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Abstract

Background: Screening, brief intervention, and referral to treatment (SBIRT), is an approach for the prevention and
treatment of substance use disorders, but is often underutilized in healthcare settings. Although the implementation of
SBIRT is challenging, the use of multi-faceted and higher intensity strategies are more likely to result in the successful
incorporation of SBIRT into practice in primary care settings. SBIRT may be used in different healthcare settings, and the
context for implementation and types of strategies used to support implementation may vary by setting. The purpose
of this scoping review is to provide an overview regarding the use of strategies to support implementation of SBIRT in
all healthcare settings and describe the associated outcomes.

Methods: A scoping review was conducted using CINAHL Complete, HealthBusiness FUlITEXT, PsycINFO, PubMed, and
Embase to search for articles published in English prior to September 2019. The search returned 462 citations, with 18
articles included in the review. Two independent reviewers extracted data from each article regarding the theory,
design, timeline, location, setting, patient population, substance type, provider, sample size and type, implementation
strategies, and implementation outcomes. The reviewers entered all extracted data entered into a table and then
summarized the results.

Results: Most of the studies were conducted in the United States in primary care or emergency department settings,
and the majority of studies focused on SBIRT to address alcohol use in adults. The most commonly used strategies to
support implementation included training and educating stakeholders or developing stakeholder interrelationships. In
contrast, only a few studies engaged patients or consumers in the implementation process. Efforts to support
implementation often resulted in an increase in screening, but the evidence regarding the brief intervention is less
clear, and most studies did not assess the reach or adoption of the referral to treatment.
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Discussion: In addition to summarizing the strategies used to increase reach and adoption of SBIRT in healthcare
settings, this scoping review identified multiple gaps in the literature. Two major gaps include implementation of SBIRT
in acute care settings and the application of implementation theories to inform healthcare efforts to enable use of

Keywords: Implementation, Implementation strategies, Screening, brief intervention, referral to treatment

Background

More than 20 million people aged 12 and older in the
United States have a substance use disorder [1]. Sub-
stance use disorders (SUD), defined as health problems,
disability, and failure to meet responsibilities caused by
alcohol or drug use [1], have a significant impact on in-
dividuals, families, and communities. In addition to
healthcare costs associated with the treatment of comor-
bidities, a projected $42 billion will be spent on SUD
treatment in 2020 [2]. When including direct and indir-
ect costs related to crime and lost worker productivity,
the national cost of substance abuse increases to $740
billion annually [3]. Despite the known consequences of
SUD, healthcare providers rarely use validated tools to
screen patients for SUD, and only 11% of people who
need substance use treatment receive treatment at a spe-
cialty facility [1, 4].

Screening, Brief Intervention, and Referral to Treatment
(SBIRT) is a comprehensive public health approach to deliv-
ering care for individuals who have or are at risk of develop-
ing SUD [5]. SBIRT is a three-step process that involves 1)
using a validated tool to screen patients to assess the severity
of substance use, 2) providing a brief intervention when indi-
cated by screening and clinical judgment, and 3) providing a
referral to treatment when appropriate [5]. The receipt of
SBIRT is associated with reductions in alcohol and illicit drug
use [6] and diminished societal costs related to automobile
accidents, arrests, incarcerations, work absences, and other
factors [7, 8]. Compared to usual care, a brief intervention is
effective in the reduction of alcohol consumption [9], al-
though the evidence for other substances is unclear [9, 10].
Several organizations recognize the potential of SBIRT in ad-
dressing substance use [11-14]. Despite the potential benefits
of using SBIRT in clinical practice, this intervention is under-
utilized in healthcare settings representing a substantial gap
in implementation. Clinicians report that they infrequently
use screening tools to screen for substance use, and clinical
students may not have preceptors with SBIRT experience [4,
15]. Additionally, less than 2% of pediatric emergency physi-
cians report consistent use of SBIRT for adolescents with
alcohol-related emergency department visits [16].

