
website) sent to patients and a 500 Yen gift card sent to patients 

J Reminder via SMS, mail and telephone to ask patients to respond the follow-up survey 
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Figure 2 CONSORT flow diagram of clusters and patients through the trial 

 
Note: For the 12-week survey, we initially used registered mail requiring signature upon delivery; 

however, this resulted in some delivery failures due to recipient absence. Therefore, we switched to 

regular postal mail for the 24-week survey. 
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Figure 3 Total alcohol consumption in grams per 4 weeks at 12- and 24-week follow-up 
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Figure 4 Readiness to change drinking habits at 12- and 24-week follow-up 

 
  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 29, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.27.24319613doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.27.24319613
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Figure 5 Subgroup analysis on total alcohol consumption per 4 weeks at 24-week follow-up 
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Figure 6 Subgroup analysis on readiness to change drinking habits at 24-week follow-up 
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