
UCSF
UC San Francisco Previously Published Works

Title
Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from 
substance use disorders

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/01p3k0kc

Journal
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 2017(11)

ISSN
1361-6137

Authors
Apollonio, Dorie
Philipps, Rose
Bero, Lisa

Publication Date
2016

DOI
10.1002/14651858.cd010274.pub2
 
Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/01p3k0kc
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews

Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment

for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Apollonio D, Philipps R, Bero L

Apollonio D, Philipps R, Bero L.

Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders.

Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2016, Issue 11. Art. No.: CD010274.

DOI: 10.1002/14651858.CD010274.pub2.

www.cochranelibrary.com

Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

http://www.cochranelibrary.com


T A B L E O F C O N T E N T S

1HEADER . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1ABSTRACT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2PLAIN LANGUAGE SUMMARY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE MAIN COMPARISON . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6BACKGROUND . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

7OBJECTIVES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

7METHODS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10RESULTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Figure 1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

15DISCUSSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

16AUTHORS’ CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

16ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

16REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

22CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

54DATA AND ANALYSES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Analysis 1.1. Comparison 1 Abstinence, by intervention category, Outcome 1 Counselling. . . . . . . . . . 55

Analysis 1.2. Comparison 1 Abstinence, by intervention category, Outcome 2 Pharmacotherapy. . . . . . . . 56

Analysis 1.3. Comparison 1 Abstinence, by intervention category, Outcome 3 Combined counselling and

pharmacotherapy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

Analysis 2.1. Comparison 2 Abstinence by treatment or recovery subgroup, Outcome 1 Abstinence. . . . . . . 58

Analysis 3.1. Comparison 3 Abstinence by type of dependency, Outcome 1 Abstinence. . . . . . . . . . . 60

Analysis 4.1. Comparison 4 Alcohol or other drug abstinence, Outcome 1 Abstinence at longest follow-up. . . . . 62

63APPENDICES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

63WHAT’S NEW . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

63CONTRIBUTIONS OF AUTHORS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

63DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

64SOURCES OF SUPPORT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

64DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PROTOCOL AND REVIEW . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

64INDEX TERMS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

iInterventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



[Intervention Review]

Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in
treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Dorie Apollonio1, Rose Philipps2, Lisa Bero3

1Clinical Pharmacy, University of California San Francisco, San Francisco, CA, USA. 2San Francisco, CA, USA. 3Charles Perkins

Centre and Faculty of Pharmacy, University of Sydney, Sydney, Australia

Contact address: Dorie Apollonio, Clinical Pharmacy, University of California San Francisco, 3333 California Street, Suite 420, San

Francisco, CA, 94143-0613, USA. Dorie.Apollonio@ucsf.edu.

Editorial group: Cochrane Tobacco Addiction Group.

Publication status and date: Edited (no change to conclusions), published in Issue 1, 2017.

Citation: Apollonio D, Philipps R, Bero L. Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or re-

covery from substance use disorders. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2016, Issue 11. Art. No.: CD010274. DOI:

10.1002/14651858.CD010274.pub2.

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

A B S T R A C T

Background

Smoking rates in people with alcohol and other drug dependencies are two to four times those of the general population. Concurrent

treatment of tobacco dependence has been limited due to concern that these interventions are not successful in this population or that

recovery from other addictions could be compromised if tobacco cessation was combined with other drug dependency treatment.

Objectives

To evaluate whether interventions for tobacco cessation are associated with tobacco abstinence for people in concurrent treatment for

or in recovery from alcohol and other drug dependence.

Search methods

We searched the Cochrane Tobacco Addiction Group Specialised Register, the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CEN-

TRAL), MEDLINE, and clinicaltrials.gov databases, with the most recent search completed in August 2016. A grey literature search of

conference abstracts from the Society on Nicotine Research and Treatment and the ProQuest database of digital dissertations yielded

one additional study, which was excluded.

Selection criteria

We included randomised controlled trials assessing tobacco cessation interventions among people in concurrent treatment for alcohol

or other drug dependence or in outpatient recovery programmes.

Data collection and analysis

Two review authors independently assessed study risk of bias and extracted data. We resolved disagreements by consensus. The primary

outcome was abstinence from tobacco use at the longest period of follow-up, and the secondary outcome was abstinence from alcohol

or other drugs, or both. We reported the strictest definition of abstinence. We summarised effects as risk ratios and 95% confidence

intervals (CI). Two clustered studies did not provide intraclass correlation coefficients, and were excluded from the sensitivity analysis.

We used the I2 statistic to assess heterogeneity.
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Main results

Thirty-five randomised controlled trials, one ongoing, involving 5796 participants met the criteria for inclusion in this review. Included

studies assessed the efficacy of tobacco cessation interventions, including counselling, and pharmacotherapy consisting of nicotine

replacement therapy (NRT) or non-NRT, or the two combined, in both inpatient and outpatient settings for participants in treatment

and in recovery. Most studies did not report information to assess the risk of allocation, selection, and attrition bias, and were classified

as unclear.

Analyses considered the nature of the intervention, whether participants were in treatment or recovery and the type of dependency.

Of the 34 studies included in the meta-analysis, 11 assessed counselling, 11 assessed pharmacotherapy, and 12 assessed counselling

in combination with pharmacotherapy, compared to usual care or no intervention. Tobacco cessation interventions were significantly

associated with tobacco abstinence for two types of interventions. Pharmacotherapy appeared to increase tobacco abstinence (RR 1.88,

95% CI 1.35 to 2.57, 11 studies, 1808 participants, low quality evidence), as did combined counselling and pharmacotherapy (RR

1.74, 95% CI 1.39 to 2.18, 12 studies, 2229 participants, low quality evidence) at the period of longest follow-up, which ranged from

six weeks to 18 months. There was moderate evidence of heterogeneity (I2 = 56% with pharmacotherapy and 43% with counselling

plus pharmacotherapy). Counselling interventions did not significantly increase tobacco abstinence (RR 1.33, 95% CI 0.90 to 1.95).

Interventions were significantly associated with tobacco abstinence for both people in treatment (RR 1.99, 95% CI 1.59 to 2.50) and

people in recovery (RR 1.33, 95% CI 1.06 to 1.67), and for people with alcohol dependence (RR 1.47, 95% CI 1.20 to 1.81) and

people with other drug dependencies (RR 1.85, 95% CI 1.43 to 2.40).

Offering tobacco cessation therapy to people in treatment or recovery for other drug dependence was not associated with a difference

in abstinence rates from alcohol and other drugs (RR 0.97, 95% CI 0.91 to 1.03, 11 studies, 2231 participants, moderate evidence of

heterogeneity (I2 = 66%)).

Data on adverse effect of the interventions were limited.

Authors’ conclusions

The studies included in this review suggest that providing tobacco cessation interventions targeted to smokers in treatment and

recovery for alcohol and other drug dependencies increases tobacco abstinence. There was no evidence that providing interventions

for tobacco cessation affected abstinence from alcohol and other drugs. The association between tobacco cessation interventions and

tobacco abstinence was consistent for both pharmacotherapy and combined counselling and pharmacotherapy, for participants both

in treatment and in recovery, and for people with alcohol dependency or other drug dependency. The evidence for the interventions

was low quality due primarily to incomplete reporting of the risks of bias and clinical heterogeneity in the nature of treatment. Certain

results were sensitive to the length of follow-up or the type of pharmacotherapy, suggesting that further research is warranted regarding

whether tobacco cessation interventions are associated with tobacco abstinence for people in recovery, and the outcomes associated with

NRT versus non-NRT or combined pharmacotherapy. Overall, the results suggest that tobacco cessation interventions incorporating

pharmacotherapy should be incorporated into clinical practice to reduce tobacco addiction among people in treatment for or recovery

from alcohol and other drug dependence.

P L A I N L A N G U A G E S U M M A R Y

Do tobacco cessation interventions provided during substance abuse treatment or recovery help tobacco users to quit?

Background

Tobacco use is a leading preventable cause of death worldwide, and smoking rates are especially high among people who are dependent

on alcohol or other drugs. People who are being treated for alcohol or other drug addictions have not usually been offered treatment

to help them stop smoking at the same time. There has been concern that trying to stop smoking might make people in treatment less

likely to recover from other addictions.

Study characteristics

We looked for studies that enrolled adult smokers who were either in treatment or had completed treatment for substance abuse, in

hospital, outpatient or community settings and randomised them to either a treatment to help them stop smoking or a control. We

last searched for evidence in August 2016. We found 34 published studies. The types of smoking cessation treatment tested included:
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counselling (which might be a brief advice session or multiple sessions of behavioural support, either individually or in a group);

medicine (called pharmacotherapy; including any type of nicotine replacement therapy, with or without other medicines that help

smokers to stop smoking); or a combination of counselling and pharmacotherapy. We combined the results of trials separately for each

of these types of treatment, although different trials used different treatments. People who were in the control groups received usual

care, brief advice about quitting smoking, or were put on a waiting list to receive treatment later. Most trials assessed the number of

people who had quit smoking at least six months after beginning treatment although we also included some studies with a shorter time.

Key results

Eleven studies with 1808 people tested the effects of various types of pharmacotherapy. There was evidence that people given phar-

macotherapy were more successful at quitting smoking. Twelve studies with 2229 participants tested treatments that combined phar-

macotherapy and counselling. There was evidence that people given combined treatments were more successful at quitting smoking.

Eleven studies with 1759 people tested the effect of counselling compared to usual care. Combining these results did not show evidence

of a benefit of counselling alone.

Eleven studies with 2231 people reported whether people remained abstinent from alcohol and other drugs. Providing tobacco cessation

interventions did not make people more likely to return to using alcohol or other drugs.

We found no evidence that it made a difference whether people were given treatment to quit smoking when they were just starting

treatment for other drug use or after they were in recovery. Results were also similar for people who were treated for alcohol use and

for people who were treated for other drugs such as heroin.

Quality of the evidence

We judged the quality of the evidence to be low. Many studies did not give enough details about the methods that they used. The

studies also considered very different types of treatment, making comparisons challenging.
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S U M M A R Y O F F I N D I N G S F O R T H E M A I N C O M P A R I S O N [Explanation]

Tobacco cessation interventions compared to placebo or usual care for people in treatment for or recovery from alcohol or other drug dependency

Patient or population: people in treatment for or recovery f rom alcohol or other drug dependency

Setting: inpat ient and outpat ient treatment programmes

Intervention: tobacco cessat ion intervent ions

Comparison: placebo or usual care

Outcomes Anticipated absolute effects∗ (95% CI) Relative effect

(95% CI)

No of participants

(studies)

Quality of the evidence

(GRADE)

Comments

Risk with placebo or

usual care

Risk with tobacco ces-

sation interventions

Tobacco abst inence af -

ter counselling (coun-

selling)

assessed with: bio-

chemical validat ion

Follow-up: range 6

weeks to 12 months

Study populat ion RR 1.33

(0.90 to 1.95)

1759

(11 RCTs)

⊕⊕©©

Low 1,2

Baseline risk assessed

in study outcomes

47 per 1000 62 per 1000

(42 to 91)

Tobacco abst inence af -

ter pharmacotherapy

(pharmacotherapy)

assessed with: bio-

chemical validat ion

Follow-up: range 8

weeks to 6 months

Study populat ion RR 1.88

(1.37 to 2.57)

1808

(11 RCTs)

⊕⊕©©

Low 1,3

Baseline risk assessed

in study outcomes

58 per 1000 109 per 1000

(96 to 167)

Tobacco abst inence af -

ter combined coun-

selling and pharma-

cotherapy (combined)

assessed with: bio-

chemical validat ion

Follow-up: range 13

Study populat ion RR 1.74

(1.39 to 2.18)

2229

(12 RCTs)

⊕⊕©©

Low 1,2

Baseline risk assessed

in study outcomes
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weeks to 18 months

92 per 1000 160 per 1000

(128 to 201)

* The risk in the intervention group (and its 95% conf idence interval) is based on the assumed risk in the comparison group and the relative effect of the intervent ion (and its

95% CI).

CI: conf idence interval; RCT: randomised controlled trial; RR: risk rat io.

GRADE Working Group grades of evidence

High quality: We are very conf ident that the true ef fect lies close to that of the est imate of the ef fect

M oderate quality: We are moderately conf ident in the ef fect est imate: The true ef fect is likely to be close to the est imate of the ef fect, but there is a possibility that it is

substant ially dif f erent

Low quality: Our conf idence in the ef fect est imate is lim ited: The true ef fect may be substant ially dif f erent f rom the est imate of the ef fect

Very low quality: We have very lit t le conf idence in the ef fect est imate: The true ef fect is likely to be substant ially dif f erent f rom the est imate of ef fect

1 Lim ited information provided regarding study designs; some cluster-randomised studies and wait ing list controls.
2 Clinical intervent ions had substant ial variance, ranging f rom one-t ime to daily counselling sessions and individual or group

therapy.
3 Evidence of publicat ion bias.
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B A C K G R O U N D

Tobacco kills up to half its users, accounting for nearly six million

deaths annually worldwide (WHO 2016a). Tobacco-related dis-

ease is the leading preventable cause of death in the US (USDHSS

2014), and smoking rates in alcohol and drug-dependent people,

as well as people with mental health disorders, are two to four times

that of the general population (Kalman 2005). Estimates suggest

these groups account for approximately half of all smoking-related

deaths (Mauer 2006; Schroeder 2009; Williams 2004). In the US,

less than one-quarter of the population smokes and overall smok-

ing rates have declined since the 1960s (Schroeder 2004). Among

people with drug dependency and mental health disorders, how-

ever, smoking rates have remained constant (Lamberg 2004).

The health risks of smoking in these high-risk populations have

frequently been viewed as less relevant than the perceived thera-

peutic benefits of smoking, which were presumed to calm people

with psychiatric disorders and reduce the risk of relapse for people

recovering from alcohol and other drug dependence. The expecta-

tion that smoking was beneficial for these populations has persisted

despite empirical findings showing the opposite effects (Guydish

2007; Philip Morris 1994; Psychiatric News 1994), and has dis-

couraged the enactment of policy interventions that would reduce

the disproportionate deaths from tobacco use that these high-risk

populations experience (Apollonio 2005; Gudrais 2008).

This review specifically addresses tobacco cessation interventions

for people diagnosed with alcohol and other drug dependence

(other Cochrane Reviews address populations with mental health

disorders, see Tsoi 2013 and Van der Meer 2013). The World

Health Organization estimates that over 15 million people world-

wide have substance use disorders (WHO 2016b). In the US, stud-

ies estimate that nearly 13% of the population is addicted to alco-

hol, other drugs, or both (CASA 2012; NIDA 2012). The median

smoking rate among adults in treatment for drug dependency is

76% (Guydish 2011). Due to high smoking rates, people in these

populations face a disproportionate risk of death due to tobacco

use. People with alcohol dependency, for example, have a 51% risk

of dying from tobacco-related disease, compared to a 34% risk of

dying from alcohol-related causes (Hurt 1996). Surveys also sug-

gest that participants in treatment for or recovery from alcohol and

other drug dependency want to quit smoking and are interested

in receiving smoking cessation therapy (Joseph 2003). As a result,

increasing numbers of researchers now argue that access to tobacco

cessation therapy during treatment and recovery would be clini-

cally appropriate as a means of reducing smoking-related deaths

in these populations (Abrams 2010; Baca 2009; Levy 2010).

Despite these findings, neglect of tobacco addiction in high-

risk populations remains common. This neglect is sometimes at-

tributed to the stigma faced by people experiencing mental health

disorders or drug dependency (Schroeder 2008). In addition, ques-

tions remain as to how to treat tobacco comorbidity and whether

tobacco cessation therapy should be offered during treatment for

other drug dependencies or delayed until recovery. Concurrent

treatment of tobacco addiction with treatment for other drug de-

pendencies has been limited due to staff fears that recovery could

be compromised if clients tried to simultaneously quit smok-

ing (Goldsmith 1993; Richter 2006). For example, in the US,

only one-third of respondents representing alcohol treatment pro-

grammes agreed that clients in treatment should be encouraged

to quit smoking (Bobo 1995); similar results have been reported

for providers in Australia and Switzerland (Walsh 2005; Zullino

2000).

Description of the condition

Tobacco use in populations dealing with alcohol and other drug

dependency causes significant morbidity and mortality. It is not

clear how or when to address tobacco addiction in these popula-

tions. Alcohol and other drug dependency is highly correlated with

mental health disorders (dual diagnosis); 60% of people with sub-

stance use disorder also experience mental illness (NIDA 2007).

Smokers with a history of alcoholism are more nicotine dependent

than smokers without a history of alcoholism (Hurt 2003; Ward

2012), and these people are also less likely to quit smoking (Hays

1999). Former alcoholics that seek to quit smoking request more

pharmacotherapy than smokers without a history of alcoholism

(Hughes 2000).

Description of the intervention

Tobacco cessation treatment can be in the form of counselling,

pharmacotherapy, both, or other interventions (e.g. contingency

payments, increased doses of medications intended to treat other

diagnoses). In this review, we assess the effects of different types of

interventions: counselling, pharmacotherapy consisting of nico-

tine replacement therapy (NRT) with or without non-NRT phar-

macotherapy, or a combination of these. Counselling could in-

clude individual or group (or both) counselling to encourage

behavioural change, for single or multiple sessions, based on

methods including the trans-theoretical model of readiness to

change, motivational interventions (5-A framework), cognitive be-

havioural therapy (CBT), and behavioural counselling, which may

include education or the provision of information. Pharmacother-

apy could include NRT, offered by prescription with tapering un-

der physician supervision or ad libitum, using gum, lozenge, in-

haler, or transdermal patch, or non-NRT drugs that reduce the

nicotine cravings such as varenicline or bupropion. Combined

therapy could include any combination of the treatments included

under counselling and pharmacotherapy.
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How the intervention might work

Tobacco cessation treatments provide: motivation and support for

change through counselling, treatment for withdrawal symptoms

using NRT or non-NRT pharmacotherapy, or a combination of

these. Counselling can include a clear request to quit, identifica-

tion of the risks of tobacco use, identification of strategies that

reduce barriers to quitting, and organisation of people in com-

parable situations to discuss concerns and quit strategies. NRT is

an alternative delivery system for nicotine that reduces cravings

for nicotine that lead to the desire to smoke. Non-NRT pharma-

cotherapy reduces cravings for nicotine; varenicline is a nicotinic

receptor partial agonist and bupropion is a nicotinic antagonist.