When an intervention is underutilized in clinical practice,
the next step is to study the implementation of that interven-
tion [17, 18]. Greenhalgh et al. define implementation as

“active and planned efforts to mainstream an innovation
within an organization.”*”? *®* This process includes the de-
cision to use an intervention (described using the terms
adoption, assimilation, acceptance, and uptake) [19-22], and
continued use of the intervention (described using the terms
sustainment and maintenance) [20, 21, 23]. The methods
used to enhance adoption, implementation, and sustainment
of a new practice are referred to as implementation strategies
[24]. Implementation strategies may include activities such as
training and educating stakeholders, adapting the interven-
tion to fit the context, or providing interactive assistance dur-
ing the implementation process [25, 26]. While there are
several different measures to determine the outcomes associ-
ated with implementation [27], the outcomes in this review
include reach (ie., the proportion of patients who received
the intervention) and adoption (ie., the proportion of indi-
vidual providers, groups, or organizations that decided to use
the intervention) [28, 29].

Previous reviews on the use of strategies to support
the implementation of SBIRT have focused on unhealthy
alcohol use within primary care settings and were pub-
lished in 2005 and 2016. These analyses indicated that
the use of multi-faceted strategies that addressed a com-
bination of patients, professionals, and organizations,
was more effective than the use of strategies that only
addressed the healthcare professionals [30]. These stud-
ies additionally found that a higher intensity of an imple-
mentation strategy (e.g., amount of training) was
associated with greater efficacy of implementation of a
brief alcohol intervention in primary care [31].

Prior reviews are limited to the primary care setting,
but SBIRT can be used in other settings such as acute
care and emergency departments which may have differ-
ent contexts for implementation than primary care. In-
vestigators have studied the implementation of SBIRT in
various healthcare settings, and an understanding of the
strategies used to increase the number of patients who
receive SBIRT and providers who use SBIRT in various
contexts may inform future research and clinical prac-
tice. Therefore, the research question guiding this re-
search is, “What implementation strategies are used to
increase the reach and adoption of SBIRT when imple-
menting SBIRT in healthcare settings, and what are the
associated outcomes related to reach and adoption?”
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Scoping reviews are used to map the current field of
study and identify gaps in the existing literature [32, 33].
Scoping reviews include a systematic search and sum-
mary of the existing literature; however, unlike a system-
atic review, the scoping review method does not include
an assessment of the risk of bias within each study or
synthesis of the evidence [33]. A scoping review was
therefore determined most appropriate, as this method
will provide an overview of the evidence. The purpose of
this scoping review is to provide an overview of existing
evidence regarding the use of implementation strategies
to promote the implementation of SBIRT in healthcare
settings.

Methods

Investigators used a scoping review method as described
by Arksey and O’Malley [32]. This method includes
identifying a research question, identifying and selecting
studies, extracting data, and then collating and summar-
izing results [32].

Identifying a research question

The investigators noted a gap in the literature and estab-
lished the research question. The investigators developed
but did not publish a protocol to conduct the review
and answer this research question.

Identifying and selecting studies

To be included in this review, articles had to be pub-
lished in English, contain empirical evidence, address the
implementation of SBIRT in healthcare settings, describe
strategies to promote implementation, and measure an
outcome of interest (i.e., reach or adoption of SBIRT).
Additionally, there had to be a comparison of the out-
come, such as pre-intervention and post-intervention
data, longitudinal data, or comparison to a control
group. Exclusion criteria included abstracts, posters, dis-
sertations, or articles that used SBIRT for something
other than unhealthy substance use. These inclusion and
exclusion criteria were selected to obtain evidence to ad-
dress the purpose of the review and to summarize evi-
dence regarding the changes in reach and adoption
related to the use of implementation strategies.

The articles for this review were identified through a
literature search, using the key terms “SBIRT” OR
“screening brief intervention referral to treatment” AND
multiple terms related to implementation (adopt*, as-
similation, acceptance, uptake, implement*, sustain®
maintenance). Because not all authors use the term
‘strategy’ when describing methods to enhance imple-
mentation, this term was not included in the search. Da-
tabases for the search included CINAHL Complete,
HealthBusiness FullTEXT, PsycINFO, PubMed, and
Embase. These databases were selected to capture
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nursing, healthcare administration, behavioral science
literature, and international literature. Publication dates
were not limited, and the literature search was con-
ducted on August 31, 2019. A health science librarian
provided feedback on the search strategy prior to the
completion of the literature search.

