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Abstract
Background—Buprenorphine/naloxone was approved by the FDA for office-based opioid
maintenance therapy (OMT), with little long-term follow-up data from actual office-based
practice. 18-Month outcome data on the office-based use of buprenorphine/naloxone (bup/nx) and
the impact of socioeconomic status and other patient characteristics on the duration and clinical
effects of bup/nx are reported.

Methods—This retrospective chart review and cross-sectional telephone interview provide
treatment retention of opioid-dependent patients receiving bup/nx-OMT in an office-based setting.
176 opioid-dependent patients from two different socioeconomic groups (high and low SES) were
begun on bup/nx, started intensive outpatient treatment, and followed-up after a minimum of 18
months (18–42 months) by telephone interview to assess treatment outcome.

Results—110 subjects (67%) completed the interview, 77% remained on bup/nx with no
difference in retention between high and low SES groups. Those on bup/nx at follow-up were
more likely to report abstinence, to be affiliated with 12-step recovery, to be employed and to have
improved functional status. Conclusions: Bup/nx-OMT is a viable treatment option and when
coupled with a required abstinence oriented addiction counseling program is effective in
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promoting abstinence, self-help group attendance, occupational stability, and improved
psychosocial outcomes in both low SES and high SES patient populations over an 18–42-month
period.
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1. Introduction
The buprenorphine/naloxone (bup/nx) sublingual tablet was approved by the FDA in 2002
and in early 2003 became available for use in the United States for office-based opioid
maintenance therapy (OMT) for opioid-dependent patients (Johnson et al., 2003). This
enabled major changes in the way opiate addiction is treated in the United States (Fiellin and
O'Connor, 2002b; Fiellin et al., 2001; Jaffe and O'Keeffe, 2003). Substantial pre-release
research demonstrated the safety, efficacy and comparability of bup/nx with previous forms
of OMT like methadone. bup/nx also appears to have a good safety profile compared to
methadone maintenance including a decreased risk with overdose or diversion, ease of
dosage titration, possible ease and brevity for tapering, and possibly a decreased impact on
the patient's cognitive function (Carrieri et al., 2006; Fiellin et al., 2004; Fiellin and
O'Connor, 2002a; Fudala et al., 2003; Harris et al., 2000; Jasinski et al., 1978; Johnson et al.,
2000, 1992; Ling et al., 1998, 1996; Mattick et al., 2003; Mendelson and Jones, 2003;
Simoens et al., 2005; Strain et al., 1994; Walsh and Eissenberg, 2003).

This favorable safety profile of buprenorphine and the ability to move opioid agonist therapy
to an office rather than addiction clinic setting has resulted in significant prescribing and a
growing body of post-release bup/nx research and clinical experience (Bouchez and Vignau,
1998). Post-release studies have shown bup/nx to significantly reduce opioid withdrawal
symptoms, improve retention in substance abuse treatment, and improve treatment
completion roughly similar to methadone treatment (Amass et al., 1994; Caldiero et al.,
2006; Fiellin et al., 2002; Gibson et al., 2003; Johnson et al., 1995; Krook et al., 2002;
Moore et al., 2007; Stein et al., 2005; Auriacombe et al., 1994; Giacomuzzi et al., 2005;
Johnson et al., 2000; Kakko et al., 2003; Kosten et al., 1993; Mattick et al., 2003; O'Connor
et al., 1998; Strain et al., 1994).

There are several areas in which more research on OMT with bup/nx is needed including;
outcomes with use in the actual private practice office setting, data on greater than 1 year
follow-up (Alford et al., 2007; Fhima et al., 2001; Kornor et al., 2007; McLellan et al.,
2000), and pre-induction patient characteristics as a predictor of long-term retention in
treatment (Marsch et al., 2005). In addition very few studies have examined the long-term
effectiveness of bup/nx in uninsured and underinsured populations (low socioeconomic
status or low SES) (Mintzer et al., 2007).