The rates at which the general population achieves tobacco absti-

nence using counselling combined with pharmacotherapy range

from 11% to 30% (Campbell 2003). Counselling combined with

pharmacotherapy, and combined use of NRT and non-NRT, is

more successful than pharmacotherapy alone (Bornemann 2016),

and thus combination therapy is recommended in the general pop-

ulation (Ebbert 2007). In some cases, combined treatments can

achieve success rates as high as 65% (Bornemann 2016). For peo-

ple with more severe tobacco dependence, a group that encom-

passes most people with drug dependency, some research suggests

both combination therapy and the use of multiple pharmacolog-

ical agents (Bornemann 2016; Hurt 2009).

Why it is important to do this review

It is not known whether adding tobacco cessation therapy to drug

dependency treatment programmes yields higher overall absti-

nence from tobacco, alcohol, and other drugs. We systematically

reviewed studies that provided tobacco cessation therapy to peo-

ple in treatment for or recovery from alcohol and other drug de-

pendence and conducted a meta-analysis of the results. Our anal-

yses considered what type of tobacco cessation therapy is associ-

ated with increased tobacco abstinence, whether tobacco cessation

therapy should be offered concurrently with treatment for other

addictive drugs or delayed, and whether the type of drug depen-

dency affects the association between tobacco cessation therapy

and tobacco abstinence.

Two earlier reviews have been conducted in this area (Prochaska

2004; Thurgood 2016). This analysis updates and expands on

these previous reviews by considering multiple interventions, as-

sessing abstinence from tobacco and other drugs, conducting

meta-analyses of treatment effects, and providing a subgroup anal-

ysis of follow-up and analysing type of drug dependency.

O B J E C T I V E S

To evaluate whether interventions for tobacco cessation are asso-

ciated with tobacco abstinence for people in concurrent treatment

for or in recovery from alcohol and other drug dependence.

M E T H O D S

Criteria for considering studies for this review

Types of studies

Studies were randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and cluster-

RCTs, with no exclusions based on language of publication or

publication status.

Types of participants

Participants were adults aged 15 years or older undergoing inpa-

tient or outpatient treatment for alcohol or other drug dependence,

or in recovery from alcohol and other drug dependence, and par-

ticipating in a study to encourage tobacco cessation. Interventions

could target either groups (e.g. the population of a single clinic)

or participants (e.g. people at a single clinic). We distinguished

between studies that randomised participants within clinics and

studies that randomised by clinic site (cluster randomisation). We

included information on the type of dependency for which the

person originally sought treatment (e.g. alcohol or other drugs, or

both). Participants in the included studies did not need to have

been selected based on type of tobacco product, level of smoking

(e.g. daily smokers) or their presumed suitability for interventions.

Types of interventions

We included counselling and pharmacotherapy interventions de-

signed to encourage tobacco cessation. We organised interventions

by type in the following categories:

• counselling only: brief or extended sessions, and individual

or group sessions, delivered in a clinic setting for tobacco

cessation purposes during the course of existing addictions

treatment, in addition to usual care interventions;

• pharmacotherapy: NRT of all modalities (e.g. gum, patch,

lozenge), both prescription and non-prescription, offered to

participants for tobacco cessation purposes during the course of

existing addictions treatment, or non-NRT pharmacology (e.g.

varenicline) offered to participants for tobacco cessation

purposes during the course of existing addictions treatment, in

addition to usual care interventions;

• counselling plus pharmacotherapy: a combination of any of

the above methods.

The controls in these studies were participants in substance abuse

treatment who were offered different tobacco cessation therapies,
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delayed therapy, lower levels of treatment, or no tobacco-related

cessation therapy. We excluded interventions that did not rely

on counselling or tobacco cessation-related pharmacotherapy (e.g.

higher doses of methadone).

Types of outcome measures

Primary outcomes

• Point prevalence tobacco abstinence, defined by self-

reported tobacco use or through biochemical validation (e.g.

breath carbon monoxide, urinary cotinine) (or both) at the

longest follow-up period reported in each study. Results were

measured as the number of participants abstinent in each

condition (treatment or control) at final follow-up relative to the

number of participants enrolled in the study. Biochemical

validation of self-reported abstinence was not required but was

recorded and used where available. We relied on point prevalence

abstinence rather than continuous abstinence, when both were

reported, due to the difficulty of follow-up within this

population. No minimum length of follow-up was required; the

period of longest follow-up ranged from 6 weeks to 18 months.

We recorded the definition of tobacco use as defined by each study.

These included current daily use and current occasional use. We ex-

cluded studies reporting reduced smoking rather than abstinence

from the analysis. We also excluded studies that measured inter-

ventions included in the criteria above, but that did not report

tobacco abstinence.

Secondary outcomes

• Point prevalence abstinence from alcohol and other drugs as

defined by self-reported drug use or through biochemical

validation (or both) at the longest follow-up period reported in

the study.

Search methods for identification of studies

Electronic searches

We searched the Cochrane Tobacco Addiction Group Specialised

Register, the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials

(CENTRAL), and MEDLINE. The Specialised Register includes

reports of trials identified from systematic and sensitive searches of

resources, including MEDLINE, EMBASE, and PsycINFO, for

reports of trials of interventions for smoking cessation and preven-

tion (see the Tobacco Addiction Group Module in the Cochrane

Library for full details). The Specialised Register search used topic

related keywords and free text terms covering alcohol abuse and

drug dependence. The CENTRAL search combined topic-related

terms and terms related to smoking cessation. Key search criteria

combined study design (e.g. RCT, double blind method), smok-

ing cessation (e.g. tobacco, nicotine), and substance abuse (e.g. al-

cohol abuse, drug dependence). See Appendix 1 for the full MED-

LINE search strategy. We conducted an initial CENTRAL and

MEDLINE search on 14 February 2012 with search dates rang-

ing from 1970 to 2011. We completed additional searches on 2

August 2016 with search dates updated to 1 August 2016.

Searching other resources

We searched the grey literature, including conference abstracts

from the Society for Research on Nicotine and Tobacco, World

Health Organization, and the ProQuest database of digital disser-

tations, and all registered trials through the National Institutes of

Health’s ClinicalTrials.gov website.

Data collection and analysis

Selection of studies

Three review authors (DA, RP, and LB) independently reviewed

the literature searches from the title, abstract, or descriptors, to

identify potentially relevant trials.

Data extraction and management

Two review authors (DA and RP) independently extracted data

for the trials using a standardised data extraction form prior to

entry into Review Manager 5 (RevMan 2014). Two review au-

thors (DA and RP) corresponded with authors in efforts to obtain

missing or raw data. We excluded all studies that clearly did not

meet the inclusion criteria in terms of study design, population,

or interventions. Two review authors (DA and RP) independently

extracted the data, which was checked by a second review author

(DA or LB). Two review authors independently extracted data for

risk of bias for all included studies.

We extracted the following information, when reported, using

a tool developed by one review author (LB) and modified by a

second review author (DA).

• Methods, including the setting of the trial, study design,

study objectives, study site(s), definition of tobacco use, methods

of participant recruitment, types of treatment interventions,

proposed outcome measures, and methods of analysis.

• Participant data, including age, gender, ethnicity,

socioeconomic status, and numbers of participants recruited and

assessed.

• Interventions, including descriptions of interventions,

duration of treatment, delivery of intervention, type and

duration of behavioural support (if applicable) and components

of treatment in the control group.
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• Outcomes, including methods of data collection for results,

definitions of abstinence, abstinence from tobacco, abstinence

from other drugs, validation, follow-up period, other follow-ups

in the course of the study, and other data as defined under Types

of outcome measures.

• Risks of bias, including methods of sequence generation for

randomisation, allocation concealment, blinding, incomplete

outcome data, selective outcome reporting, clustering by clinic

site, imbalance of outcome measures at baseline, comparability

of intervention and control group characteristics at baseline,

selective recruitment of participants, and other potential threats

to validity.

Assessment of risk of bias in included studies

Two review authors (DA and RP) independently evaluated risk of

bias, in line with recommendations made in the Cochrane Hand-
book for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (Higgins 2011). The cri-

teria included allocation sequence, allocation concealment, blind-

ing for participants and personnel, selective outcome reporting,

and incomplete outcome data. We noted additional criteria rec-

ommended by the Cochrane Effective Practice and Organisation

of Care (EPOC) group: assessing threats to validity including: im-

balance of outcome measures at baseline and comparability of in-

tervention and control group characteristics at baseline (EPOC

2009). For cluster study designs, when relevant we also assessed

the risk of bias associated with selective recruitment of participants

through choice of site. We assessed risk of bias in each domain as

’low risk of bias’, ’high risk of bias’, or ’unclear risk of bias’, based

on the guidelines from the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Re-
views of Interventions (Higgins 2011), with notes indicating the

reasons for each assessment included in the ’Risk of bias’ table.

We resolved conflicts in the assessments either by consensus or by

referring to a third review author (LB).

Measures of treatment effect

We calculated risk ratios (RR) for the primary and secondary out-

comes with their 95% confidence intervals (CI). The RR was de-

fined as (number of participants abstinent from tobacco in the

intervention group/total number randomised to the intervention

group)/(number of participants abstinent from tobacco in the con-

trol group/total number randomised to the control group). The

RR is greater than 1 if more participants remain abstinent from

tobacco in the intervention group than in the control group. We

used an intention to treat analysis for all studies that reported the

numbers of participants assigned to each study condition, classi-

fying participants lost to follow-up as non-abstinent. Of the 34

included studies, two provided no information on loss to follow-

up (Kalman 2001; Karam-Hage 2011), one study had no par-

ticipants lost to follow-up (Heydari 2013), and one study inde-

pendently verified abstinence for participants that dropped out

(Cooney 2009).

Unit of analysis issues

There were two cluster RCTs, for which the analysis was performed

at the individual level (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998). These studies did

not adjust for clustering and the incidence rate ratio (IRR) was

unavailable. They were included in the meta-analysis given that a

sensitivity analysis found their inclusion did not affect the results.

Dealing with missing data

We evaluated missing information regarding participants on an

available case analysis basis as described in Chapter 16 of the

Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (Higgins

2011). If information needed for the meta-analysis was missing

(e.g. if numbers abstinent in the treatment and control groups

were not reported) or could not be calculated, we sought to con-

tact the authors to gain access to these data. If there was loss of

participants before baseline assessment, this review assumed that

these missing data had no effect on the final results of the analysis.

Two review authors (DA and RP) assessed and discussed attrition

after baseline assessments. The main considerations were differ-

ential attrition between the intervention and control groups, and

differential attrition within groups that were correlated with base-

line characteristics.

Whenever possible, we recorded the extent of participants lost

to follow-up in each condition. Because loss to follow-up in the

case of tobacco cessation treatment is typically associated with

continued tobacco use, participants lost to follow-up were coded

as non-abstinent.

Assessment of heterogeneity

We classified trials according to the subgroups listed in Types of

interventions. We combined studies within these categories of in-

tervention. There can be heterogeneity due to different factors,

including level of tobacco use (e.g. number of cigarettes smoked

per day), demographics, time to follow-up measures, and mea-

surement tools (e.g. self-report versus clinical assessment). If the

confidence intervals of studies have poor overlap, this usually in-

dicates the presence of statistical heterogeneity.

In addition to visually inspecting data, we used I2 statistic to iden-

tify inconsistencies between studies and groups (Higgins 2011).

The Chi2 test has low power when studies have small sample sizes,

or when there are few studies. Recognising that some level of sta-

tistical heterogeneity is inevitable, the I2 statistic instead attempts

to quantify the potential impact of this heterogeneity on a meta-

analysis. It describes the percentage of the variability in effect es-

timates that is due to heterogeneity rather than sampling. We also

considered Chi2; outcomes were similar. The review used a fixed-

effect model throughout the analyses.

Assessment of reporting biases
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There are limited statistical methods to detect within-study selec-

tive reporting. If non-significant results were mentioned but not

reported adequately, we assumed that there was risk of bias. Un-

fortunately, information sought from authors of studies may be

incomplete or unreliable (Chan 2004a; Chan 2004b). Our analy-

sis assessed whether a small number of key outcomes were present

in all the included studies, and reported which studies included

these outcomes and which did not. We assessed the risk of bias

due to selective reporting of outcomes for each study rather than

for individual outcomes. Where we suspected selective outcome

reporting, we contacted study authors for additional information.

We created funnel plots for included studies by outcome. Based

on prior research, we assumed that studies that considered phar-

macotherapy had a high risk of publication bias.

Data synthesis

We conducted meta-analyses for the primary outcome of point

prevalence tobacco abstinence based on the type of intervention,

stage of treatment or recovery, and the type of addiction. We anal-

ysed data using Review Manager 5 (RevMan 2014). We included

multi-arm trials, but extracted only data from the relevant com-

parisons. We also conducted meta-analysis for the secondary out-

come of point prevalence abstinence from alcohol and other drugs.

We used the GRADE approach to assess overall quality of evi-

dence. Given that this review included only RCTs, evidence was

downgraded from ’high quality’ by one level for study limitations

including risk of bias, inconsistency, indirectness, imprecision, or

risk of publication bias. We generated the ’Summary of findings’

table for each type of intervention (counselling, pharmacotherapy,

or combined) in GRADEpro and imported into Review Manager

5 (RevMan 2014). The table provides information for each out-

come regarding the overall quality of evidence, the magnitude of

the effects, and the overall data.

Subgroup analysis and investigation of heterogeneity

In studies that offered extended follow-up of participants, we pre-

sented results for several periods of follow-up including short-term

(four weeks or less), medium-term (four weeks to six months), and

long-term (greater than six months). In studies with more than

one follow-up assessment, we reported outcomes at the longest

follow-up period. We conducted subgroup analysis for people in

treatment relative to people in recovery and by type of addiction.

We conducted subgroup analysis for NRT versus non-NRT phar-

macotherapy, and for people in treatment versus recovery.

Sensitivity analysis

We conducted sensitivity analysis on studies that were cluster ran-

domised (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998). The studies included in this

review were all RCTs and this restriction limits concern about sev-

eral methodological issues unique to the cluster RCTs.

R E S U L T S

Description of studies

Results of the search

The review included 34 studies involving 5796 participants

(Baltieri 2009; Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998; Breland 2014; Burling

1991; Burling 2001; Campbell 1995; Carmody 2012; Cooney

2007; Cooney 2009; Cooney 2015; Gariti 2002; Grant 2003;

Grant 2007; Hays 2009; Heydari 2013; Hughes 2003; Joseph

2004; Kalman 2001; Kalman 2011; Karam-Hage 2011; Martin

1997; Mooney 2008; Mueller 2012; Nahvi 2014; Nieva 2011;

Patten 1998; Reid 2008; Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow 2015a;

Shoptaw 2002; Stein 2006; Stein 2013; Winhusen 2014). All

the included studies addressed cigarette smoking, one study also

included hookah use (Heydari 2013). Details are listed in the

Characteristics of included studies table.

The electronic searches yielded 1966 citations and no relevant ci-

tations were identified from the additional searches. Searching all

registered trials through the National Institutes of Health’s Clini-

calTrials.gov website yielded 11 records, four of which were rele-

vant (Alessi 2006; O’Malley 2012; Rohsenow 2014; Tsoh 2008).

Of these four studies, one had associated publications included in

the review (Rohsenow 2014), one was ongoing (O’Malley 2012),

and two had posted no results and listed no associated publica-

tions (Alessi 2006; Tsoh 2008). A search through the grey litera-

ture, including conference abstracts from the Society on Nicotine

Research and Treatment and the ProQuest database of digital dis-

sertations yielded one additional study, a conference abstract with

no results available from the authors (Higley 2014).

After removing duplicates, 552 studies remained. From those, 248

records were potentially relevant based on title and abstract. Of

these, we excluded 194 for not meeting study criteria (includ-

ing not an RCT, post-hoc analysis of a prior study, methodologi-

cal description of an existing study). We assessed the 54 remain-

ing articles for eligibility and excluded 19 of these studies. The

Characteristics of excluded studies table contains the reasons for

exclusion (e.g. measured reduction in smoking rather than absti-

nence, incomplete outcome data, intervention that was not to-

bacco cessation pharmacotherapy or counselling).

The review included 35 studies (Figure 1). One of these studies was

ongoing; it assesses pharmacotherapy (varenicline) and is described

in Characteristics of ongoing studies (O’Malley 2012). The results

of the ongoing study were not included in the analysis due to

incomplete reporting of results (O’Malley 2012).
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Figure 1. Study flow diagram.
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Included studies

The 34 studies included in the meta-analysis involved results from

five countries; 30 of the studies were conducted in the US, one in

Brazil (Baltieri 2009), one in Iran (Heydari 2013), one in Switzer-

land (Mueller 2012), and one in Spain (Nieva 2011). Details of

included studies can be found in the Characteristics of included

studies table. The characteristics of studies included in each sub-

group analysis for the primary outcome of tobacco abstinence are

described below.

Tobacco abstinence by intervention type

The inclusion criteria identified relevant interventions as coun-

selling, pharmacotherapy, or a combination of these.

Of the 34 studies included in the analysis, 11 studies involv-

ing 1759 participants offered counselling for treatment relative to

usual care; usual care could include pharmacotherapy. Of the 11

counselling studies, two offered one-time individual counselling

for 10 to 15 minutes (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998), one offered a 30-

minute motivational interviewing intervention (Breland 2014),

one offered 15-minute daily counselling (Burling 1991), one of-

fered an individual counselling session and encouragement to at-

tend group sessions (Gariti 2002), one offered five 30-minute CBT

sessions specifically targeted to smoking cessation (Mueller 2012),

one offered tobacco-specific therapy as part of an existing series of

eight × two-hour group counselling sessions (Patten 1998), two of-

fered motivational interviewing intervention sessions with boost-

ers or contingent vouchers (Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow 2015a),

one offered behavioural interventions including 12 × 60-minute

group counselling sessions and nicotine patches relative to a con-

trol group receiving only nicotine patches (Shoptaw 2002), and

one offered four motivational interviewing sessions combined with

skills training follow-ups (Stein 2006).