The initial screening process included a review of all
titles and abstracts and then removal of the citations that
clearly did not meet the criteria for inclusion in the re-
view. After obtaining the full text for all of the remaining
citations, the investigator then removed all non-English
articles, abstracts, posters, and dissertations. The
remaining full-text articles were then screened for inclu-
sion in the review using a screening tool that listed the
inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Extracting data

Variables of interest for this review included the study
theory or framework, design and timeline, location and
setting, patient population, substance type, the type of
providers using SBIRT, sample size and type, implemen-
tation strategies used, and implementation outcomes.
Most of the variables (theory/framework, design and
timeline, location, setting, population, substance type,
and providers using SBIRT) were extracted directly from
the articles. When the study authors did not clearly state
the study design, the reviewers selected a design to
describe the study. The sample size and type were ex-
tracted directly from the article, with a focus on the
sample size included in the final data analysis. When the
study authors did not provide the exact sample size, the
reviewers described the sample size based on informa-
tion in the article.

To identify implementations strategies, the reviewers
looked for descriptions of methods to facilitate adoption,
implementation, or sustainment of SBIRT, such as train-
ing, adapting the intervention, providing ongoing support,
or providing financial incentives. The implementation
strategies described in each article were extracted and
then categorized by the reviewers into categories, as de-
fined and described by Powell et al. [25] and Waltz et al.
[26] When reviewing the articles, research activities, such
as data collection for research purposes and data analysis,
were not considered to be implementation strategies.
Funding and academic/practice partnerships were in-
cluded as implementation strategies when they were expli-
citly mentioned in the article but were not included based
on the acknowledgments section or authors’ credentials or
places of employment.

The outcomes of reach and adoption were extracted
from each article. Although adoption is generally defined
as a cognitive decision [22], researchers often measure
self-reported behavior or actual behavior as a proxy for

the adoption decision. For this review, reviewers
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extracted adoption data on providers’ intention to use
SBIRT or behavior regarding SBIRT. Study outcomes
other than reach or adoption (e.g., provider attitude,
knowledge, patient use of substances after receiving
SBIRT) were not extracted from the articles. When
extracting outcomes related to the brief intervention, re-
viewers also included different terms used to describe a
brief intervention, such as ‘brief advice, ‘motivational
interviewing,” and ‘counseling.’

A data collection instrument was developed and built
into Qualtrics XM®, a cloud-based survey software tool,
with pilot testing completed prior to use. This tool was
used to guide data extraction, collect and organize data
from each article, and compare reviewer responses.
Once reviewers determined that an article met criteria
for inclusion in the review, each article was independ-
ently reviewed by the primary investigator and a second
reviewer. Both reviewers entered data into the Qualtrics
tool. The study timeline was not included in the original
data collection tool, and this variable was extracted later
in the scoping review process. At the completion of the
independent reviews, all discrepancies were discussed by
the two independent reviewers. All unresolved discrep-
ancies were then brought to one of two additional inves-
tigators, who then made a final determination. One
study author was contacted to clarify the substance type
addressed in an article. In alignment with the scoping
review methods described by Arksey & O’Malley [32],
reviewers did not appraise the quality of each article.

Collating and summarizing results

Once consensus was reached, the results were entered
into a table in Microsoft Word to collate the results and
summarize the data. The reviewers met in person to
summarize the information, and all investigators provided
additional input via email or in-person discussions.

Results

The literature search identified 462 unique records after
the removal of duplicates. Two hundred sixty-eight arti-
cles were excluded based on a review of the titles and ab-
stracts, and then a review of full-text citations led to the
exclusion of abstracts, dissertations, and non-English arti-
cles. Two reviewers assessed the remaining 102 full-text
articles for eligibility based on previously noted inclusion
and exclusion criteria. The search concluded with 18 arti-
cles identified for in-depth review (see Fig. 1).

Study characteristics

The majority of studies (n=15) did not state a specific
theory or framework; however, investigators of the
remaining three studies noted the use of the following
frameworks: Framework for Design and Evaluation of
Complex Interventions to Improve Health, the
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Consolidated Framework of Implementation Research,
and Knowledge Translation. The most common study de-
signs were pre-post studies, randomized controlled trials,
longitudinal studies, and quality improvement, with the
timeframe of the studies ranging from 30 days to 5.5 years.
Thirteen studies were conducted in the United States,
followed by Europe (n =3), Canada (n = 1), and Australia
(n=1). The most common settings were primary care and
emergency departments/trauma centers. The majority of
the included patient populations were adults and/or
trauma patients (n = 10), although three of the studies ad-
dressed the implementation of SBIRT in the adolescents
and pediatric populations. More than half of the studies
were implementing SBIRT to address alcohol use, while
the remaining studies focused on SBIRT to address alco-
hol and other drugs, tobacco, or all substance types.
SBIRT was generally provided by multiple professions
within each study, although the studies in which only one
profession provided SBIRT generally focused on physi-
cians (see Table 1).

