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Table 1: Types of Articles 

Type n %

Group experiments 137 33.4

Clinical trials 70 17.1

Reviews (Table 2) 70 17.1

Secondary analyses 31 7.6

Surveys 25 6.1

Single-subject / Case studies 19 4.6

RESULTS
Based on the 410 included studies, we found a wide array of focal topics. Specifically, 
85.6% of the articles were research based, while the remaining 14.4% were classified 
as conceptual (protocols/positions). Additionally, we sought to classify the primary 
research methodology within each publication. Data is provided in Tables 1 and 2. 

Table 2: Review Articles

Type n %

Systematic Review 26 6.3

Literature 24 5.9

Other / Poor Description 11 2.7

Meta-analysis 7 1.7

Scoping 2 0.5

Table 3: Research Questions/Aims Analysis
Type n %

Effectiveness, efficacy, reduction of risks or risky behavior, impact, specific treatment 
outcomes 236 46.0%

Characteristics of population, demographics, use patterns 49 9.6%
Acceptability/engagement with tech/retention/adherence 43 8.4%
Review, summarize current literature and new developments 38 7.4%
Development of new tech/concepts, theoretical framework and principles/design 32 6.2%
Explore experiences with technology, developing common language 27 5.3%
Description/overview/illustration of specific technology/protocols for testing 22 4.3%
Comparison of two programs/interventions/modalities 19 3.7%
Usability/accuracy/safety 9 1.8%
Identifying opportunities and considerations for implementation, exploring 
applications 9 1.8%

Problems with the technology, evaluation of implementations of tech programs 9 1.8%
Conversation analysis of online text forums 9 1.8%
Accessibility 6 1.2%
Ethical issues, measuring levels of intoxication 3 0.6%
Translating into different modality 2 0.4%

INCLUSION
Our searches operated across the Ovid, 
Elsevier, EBSCOhost, and Clarivate
platforms, across a 5-year publication 
window ranging from 2013 to 2018. We 
created a selective list of MeSH terms 
for the search. We required access to a 
full-text copy and sought access via 
interlibrary loans/purchases for a period 
of several months. 

EXCLUSION 
Articles were excluded for the following 
reasons: 
• Missing information about web-based
• Not using technology
• Focusing exclusively on telephone,  

text messaging, or online testing
• Non-scholarly/peer reviewed papers
• Incomplete information
• Unrelated to addiction topics

FINDINGS
Our study identified a number of issues 
present across the included studies. 
Specifically, we found that a variety of typical 
research article components were not 
consistently present within the group. Chief 
among these issues were discrepancies in 
the ways that “technology” and “online” were 
described/used. We found the inconsistency 
in terminology regarding technology and 
Internet-based tools and resources to be a 
challenge. See Table 4 for more information.

The literature base is wider than ever before, as 
evidenced by the number of studies that met 
inclusion criteria. There is evidence that technology 
can be used to deliver and augment treatment or 
recovery-based services; however, more can be done 
to strengthen this literature base. Researchers and 
authors can enhance their work in this area by 
including more of the basic components of typical 
manuscripts. It may be that because of the rapid 
interest in this area, authors have delved into more 
atypical methodologies and/or encountered a variety 
of statistical or modeling issues they were not 
prepared for. 

Table 4: Presence of Typical 
Manuscript Components

Manuscript Item n %
Adequate descriptions 

of participants 256 46.7

Review board approval 229 41.8
Conflict of interest 210 38.3
Significant findings 203 37.0

Randomization 194 35.4
Reported effect sizes 93 17.0
Description of study 

blinding 49 8.9

CONCLUSIONS
Conducting a content analysis using a systematic review process can make the 
evidence more available to librarians and easier to manage. More specifically, it can 
help librarians become more aware of what terms are being used to describe a certain 
subject area and how those terms are being used. In this study, the words online and 
technology had variable meanings related to promoting treatment and recovery. 
Additionally, librarians can become aware of gaps in the research and assist patrons in 
focusing their work. All of this can lead to better analyzing patrons’ needs and providing 
the best information services possible. In summary, the primary goal was to identify 
current trends in using Internet-based or technology-based substance use tools and 
resources for clinical interventions. We were able to meet this goal, but have developed 
more questions based on the findings. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Regarding the included research studies, we 
sought to identify and to classify their primary 
research questions or specific aims. Using 
multiple reviewers, we classified the overall 
research questions into categories via 
thematic analysis. The raw data set included 
research questions quoted from articles, but 
a small portion of the research studies did 
not include a research question, nor a 
specific aim. In those instances, we relied on 
the reviewers to identify the intended 
research question or specific aim of the 
article and record that. See Table 3.

INTRODUCTION
With increasing sophistication and access to Internet technology, there 
has been a corresponding increase in Internet or web-based 
treatments for substance use disorders (SUD). The use of technology 
has distinct advantages and can also greatly increase the kinds and 
amount of data useful to researchers. Although, there are gaps in the 
knowledge base around technology-based SUD interventions. Existing 
studies explore this literature; however, our study took a more in-depth 
review of a wider range of publications. One of the difficulties in 
utilizing research on technology-based tools for clinical translation 
relates to the presentation of the findings. Authors routinely use a 
variety of technological, methodological, and subject-matter specific 
jargon that may confuse readers and obscure a clear and 
parsimonious picture of their findings and their results. This has lead
to a significant growth in technology-based research for SUD, but it has 
not contributed to clinical translation, nor has it lead to enhanced 
treatment outcomes. 

STUDY AIMS
Our study took an in-depth approach to review a wide range of 
technology-based SUD treatments, resources, and interventions. The 
overall search question addressed was: What are current trends in 
using Internet-based or technology-based substance use tools and 
resources for clinical interventions? Our objectives were to explore, 
collect, and categorize the various presentations of evidence regarding 
technology-based tools and resources for SUD. 

METHOD
We conducted a content analysis utilizing a systematic review 
methodology. Our search was conducted using PubMed, Embase, 
Cochrane, CINAHL, Ageline, PsycInfo, Rural Health Information Hub, 
World Wide Science.org, Clinical Trials.gov, Scopus, and Web of 
Science. This process returned 3,222 references which were imported 
into Covidence for review. We utilized multiple reviewers (2 to 4) at 
each phase of the process, achieving a pooled Cohen’s Kappa of 0.62 
for independent reviews; however, we required consensus at all phases 
for each article to be included. Final results are based on the full-text 
review of the included 410 studies. Lastly, we employed a variety of 
software tools including EndNote, Covidence, Qualtrics, Excel, and 
SPSS to assist with the study. 

We categorized the meaning of “online” and “technology” terms and found the 
following four prevalent themes; however, it should be noted that some studies met 
criterion for more than one category:

1. Accessing a technology-based program/tool/resource that does not require a 
regular/constant Internet connection (n = 61, 11.1%);

2. Accessing an (web-based) online/Internet based program/tool/resource (n = 
377, 68.8%);

3. Accessing an automated program that was designed to guide people in a similar 
way through a program (n = 34, 6.2%);

4. Making a human/provider interface more easy (n = 13, 2.4%). 
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