An additional 11 studies involving 1808 participants considered

pharmacotherapy for tobacco cessation, relative to usual care,

which could include both counselling and other pharmaceuti-

cal interventions. Of these, one study offered either naltrexone

or topiramate (Baltieri 2009), one offered ab libitum nicotine

gum in addition to nicotine patches (Cooney 2009), two offered

bupropion in addition to the usual care provision of nicotine

patches (Grant 2007; Kalman 2011), two offered bupropion (Hays

2009; Karam-Hage 2011), two offered nicotine patches and gum

(Heydari 2013; Hughes 2003), one offered bupropion, buprenor-

phine, and counselling relative to a control group that received

only buprenorphine and counselling (Mooney 2008), one offered

varenicline (Nahvi 2014), and one had two intervention arms, one

offering varenicline and one offering NRT patches and ad libitum

nicotine rescue (Stein 2013).

The remaining 12 studies involving 2229 participants offered to-

bacco cessation therapy that combined counselling and pharma-

cotherapy, relative to usual care. Of the 12 studies, 11 offered

counselling in combination with NRT (Campbell 1995; Carmody

2012; Cooney 2007; Cooney 2015; Grant 2003; Joseph 2004;

Kalman 2001; Martin 1997; Nieva 2011; Reid 2008), and one of-

fered counselling in combination with both NRT and bupropion

(Winhusen 2014).

Tobacco abstinence by in treatment or in recovery

The review included studies that enrolled participants both in

treatment for and in recovery from addiction to alcohol and other

drugs.

Of the 34 studies included in the analysis, 12 studies were con-

ducted with 2134 participants in treatment for alcohol or other

drug dependency (or both) (Cooney 2015; Hays 2009; Heydari

2013; Hughes 2003; Kalman 2011; Karam-Hage 2011; Martin

1997; Mueller 2012; Patten 1998; Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow

2015a; Winhusen 2014). The remaining 22 studies were con-

ducted with 3792 participants in recovery from alcohol or other

drug dependency (or both) (Baltieri 2009; Bobo 1996; Bobo

1998; Breland 2014; Burling 1991; Burling 2001; Campbell 1995;

Carmody 2012; Cooney 2007; Cooney 2009; Gariti 2002; Grant

2003; Grant 2007; Joseph 2004; Kalman 2001; Mooney 2008;

Nahvi 2014; Nieva 2011; Reid 2008; Shoptaw 2002; Stein 2006;

Stein 2013).

Tobacco abstinence by type of dependency

Participants in the included studies were diagnosed with alcohol

dependence or dependence on other drugs.

Of the 34 studies included in the analysis, 17 studies enrolled 2467

participants in treatment for or in recovery from alcohol depen-

dence (Baltieri 2009; Bobo 1996; Carmody 2012; Cooney 2007;

Cooney 2009; Cooney 2015; Grant 2007; Hughes 2003; Joseph

2004; Kalman 2001; Kalman 2011; Karam-Hage 2011; Martin

1997; Mueller 2012; Nieva 2011; Patten 1998; Rohsenow 2014).

The remaining 17 students enrolled 3329 participants in treat-

ment for or in recovery from other drug dependence, or combined

dependence (Bobo 1998; Breland 2014; Burling 1991; Burling

2001; Campbell 1995; Gariti 2002; Grant 2003; Hays 2009;

Heydari 2013; Mooney 2008; Nahvi 2014; Reid 2008; Rohsenow

2015a; Shoptaw 2002; Stein 2006; Stein 2013; Winhusen 2014).

Other study characteristics

Randomisation: in two of the studies, participants were cluster

randomised by clinic site (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998), while in the

remaining studies the participants were the unit of randomisation.
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Controls: three of the 34 studies used waiting list controls

(Campbell 1995; Cooney 2015; Nieva 2011). This means that

participants were randomised to receive the intervention immedi-

ately or after a defined time.

Follow-up: the 34 included studies had varied lengths of max-

imum follow-up; 16 studies with approximately six months of

longest follow-up, and 11 studies following participants for one

year or longer. Participants were followed for a maximum of

six weeks (Breland 2014), eight weeks (Karam-Hage 2011), 12

weeks (Baltieri 2009; Mooney 2008), 13 weeks (Cooney 2015),

16 weeks (Campbell 1995), 20 weeks (Kalman 2001), and pe-

riods of approximately six months, including 24 weeks (Kalman

2011; Nahvi 2014), 26 weeks (Reid 2008), and six months (Bobo

1996; Burling 1991; Cooney 2007; Gariti 2002; Grant 2007;

Hays 2009; Heydari 2013; Hughes 2003; Mueller 2012; Nieva

2011; Stein 2006; Stein 2013; Winhusen 2014). The remaining

studies had their longest follow-ups at 12 months (Bobo 1998;

Burling 2001; Carmody 2012; Cooney 2009; Grant 2003; Patten

1998; Martin 1997; Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow 2015a; Shoptaw

2002), and 18 months (Joseph 2004).

Validation: biochemical verification (breath or urinary cotinine

level) was used to validate self-reported abstinence in 31 of 34

studies, collateral contacts were used to validate self-reported ab-

stinence in two of 34 studies (Grant 2003; Grant 2007), and one

study did not validate self-reported abstinence (Baltieri 2009).

Excluded studies

Of the 56 full text articles assessed for eligibility, we excluded

19. Of these 19 excluded studies, seven measured smoking reduc-

tion rather than abstinence (Diehl 2006; Haug 2004; Laaksonen

2013; Leggio 2015; Meszaros 2013; Poling 2010; Wiseman 2005),

and an additional five studies assessed contingency management

for tobacco cessation rather than counselling or pharmacotherapy

(Alessi 2008; Alessi 2014; Dunn 2008; Dunn 2010; Rohsenow

2008). We excluded the remaining seven studies for the follow-

ing reasons: three reported no findings (Alessi 2006; Higley 2014;

Tsoh 2008), one did not provide sufficient outcomes data for anal-

ysis (Covey 1993), and three intervened with pharmacotherapy

that did not vary across study arms or was not targeted to tobacco

cessation (Kalman 2006; Rohsenow 2015b; Story 1991).

Details of excluded studies can be found in the Characteristics of

excluded studies table.

Risk of bias in included studies

The rationale for risk of bias judgments can be found in the

Characteristics of included studies table. Overall, most studies

contained inadequate information to assess risk of bias.

Allocation

The risk of selection bias, judged on the basis of allocation con-

cealment, was low in five studies (Joseph 2004; Nahvi 2014; Reid

2008; Rohsenow 2014; Stein 2006), and high in seven studies,

including those that randomised by clinics or used waiting list

controls (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998; Campbell 1995; Cooney 2015;

Martin 1997; Nieva 2011; Patten 1998). The remaining 22 stud-

ies did not describe methods for concealment of allocation and

were at unclear risk of bias.

Selection bias, as assessed through random sequence generation

for assignment to treatment and control groups, was low in 13

studies (Bobo 1998; Breland 2014; Carmody 2012; Cooney 2009;

Cooney 2015; Joseph 2004; Kalman 2011; Mooney 2008; Nahvi

2014; Reid 2008; Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow 2015a; Shoptaw

2002), and high in two studies (Martin 1997; Patten 1998). The

remaining 19 studies did not describe methods of randomisation

and were at unclear risk of bias.

Blinding

The risk of performance bias, as measured by blinding of partici-

pants and personnel, was low in 12 studies (Baltieri 2009; Bobo

1996; Bobo 1998; Cooney 2009; Kalman 2001; Kalman 2011;

Mooney 2008; Nahvi 2014; Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow 2015a;

Stein 2006; Stein 2013), and high in three studies (Campbell

1995; Cooney 2015; Nieva 2011). The remaining 19 studies did

not describe methods for blinding and were at unclear risk of bias.

Incomplete outcome data

The risk of attrition bias was low in 11 studies (Bobo 1996; Cooney

2009; Grant 2007; Heydari 2013; Karam-Hage 2011; Nahvi

2014; Nieva 2011; Reid 2008; Rohsenow 2015a; Stein 2006; Stein

2013), and high in three studies (Baltieri 2009; Carmody 2012;

Mooney 2008). The remaining 20 studies did not adequately de-

scribe loss to follow-up or the differences between treatment and

control groups and were at unclear risk of bias.

Other potential sources of bias

Thirty-one of 34 studies used biochemical verification to validate

self-reported abstinence (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998; Breland 2014;

Burling 1991; Burling 2001; Campbell 1995; Carmody 2012;

Cooney 2007; Cooney 2009; Cooney 2015; Gariti 2002; Hays

2009; Heydari 2013; Hughes 2003; Joseph 2004; Kalman 2001;

Kalman 2011; Karam-Hage 2011; Martin 1997; Mooney 2008;

Mueller 2012; Nahvi 2014; Nieva 2011; Patten 1998; Reid 2008;

Rohsenow 2014; Rohsenow 2015a; Shoptaw 2002; Stein 2006;

Stein 2013; Winhusen 2014). An additional two studies used re-

ports by collateral contacts to validate self-reported abstinence

(Grant 2003; Grant 2007), and one study did not verify self-re-

ported abstinence (Baltieri 2009).

We created funnel plots for included studies by outcome; all were

symmetrical other than a slight asymmetry towards treatment for
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pharmacotherapy interventions, suggesting the possibility of pub-

lication bias.

Only 11 of 34 studies reported outcomes for abstinence from al-

cohol or other drugs. As the reasons for failing to report absti-

nence from other drugs could relate to the costs of assessment,

the demands of working with participants in recovery rather than

treatment, independent reporting requirements, baseline imbal-

ance, and selective recruitment due to cluster randomisation. The

failure to report outcomes for abstinence from alcohol or other

drugs was not assumed to be a potential source of bias.

Effects of interventions

See: Summary of findings for the main comparison Tobacco

cessation interventions compared to placebo or usual care for

people in treatment for or recovery from alcohol or other drug

dependency

Tobacco abstinence by type of intervention

Offering a counselling intervention relative to usual care was not

significantly associated with an increase in tobacco abstinence (RR

1.33, 95% CI 0.90 to 1.95), based on data from 1759 people in

11 studies (Analysis 1.1). A sensitivity analysis excluded the two

included studies that had randomised by clinic site rather than at

the participant level (Bobo 1996; Bobo 1998); the effects were not

sensitive to the exclusion of the cluster RCTs (RR 1.16, 95% CI

0.74 to 1.84). The outcome was downgraded from high to low

quality due to the potential for risk of bias due to limited informa-

tion regarding allocation, blinding, and incomplete outcome data,

as well as cluster randomisation and the use of waiting list con-

trols; and clinical heterogeneity in the nature of the interventions,

which ranged from a single counselling session to multiple sessions

and which could include individual or group therapy (Summary

of findings for the main comparison).

Providing pharmacotherapy for tobacco cessation relative to

placebo or usual care was significantly associated with tobacco ab-

stinence (RR 1.88, 95% CI 1.37 to 2.57), based on data from

1808 people in 11 studies (Analysis 1.2). Multiple types of phar-

macotherapy were included in the main analysis. When the analy-

sis was limited to those studies assessing only NRT, the treatment

effect remained significant (RR 7.74, 95% CI 3.00 to 19.94,) 3

studies, 635 participants). When the analysis was limited to those

studies assessing either non-NRT pharmacotherapy or studies that

combined NRT and non-NRT pharmacotherapy, there was no

significant treatment effect (RR 1.25, 95% CI 0.89 to 1.77, 8

studies, 1173 participants). The outcome was downgraded from

high to low quality due to the potential for risk of bias and the well-

documented risk of publication bias in drug studies (Summary of

findings for the main comparison).

Providing combined counselling and pharmacotherapy relative to

placebo or usual care (or both) was significantly associated with

tobacco abstinence (RR 1.74, 95% CI 1.39 to 2.18) based on data

from 2229 people in 12 studies (Analysis 1.3). The outcome was

downgraded from high to low quality due to the potential for risk

of bias and clinical heterogeneity in the nature of interventions

(Summary of findings for the main comparison).

There were no notable differences in risk of bias between coun-

selling and pharmacotherapy interventions; the studies that ad-

dressed combined intervention had slightly higher risks of bias.

Most studies had unclear risks of bias for some or all domains.

Funnel plots were symmetrical for counselling and combined in-

terventions, and slightly asymmetrical toward treatment for phar-

macotherapy, suggesting the possibility of publication bias.

Tobacco abstinence by treatment or recovery group

Offering tobacco cessation therapy relative to usual care or placebo

was significantly associated with tobacco abstinence at the length

of longest follow-up (Analysis 2.1) both for participants in treat-

ment (RR 1.99, 95% CI 1.59 to 2.50) based on data from 2134

people in 12 studies, and for participants in recovery (RR 1.42,

95% CI 1.11 to 1.82) based on data from 3662 people in 22 stud-

ies. The effect size was greater for participants in treatment than it

was for participants in recovery. The test for subgroup differences

showed Chi2 = 3.98, degrees of freedom (df ) = 1 (P = 0.05), I2 =

74.9%. The clinical significance of this finding is difficult to assess

given that studies of participants in treatment could offer tobacco

cessation therapies immediately upon enrolment or after a delay

(e.g. seven days after admission, 30 days after admission) without

indicating whether the delay was expected to influence the out-

come of the intervention. Not all studies assessing participants in

treatment indicated the point in treatment at which the tobacco

cessation intervention occurred. Two studies explicitly addressed

the question of concurrent treatment relative to delayed treatment

by imposing a six-month/180-day delay in treatment as the in-

tervention (Joseph 2004; Nieva 2011); the results of these studies

were inconsistent with each other with respect to abstinence from

tobacco. Overall these studies do not provide sufficient evidence

to determine whether the observed difference in effect size is clin-

ically relevant. There were no notable differences in risk of bias

between the treatment and recovery groups, but most studies had

unclear risks of bias for some or all domains. Funnel plots were

symmetrical for both participants in treatment and participants in

recovery.

Tobacco abstinence by type of dependency

Offering tobacco cessation therapy relative to usual care or placebo

was significantly associated with tobacco abstinence at the length

of longest follow-up for both participants with alcohol dependence

(RR 1.57, 95% CI 1.27 to 1.95) based on data from 2467 people

in 17 studies, and participants with other drug dependence or

combined alcohol and other dependence (RR 1.85, 95% CI 1.43
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to 2.40) based on data from 3329 people in 17 studies (Analysis

3.1). There were no notable differences in risk of bias between the

alcohol or other drug dependency groups, but most studies had

unclear risks of bias for some or all domains.

A sensitivity analysis considered the effects of excluding the seven

studies with less than six months of follow-up from all analy-

ses (Baltieri 2009; Breland 2014; Campbell 1995; Cooney 2015;

Kalman 2001; Karam-Hage 2011; Mooney 2008). The effects

were not sensitive to the exclusion of studies with less than six

months’ follow-up except for participants in recovery from alco-

hol and other drug dependence; when studies with less than six

months of follow-up were excluded, tobacco cessation interven-

tions were no longer associated with increased tobacco abstinence

in this population. Funnel plots were symmetrical for both types

of dependence.

Secondary outcome - abstinence from alcohol or

other drugs

Offering tobacco cessation therapy for participants in treatment

or recovery for other drug dependence was not associated with a

difference in abstinence rates from alcohol and other drugs (RR

0.97, 95% CI 0.91 to 1.03), based on data from 2231 people in

11 studies (Analysis 4.1). All studies included in this analysis had

unclear risk of bias for at least one domain. The funnel plot for

this outcome was symmetrical.

D I S C U S S I O N

Summary of main results

Tobacco cessation therapy that includes pharmacotherapy appears

to be associated with increased tobacco abstinence for participants

diagnosed with alcohol and other drug dependence, although the

quality of evidence supporting these findings was low. The re-

sults of this review are consistent with those of previous reviews

(Prochaska 2004; Thurgood 2016). Abstinence rates in this pop-

ulation are low relative to the general population.

The anticipated absolute effects of treatment on tobacco absti-

nence for this population were 109 per 1000 participants (95%

CI 80 to 150) for pharmacotherapy, relative to 58 per 1000 partic-

ipants for placebo or usual care, for a period of follow-up ranging

from eight weeks to six months. The anticipated absolute effects

of treatment were 160 per 1000 participants (95% CI 128 to 201)

for combined counselling and pharmacotherapy, relative to 92 per

1000 participants for placebo or usual care, for a period of follow-

up ranging from 13 weeks to 18 months.

The anticipated absolute effects of treatment on tobacco absti-

nence for this population were 62 per 1000 participants (95% CI

42 to 91) for counselling alone, relative to 47 per 1000 partici-

pants for placebo or usual care, for a period of follow-up ranging

from six weeks to 12 months; these results were not statistically

significant.

Participation in tobacco cessation therapy does not appear to in-

fluence the success of treatments for alcohol and other drug de-

pendence.

Overall completeness and applicability of
evidence

The results reported here are based on a greater body of research

relative to earlier systematic reviews of tobacco cessation ther-

apy in people in treatment for or recovery from substance abuse

(Prochaska 2004; Thurgood 2016). The findings suggest tobacco

cessation interventions based on pharmacotherapy or combined

counselling and pharmacotherapy increase rates of tobacco ab-

stinence without influencing rates of abstinence from alcohol or

other drugs. These interventions were associated with tobacco ab-

stinence for both participants in treatment as well as participants

in recovery, suggesting that intervention during treatment could

offer an earlier opportunity to reduce tobacco use in this popula-

tion. Tobacco cessation was achieved across a wide variety of inter-

ventions involving pharmacotherapy alone or pharmacotherapy

plus counselling, suggesting that the choice of intervention is less

important than ensuring that people in recovery are offered some

type of smoking cessation intervention. Despite earlier expecta-

tions that interventions to promote tobacco cessation could com-

promise treatment for other addictions (SAMHSA 2011), tobacco

cessation therapy interventions do not appear to affect abstinence

rates for alcohol and other drugs. Not all studies assessed these

outcomes.