Implementation strategies

The authors of each study described the use of multiple
strategies to support the implementation of SBIRT.
Nearly every study used strategies to train and educate
stakeholders (1 =17). Training and education included
the development and distribution of educational mate-
rials, as well as the provision of in-person training ran-
ging from 5min to 1 full day. While training and
education were used most often, the next most common
approach was the development of stakeholder interrela-
tionships (n = 12). Studies described developing these re-
lationships through the identification of champions,
development of interdisciplinary teams, and collabor-
ation with researchers and other stakeholders (see
Table 2).

Half of the studies described strategies to support cli-
nicians (7 =9), such as embedding reminders into the
electronic health record and shifting tasks from one role
(e.g., physician) to a different role (e.g., research assist-
ant, health education specialist, or behavioral health care
practitioner). Other strategies used included the use of
evaluative and iterative strategies to support implemen-
tation (n =9), such as the use of monthly or quarterly re-
ports to summarize data, and the completion of a
baseline needs assessment to assess for readiness for the
implementation of SBIRT (see Table 2).

The remaining categories of implementation strategies
were used in fewer than half of the studies. These in-
cluded the use of interactive assistance to support imple-
mentation (n=8) by providing technical assistance,
conducting one-time or monthly conference calls, or by
providing ongoing support, facilitation, and supervision.
Several studies also described adapting and tailoring the
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Records identified through
database searching
(n=831)

CINAHL Complete (n=139)
HealthBusiness FullTEXT
(n=0)
PsycINFO (n=146)
PubMed (n=274)
Embase (n=272)

!

Records after duplicates removed
(n=462)

l

(n=194)

A 4

Studies included in
scoping review
(n=18)

Fig. 1 Flow Diagram of Study Selection

Initial screen of records [——> Recordi excluded
(n=1268)
Full-text articles .
assessed for eligibility Full-text articles excluded

(n=176)
Abstract (n=87)
Dissertation (n=4)
Not English (n=5)

Not empirical evidence (n=6)
Not about implementation of
SBIRT (n=37)

Not a healthcare setting (n=1)
Does not measure reach or
adoption (n=14)

Does not compare outcome of
interest (n=22)

J

intervention or implementation plan to the local context
(n = 8). Implementation leaders most commonly tailored
the resources, intervention, process, and training mate-
rials to meet the local needs or to fit into a specific set-
ting (e.g., community emergency department) or specific
population (e.g., Indigenous people). Another approach
included the use of strategies to change infrastructure
(n=8). The most common infrastructure change was
the modification of the electronic health record to in-
corporate SBIRT into the documentation. Several studies
described the use of financial strategies (n=7) to in-
crease the use of SBIRT. Financial strategies included re-
ceiving funding to support the implementation of SBIRT
or providing incentives or reimbursement for the use of
SBIRT. Finally, a few studies described the engagement
of consumers to support implementation (1n=3) by

partnering with people with unhealthy substance use or
people from a specific population (i.e., Indigenous
people) to develop resources and train providers (see
Table 2).

Implementation outcomes

The majority of the studies in this review measured the
percentage of patients who received the intervention
(n=15), while one of these studies additionally mea-
sured differences in adoption among providers. The
remaining three studies measured the self-reported use
of SBIRT by providers. Most of the studies in this scop-
ing review evaluated outcomes related to screening (n =
15), followed by brief intervention (1 =10), referral to
treatment (n = 4), brief intervention/referral to treatment
(n=1), and SBIRT overall (n = 2) (see Table 1).
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Screening

Reach Of the 15 studies measuring outcomes related to
screening patients with a valid and reliable tool, most of
the studies measured reach, or the percentage of patients
who received screening (1 =13). Most of these studies
(n=9) utilized the same implementation strategies for
all study participants via a quality improvement, pre-
post, or longitudinal study design. In these studies,
screening generally increased over time [34—40], but
three studies did not report if this increase was signifi-
cant [35, 37, 40]. Only one study, which focused on par-
ents of patients rather than patients, reported no change
in screening [41]. Another study reported an increase in
screening when a research assistant was present, then a
return to baseline when the research assistant was no
longer present [42].