This report provides outcome data on a large number of bup/nx maintained patients in an
urban office setting with cross-sectional follow-up at a minimum of 18 months post-
induction. Data include the impact of pre-treatment patient variables on patient outcomes
including demographic, drug and alcohol use histories and socioeconomic status. The
primary objective of the study was to assess retention on bup/nx treatment, drug use,
morbidity from addictive disease and sobriety rates in 176 patients at least 18 months post-
induction. The secondary objective was to analyze the impact of pre-induction patient
characteristics including SES on the duration and outcome of bup/nx treatment at least 18
months post-induction.
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2. Methods
The patient population consisted of 176 consecutively admitted opioid dependant adults age
19–65 who met the criteria for admission into the bup/nx treatment program (DSM-IV
Opiate Dependence, multiple prior failed attempts at abstinence, lack of additional
uncontrolled axis I diagnosis/psychosis, not homeless). Patients were admitted over a 30-
month period of time. Initially only privately insured or full self-pay patients (the high SES
group) were admitted to the bup/nx OMP. Starting in 2005 indigent and uninsured patients
(the low SES group) were admitted under a treatment grant from the County Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Services Board (ADASB). All patients had standardized addiction assessments
performed and were induced on bup/nx doses between 12 and 16 mg/day (Caldiero et al.,
2006).

Treatment was divided into a “primary phase” where all patients were followed by the
investigators and an ongoing “outpatient phase” where many patients were referred to
outlying primary care follow-up due to patient cap constraints. Primary treatment involved a
23–48 h inpatient admission for induction, participation in 5 weeks of intensive outpatient
(IOP) counseling (3 h/day, 4 days/week), followed by 12 weeks of weekly once aftercare
sessions (Caldiero et al., 2006). Following primary treatment, bup/nx office follow-up
involved monthly visits with ongoing 12-step meeting attendance (three each week) and
quarterly toxicology testing. The ADASB grant required low SES patients to participate in
1–2 months of half-way house level of care between the induction and IOP treatment phase.

Full adherence (attendance, participation and abstinence) to each level of treatment was
required. Non-adherence or substance use resulted in referral back to the next highest level
of care. Repeated substance use or non-adherence resulted in taper off of bup/nx and
discharge.

After obtaining Human Subjects Committee review from the medical center IRB, chart
reviews from hospital and outpatient clinic records were conducted by two Addiction
Psychiatry Fellows using a standardized chart review form. A Fellow attempted to phone
each patient at a minimum of 18 months (and a maximum of 42 months) after induction.
Informed consent was obtained and the structured interview was conducted, including
questions on opioid and other alcohol or drug use, continuous bup/nx medication use, and
social, role and occupational function from the Shortened Inventory of Problems (SIP-AD).

Chart review and telephone interview forms were scanned into an SPSS database.
Simultaneous equations were modeled to test hypothesized interrelationships between
patient factors, treatment factors, and outcomes at least 18 months after bup/nx induction.
Retention in bup/nx treatment was modeled by discrete time survival analysis (Muthén,
2001).

3. Results
Over 30 months 176 subjects were inducted on bup/nx and eligible for follow-up. 33% were
female; 73% Caucasian, 21% Black, and 5% Hispanic, consistent with the overall racial
characteristics of opioid-dependent patients in the region. 110 of 176 (63%) completed the
follow-up telephone interview at least 18 months post-induction. Table 1 contains basic pre-
induction demographic, drug use history, medical, legal, and psychosocial data. There were
no significant differences in the baseline characteristic variables between subjects who
completed the telephone interview and those who did not except that non-completers were

more likely to have an arrest history ( , p = 0.03).
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Table 2 presents data on the 110 follow-up patients regarding continuous bup/nx therapy,
substance use, AA affiliation, employment, psychosocial functioning and several other
demographic, socioeconomic, medical and legal variables. The majority of patients
completing phone follow-up were Caucasian (73%), male (67%), and had a significant other
(58%). 52% of subjects were low SES, 48% were high SES, and 88% were heroin users with
74% reporting I.V. use. Depression (41%) and hepatitis C (34%) were the most common
medical comorbidities and 39% reported prior psychiatric treatment. 61% of patients
reported prior legal problems with 35% having been incarcerated.