Study limitations include the inability to assess the effects of multi-

ple treatment providers. People in treatment for drug dependency

do not receive care from a single source; they may begin with resi-

dential care and move to outpatient care over time or complete all

treatment as outpatients. As either inpatients or outpatients, peo-

ple seeking treatment for drug dependency may be counselled on

tobacco cessation either by staff dealing with other addictions or

by staff dealing specifically with tobacco-related disease. Pharma-

cotherapy is typically prescribed by a physician that handles med-

ical issues for the client, but not issues relating to addictions. Staff

acceptance is a key factor, some staff members smoke themselves,

and changing staff attitudes is a first major step towards eventually

changing staff behaviour (Hurt 1996). Given existing literature,

it was not possible to assess the effects of receiving treatment for

drug dependency from multiple care providers or from staff who

may themselves smoke.

Quality of the evidence
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We found the overall quality of evidence for all outcomes, based

on 5796 people in 34 studies, to be low quality, primarily due

to the risk of bias arising from incomplete reporting, potentially

inconsistent results due to heterogeneity in the nature of interven-

tions, and the risk of publication bias. It was not possible to assess

the potential sources of bias for most included studies; there was

incomplete reporting for at least 19 of 34 included studies in every

category assessed. There was also an absence of reporting of adverse

events for the interventions included in this review. Results should

be viewed cautiously given unclear methods of treatment alloca-

tion, unclear methods of blinding of participants and personnel,

and incomplete outcome data regarding loss of participants to at-

trition. Given the sensitivity of the findings to heterogeneity in

the length of follow-up and the nature of pharmacotherapy, fur-

ther research is warranted to identify whether tobacco cessation

interventions would be best targeted to people in treatment or

in recovery, and whether NRT or non-NRT pharmacotherapy, or

a combination, would lead to greater tobacco abstinence in this

population.

Potential biases in the review process

Potential biases in the review process include the risk that the

search did not identify all relevant studies. Although the search

included both published and unpublished sources of data, it is not

possible to conclude that it identified all relevant studies. In ad-

dition, multiple studies identified through clinical trials registries

and abstract searches could not be included due to the failure to

report findings. Given the risk of publication bias, the studies that

did not report their findings may have had negative results that

indicated that tobacco cessation interventions did not promote

tobacco abstinence. In that event, not all relevant data were ob-

tained and review findings would be biased to show a treatment

effect. Study selection methods also excluded a potentially relevant

intervention (contingency management). A funnel plot suggested

the possibility of publication bias in the studies assessing pharma-

cotherapy interventions.

A U T H O R S ’ C O N C L U S I O N S

Implications for practice

Tobacco cessation interventions for people in treatment for or re-

covery from alcohol and other drug dependencies, whether phar-

macotherapy or counselling combined with pharmacotherapy, in-

crease the odds of quitting smoking. Therefore, providing tobacco

cessation interventions for people in treatment for and recovery

from alcohol and other drug dependencies will reduce the health

consequences of smoking. Providing tobacco cessation interven-

tions does not appear to affect the rates of abstinence from alcohol

or other drugs. These findings are based on studies of overall low

quality.

Implications for research

Further research on the effects of tobacco cessation interventions

should focus on comparing specific interventions associated with

tobacco abstinence. These include specific pharmacotherapies; a

sensitivity analysis showed significant effects for non-nicotine re-

placement therapy and combined nicotine replacement therapy

and non-nicotine replacement therapy pharmacotherapy. In ad-

dition, further study of counselling as tobacco cessation strategy

is warranted, given the clinical heterogeneity of the interventions

assessed in this review, which may have contributed to the find-

ing that counselling was not associated with tobacco abstinence.

A systematic review of the effects of other tobacco cessation in-

terventions, such as contingency management, could improve un-

derstanding of the effects of treatment in this population.

A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S

This work was supported by National Cancer Institute grant CA-

140236 and the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF)

Research Allocation Program. The funders played no role in the

conduct of the research or preparation of the manuscript.

R E F E R E N C E S

References to studies included in this review

Baltieri 2009 {published data only}
∗ Baltieri DA, Daro FR, Ribeiro PL, Andrade AG. Effects

of topiramate or naltrexone on tobacco use among male

alcohol-dependent outpatients. Drug & Alcohol Dependence

2009;105(1-2):33–41.

Baltieri DA, Daro FR, Ribeiro PL, de Andrade AG.

Comparing topiramate with naltrexone in the treatment of

alcohol dependence. Addiction 2008;103(12):2035–44.

PUBMED: 18855810]

Bobo 1996 {published data only}

Bobo JK, Lando HA, Walker RD, McIlvain HE. Predictors

of tobacco quit attempts among recovering alcoholics.

Journal of Substance Abuse 1996;8(4):431–43. PUBMED:

9058355]

Bobo 1998 {published data only}

Bobo JK, McIlvain HE, Lando HA, Walker RD, Leed-

Kelly A. Effect of smoking cessation counseling on

recovery from alcoholism: findings from a randomized

community intervention trial. Addiction 1998;93(6):

877–87. PUBMED: 9744123]

16Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Breland 2014 {published data only}

Breland AB, Almond L, Kienzle J, Ondersma SJ, Hart A,

Weaver M, et al. Targeting tobacco in a community-based

addiction recovery cohort: results from a computerized,

brief, randomized intervention trial. Contemporary Clinical

Trials 2014;38(1):113–20. CENTRAL: 994445; CRS:

9400129000002277; EMBASE: 2014317617]

Burling 1991 {published data only}

Burling TA, Marshall GD, Seidner AL. Smoking cessation

for substance abuse inpatients. Journal of Substance Abuse

1991;3(3):269–76. PUBMED: 1668228]

Burling 2001 {published data only}

Burling TA, Burling AS, Latini D. A controlled smoking

cessation trial for substance-dependent inpatients. Journal

of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 2001;69(2):295–304.

PUBMED: 11393606]

Campbell 1995 {published data only}

Campbell BK, Wander N, Stark MJ, Holbert T. Treating

cigarette-smoking in drug-abusing clients. Journal of
Substance Abuse Treatment 1995;12(2):89–94. CENTRAL:

116489; CRS: 9400123000000699; EMBASE:

1995142232; PUBMED: 7623395]

Carmody 2012 {published data only}
∗ Carmody TP, Delucchi K, Duncan CL, Banys P, Simon

JA, Solkowitz SN, et al. Intensive intervention for alcohol-

dependent smokers in early recovery: a randomized

trial. Drug & Alcohol Dependence 2012;122(3):186–94.

PUBMED: 22014532]

Carmody TP, Delucchi K, Simon JA, Duncan CL, Solkowitz

SN, Huggins J, et al. Expectancies regarding the interaction

between smoking and substance use in alcohol-dependent

smokers in early recovery. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors
2012;26(2):358–63. PUBMED: 21707127]

Cooney 2007 {published data only}
∗ Cooney NL, Litt MD, Cooney JL, Pilkey DT, Steinberg

HR, Oncken CA. Concurrent brief versus intensive

smoking intervention during alcohol dependence treatment.

Psychology of Addictive Behaviors 2007;21(4):570–5.

PUBMED: 18072840]

Holt LJ, Litt MD, Cooney NL. Prospective analysis

of early lapse to drinking and smoking among

individuals in concurrent alcohol and tobacco treatment.

Psychology of Addictive Behaviors 2012;26(3):561–72.

CENTRAL: 854421; EMBASE: 2013467232; CRS:

9400123000017550; PUBMED: 22023022]

Kelly MM, Grant C, Cooper S, Cooney JL. Anxiety

and smoking cessation outcomes in alcohol-dependent

smokers. Nicotine & Tobacco Research 2013;15(2):

364–75. CENTRAL: 865747; CRS: 9400107000000696;

PUBMED: 22955245]

Cooney 2009 {published data only}

Cooney NL, Cooney JL, Perry BL, Carbone M, Cohen

EH, Steinberg HR, et al. Smoking cessation during alcohol

treatment: a randomized trial of combination nicotine

patch plus nicotine gum. Addiction (Abingdon, England)

2009;104(9):1588–96. PUBMED: 19549054]

Cooney 2015 {published data only}

Cooney NL, Litt MD, Sevarino KA, Levy L, Kranitz LS,

Sackler H, et al. Concurrent alcohol and tobacco treatment:

Effect on daily process measures of alcohol relapse risk.

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 2015;83

(2):346–58. CRS: 9400131000001440; EMBASE:

2015693711]

Gariti 2002 {published data only}

Gariti P, Alterman A, Mulvaney F, Mechanic K, Dhopesh

V, Yu E, et al. Nicotine intervention during detoxification

and treatment for other substance use. American Journal of
Drug and Alcohol Abuse 2002;28(4):671–9. PUBMED:

12492263]

Grant 2003 {published data only}

Grant KM, Northrup JH, Agrawal S, Olsen DM, McIvor

C, Romberger DJ. Smoking cessation in outpatient alcohol

treatment. Addictive Disorders & Their Treatment 2003;2

(2):41–6.

Grant 2007 {published data only}

Grant KM, Kelley SS, Smith LM, Agrawal S, Meyer JR,

Romberger DJ. Bupropion and nicotine patch as smoking

cessation aids in alcoholics. Alcohol (Fayetteville, N.Y.) 2007;

41(5):381–91. PUBMED: 17889314]

Hays 2009 {published data only}

Hays JT, Hurt RD, Decker PA, Croghan IT, Offord KP,

Patten CA. A randomized, controlled trial of bupropion

sustained-release for preventing tobacco relapse in recovering

alcoholics. Nicotine & Tobacco Research 2009;11(7):859–67.

PUBMED: 19483180]

Heydari 2013 {published data only}

Heydari G, Talischi F, Batmanghelidj E, Pajooh MR,

Boroomand A, Zamani M, et al. Dual addictions, parallel

treatments: nicotine replacement therapy for patients

receiving methadone treatment in the Islamic Republic of

Iran. Eastern Mediterranean Health Journal 2014;19 Suppl

3:S25–31.

Hughes 2003 {published data only}

Hughes JR, Novy P, Hatsukami DK, Jensen J, Callas PW.

Efficacy of nicotine patch in smokers with a history of

alcoholism. Alcoholism, Clinical and Experimental Research

2003;27(6):946–54. PUBMED: 12824815]

Joseph 2004 {published data only}

Fu SS, Kodl M, Willenbring M, Nelson DB, Nugent S,

Gravely AA, et al. Ethnic differences in alcohol treatment

outcomes and the effect of concurrent smoking cessation

treatment. Drug and Alcohol Dependence 2008;92(1):

61–8. CENTRAL: 702729; CRS: 9400123000005271;

PUBMED: 17689205]

Joseph AM, Nelson DB, Nugent SM, Willenbring ML.

Timing of alcohol and smoking cessation (TASC): smoking

among substance use patients screened and enrolled in

a clinical trial. Journal of Addictive Diseases 2003;22(4):

87–107.

Joseph AM, Willenbring ML, Nelson D, Nugent SM.

Timing of alcohol and smoking cessation study. Alcoholism,

17Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Clinical and Experimental Research 2002;26(12):1945–6.

PUBMED: 12500130]
∗ Joseph AM, Willenbring ML, Nugent SM, Nelson

DB. A randomized trial of concurrent versus delayed

smoking intervention for patients in alcohol dependence

treatment. Journal of Studies on Alcohol 2004;65(6):681–91.

PUBMED: 15700504]

Kalman 2001 {published data only}

Kalman D, Hayes K, Colby SM, Eaton CA, Rohsenow DJ,

Monti PM. Concurrent versus delayed smoking cessation

treatment for persons in early alcohol recovery. A pilot

study. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment 2001;20(3):

233–8. PUBMED: 11516593]

Kalman 2011 {published data only}

Kalman D, Herz L, Monti P, Kahler CW, Mooney M,

Rodrigues S, et al. Incremental efficacy of adding bupropion

to the nicotine patch for smoking cessation in smokers

with a recent history of alcohol dependence: results from a

randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled study. Drug

and Alcohol Dependence 2011;118(2-3):111–8. PUBMED:

21507585]

Karam-Hage 2011 {published data only}

Karam-Hage M, Strobbe S, Robinson JD, Brower KJ.

Bupropion-SR for smoking cessation in early recovery from

alcohol dependence: a placebo-controlled, double-blind

pilot study. American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse
2011;37(6):487–90. PUBMED: 21797811]

Martin 1997 {published data only}
∗ Martin JE, Calfas KJ, Patten CA, Polarek M, Hofstetter

CR, Noto J, et al. Prospective evaluation of three smoking

interventions in 205 recovering alcoholics: one-year

results of Project SCRAP-Tobacco. Journal of Consulting

and Clinical Psychology 1997;65(1):190–4. PUBMED:

9103749]

Patten CA, Martin JE, Calfas KJ, Brown SA, Schroeder DR.

Effect of three smoking cessation treatments on nicotine

withdrawal in 141 abstinent alcoholic smokers. Addictive
Behaviors 2000;25(2):301–6.

Patten CA, Martin JE, Calfas KJ, Lento J, Wolter TD.

Behavioral treatment for smokers with a history of

alcoholism: predictors of successful outcome. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology 2001;69(5):796–801.

PUBMED: 11680556]

Mooney 2008 {published data only}

Mooney ME, Poling J, Gonzalez G, Gonsai K, Kosten

T, Sofuoglu M. Preliminary study of buprenorphine and

bupropion for opioid-dependent smokers. American

Journal on Addictions / American Academy of Psychiatrists in
Alcoholism and Addictions 2008;17(4):287–92. PUBMED:

18612883]

Mueller 2012 {published data only}

Mueller SE, Petitjean SA, Wiesbeck GA. Cognitive

behavioral smoking cessation during alcohol detoxification

treatment: a randomized, controlled trial. Drug and Alcohol
Dependence 2012;126(3):279–85. CENTRAL: 845210;

CRS: 9400123000014751; PUBMED: 22726914]

Nahvi 2014 {published data only}

Nahvi S, Ning Y, Segal KS, Richter KP, Arnsten JH.

Varenicline efficacy and safety among methadone

maintained smokers: a randomized placebo-controlled

trial. Addiction (Abingdon, England) 2014;109(9):1554–63.

CENTRAL: 997902; CRS: 9400129000002315;

PUBMED: 24862167]

Nieva 2011 {published data only}

Nieva G, Ortega LL, Mondon S, Ballbe M, Gual A.

Simultaneous versus delayed treatment of tobacco

dependence in alcohol-dependent outpatients. European
Addiction Research 2011;17(1):1–9. PUBMED: 20881400]

Patten 1998 {published data only}

Patten CA, Martin JE, Myers MG, Calfas KJ, Williams CD.

Effectiveness of cognitive-behavioral therapy for smokers

with histories of alcohol dependence and depression. Journal

of Studies on Alcohol 1998;59(3):327–35. PUBMED:

9598714]

Reid 2008 {published data only}

Reid MS, Fallon B, Sonne S, Flammino F, Nunes EV, Jiang

H, et al. Smoking cessation treatment in community-

based substance abuse rehabilitation programs. Journal of

Substance Abuse Treatment 2008;35(1):68–77. PUBMED:

17951021]

Rohsenow 2014 {published data only}
∗ Rohsenow DJ, Martin RA, Monti PM, Colby SM, Day

AM, Abrams DB, et al. Motivational interviewing versus

brief advice for cigarette smokers in residential alcohol

treatment. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment 2014;46(3):

346–55. CENTRAL: 959232; CRS: 9400130000000480;

EMBASE: 2014038589; PUBMED: 24210533]

Rohsenow DJ, Monti PM, Colby SM, Martin RA. Brief

interventions for smoking cessation in alcoholic smokers.

Alcoholism, Clinical and Experimental Research 2002;26(12):

1950–1. PUBMED: 12500132]

Rohsenow 2015a {published data only}

Rohsenow DJ, Tidey JW, Martin RA, Colby SM, Sirota

AD, Swift RM, et al. Contingent vouchers and motivational

interviewing for cigarette smokers in residential substance

abuse treatment. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment
2015;55:29–38. CRS: 9400131000001664; EMBASE:

2015852230; PUBMED: 25805668]

Shoptaw 2002 {published data only}

Shoptaw S, Rotheram-Fuller E, Yang X, Frosch D, Nahom

D, Jarvik ME, et al. Smoking cessation in methadone

maintenance. Addiction (Abingdon, England) 2002;97(10):

1317-28; discussion 1325. PUBMED: 12359036]

Stein 2006 {published data only}

Stein MD, Weinstock MC, Herman DS, Anderson BJ,

Anthony JL, Niaura R. A smoking cessation intervention for

the methadone-maintained. Addiction (Abingdon, England)

2006;101(4):599–607. PUBMED: 16548939]

Stein 2013 {published data only}

Stein MD, Caviness CM, Kurth ME, Audet D, Olson

J, Anderson BJ. Varenicline for smoking cessation

among methadone-maintained smokers: a randomized

18Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



clinical trial. Drug and Alcohol Dependence 2013;133(2):

486–93. CENTRAL: 870955; CRS: 9400107000001457;

EMBASE: 2013694276; PUBMED: 23953658]

Winhusen 2014 {published data only}

Winhusen TM, Adinoff B, Lewis DF, Brigham GS,

Gardin JG 2nd, Sonne SC, et al. A tale of two stimulants:

mentholated cigarettes may play a role in cocaine, but

not methamphetamine, dependence. Drug and Alcohol
Dependence 2013;133(3):845–51.
∗ Winhusen TM, Brigham GS, Kropp F, Lindblad R, Gardin

JG 2nd, Penn P, et al. A randomized trial of concurrent

smoking-cessation and substance use disorder treatment

in stimulant-dependent smokers. Journal of Clinical

Psychiatry 2014;75(4):336–43. CENTRAL: 883292; CRS:

9400129000001165; EMBASE: 2014305114; PUBMED:

24345356]

Winhusen TM, Kropp F, Theobald J, Lewis DF. Achieving

smoking abstinence is associated with decreased cocaine use

in cocaine-dependent patients receiving smoking-cessation

treatment. Drug and Alcohol Dependence 2014;134(1):

391–5. CENTRAL: 979803; CRS: 9400130000000510;

EMBASE: 2013788642; PUBMED: 24128381]

References to studies excluded from this review

Alessi 2006 {published data only}

NCT00408265. Smoking cessation in substance

abuse treatment patients: a feasibility study.

www.clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT00408265 Date first

received: 4 December 2006.