The remaining studies (n = 4) divided participants into
groups and evaluated outcomes using randomized con-
trolled, randomized controlled pre-post, or non-
randomized pre-post quasi-experimental designs. The
use of training [43, 44] and financial reimbursements
[43] resulted in significant increases in screening, but
the opportunity to adapt the brief intervention did not
result in changes in the percentage of patients who were
screened [43, 45]. When non-physician providers and
physicians were exposed to the same implementation
strategies, a higher percentage of patients were screened
by non-physician providers than physicians [46].

Adoption Two studies examined the adoption of screen-
ing by providers. One study found that physicians at the
completion of the study were more likely to screen than at
the beginning of the study. However, the adoption of
screening was not significantly different between the inter-
vention group and the control group in this study [47]. In
contrast, another study found that providers who attended
more training sessions were significantly more likely to
screen patients for substance use than providers who
attended fewer training sessions [48].

Brief intervention

Reach Seven out of the 10 studies reporting outcomes
related to the brief intervention measured the percentage
of patients who received the brief intervention. Most of
these studies (m=5) used the same implementation
strategies for all study participants using a quality im-
provement, pre-post, longitudinal study design, or retro-
spective design. The results of these studies differed;
while the percentage of patients receiving the brief inter-
vention significantly increased in one study [41], other
studies demonstrated no change in reach [36, 38, 39], A
retrospective study evaluating a new nationwide
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performance measure (supported by electronic decision
support and financial incentives) demonstrated a signifi-
cant increase in reach of the brief intervention. However,
this study does not assess or describe implementation
strategies used within each facility to promote the use of
SBIRT [49].

The remaining studies on the reach of the brief inter-
vention (n = 2) compared different implementation strat-
egies between and among groups. In a randomized
controlled trial, reach was higher in the intervention
group than the control group, but it is not clear if this
difference was statistically significant [44]. Adapting the
intervention to allow for an electronic brief intervention
did result in a significant increase in the percentage of
patients who received a brief intervention overall [45].

Adoption Three studies measured the adoption of brief
intervention by providers. More providers reported using
the brief intervention after exposure to the implementa-
tion strategies [47, 50], and providers who attended
more training sessions were more likely to use the brief
intervention than their peers who attended fewer train-
ing sessions [48].

Referral to treatment

Reach Of the four studies reporting outcomes related to
the percentage of patients who received a referral to
treatment, most measured reach (# = 3). There was not a
notable change in referral to treatment for two studies
[39, 44], but Sterling et al. [48] found that embedding a
behavioral health care practitioner into primary care re-
sulted in a significantly lower percentage of patients re-
ceiving a referral to treatment than patients receiving
usual care.

Adoption In one study of provider adoption of referral
to treatment, Salvalaggio et al. [47] noted a significant
increase over time in the overall percentage of physicians
reporting that they refer patients to treatment. This out-
come, however, was not significantly different between
the intervention and control groups.

Brief intervention/referral to treatment

Adoption Mertens et al. [46] measured the outcome,
brief intervention/referral to treatment, based on docu-
mentation of either a brief intervention or a referral to
treatment. Evidence suggests that physicians may be
more likely to provide a brief intervention/referral to
treatment than non-physician providers, but the physi-
cians in this study were also less likely to screen patients
than non-physician providers [46].
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SBIRT

Adoption Two studies did not differentiate screening,
brief intervention, and referral to treatment as three sep-
arate interventions, but instead asked providers about
their use of SBIRT overall before and after exposure to
implementation strategies. In both studies, providers re-
ported an increase in the use of SBIRT [50, 51], although
the reported use of SBIRT 12 months after the interven-
tion was not as high as the reported use of SBIRT 3
months after the intervention [51].

Discussion

SUD are common and detrimental to individuals and so-
ciety as a whole. SBIRT, an approach to the prevention
and treatment of unhealthy substance use, is not consist-
ently implemented in healthcare settings. Different im-
plementation strategies may be used to increase the
delivery of SBIRT to patients or the use of SBIRT by
providers, but there had not been a recent review of the
evidence from multiple healthcare settings. This scoping
review included 18 articles and was guided by the re-
search question, “What implementation strategies are
used to increase the reach and adoption of SBIRT when
implementing SBIRT in healthcare settings, and what
are the associated outcomes related to reach and
adoption?”