At follow-up, 77% of subjects reported that they had continuously remained on bup/nx.
Patients on continuous bup/nx were significantly less likely to report using any substance (χ2

= 6.26, p = 0.012) and were less likely to report using heroin (χ2 = 8.1, p = 0.004).
Continued bup/nx patients were significantly more likely to report AA affiliation (χ2 = 5.49,
p = 0.019), including a “home group”, a “sponsor”, and attending 3+ 12-step meetings per
week (χ2 = 4.72, p = 0.029). Those on bup/nx were significantly more likely to have been
employed at baseline (χ2 = 4.92, p = 0.027) and at follow-up (χ2 = 4.89, p = 0.027).

Regarding psychosocial parameters, patients continuously on bup/nx were less likely to
reported damaging a close relationship (χ2 = 6.07, p = 0.014), doing regretful or impulsive
things (χ2 = 4.89, p = 0.027), hurting family (χ2 = 8.52, p = 0.004), experiencing negative
personality changes (χ2 = 4.43, 0.035), failing to do things expected of them (χ2 = 9.54, p =
0.002), taking foolish risks (χ2 = 11.36, p = 0.0008), being unhappy (χ2 = 9.27, p = 0.002),
and having money problems (χ2 = 5.97, p = 0.015). The study design did not allow these
results to be controlled for opioid abstinence.

SES sub-group analysis indicated that high SES subjects were more likely to be from a
minority background (χ2 = 6.82, p = 0.009) and were more likely to have a significant other
(χ2 = 12.36, p = 0.0004). High SES subjects were more likely to be employed at baseline (χ2

= 4.84, p = 0.028), but not at follow-up. Low SES subjects were more likely to report still
being on bup/nx at the time of follow-up. There was more substance use at follow-up in the
low SES subjects (χ2 = 4.09, p = 0.0432).

4. Discussion
This study is one of the largest case series to date to report outcomes of office-based bup/nx
maintenance with minimum 18-month follow-up data. The goals of the present study were
to determine the proportion of subjects still using bup/nx at follow-up, to compare levels of
functioning in continuously maintained bup/nx patients with those who dropped out, and to
assess whether pre-treatment variables including SES were predictive of treatment retention.

At between 18 months and 4 years of follow-up, 85 of 110 of subjects contacted were still
using bup/nx (77%), indicating that bup/nx can clearly be an effective long-term adjunct to a
comprehensive abstinence oriented, 12-step treatment program. Subjects who remained on
bup/nx reported dramatic improvement in many domains of quality of life and measures of
sobriety when compared to drop outs including: less substance use, fewer psychosocial
complications of addiction, more AA affiliation activities, and increased employment at
follow-up. The major reason for drop out or discontinuation from bup/nx maintenance was
failure to fully adhere with the abstinence based 12-step treatment or repeated evidence of
substance use. Thus improved psychosocial functioning in bup/nx maintained patients was
likely due to their marked decreased rate of substance use and not solely due to the bup/nx.
Increasing levels of employment for patients remaining on bup/nx is very important given
that long-term bup/nx therapy, especially if that therapy involves some degree of public
funding, can hinge on a return to gainful employment and medication funding independence.
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A secondary goal was to examine whether pre-treatment characteristics were associated with
bup/nx retention. Factors associated with improved retention were being employed at entry
into the study and the use of prescription opioids rather than heroin. This supports the prior
observation that bup/nx outcomes may be improved in prescription opioid abusers over
heroin abusers (Moore et al., 2007). A pre-treatment variable of special interest was patient
SES. Slightly more low SES patients remained on bup/nx, the low SES patients
demonstrated similar improvements in quality of life measures, and greater increases in
employment status when compared to the high SES group. Despite the better retention in
low SES patients and the fact that they received more treatment in the form of a half-way
house residential stay, they were also slightly more likely (8%) to report substance use and
hence relapse of addictive disease. Clearly, low SES patients can benefit greatly from bup/
nx maintenance when combined with quality addiction counseling treatment.