Alessi 2008 {published data only}

Alessi SM, Petry NM, Urso J. Contingency management

promotes smoking reductions in residential substance abuse

patients. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 2008;41(4):

617–22.

Alessi 2014 {published data only}

Alessi SM, Petry NM. Smoking reductions and increased

self-efficacy in a randomized controlled trial of smoking

abstinence - contingent incentives in residential substance

abuse treatment patients. Nicotine & Tobacco Research

2014;16(11):1436–45. CENTRAL: 1036730; CRS:

9400050000000133; EMBASE: 2014920182]

Covey 1993 {published data only}

Covey LS, Glassman AH, Stetner F, Becker J. Effect of

history of alcoholism or major depression on smoking

cessation. American Journal of Psychiatry 1993;150(10):

1546–7. PUBMED: 8379564]

Diehl 2006 {published data only}

Diehl A, Nakovics H, Croissant B, Smolka MN, Batra

A, Mann K. Galantamine reduces smoking in alcohol-

dependent patients: a randomized, placebo-controlled

trial. International Journal of Clinical Pharmacology and

Therapeutics 2006;44(12):614–22. PUBMED: 17190371]

Dunn 2008 {published data only}

Dunn KE, Saulsgiver KA, Sigmon SC. Contingency

management for behavior change: applications to promote

brief smoking cessation among opioid-maintained patients.

Experimental and Clinical Psychopharmacology 2011;19(1):

20–30.
∗ Dunn KE, Sigmon SC, Thomas CS, Heil SH, Higgins

ST. Voucher-based contingent reinforcement of smoking

abstinence among methadone-maintained patients: a pilot

study. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 2008;41(4):

527–38.

Dunn 2010 {published data only}

Dunn KE, Sigmon SC, Reimann EF, Badger GJ, Heil SH,

Higgins ST. A contingency-management intervention to

promote initial smoking cessation among opioid-maintained

patients. Experimental and Clinical Psychopharmacology
2010;18(1):37–50.

Haug 2004 {published data only}

Haug NA, Svikis DS, Diclemente C. Motivational

enhancement therapy for nicotine dependence in

methadone-maintained pregnant women. Psychology of
Addictive Behaviors 2004;18(3):289–92. PUBMED:

15482085]

Higley 2014 {published data only}

Higley AE, Bekman NM, Tibbs JJ, Dinh E, Doran N,

Erbacci GE, et al. Predictors of treatment completion

for smoking cessation in dually disordered, abstinent

alcohol dependent men: a preliminary analysis. Alcoholism,

Clinical and Experimental Research 2014;38(Suppl S1):

58A. CENTRAL: 993970; CRS: 9400129000002293;

EMBASE: 71503316]

Kalman 2006 {published data only}
∗ Kalman D, Kahler CW, Garvey AJ, Monti PM. High-dose

nicotine patch therapy for smokers with a history of alcohol

dependence: 36-week outcomes. Journal of Substance Abuse

Treatment 2006;30(3):213–7.

Kalman D, Kahler CW, Tirch D, Kaschub C, Penk W,

Monti PM. Twelve-week outcomes from an investigation of

high-dose nicotine patch therapy for heavy smokers with a

past history of alcohol dependence. Psychology of Addictive
Behaviors 2004;18(1):78–82. PUBMED: 15008689]

Laaksonen 2013 {published data only}

Laaksonen E, Vuoristo-Myllys S, Koski-Jannes A, Alho H.

Combining medical treatment and CBT in treating alcohol-

dependent patients: effects on life quality and general well-

being. Alcohol & Alcoholism 2013;48(6):687–93.

Leggio 2015 {published data only}

Farokhnia M, Edwards SM, Bollinger J, Amodio J, Zywiak

WH, Tidey JW, et al. Baclofen as a pharmacotherapy for the

treatment of concurrent alcohol and nicotine dependence:

a double-blind, placebo-controlled, randomized trial.

Neuropsychopharmacology 2014;39:S340. CENTRAL:

1042499; CRS: 9400129000003927; EMBASE:

71714519]
∗ Leggio L, Zywiak WH, Edwards SM, Tidey JW, Swift

RM, Kenna GA. A preliminary double-blind, placebo-

controlled randomized study of baclofen effects in alcoholic

smokers. Psychopharmacology 2015;232(1):233–43. CRS:

9400131000000986; PUBMED: 24973894]

19Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Meszaros 2013 {published data only}

Meszaros ZS, Abdul-Malak Y, Dimmock JA, Wang D,

Ajagbe TO, Batki SL. Varenicline treatment of concurrent

alcohol and nicotine dependence in schizophrenia: a

randomized, placebo-controlled pilot trial. Journal of

Clinical Psychopharmacology 2013;33(2):243–7.

Poling 2010 {published data only}

Poling J, Rounsaville B, Gonsai K, Severino K, Sofuoglu

M. The safety and efficacy of varenicline in cocaine using

smokers maintained on methadone: a pilot study. American

Journal on Addictions / American Academy of Psychiatrists in
Alcoholism and Addictions 2010;19(5):401–8. PUBMED:

20716302]

Rohsenow 2008 {published data only}

Rohsenow D, Martin R. Contingency management for

smoking in substance abusers (SCMSUD). clinicaltrials.gov/

ct2/show/study/NCT00807742 Date first received: 11

December 2008.

Rohsenow 2015b {published data only}

Rohsenow DJ, Tidey JW, Martin RA, Colby SM, Monti

PM. Varenicline helps smokers with SUD stop smoking

without harming recovery (POS5-63). Society for Research

on Nicotine and Tobacco 21st Annual Meeting; Feb 25-28

Philadelphia 2015. CRS: 9400131000000039]

Story 1991 {published data only}

Story J, Stark MJ. Treating cigarette smoking in methadone

maintenance clients. Journal of Psychoactive Drugs 1991;23

(2):203–15.

Tsoh 2008 {published data only}

Tsoh J. INterventions for Smoking among Persons

In REcovery (INSPIRE). clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/

NCT00714896 Date first received: 9 July 2008.

Wiseman 2005 {published data only}

Wiseman EJ, Williams DK, McMillan DE. Effectiveness

of payment for reduced carbon monoxide levels and

noncontingent payments on smoking behaviors in cocaine-

abusing outpatients wearing nicotine or placebo patches.

Experimental and Clinical Psychopharmacology 2005;13(2):

102–10. PUBMED: 15943543]

References to ongoing studies

O’Malley 2012 {published data only}

O’Malley S, Zweben A. 1/2-multi-site study: varenicline

treatment of alcohol dependent smokers. clinicaltrials.gov/

show/NCT01553136 Date first received: 16 Feb 2012.

CRS: 9400131000001798]

Additional references

Abrams 2010

Abrams D, Graham A, Levy D, Mabry P, Orleans C.

Boosting population quits through evidence-based cessation

treatment. American Journal of Preventive Medicine 2010;38

(S3):S351–63.

Apollonio 2005

Apollonio DE, Malone RE. Marketing to the marginalised:

tobacco industry targeting of the homeless and mentally ill.

Tobacco Control 2005;14(6):409–15.

Baca 2009

Baca CT, Yahne CE. Smoking cessation during substance

abuse treatment: what you need to know. Journal of

Substance Abuse Treatment 2009;36:205–19.

Bobo 1995

Bobo JK, Slade J, Hoffman AL. Nicotine addiction

counseling for chemically dependent patients. Psychiatric
Services 1995;46(9):945–7.

Bornemann 2016

Bornemann P, Eissa A, Strayer SM. Smoking cessation:

what should you recommend?. Journal of Family Practice

2016;65(1):22–9.

Campbell 2003

Campbell I. Nicotine replacement therapy in smoking

cessation. Thorax 2003;58:464–5.

CASA 2012

The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse

at Columbia University. Addiction Medicine: Closing

the Gap between Science and Practice. CASA Columbia

Reports 2012.

Chan 2004a

Chan AW, Hróbjartsson A, Haahr MT, Gøtzsche PC,

Altman DG. Empirical evidence for selective reporting of

outcomes in randomized trials: comparison of protocols to

published articles. JAMA 2004;291:2457–65.

Chan 2004b

Chan AW, Krle a-Jeric K, Schmid I, Altman DG. Outcome

reporting bias in randomized trials funded by the Canadian

Institutes of Health Research. Canadian Medical Association

Journal 2004;171:735–40.

Ebbert 2007

Ebbert JO, Sood A, Hays JT, Dale LC, Hurt RD. Treating

tobacco dependence: review of the best and latest treatment

options. Journal of Thoracic Oncology 2007;2(3):249–56.

EPOC 2009

Cochrane EPOC Group. Cochrane Effective Practice and

Organisation of Care Group. www.epoc.cochrane.org 2009.

Goldsmith 1993

Goldsmith RJ, Knapp J. Towards a broader view of recovery.

Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment 1993;10(2):107–11.

Gudrais 2008

Gudrais E. Unequal American: causes and consequences

of the wide - and growing - gap between rich and poor.

Harvard Magazine 2008;110(6):22–9.

Guydish 2007

Guydish J, Passalacqua E, Tajima B, Manser S. Staff

smoking and other barriers to nicotine dependence

intervention in addiction treatment settings: a review.

Journal of Psychoactive Drugs 2007;39(4):423–33.

20Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Guydish 2011

Guydish J, Passalacqua E, Tajima B, Chan M, Chun J,

Bostrom A. Smoking prevalence in addiction treatment: a

review. Nicotine and Tobacco Research 2011;13:401–11.

Hays 1999

Hays JT, Schroeder DR, Offord KP, Croghan IT, Patten CA,

Hurt RD, et al. Response to nicotine dependence treatment

in smokers with current and past alcohol problems. Annals
of Behavioral Medicine 1999;21(3):244–50.

Higgins 2011

Higgins JPT, Green S (editors). Cochrane Handbook

for Systematic Reviews of Interventions Version 5.1.0

(updated March 2011). The Cochrane Collaboration,

2011. Available from handbook.cochrane.org.

Hughes 2000

Hughes JR, Rose GL, Callas PW. Nicotine is more

reinforcing in smokers with a past history of alcoholism

than in smokers without this history. Alcoholism: Clinical
and Experimental Research 2000;24(11):1633–8.

Hurt 1996

Hurt RD, Offord KP, Croghan IT, Gomez-Dahl L, Kottke

TE, Morse RM, et al. Mortality following inpatient

addictions treatment. Role of tobacco use in a community-

based cohort. JAMA 1996;275(14):1097–103.

Hurt 2003

Hurt RD, Patten CA. Treatment of tobacco dependence

in alcoholics. Recent Developments in Alcoholism 2003;16:

335–59.

Hurt 2009

Hurt RD, Ebbert JO, Hays JT, McFadden DD. Treating

tobacco dependence in a medical setting. CA: A Cancer

Journal for Clinicians 2009;59(5):314.

Joseph 2003

Joseph AM, Nelson DB, Nugent SM, Willenbring ML.

Timing of alcohol and smoking cessation (TASC): smoking

among substance use patients screened and enrolled in

a clinical trial. Journal of Addictive Diseases 2003;22(4):

87–107. [PUBMED: 14723480]

Kalman 2005

Kalman D, Morissette SB, George TP. Co-morbidity of

smoking in patients with psychiatric and substance use

disorders. American Journal on Addictions 2005;14:106–23.

Lamberg 2004

Lamberg L. Patients need more help to quit smoking.

JAMA 2004;292(11):1286–90.

Levy 2010

Levy D, Graham A, Mabry P, Abrams D, Orleans C.

Modeling the impact of smoking-cessation treatment

policies on quit rates. American Journal of Preventive
Medicine 2010;38(S3):S364–72.

Mauer 2006

Mauer B. Morbidity and mortality in people with serious

mental illness. Alexandria (VA): National Association of

State Mental Health Program Directs Medical Directors

Council Report; 2006 October. Technical Report 13.

NIDA 2007

National Institute on Drug Abuse. Comorbid drug abuse

and mental illness. NIDA Topics in Brief 2007; Vol.

October.

NIDA 2012

National Institute on Drug Abuse. Elevated rates of drug

abuse continue for second year. NIDA Notes 2012.

Philip Morris 1994

Philip Morris. FYI Edition. Philip Morris 26 October

1994; Vol. Bates No. 2041128423/8548.

Prochaska 2004

Prochaska JJ, Delucchi K, Hall SM. A meta-analysis

of smoking cessation interventions with individuals in

substance abuse treatment or recovery. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology 2004;72(6):1144–56.

Psychiatric News 1994

Mental Illness Advocacy Group Battling Hospital Smoking

Ban in New York. Psychiatric News 16 September 1994.

RevMan 2014 [Computer program]

Nordic Cochrane Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration.

Review Manager (RevMan). Version 5.3. Copenhagen:

Nordic Cochrane Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration,

2014.

Richter 2006

Richter KP. Good and bad times for treating cigarette

smoking in drug treatment. Journal of Psychoactive Drugs
2006;38(3):311–5.

SAMHSA 2011

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services

Administration. Tobacco use cessation policies in substance

abuse treatment: administrative issues. SAMHSA Advisory

2011;10(3):1–4.

Schroeder 2004

Schroeder SA. Tobacco control in the way of the 1998

Master Settlement Agreement. New England Journal of
Medicine 2004;292(11):1286–90.

Schroeder 2008

Schroeder SA. Stranded in the periphery - the increasing

marginalization of smokers. New England Journal of

Medicine 2008;358(21):2284–6.

Schroeder 2009

Schroeder SA. A 51-year-old woman with bipolar disorder

who wants to quit smoking. JAMA 2009;301(5):522–31.

Thurgood 2016

Thurgood SL, McNeill A, Clark-Carter D, Brose LS. A

systematic review of smoking cessation interventions for

adults in substance abuse treatment or recovery. Nicotine &

Tobacco Research 2016;18(5):993–1001.

Tsoi 2013

Tsoi DT, Porwal M, Webster AC. Interventions for smoking

cessation and reduction in individuals with schizophrenia.

Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2013, Issue 2.

[DOI: 10.1002/14651858.CD007253.pub3]

21Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



USDHSS 2014

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The
Health Consequences of Smoking-50 Years of Progress: A

Report of the Surgeon General. U.S. DHHS, Centers for

Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for

Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office

on Smoking and Health, 2014.

Van der Meer 2013

Van der Meer RM, Willemsen MC, Smit F, Cuijpers

P. Smoking cessation interventions for smokers with

current or past depression. Cochrane Database of
Systematic Reviews 2013, Issue 8. [DOI: 10.1002/

14651858.CD006102.pub2]

Walsh 2005

Walsh RA, Bowman JA, Tzelepis F, Lecathelinais C.

Regulation of environmental tobacco smoke by Australian

drug treatment agencies. Australian and New Zealand

Journal of Public Health 2005;29(3):276–8.

Ward 2012

Ward KD, Kedia S, Webb L, Relyea GE. Nicotine

dependence among clients receiving publicly funded

substance abuse treatment. Drug and Alcohol Dependence
2012;125(1-2):95–102.

WHO 2016a

World Health Organization. Tobacco, 2016. www.who.int/

mediacentre/factsheets/fs339/en/ (accessed 2 November

2016).

WHO 2016b

World Health Organization. Management of substance

abuse, 2016. www.who.int/substance˙abuse/facts/en/

(accessed 2 November 2016).

Williams 2004

Williams JM, Ziedonis D. Addressing tobacco among

individuals with a mental illness or an addiction. Addictive
Behaviors 2004;29(6):1067–83.

Zullino 2000

Zullino D, Besson J, Schnyder C. Stage of change of

cigarette smoking in alcohol-dependent patients. European
Addiction Research 2000;6(2):84–90.

∗ Indicates the major publication for the study

22Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



C H A R A C T E R I S T I C S O F S T U D I E S

Characteristics of included studies [ordered by study ID]

Baltieri 2009

Methods Country: Brazil

Recruitment: alcohol-dependent outpatient smokers enrolled at university treatment

clinic

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 103 male smokers aged 18 to 60 yr

Interventions Intervention: two arms combined; daily naltrexone (50 mg), 12 wk, or daily topiramate

(dose escalating from 25 mg to 300 mg), 12 wk. (combined n = 65)

Control: placebo, usual care (smoking behaviour monitored) (n = 38)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence at 12 wk

Abstinence verification: none

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Double-blind study, all participants re-

ceived capsules of identical appearance

manufactured in a different university di-

vision

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

High risk 45% of participants lost to follow-up; au-

thors reported statistically significant dif-

ferences between dropout rates between

placebo and topiramate groups

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent
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Bobo 1996

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: daily smokers enrolled at 4 residential alcohol treatment centres in central

and western Nebraska

Cluster randomised trial

Participants 90 smokers aged > 18 yr

Interventions Intervention: 10-min counselling session based on trans-theoretical model of readiness

to change (n = 30)

Control: usual care (n = 60)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence at 1 and 6 months

Abstinence verification: participants provided saliva COT samples by mail and a list of

collateral contact references to verify use of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs

Notes ICC not available; sensitivity analysis excluded this study

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Cluster randomised: 4 treatment centres

were blocked (2 treatment, 2 control),

method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk Intervention assignment determined by

centre of residence

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Intervention and control conditions at dif-

ferent sites

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up was 3% in intervention

and 13% in control group (not statistically

significant), authors reported that respon-

dents had completed more formal educa-

tion than non-respondents (12.4 yr vs 11.