The majority of the studies were conducted in the
United States and focused on screening and providing a
brief intervention for alcohol use in the emergency de-
partment and primary care settings. These study charac-
teristics align with the recommendations for practice
from the American College of Surgeons Committee on
Trauma [52] and the U.S. Preventive Services Task Force
[53]. There is a gap, however, in the existing literature
about the implementation of SBIRT in acute care set-
tings. When compared to the general population, pa-
tients admitted to the hospital have higher rates of SUD
[1, 54]. McQueen and colleagues [55] contend that when
a brief intervention for heavy alcohol is used in hospital-
ized patients, this intervention is associated with a re-
duction in alcohol consumption and death rates.
Additionally, The Joint Commission quality measures
for hospitalized adult patients support and recommend
screening and providing a brief intervention for un-
healthy alcohol use [56].

While most of the studies did not state a theory used
to guide the study, each study described a multi-modal
approach with the use of various strategies to support
implementation. Numerous studies included strategies
to train stakeholders and develop stakeholder interrela-
tionships, but less attention has been given to adapting
and tailoring SBIRT. There are core components of
SBIRT that must remain the same to maintain fidelity to

(2021) 16:42

Page 17 of 20

the intervention, but the peripheral components of
SBIRT (e.g., who completes the screening, how the brief
intervention is provided) can be adapted to fit the
organizational context. Bendsten et al. [45] found that
allowing providers to select between an electronic brief
intervention or a face-to-face brief intervention was as-
sociated with an increase in the percentage of patients
who received a brief intervention. SBIRT is a multi-step
intervention that involves multiple professions and
teamwork. More research about adapting the interven-
tion or implementation process may be beneficial to in-
crease the reach and adoption of SBIRT. Of note, only a
few studies engaged patients or other consumers in the
implementation process. Providers and patients report
discomfort discussing substance use as a barrier to the
implementation of SBIRT [57], but 95% of hospitalized
patients reported that they would feel comfortable if a
nurse discussed alcohol use with them [58]. There is a
potential to enhance implementation by further
researching adaptation of SBIRT and patient and con-
sumer engagement.

When evaluating outcomes associated with the imple-
mentation of SBIRT, most of the studies evaluated
organizational or group-level outcomes and did not
evaluate provider-level outcomes. Nevertheless, the fac-
tors influencing individual providers’ decisions about the
adoption of an intervention differ from the factors influ-
encing organizational decisions [59]. Additionally, the
use of SBIRT may increase initially and then decrease
over time [42, 51], but there is a paucity of research on
the sustainment of SBIRT. This review also revealed that
the use of implementation strategies is generally associ-
ated with increases in the reach and adoption of screen-
ing, but evidence about the brief intervention is
inconclusive, and evidence regarding the referral to
treatment is scarce.

Limitations

There are several limitations of this scoping review. Only
one reviewer screened all of the titles and abstracts, and
therefore some studies may have been inaccurately ex-
cluded from the study. The reviewers also extracted im-
plementation strategies from each article and then
selected categories for each strategy, but the categories
selected by the reviewers may not reflect the actual
intention of investigators in the original study. Further-
more, the authors of each article may not have described
every implementation strategy used to support the im-
plementation of SBIRT, and those strategies that were
described may not have included all pertinent details. As
the method did not include an appraisal of the quality of
evidence, the results of this scoping review indicate gaps
in the evidence but does not draw conclusions regarding
the effectiveness of different implementation strategies.
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Conclusion

In summary, this scoping review provides a summary of
the strategies used in healthcare settings to support the
reach and adoption of SBIRT. Most of the empirical evi-
dence about the implementation of SBIRT in healthcare
settings is from studies conducted in the United States
in primary care and emergency department settings.
Additional research in other healthcare settings (such as
acute care) may identify strategies to support the imple-
mentation of SBIRT in other contexts. Healthcare
leaders and researchers often train and educate stake-
holders and use strategies to develop stakeholder inter-
relationships, but there is a lack of empirical evidence
about adapting the intervention or engaging consumers.
Because implementation is more effective when strat-
egies address patient, professional, and organizational
factors, leaders should consider using a comprehensive
approach that does not limit the focus to providers. Fi-
nally, researchers often measure the reach of screening
and the brief intervention, with less focus on adoption of
SBIRT by providers or reach and adoption of referral to
treatment. Referral to treatment is a complex process,
and strategies to implement screening and brief inter-
vention within one healthcare interaction may differ
from the strategies required to effectively refer a patient
to treatment.
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