2 yr, P = 0.037)

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent

Bobo 1998

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers enrolled at 12 residential drug treatment centres in Iowa, Kansas,

and Nebraska

Cluster randomised trial

Participants 575 smokers aged > 18 yr
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Bobo 1998 (Continued)

Interventions Intervention: 4 individualised 10- to 15-min counselling sessions based on trans-theo-

retical model of readiness to change (n = 288)

Control: usual care (n = 287)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day tobacco abstinence and 30-day alcohol abstinence at 1, 6, and 12

months

Abstinence verification: participants reporting tobacco abstinence provided saliva COT

samples by mail, all participants provided a list of collateral contact references to verify

use of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs. 30% of respondents had references contacted

for verification

Notes ICC not available; sensitivity analysis excluded this study

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Cluster randomised: 12 treatment centres

were paired based on state licensing author-

ity assessment of comparability, sites within

pairs randomised by coin-toss; 2 centres de-

clining to participate were replaced

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk Cluster randomisation

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Intervention and control conditions at dif-

ferent sites

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 22%, differences be-

tween intervention and control groups not

reported

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent

Breland 2014

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: people aged > 18 yr enrolled in an urban recovery community organisation

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 151 current cigarette smokers (> 100 lifetime, > 1 day for the past 7 days and > 10/

week, expired carbon monoxide level ≥ 6 ppm) in recovery from addiction to alcohol

and other drugs (self-reported)

Interventions Intervention: 30-min computerised brief motivational intervention (5-A framework) +

information/referral sheet, offer of NRT (n = 82)

Control: information/referral sheet, offer of NRT (n = 69)

25Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Breland 2014 (Continued)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at 4 and 6 wk

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 8 ppm) at 4 wk

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Computer-generated urn randomisation

stratified by gender and cigarettes smoked/

day

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 34% in treatment

group and 38% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were sepa-

rately analysed as non-abstinent and ex-

cluded

Burling 1991

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: male veterans enrolled in inpatient substance abuse treatment at a Califor-

nia medical centre

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 39 smokers in residence for at least 1 month

Interventions Intervention: computer-guided nicotine fading, daily 15-min counselling, and self-ad-

ministered contingency contract (n = 19)

Control: waiting list with usual care (n = 20)

Outcomes Tobacco abstinence: self-report and carbon monoxide levels ≤ 8 ppm; other drugs: self-

reported 30-day abstinence, follow-up at 3 and 6 months

Abstinence verification: carbon monoxide assessment of air samples (tobacco); other

drugs: breath and urine sample for onsite follow-ups

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement
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Burling 1991 (Continued)

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up reporting incomplete

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent

Burling 2001

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: drug and alcohol-dependent smokers in residential rehabilitation pro-

gramme for homeless veterans at a California medical centre

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 200 daily smokers in residence for at least 1 month

Interventions Intervention 1: computer-guided nicotine fading, daily 30- to 45-min counselling, self-

administered contingency contract (smoking oriented) (n = 50)

Intervention 2: computer-guided nicotine fading, daily 30- to 45-min counselling, self-

administered contingency contract (generalised from smoking to other drugs) (n = 50)

Control 1: usual care (n = 50)

Control 2: treatment refusers (n = 50, not included in meta-analysis)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day tobacco abstinence, self-reported 30-day abstinence from other drugs

at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months after discharge

Abstinence verification: breath and urine samples (cut-off measures not reported)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described
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Burling 2001 (Continued)

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up reporting incomplete

(authors reported 80% to 90% follow-up

rate)

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded

Campbell 1995

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers enrolled in residential and outpatient programmes at a non-profit

substance abuse treatment agency in Oregon

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 112 smokers

Interventions Intervention: 4 daily group counselling sessions followed by 15 weekly group counselling

sessions, free transdermal nicotine patches, payment for participation and continued

abstinence, individual counselling on request (n = 90)

Control: waiting list with usual care (n = 21)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence at 1 day, 4 and 16 wk

Abstinence verification: expired air carbon monoxide sample analysis < 10 ppm (tobacco)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk Wait list control

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

High risk Wait list control

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up reporting incomplete

(authors reported 17% follow-up rate for

treatment group)

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded
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Carmody 2012

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: alcohol-dependent daily-smoker veterans enrolled in drug and alcohol

treatment programmes at 2 California medical centres

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 162 smokers (≥ 5 cigarettes/day) abstinent from alcohol for ≥ 7 days, aged > 18 yr

Interventions Intervention: 16 sessions of individual CBT and combination NRT over 26 wk (n = 82)

Control: usual care (referral to a free-standing smoking cessation programme) (n = 80)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco and 30-day abstinence alcohol at 12, 26,

and 52 wk

Abstinence verification: exhaled carbon monoxide sample analysis < 10 ppm (tobacco)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Computer-generated random assignment

list, stratified by number of cigarettes

smoked/day, depression, and abuse of other

drugs

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

High risk Loss to follow-up was 24% in intervention

group, 29% in control group, authors re-

ported that missing data may not have been

random

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded

Cooney 2007

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: alcohol-dependent daily smokers enrolled in substance abuse treatment

outpatient programmes for veterans

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 118 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) aged ≥ 18 yr who met DSM-IV criteria for

alcohol dependence in the prior 3 months
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Cooney 2007 (Continued)

Interventions Intervention: 3 × 60-min behavioural smoking cessation counselling sessions, 8 wk of

transdermal nicotine patches (n = 44)

Control: 15-min advice intervention, 5-min follow-up (n = 47)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco and 30-day abstinence from alcohol at 14

days, and 3 and 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide levels < 10 ppm (tobacco)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 20% overall, with

attrition rates higher in the control group;

early quit rates were comparable across both

groups

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded

Cooney 2009

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: people with current alcohol abuse or dependence recruited through uni-

versity health clinics and radio/newspaper advertisements

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 96 alcohol-dependent daily smokers (≥ 15 cigarettes/day) aged ≥ 18 yr willing to attend

outpatient treatment for substance abuse

Interventions Intervention: nicotine patch and nicotine gum plus usual care behavioural counselling

for alcohol and smoking (16 sessions) (n = 45)

Control: nicotine patch and placebo gum plus usual care behaviour counselling for

alcohol and tobacco dependence (16 sessions) (n = 51)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco and 90-day abstinence from alcohol at 2

wk, and 3, 6, and 12 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide levels < 10 ppm (tobacco), alcohol

breathalyser reading = 0
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Cooney 2009 (Continued)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Urn-randomised computer program that

balanced groups by history of previ-

ous substance abuse, treatment, age, sex,

baseline drinks/drinking day and baseline

cigarettes/day

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Double-blinded research design

All participants were asked whether they

believed they were in the treatment or

control conditions; 80% reported “don’t

know”, remaining 20% identified the gum’s

content with 50% accuracy

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up was 28% overall, with

no between-treatment differences in partic-

ipants retained (P > 0.05)

Participants lost to follow-up had absti-

nence status independently verified

Cooney 2015

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: people enrolled in an intensive 3-wk outpatient alcohol treatment pro-

gramme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 151 alcohol-dependent smokers (alcohol use in past 30 days, 1+ cigarettes smoked/day,

3-yr smoking history)

Interventions Intervention: 12 × 15-min individual counselling treatment twice daily before and after

substance abuse treatment days using centralised therapist supervision and progressive

contingency management rewards, and 8 to 20 wk of combination NRT (patch + gum/

lozenge)

Control: smoking cessation treatment delayed until 3 months after enrolment in alcohol

dependence treatment and 8 to 20 wk of combination NRT (patch + gum/lozenge)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at treatments and 2 and 13 wk

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 5 ppm)
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Cooney 2015 (Continued)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Computerised urn-randomisation strati-

fied by cigarette craving, alcohol self-effi-

cacy, alcohol dependence, nicotine depen-

dence, and gender at 2:1 treatment:control

ratio

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk Waiting list control

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

High risk Waiting list control

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 19% and comparable

across treatment and control groups

Participants lost to follow-up were signifi-

cantly younger than those retained; analy-

sis assumed non-abstinence

Gariti 2002

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: people enrolled in inpatient substance abuse treatment at a veterans medical

centre

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 64 substance-dependent daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day)

Interventions Intervention: 1 individual counselling session and encouragement to attend daily group

session screening films addressing quitting, nicotine patch, referral to outside clinic on

request (n = 34)

Control: usual care (nicotine patch, referral to outside clinic on request) (n = 30)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco and 30-day abstinence from tobacco and

other drugs at 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 9 ppm) and BAC (0.000 ppm)

samples, urine samples (COT < 50 ng/mL), qualitative assessment by technician

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement
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Gariti 2002 (Continued)

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Stratified by primary substance type,

method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 12% overall (exclud-

ing 2 deaths), differences between groups

not reported

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent

Grant 2003

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: veterans enrolled in an outpatient substance abuse treatment programme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 40 alcohol-dependent daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day)

Interventions Intervention: 5 × 30-min weekly education and group therapy sessions addressing nico-

tine dependence followed by 60-min group therapy session, carbon monoxide assess-

ments, 8 weeks of NRT offered (gum or patch) (n = 20)

Control: usual care (access to 1 educational session and NRT) (n = 20)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence from alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs at 1, 6, and 12 months

Abstinence verification: 2 collateral informants contacted at 6-month follow-up for con-

firmation

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described
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Grant 2003 (Continued)

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 43% overall (55% in

treatment group, 30% in control group)

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded

Grant 2007

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: people enrolled in outpatient alcohol treatment in community and veterans

centre programmes

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 58 alcohol-dependent daily smokers

Interventions Intervention: nicotine patch and bupropion, smoking cessation lecture and group therapy

session (n = 192)

Control: nicotine patch, smoking cessation lecture and group therapy session (n = 191)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence from alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs at 4 and 9 wk, and 6

months

Abstinence verification: 2 collateral informants contacted at 6-month follow-up for con-

firmation

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up 31% overall (40% in

treatment group, 21% in control group)

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded
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Hays 2009

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: people in community alcohol and drug treatment programmes recruited

by news releases, advertisements, and notices

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 110 daily smokers (≥ 20 cigarettes/day) aged ≥ 18 yr and abstinent from alcohol and

other drugs at least 1 yr

Interventions Intervention: bupropion SF 150 mg/day for 3 days followed by 150 mg twice daily, <

10 min behavioural counselling per visit (n = 35)

Control: placebo, < 10 min behavioural counselling per visit (n = 32)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence from alcohol, tobacco and other drugs at 1 wk, 3 and 6 months

Abstinence verification: urine screening

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Double-blind reported, method not de-

scribed

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 34% in treatment

group, 37% in control group, with no sig-

nificant differences between groups

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded

Heydari 2013

Methods Country: Iran

Recruitment: men with opiate dependence referred to 1 of 4 urban drug abuse treatment

centres to undergo methadone maintenance treatment

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 424 men aged 15 to 88 yr with a history of drug abuse (opiates, hashish, other recreational

drugs) for 1 yr and 1 yr habitual tobacco consumption (cigarettes or hookah)

Interventions Intervention: 6 wk step-down NRT patches (30 mg, 20 mg, 10 mg) + supply of NRT

gum/pills, behavioural therapy to aid in smoking cessation (5-As) (n = 212)

Control: behavioural therapy to aid in smoking cessation (5-As) (n = 212)
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Heydari 2013 (Continued)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence from tobacco and other drugs at 1 and 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide, rapid opiate test, thin-layer chromatog-

raphy

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk No loss to follow-up in study

Hughes 2003

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers with a history of alcohol dependence recruited by advertisements,

notices at outpatient clinics, and Alcoholics Anonymous meetings

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 115 daily smokers (≥ 20 cigarettes/day) and abstinent from alcohol and other drugs for

≥ 30 days

Interventions Intervention: nicotine patch 21 mg (for 6 wk), reduced to 14 mg (for 2 wk), 7 mg (for

2 wk), placebo (for 2 wk), stop smoking booklet, 7 × 60-min group therapy sessions, 3

× 15-min individual sessions (n = 61)

Control: placebo patch 12 weeks, stop smoking booklet, 7 × 60-min group therapy

sessions, 3 × 15-min individual sessions (n = 54)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence at 16 wk, 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide reading < 10 ppm

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement
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Hughes 2003 (Continued)

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up 73% overall, differences

between groups not reported

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent

Joseph 2004

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers in treatment for alcohol dependence or abuse in 3 centres (2

private, 1 VAMC) in Minneapolis-St Paul area

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 499 alcohol-dependent daily smokers (≥ 5 cigarettes/day) aged 21 to 75 yr expressing

interest in quitting (score > 2 on Contemplation Ladder)

Interventions Intervention: 60-min individual counselling session, 3 follow-up session, nicotine

patches (21 mg/6 wk, 14 mg/2 wk, 7 mg/2 wk), reminders of treatment available on

request every 3 months for following 12 months (n = 251)

Control: usual care, 6-month delayed enrolment to intervention (n = 248)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco, 30-day abstinence from alcohol at 6, 12,

and 18 months

Abstinence verification: biochemical testing (expired carbon monoxide, BAC), collateral

interviews, or both

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Computer-generated randomisation. strat-

ified by substance use disorder treatment

site and blocked within site in groups of 10

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk Computer-generated random sequence

was concealed from study personnel; re-

search assistants ready to enrol an eligi-

ble person consulted the study co-ordina-
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Joseph 2004 (Continued)

tor, who obtained the treatment assign-

ment from an independent office holding

the master list

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up 22% in treatment group,

17% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent

Kalman 2001

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers in inpatient treatment at a VAMC for alcohol dependence

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 36 alcohol-dependent male daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) who expressed readiness

to quit

Interventions Intervention: 3 × 45-min individual smoking cessation counselling session, nicotine

patches (n = 16)

Control: 1 counselling session, nicotine patch delayed to 1 wk post-discharge (n = 13)

Outcomes Self-reported alcohol and tobacco abstinence at 12, 16, and 20 wk

Abstinence verification: participants reporting abstinence returned to clinic for biochem-

ical verification (carbon monoxide testing, COT analysis)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Outcomes assessed by a research assistant

blinded to study condition

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Authors reported loss to follow-up was not

significantly different between groups, no

further discussion
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Kalman 2011

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: alcohol-dependent smokers enrolled in residential and community sub-

stance abuse treatment programmes

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 148 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) with a history of alcohol dependence/abuse

abstinent from alcohol for 2 to 12 months

Interventions Intervention: bupropion 150 mg twice daily 7 wk, nicotine patch 7 wk (21 mg/4 wk,

14 mg/2 wk, 7 mg/1 wk), 8 weekly counselling sessions (n = 73)

Control: placebo twice daily 7 wk, nicotine patch 7 wk (21 mg/4 wk, 14 mg/2 wk, 7

mg/1 wk), 8 weekly counselling sessions (n = 70)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day tobacco abstinence 7, 11, and 24 wk

Abstinence verification: biochemical testing (salivary COT < 15 mg/mL)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Urn randomisation stratified by gender,

severity of nicotine dependence, depressive

symptoms, substance use history

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Active and placebo tablets were identical in

appearance

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up 40% in treatment group,

36% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Karam-Hage 2011

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers in treatment for alcohol-dependence at a university outpatient

addictions treatment programme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 11 alcohol-dependent daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) abstinent from alcohol be-

tween 6 wk and 6 months

39Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Karam-Hage 2011 (Continued)

Interventions Intervention: bupropion 150 mg daily 1 wk, twice daily 7 wk, smoking cessation booklet,

10-min counselling session (n = 6)

Control: placebo daily 1 wk, twice daily 7 wk, smoking cessation booklet, 10-min coun-

selling session (n = 5)

Outcomes Self-reported tobacco abstinence at 4 and 8 wk

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide, BAC testing, urine drug screen, col-

lateral informants contacted at follow-up for confirmation

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk No loss to follow-up reported

Martin 1997

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers recruited through advertising directed to Alcoholics Anonymous

programmes

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 205 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) aged ≥ 18 yr with a history of alcohol depen-

dence, ≥ 3 months’ alcohol and other drug abstinence

Interventions Intervention 1: 8 wk 60- to 75-min group behavioural counselling sessions, aerobic

exercise prescription increasing from 15 min to 45 min (n = 73)

Intervention 2: 8 wk behavioural counselling, nicotine gum 2 mg with advice to chew 1

to 6 pieces/day up to 6 months (n = 62)

Control: 8 wk 60- to 75-min group behavioural counselling sessions, American Lung

Association 20-day quit programme (n = 70)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at 6 months and 1 yr

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide < 10 ppm, 1 collateral informant

contacted at follow-up if carbon monoxide data unavailable

40Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Martin 1997 (Continued)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

High risk Randomisation into cohorts dependent on

time of enrolment (6 consecutive cohorts

in groups of 36)

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk No concealment

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up rates not reported

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Mooney 2008

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: opioid and nicotine-dependent smokers enrolled in a veterans’ outpatient

substance abuse treatment programme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 40 opiate and nicotine-dependent daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) aged 18 to 65 yr

Men and women opioid-dependent smokers stabilised on buprenorphine 24 mg/day;

20 assigned to treatment and 20 assigned to control

Interventions Intervention: buprenorphine (increasing to 24 mg/day) and bupropion (150 mg daily for

3 days, 150 mg twice daily thereafter, last week taper) 12 wk, weekly 60-min counselling

sessions (n = 19)

Control: buprenorphine (increasing to 24 mg/day) and placebo 12 wk, weekly 60-min

counselling sessions (n = 20)

(Test of Bupropion (300 mg/day) versus placebo)

Outcomes Tobacco abstinence assessed 3 times weekly by expired carbon monoxide (< 10 ppm),

other drug abstinence by urine assay for opiates < 200 ng/mL, benzoylecgonine < 300

ng/mL at weekly intervals over 12 wk

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement
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Mooney 2008 (Continued)

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk An urn randomisation procedure was used

to ensure balance distribution across race

and sex

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Bupropion pills were over-encapsulated to

match placebo pills

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

High risk Overall loss to follow-up was 42%, treat-

ment group retention was significantly

lower than control group retention P = 0.

0241)

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Mueller 2012

Methods Country: Switzerland

Recruitment: people enrolled in a 21-day inpatient alcohol detoxification treatment

programme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 103 alcohol-dependent smokers aged 18 to 65 yr with stay long enough to complete 10-

day treatment programme; excluded if using pharmacotherapy for smoking cessation

Interventions Intervention: 5 × 30-min group CBT sessions focused on smoking cessation (CBT) (n

= 53)

Control: autogenic training (n = 50)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from alcohol and tobacco at end of intervention, 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide, urine sample

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described
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Mueller 2012 (Continued)

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 53% in intervention

group, 34% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Nahvi 2014

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers interested in quitting enrolled in 1 of 3 urban methadone main-

tenance programs in New York City

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 112 smokers (≥ 5 cigarettes/day) maintained on methadone for at least 3 months without

psychiatric disorders, suicidal ideation, or recent suicide attempts English-speaking with

no psychiatric disorders

Interventions Intervention: 12 wk varenicline (1 mg) twice daily, with inpatient or telephone coun-

selling (n = 57)

Control: matched placebo, with inpatient or telephone counselling (n = 55)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at 2, 4, 8, 12, and 24 wk

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 8 ppm)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Computer-generated and stratified by 3

clinic sites in blocks of 6 by stratum

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk Allocation concealed by central data man-

ager using a password-protected file; med-

ication orders faxed to pharmacist

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk All study participants and staff blinded

to treatment condition; pharmacist com-

pounded identical varenicline and placebo

tablets

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up was 10%

Participants lost to follow-up were assumed

to be non-abstinent; sensitivity tests for dif-

ferences conducted using Fisher’s exact
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Nieva 2011

Methods Country: Spain

Recruitment: smokers enrolled in a university outpatient alcohol dependence treatment

clinic

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 92 alcohol-dependent daily smokers (≥ 5 cigarettes/day) aged 18 to 65 yr

Interventions Intervention: 10 × 30-to 45-min individual counselling sessions based on CBT, nicotine

patch/gum/lozenge for 3 months (n = 51)

Control: treatment delayed 6 months with usual care (n = 41)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at 1, 2, 3, and 6 months

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide < 9 ppm

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk Waiting list control

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

High risk Waiting list control

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up was 72.5% in treatment

group, 61% in control group, difference be-

tween groups was not significant; authors

reported treatment adherence unrelated to

sociodemographic or baseline clinical data

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Patten 1998

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers recruited from the community through advertising directed to

Alcoholics Anonymous programmes

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 29 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) aged ≥ 18 yr with a history of alcohol dependence

and major depression
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Patten 1998 (Continued)

Interventions Intervention: behavioural counselling + cognitive-behavioural mood management, 8

weekly 120-min group sessions (n = 13)

Control: behavioural counselling, 8 weekly 120-min group sessions (n = 16)

Outcomes Self-reported abstinence from tobacco at 1, 3, and 12 months

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide, 2 collateral informants contacted at

follow-up for confirmation (3 and 12 months)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

High risk Randomisation into cohorts dependent on

time of enrolment (consecutive cohorts in

groups of 8)

Allocation concealment (selection bias) High risk No concealment

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 55% in treatment

group, 70% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Reid 2008

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers recruited from 7 methadone-maintenance/drug and alcohol treat-

ment programmes using person to person communication, flyers, clinical referrals

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 225 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) with a history of drug/alcohol dependence

enrolled in substance abuse treatment ≥ 30 days

Interventions Intervention: usual substance abuse treatment, smoking cessation treatment consisting

of 8 weeks of group counselling and transdermal nicotine patches (21 mg/day in wk 1

to 6, 14 mg/day in wk 7 and 8) (n = 140)

Control: usual substance abuse treatment (n = 68)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco, alcohol, and other drug use at 13 and 26

wk

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide < 10 ppm, urine drug screen, alcohol

breathalyser test
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Reid 2008 (Continued)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Randomisation was computer-generated

using permuted blocks of 6, stratified by

site and sex

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk A study statistician who had no other con-

tact with site study staff, performed the ran-

domisation and staff were blind as to strat-

ification and block size strategies

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Overall loss to follow-up was 7%, no sig-

nificant difference in time to dropout be-

tween groups or between methadone and

non-methadone study sites

Participants lost to follow-up were excluded

Rohsenow 2014

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers recruited from a state-funded inner-city residential substance

abuse treatment programme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 165 alcohol-dependent daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day for 6 months) recently ad-

mitted to a 45-day residential alcohol dependence treatment centre

Interventions Intervention: motivational interviewing based therapy (with and without boosters) and

free access to NRT, smoking cessation information (n = 80)

Control: brief advice (with and without boosters) and free access to NRT, smoking

cessation information (n = 85)

Outcomes Self-reported alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use, carbon monoxide levels at 1, 3, 6,

and 12 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 10 ppm), collateral contacts, urine

drug screens

Notes

Risk of bias
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Rohsenow 2014 (Continued)

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Assigned using random numbers table

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk Assignment placed in a sealed envelope

opened immediately before 1st treatment

session

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Treatment content described as informa-

tional to participants and took place during

unscheduled time so no reduction in other

programme activities; personnel conduct-

ing assessments blinded to assignment

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 34% in treatment

group, 29% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Rohsenow 2015a

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers recruited from a state-funded inner-city residential substance

abuse treatment programme

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 184 smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day for 6 months) in substance abuse treatment, excluding

those with psychiatric disorders

Interventions Intervention: motivational interviewing based therapy (7 sessions), crossed with con-

tingent vouchers (outcomes not included), and free access to NRT, smoking cessation

information (n = 97)

Control: brief advice (7 sessions), crossed with contingent vouchers (outcomes not in-

cluded) and free access to NRT, smoking cessation information (n = 86)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 4 ppm) or salivary COT (≤ 15 ng/

mL)

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement
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Rohsenow 2015a (Continued)

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Urn randomisation stratifying for gender,

nicotine dependence severity, motivation

to change

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Participants in all groups informed they

would receive “informational sessions

about smoking;” personnel conducting as-

sessments blinded to assignment

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up was 22% in treatment

group, 27% in control group

Multiple imputation methods used to as-

sess sensitivity for missing values; 1 partic-

ipant who died before first follow-up ex-

cluded from the analysis

Shoptaw 2002

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers recruited from 3 narcotic treatment centres in Los Angeles using

on-site flyers and staff referrals

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 175 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) aged 18 to 65 yr in good standing in a methadone

maintenance programme

Interventions Intervention 1: 12 wk of NRT patch (21 mg/day 8 wk, 14 mg/day 2 wk, 7 mg/day 2

wk) and weekly 60-min relapse prevention group counselling (n = 42)

Intervention 2: 12 wk of NRT patch (dose as above) and contingency management

vouchers worth USD2 for providing initial verification samples, increasing by USD0.5

consecutively with a USD5 for each third consecutive sample; relapse restarted voucher

payments at USD2, total of USD447.50 available for 100% abstinent breath samples

(n = 43)

Intervention 3: 12 wk of NRT patch (dose as above) and relapse prevention counselling/

contingency management vouchers (n = 47)

Control: 12 wk of NRT patch only (dose as above) (n = 43)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco and other drugs at 6 and 12 months

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide < 9 ppm, urine samples analysed for

COT (< 30 ng/mL) and metabolites of opiates (< 300 ng/mL) and cocaine (< 300 ng/

mL)

Notes Only counselling and control arms included in analysis

Risk of bias
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Shoptaw 2002 (Continued)

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Low risk Participants were assigned to 1 of 4 smok-

ing cessation interventions using urn ran-

domisation

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Overall loss to follow-up was 27%, mul-

tiple imputation applied to intermittent

missing data; dropouts determined to be

non-random and not covariate-dependent

random

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Stein 2006

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: smokers enrolled at 5 methadone maintenance treatment programme clin-

ics in Rhode Island

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 383 English-speaking daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) aged ≥ 18 yr in methadone

maintenance for ≥ 6 months

Interventions Intervention: 8 to 12 wk nicotine patch (< 2 pack/day smokers: 21 mg/day 4 wk, 14

mg/day 2 wk, 7 mg/day 2 wk; 2 pack/day smokers: 42 mg/day 4 wk, 35 mg/day 2

wk, 28 mg/day 2 wk, 14 mg/day 1 wk, 7 mg/day 1 wk), 3 counselling sessions based

on motivational interviewing, quit date counselling, follow-up session reinforcing skills

training (n = 192)

Control: brief advice using the National Cancer Institute 4As model (n = 191)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day abstinence from tobacco at 1, 3, and 6 months

Abstinence verification: expired carbon monoxide < 8 ppm

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

49Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders (Review)

Copyright © 2017 The Cochrane Collaboration. Published by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



Stein 2006 (Continued)

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk Assignments made by a separate study in-

terventionist

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Follow-up research assessments performed

by staff blinded to participant group assign-

ment

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Overall loss to follow-up was 18.5%, au-

thors reported follow-up rates were similar

in both groups and no association between

attrition and covariates

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent

Stein 2013

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: methadone-maintained participants from 9 treatment centres in New Eng-

land

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 315 daily smokers (≥ 10 cigarettes/day) in methadone maintenance for ≥ 4 wk, not

pregnant or nursing or unwilling to set quit date

Interventions Intervention 1: 6 months varenicline 1 mg treatment, brief advice (n = 137)

Intervention 2: 6 months NRT prescription patch + ad libitum nicotine rescue, brief

advice (n = 133)

Control: placebo, brief advice (5-As) (n = 45)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day tobacco abstinence at 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 8 ppm), urinary COT

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Follow-up research assessments performed

by staff blinded to participant group assign-

ment; placebo group given capsules iden-

tical to varenicline capsules; NRT arm un-

blinded
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Stein 2013 (Continued)

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Low risk Loss to follow-up was 18% in intervention

arms, 22% in control arm

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent; sensitivity analysis con-

ducted on missing data

Winhusen 2014

Methods Country: USA

Recruitment: adults recruited from 1 of 12 substance use disorder treatment programmes

at treatment start

Randomised controlled trial

Participants 538 cocaine or methamphetamine (or both)-dependent smokers (≥ 7 cigarettes/day for 3

months, carbon monoxide ≥ 8 ppm) interested in quitting, excluded for conditions that

could make participation unsafe (e.g. pregnancy), use of non-cigarette tobacco products

Interventions Intervention: weekly individual smoking cessation counselling and extended release

bupropion 300 mg/day for 10 wk, nicotine inhaler and contingency management during

post-quit treatment, substance abuse treatment (n = 267)

Control: substance abuse treatment (n = 271)

Outcomes Self-reported 7-day tobacco and other drug abstinence at 3 and 6 months

Abstinence verification: breath carbon monoxide (< 8 ppm), urinary drug screen

Notes

Risk of bias

Bias Authors’ judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection

bias)

Unclear risk Method not described

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk Method not described

Blinding of participants and personnel

(performance bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Method not described

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

All outcomes

Unclear risk Loss to follow-up was 10% in intervention

group, 9% in control group

Participants lost to follow-up were classified

as non-abstinent
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BAC: blood alcohol concentration; CBT: cognitive behavioural therapy; COT: cotinine; DSM-IV: Diagnostic and Statistical Manual

of Mental Disorders - Fourth Edition; ICC: intraclass correlation coefficient; min: minute; n: number of participants; NRT: nicotine

replacement therapy; ppm: parts per million; VAMC: Veterans Affairs Medical Center; wk: week; yr: year.

Characteristics of excluded studies [ordered by study ID]

Study Reason for exclusion

Alessi 2006 Intervention of contingency management

Alessi 2008 Intervention of contingency management

Alessi 2014 Intervention of contingency management

Covey 1993 Not a trial in relevant population; comparison of outcomes for people with and without substance use disorders

Diehl 2006 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence

Dunn 2008 Intervention of contingency management

Dunn 2010 Intervention of contingency management

Haug 2004 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence

Higley 2014 Completed clinical trial; outcomes not described, no published results

Kalman 2006 Control group did not receive placebo

Laaksonen 2013 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence

Leggio 2015 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence

Meszaros 2013 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence

Poling 2010 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence

Rohsenow 2008 Intervention of contingency management

Rohsenow 2015b Control group did not receive placebo

Story 1991 Intervention of increased methadone

Tsoh 2008 Completed clinical trial with a planned enrolment of 75 participants; outcomes not described, no published

results

Wiseman 2005 Measured reduction in smoking rather than abstinence
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Characteristics of ongoing studies [ordered by study ID]

O’Malley 2012

Trial name or title 1/2-Multi-Site Study: Varenicline Treatment of Alcohol Dependence in Smokers

Methods Randomised controlled trial

Participants Inclusion criteria: aged 18 to 70 years, alcohol dependent and seeking treatment, report smoking 100 lifetime

cigarettes and smoke twice weekly in the past 90 days with urinary cotinine of > 30 ng/mL, report heavy

drinking at least 2/days week in the past 90 days

Exclusion criteria: current clinically significant physical disease or abnormality, history of cancer, history of

sensitivity to varenicline, psychiatric illness, suicidal ideation, psychotropic drug use, drug dependence other

than nicotine or alcohol, at risk for alcohol withdrawal, used another investigational drug within 30 days,

intention to donate blood or blood products, body mass index < 15 or > 39.99 or weigh < 45 kg, women of

childbearing potential who is pregnant, nursing, or not practicing effective contraception

Interventions Intervention: varenicline 0.5 mg once per day for days 1 to 3, 0.5 mg twice daily for days 4 to 7, 2 × 0.5 mg

tablets twice daily following

Control: placebo comparator on same schedule

Outcomes Primary outcome: percentage of heavy drinking days in last 8 weeks of treatment for weeks 11 to 17

Secondary: 30-day self-reported smoking abstinence at weeks 13 to 17

Starting date September 2012

Contact information Stephanie O’Malley, Connecticut Mental Health Center Substance Abuse Treatment Unit, New Haven, CT,

USA 06511

Notes
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D A T A A N D A N A L Y S E S

Comparison 1. Abstinence, by intervention category

Outcome or subgroup title
No. of

studies

No. of

participants Statistical method Effect size

1 Counselling 11 1759 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.33 [0.90, 1.95]

2 Pharmacotherapy 11 1808 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.88 [1.37, 2.57]

2.1 Nicotine replacement

therapy (NRT)

3 635 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 7.74 [3.00, 19.94]

2.2 Other pharmacotherapy

or combined NRT and other

pharmacotherapy

8 1173 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.25 [0.89, 1.77]

3 Combined counselling and

pharmacotherapy

12 2229 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.74 [1.39, 2.18]

Comparison 2. Abstinence by treatment or recovery subgroup

Outcome or subgroup title
No. of

studies

No. of

participants Statistical method Effect size

1 Abstinence 34 5796 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.69 [1.43, 1.99]

1.1 Participants in treatment 12 2134 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.99 [1.59, 2.50]

1.2 Participants in recovery 22 3662 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.42 [1.11, 1.82]

Comparison 3. Abstinence by type of dependency

Outcome or subgroup title
No. of

studies

No. of

participants Statistical method Effect size

1 Abstinence 34 5796 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.69 [1.43, 1.99]

1.1 Alcohol dependence 17 2467 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.57 [1.27, 1.95]

1.2 Other drug (or combined)

dependence

17 3329 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 1.85 [1.43, 2.40]
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Comparison 4. Alcohol or other drug abstinence

Outcome or subgroup title
No. of

studies

No. of

participants Statistical method Effect size

1 Abstinence at longest follow-up 11 2231 Risk Ratio (M-H, Fixed, 95% CI) 0.97 [0.91, 1.03]

Analysis 1.1. Comparison 1 Abstinence, by intervention category, Outcome 1 Counselling.

Review: Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Comparison: 1 Abstinence, by intervention category

Outcome: 1 Counselling

Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

Burling 1991 0/19 0/20 Not estimable

Gariti 2002 2/34 0/30 1.3 % 4.43 [ 0.22, 88.74 ]

Rohsenow 2015a 6/97 2/86 5.1 % 2.66 [ 0.55, 12.83 ]

Breland 2014 5/82 2/69 5.3 % 2.10 [ 0.42, 10.51 ]

Bobo 1996 1/30 4/60 6.5 % 0.50 [ 0.06, 4.28 ]

Rohsenow 2014 0/80 3/85 8.2 % 0.15 [ 0.01, 2.89 ]

Mueller 2012 0/53 3/50 8.7 % 0.13 [ 0.01, 2.55 ]

Shoptaw 2002 1/47 4/42 10.2 % 0.22 [ 0.03, 1.92 ]

Patten 1998 9/13 5/16 10.9 % 2.22 [ 0.98, 4.99 ]

Bobo 1998 19/232 9/231 21.9 % 2.10 [ 0.97, 4.55 ]

Stein 2006 10/192 9/191 21.9 % 1.11 [ 0.46, 2.66 ]

Total (95% CI) 879 880 100.0 % 1.33 [ 0.90, 1.95 ]

Total events: 53 (Intervention), 41 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 12.58, df = 9 (P = 0.18); I2 =28%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.44 (P = 0.15)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

0.2 0.5 1 2 5

Favours no intervention Favours intervention
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Analysis 1.2. Comparison 1 Abstinence, by intervention category, Outcome 2 Pharmacotherapy.

Review: Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Comparison: 1 Abstinence, by intervention category

Outcome: 2 Pharmacotherapy

Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

1 Nicotine replacement therapy (NRT)

Cooney 2009 6/45 0/51 1.0 % 14.70 [ 0.85, 253.79 ]

Heydari 2013 15/212 1/212 2.1 % 15.00 [ 2.00, 112.54 ]

Hughes 2003 15/61 3/54 6.6 % 4.43 [ 1.35, 14.47 ]

Subtotal (95% CI) 318 317 9.6 % 7.74 [ 3.00, 19.94 ]

Total events: 36 (Intervention), 4 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 1.46, df = 2 (P = 0.48); I2 =0.0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.23 (P = 0.000023)

2 Other pharmacotherapy or combined NRT and other pharmacotherapy

Nahvi 2014 3/57 0/55 1.1 % 6.76 [ 0.36, 127.89 ]

Karam-Hage 2011 4/6 1/5 2.3 % 3.33 [ 0.53, 21.03 ]

Baltieri 2009 8/65 1/38 2.6 % 4.68 [ 0.61, 35.97 ]

Stein 2013 16/270 1/45 3.6 % 2.67 [ 0.36, 19.62 ]

Mooney 2008 3/19 2/20 4.0 % 1.58 [ 0.30, 8.43 ]

Kalman 2011 5/73 7/70 14.8 % 0.68 [ 0.23, 2.06 ]

Grant 2007 10/192 9/191 18.7 % 1.11 [ 0.46, 2.66 ]

Hays 2009 20/35 20/32 43.3 % 0.91 [ 0.62, 1.35 ]

Subtotal (95% CI) 717 456 90.4 % 1.25 [ 0.89, 1.77 ]

Total events: 69 (Intervention), 41 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 8.28, df = 7 (P = 0.31); I2 =15%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.28 (P = 0.20)

Total (95% CI) 1035 773 100.0 % 1.88 [ 1.37, 2.57 ]

Total events: 105 (Intervention), 45 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 27.65, df = 10 (P = 0.002); I2 =64%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.93 (P = 0.000084)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 12.55, df = 1 (P = 0.00), I2 =92%

0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Favours no intervention Favours intervention
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Analysis 1.3. Comparison 1 Abstinence, by intervention category, Outcome 3 Combined counselling and

pharmacotherapy.

Review: Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Comparison: 1 Abstinence, by intervention category

Outcome: 3 Combined counselling and pharmacotherapy

Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

Cooney 2015 20/105 0/46 0.7 % 18.18 [ 1.12, 294.29 ]

Campbell 1995 7/68 0/19 0.8 % 4.35 [ 0.26, 72.88 ]

Grant 2003 1/9 1/14 0.8 % 1.56 [ 0.11, 21.85 ]

Cooney 2007 4/44 1/47 1.0 % 4.27 [ 0.50, 36.77 ]

Kalman 2001 3/16 1/13 1.1 % 2.44 [ 0.29, 20.75 ]

Nieva 2011 7/51 1/41 1.1 % 5.63 [ 0.72, 43.91 ]

Reid 2008 8/140 4/68 5.3 % 0.97 [ 0.30, 3.11 ]

Burling 2001 14/96 5/48 6.6 % 1.40 [ 0.54, 3.66 ]

Carmody 2012 11/82 9/80 9.0 % 1.19 [ 0.52, 2.72 ]

Winhusen 2014 35/267 10/271 9.8 % 3.55 [ 1.80, 7.03 ]

Martin 1997 79/135 23/70 30.0 % 1.78 [ 1.24, 2.56 ]

Joseph 2004 31/251 34/248 33.9 % 0.90 [ 0.57, 1.42 ]

Total (95% CI) 1264 965 100.0 % 1.74 [ 1.39, 2.18 ]

Total events: 220 (Intervention), 89 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 19.42, df = 11 (P = 0.05); I2 =43%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.78 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Favours no intervention Favours intervention
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Analysis 2.1. Comparison 2 Abstinence by treatment or recovery subgroup, Outcome 1 Abstinence.

Review: Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Comparison: 2 Abstinence by treatment or recovery subgroup

Outcome: 1 Abstinence

Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

1 Participants in treatment

Cooney 2015 20/105 0/46 0.4 % 18.18 [ 1.12, 294.29 ]

Hays 2009 20/35 20/32 11.0 % 0.91 [ 0.62, 1.35 ]

Heydari 2013 15/212 1/212 0.5 % 15.00 [ 2.00, 112.54 ]

Hughes 2003 15/61 3/54 1.7 % 4.43 [ 1.35, 14.47 ]

Kalman 2011 5/73 7/70 3.8 % 0.68 [ 0.23, 2.06 ]

Karam-Hage 2011 4/6 1/5 0.6 % 3.33 [ 0.53, 21.03 ]

Martin 1997 79/135 23/70 15.9 % 1.78 [ 1.24, 2.56 ]

Mueller 2012 0/53 3/50 1.9 % 0.13 [ 0.01, 2.55 ]

Patten 1998 9/13 5/16 2.4 % 2.22 [ 0.98, 4.99 ]

Rohsenow 2014 0/80 3/85 1.8 % 0.15 [ 0.01, 2.89 ]

Rohsenow 2015a 6/97 2/86 1.1 % 2.66 [ 0.55, 12.83 ]

Winhusen 2014 35/267 10/271 5.2 % 3.55 [ 1.80, 7.03 ]

Subtotal (95% CI) 1137 997 46.1 % 1.99 [ 1.59, 2.50 ]

Total events: 208 (Intervention), 78 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 36.55, df = 11 (P = 0.00014); I2 =70%

Test for overall effect: Z = 6.02 (P < 0.00001)

2 Participants in recovery

Baltieri 2009 8/65 1/38 0.7 % 4.68 [ 0.61, 35.97 ]

Bobo 1996 1/30 4/60 1.4 % 0.50 [ 0.06, 4.28 ]

Bobo 1998 19/232 9/231 4.7 % 2.10 [ 0.97, 4.55 ]

Breland 2014 5/82 2/69 1.1 % 2.10 [ 0.42, 10.51 ]

Burling 1991 0/19 0/20 Not estimable

Burling 2001 14/96 5/48 3.5 % 1.40 [ 0.54, 3.66 ]

Campbell 1995 7/68 0/19 0.4 % 4.35 [ 0.26, 72.88 ]

Carmody 2012 11/82 9/80 4.8 % 1.19 [ 0.52, 2.72 ]

Cooney 2007 4/44 1/47 0.5 % 4.27 [ 0.50, 36.77 ]

0.2 0.5 1 2 5

Favours no intervention Favours intervention

(Continued . . . )
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(. . . Continued)
Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

Cooney 2009 6/45 0/51 0.2 % 14.70 [ 0.85, 253.79 ]

Gariti 2002 2/34 0/30 0.3 % 4.43 [ 0.22, 88.74 ]

Grant 2003 1/9 1/14 0.4 % 1.56 [ 0.11, 21.85 ]

Grant 2007 10/192 9/191 4.7 % 1.11 [ 0.46, 2.66 ]

Joseph 2004 31/251 34/248 18.0 % 0.90 [ 0.57, 1.42 ]

Kalman 2001 3/16 1/13 0.6 % 2.44 [ 0.29, 20.75 ]

Mooney 2008 3/19 2/20 1.0 % 1.58 [ 0.30, 8.43 ]

Nahvi 2014 3/57 0/55 0.3 % 6.76 [ 0.36, 127.89 ]

Nieva 2011 7/51 1/41 0.6 % 5.63 [ 0.72, 43.91 ]

Reid 2008 8/140 4/68 2.8 % 0.97 [ 0.30, 3.11 ]

Shoptaw 2002 1/47 4/42 2.2 % 0.22 [ 0.03, 1.92 ]

Stein 2006 10/192 9/191 4.7 % 1.11 [ 0.46, 2.66 ]

Stein 2013 16/270 1/45 0.9 % 2.67 [ 0.36, 19.62 ]

Subtotal (95% CI) 2041 1621 53.9 % 1.42 [ 1.11, 1.82 ]

Total events: 170 (Intervention), 97 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 19.56, df = 20 (P = 0.49); I2 =0.0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.81 (P = 0.0050)

Total (95% CI) 3178 2618 100.0 % 1.69 [ 1.43, 1.99 ]

Total events: 378 (Intervention), 175 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 56.13, df = 32 (P = 0.01); I2 =43%

Test for overall effect: Z = 6.17 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 3.98, df = 1 (P = 0.05), I2 =75%

0.2 0.5 1 2 5
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Analysis 3.1. Comparison 3 Abstinence by type of dependency, Outcome 1 Abstinence.

Review: Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Comparison: 3 Abstinence by type of dependency

Outcome: 1 Abstinence

Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

1 Alcohol dependence

Baltieri 2009 8/65 1/38 0.7 % 4.68 [ 0.61, 35.97 ]

Bobo 1996 1/30 4/60 1.4 % 0.50 [ 0.06, 4.28 ]

Carmody 2012 11/82 9/80 4.8 % 1.19 [ 0.52, 2.72 ]

Cooney 2007 4/44 1/47 0.5 % 4.27 [ 0.50, 36.77 ]

Cooney 2009 6/45 0/51 0.2 % 14.70 [ 0.85, 253.79 ]

Cooney 2015 20/105 0/46 0.4 % 18.18 [ 1.12, 294.29 ]

Grant 2007 10/192 9/191 4.7 % 1.11 [ 0.46, 2.66 ]

Hughes 2003 15/61 3/54 1.7 % 4.43 [ 1.35, 14.47 ]

Joseph 2004 31/251 34/248 18.0 % 0.90 [ 0.57, 1.42 ]

Kalman 2001 3/16 1/13 0.6 % 2.44 [ 0.29, 20.75 ]

Kalman 2011 5/73 7/70 3.8 % 0.68 [ 0.23, 2.06 ]

Karam-Hage 2011 4/6 1/5 0.6 % 3.33 [ 0.53, 21.03 ]

Martin 1997 79/135 23/70 15.9 % 1.78 [ 1.24, 2.56 ]

Mueller 2012 0/53 3/50 1.9 % 0.13 [ 0.01, 2.55 ]

Nieva 2011 7/51 1/41 0.6 % 5.63 [ 0.72, 43.91 ]

Patten 1998 9/13 5/16 2.4 % 2.22 [ 0.98, 4.99 ]

Rohsenow 2014 0/80 3/85 1.8 % 0.15 [ 0.01, 2.89 ]

Subtotal (95% CI) 1302 1165 59.7 % 1.57 [ 1.27, 1.95 ]

Total events: 213 (Intervention), 105 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 28.83, df = 16 (P = 0.03); I2 =44%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.10 (P = 0.000041)

2 Other drug (or combined) dependence

Bobo 1998 19/232 9/231 4.7 % 2.10 [ 0.97, 4.55 ]

Breland 2014 5/82 2/69 1.1 % 2.10 [ 0.42, 10.51 ]

Burling 1991 0/19 0/20 Not estimable

Burling 2001 14/96 5/48 3.5 % 1.40 [ 0.54, 3.66 ]

0.2 0.5 1 2 5

Favours no intervention Favours intervention

(Continued . . . )
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(. . . Continued)
Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

Campbell 1995 7/68 0/19 0.4 % 4.35 [ 0.26, 72.88 ]

Gariti 2002 2/34 0/30 0.3 % 4.43 [ 0.22, 88.74 ]

Grant 2003 1/9 1/14 0.4 % 1.56 [ 0.11, 21.85 ]

Hays 2009 20/35 20/32 11.0 % 0.91 [ 0.62, 1.35 ]

Heydari 2013 15/212 1/212 0.5 % 15.00 [ 2.00, 112.54 ]

Mooney 2008 3/19 2/20 1.0 % 1.58 [ 0.30, 8.43 ]

Nahvi 2014 3/57 0/55 0.3 % 6.76 [ 0.36, 127.89 ]

Reid 2008 8/140 4/68 2.8 % 0.97 [ 0.30, 3.11 ]

Rohsenow 2015a 6/97 2/86 1.1 % 2.66 [ 0.55, 12.83 ]

Shoptaw 2002 1/47 4/42 2.2 % 0.22 [ 0.03, 1.92 ]

Stein 2006 10/192 9/191 4.7 % 1.11 [ 0.46, 2.66 ]

Stein 2013 16/270 1/45 0.9 % 2.67 [ 0.36, 19.62 ]

Winhusen 2014 35/267 10/271 5.2 % 3.55 [ 1.80, 7.03 ]

Subtotal (95% CI) 1876 1453 40.3 % 1.85 [ 1.43, 2.40 ]

Total events: 165 (Intervention), 70 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 28.52, df = 15 (P = 0.02); I2 =47%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.67 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 3178 2618 100.0 % 1.69 [ 1.43, 1.99 ]

Total events: 378 (Intervention), 175 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 56.13, df = 32 (P = 0.01); I2 =43%

Test for overall effect: Z = 6.17 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.91, df = 1 (P = 0.34), I2 =0.0%
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Analysis 4.1. Comparison 4 Alcohol or other drug abstinence, Outcome 1 Abstinence at longest follow-up.

Review: Interventions for tobacco use cessation in people in treatment for or recovery from substance use disorders

Comparison: 4 Alcohol or other drug abstinence

Outcome: 1 Abstinence at longest follow-up

Study or subgroup Intervention No intervention Risk Ratio Weight Risk Ratio

n/N n/N M-H,Fixed,95% CI M-H,Fixed,95% CI

Bobo 1996 (1) 27/30 45/60 4.8 % 1.20 [ 0.99, 1.45 ]

Bobo 1998 (2) 79/232 81/231 13.0 % 0.97 [ 0.76, 1.25 ]

Burling 1991 (3) 9/19 7/20 1.1 % 1.35 [ 0.63, 2.90 ]

Carmody 2012 (4) 33/82 39/80 6.3 % 0.83 [ 0.58, 1.17 ]

Hays 2009 (5) 37/37 34/34 5.7 % 1.00 [ 0.95, 1.06 ]

Heydari 2013 (6) 209/212 199/212 31.8 % 1.05 [ 1.01, 1.09 ]

Joseph 2004 (7) 103/251 119/248 19.1 % 0.86 [ 0.70, 1.04 ]

Mooney 2008 (8) 31/38 34/40 5.3 % 0.96 [ 0.79, 1.17 ]

Mueller 2012 (9) 10/53 9/50 1.5 % 1.05 [ 0.46, 2.36 ]

Nieva 2011 (10) 13/51 14/41 2.5 % 0.75 [ 0.40, 1.41 ]

Reid 2008 (11) 74/142 41/68 8.9 % 0.86 [ 0.67, 1.11 ]

Total (95% CI) 1147 1084 100.0 % 0.97 [ 0.91, 1.03 ]

Total events: 625 (Intervention), 622 (No intervention)

Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 29.04, df = 10 (P = 0.001); I2 =66%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.03 (P = 0.30)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

0.01 0.1 1 10 100

No effect Increases abstinence

(1) In recovery, alcohol dependence

(2) In recovery, other drug dependence

(3) In recovery, alcohol and other drug dependence

(4) In recovery, alcohol dependence
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(6) In treatment, other drug dependence

(7) In recovery, alcohol dependence

(8) In recovery, other drug dependence

(9) In treatment, alcohol dependence

(10) In recovery, alcohol dependence

(11) In recovery, alcohol and other drug dependence
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A P P E N D I C E S

Appendix 1. MEDLINE search strategy

((alcohol drinking/dt[mh:noexp] OR alcohol drinking/pc[mh:noexp] OR alcohol drinking/px[mh:noexp] OR alcohol drinking/th[mh:noexp])
OR (alcoholism/dt[mh:noexp] OR alcoholism/pc[mh:noexp] OR alcoholism/px[mh:noexp] OR alcoholism/rh[mh:noexp] OR alcoholism/th[mh:
noexp]) OR (heavy[tiab] AND drink*[tiab]) OR (substance withdrawal syndrome/dt[mh:noexp] OR substance withdrawal syndrome/pc[mh:
noexp] OR substance withdrawal syndrome/px[mh:noexp] OR substance withdrawal syndrome/rh[mh:noexp] OR substance withdrawal syn-
drome/th[mh:noexp]) OR (substance-related disorders/dt[mh:noexp] OR substance-related disorders/pc[mh:noexp] OR substance-related dis-
orders/px[mh:noexp] OR substance-related disorders/rh[mh:noexp] OR substance-related disorders/th[mh:noexp]) OR (alcohol-related disor-
ders/dt[mh:noexp] OR alcohol-related disorders/pc[mh:noexp] OR alcohol-related disorders/px[mh:noexp] OR alcohol-related disorders/rh[mh:
noexp] OR alcohol-related disorders/th[mh:noexp]) OR (amphetamine-related disorders/dt[mh:noexp] OR amphetamine-related disorders/
pc[mh:noexp] OR amphetamine-related disorders/px[mh:noexp] OR amphetamine-related disorders/rh[mh:noexp] OR amphetamine-related
disorders/th[mh:noexp]) OR (cocaine-related disorders/dt[mh:noexp] OR cocaine-related disorders/pc[mh:noexp] OR cocaine-related disorders/
px[mh:noexp] OR cocaine-related disorders/rh[mh:noexp] OR cocaine-related disorders/th[mh:noexp]) OR (inhalant abuse/dt[mh:noexp] OR
inhalant abuse/pc[mh:noexp] OR inhalant abuse/px[mh:noexp] OR inhalant abuse/rh[mh:noexp] OR inhalant abuse/th[mh:noexp]) OR
(marijuana abuse/dt[mh:noexp] OR marijuana abuse/pc[mh:noexp] OR marijuana abuse/px[mh:noexp] OR marijuana abuse/rh[mh:noexp]
OR marijuana abuse/th[mh:noexp]) OR (opioid-related disorders/dt[mh] OR opioid-related disorders/pc[mh] OR opioid-related disorders/
px[mh] OR opioid-related disorders/rh[mh] OR opioid-related disorders/th[mh]) OR (phencyclidine abuse/dt[mh:noexp] OR phencyclidine
abuse/pc[mh:noexp] OR phencyclidine abuse/px[mh:noexp] OR phencyclidine abuse/rh[mh:noexp] OR phencyclidine abuse/th[mh:noexp]) OR
(substance abuse, intravenous/dt[mh:noexp] OR substance abuse, intravenous/pc[mh:noexp] OR substance abuse, intravenous/px[mh:noexp]
OR substance abuse, intravenous/rh[mh:noexp] OR substance abuse, intravenous/th[mh:noexp])) AND (((“smoking cessation” OR smoking
cessation[mh]) OR (tobacco use cessation[mh:noexp]) OR (tobacco use disorder[mh:noexp]) OR (tobacco, smokeless[mh:noexp]) OR (tobacco
smoke pollution[mh]) OR (tobacco[mh]) OR (nicotine[mh]) OR ((quit*[tiab] OR stop*[tiab] OR ceas*[tiab] OR giv*[tiab]) AND smok-
ing[tiab]) OR (smoking/pc[mh] OR smoking/th[mh])) AND ((randomised controlled trial[pt]) OR (controlled clinical trial[pt]) OR (clinical
trial[pt])) NOT (animals[mh] NOT humans[mh]))

W H A T ’ S N E W

Date Event Description

19 January 2017 Amended Correction to Cooney 2009 data and consequent small changes to effect estimates
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