This low SES patient group is a different population than reported on in other bup/nx
studies. Previous reports on low SES groups have examined outcomes in homeless patient
populations (Alford et al., 2007; Fiellin et al., 2006; Stein et al., 2005). All of the low SES
patients in this study had stable housing, but were uninsured, mostly unemployed (89%),
unmarried (86%), injection drug users (82%). None of our low SES patients could afford
either the medications or the costs the treatment at entry to the program. The low SES
patients in this study represent a large group of the US drug abusing population who are
uninsured but are not truly homeless. As such they are a unique and important group to
study.

This study has several important limitations. The study population is a clinical case series
and a convenience sample derived from a clinical cohort stabilized on bup/nx as part of a
private insurance and publicly funded treatment program, and was not part of any planned
research protocol. The study was not prospective, with results obtained via retrospective
chart review and cross-sectional telephone interview. Finally, while one strength of this
study was its different SES patient populations, an important weakness was the necessity for
different intensity of addiction treatment between the two groups. Because treatment of
indigent subjects was publicly funded, these individuals were required by the funding
agency to undergo 4–8 weeks of half-way house treatment that was not provided to any of
the insured subjects. This created two potential biases: a treatment bias whereby indigent
patients received longer and more intensive substance abuse treatment, and potentially a
selection bias since this half-way house treatment was mandated and thus low SES patients
unable or unwilling to go into the residential setting were not initiated on bup/nx.

Despite these limitations we believe the results of this study confirm that bup/nx can be
effectively combined with a rigorous abstinence based 12-step treatment program and
produce long-term improvements in sobriety and quality of life. These beneficial effects
appear to be evident in low SES and high SES patient populations.

Acknowledgments
Role of funding source

There was funding provided for this research report by the Crile Medical Student Summer Research Fellowship of
CWRU School of Medicine (A. Mace). Also support was provided to Dr. Merkin through the Special Fellowships
in Addiction Medicine of the Cleveland VAMC. No other funding was provided for this study.

Parran et al. Page 5

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



References
Alford DP, LaBelle CT, Richardson JM, O'Connell JJ, Hohl CA, Cheng DM, Samet JH. Treating

homeless opioid dependent patients with buprenorphine in an office-based setting. J. Gen. Intern.
Med. 2007; 22:171–176. [PubMed: 17356982]

Amass L, Bickel WK, Higgins ST, Hughes JR. A preliminary investigation of outcome following
gradual or rapid buprenorphine detoxification. J. Addict. Dis. 1994; 13:33–45. [PubMed: 7734458]

Auriacombe M, Grabot D, Daulouede JP, Vergnolle JP, O'Brien C, Tignol J. A naturalistic follow-up
study of French-speaking opiate-maintained heroin-addicted patients: effect on biopsychosocial
status. J. Subst. Abuse Treat. 1994; 11:565–568. [PubMed: 7884840]

Bouchez J, Vignau J. The French experience—the pharmacist, general practitioner and patient
perspective. Eur. Addict. Res. 1998; 1(4 Suppl.):19–23. [PubMed: 9767202]

Caldiero RM, Parran TV Jr. Adelman CL, Piche B. Inpatient initiation of buprenorphine maintenance
vs. detoxification: can retention of opioid-dependent patients in outpatient counseling be improved?
Am. J. Addict. 2006; 15:1–7. [PubMed: 16449087]

Carrieri MP, Amass L, Lucas GM, Vlahov D, Wodak A, Woody GE. Buprenorphine use: the
international experience. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2006; 43(Suppl 4):S197–215. [PubMed: 17109307]

Fhima A, Henrion R, Lowenstein W, Charpak Y. Two-year follow-up of an opioid-user cohort treated
with high-dose buprenorphine (Subutex). Ann. Med. Intern. (Paris). 2001; 152(Suppl 3):IS26–36.

Fiellin DA, Kleber H, Trumble-Hejduk JG, McLellan AT, Kosten TR. Consensus statement on office-
based treatment of opioid dependence using buprenorphine. J. Subst. Abuse Treat. 2004; 27:153–
159. [PubMed: 15450648]

Fiellin DA, O'Connor PG. Clinical practice. Office-based treatment of opioid-dependent patients. N.
Engl. J. Med. 2002a; 347:817. [PubMed: 12226153]

Fiellin DA, O'Connor PG. New federal initiatives to enhance the medical treatment of opioid
dependence. Ann. Intern. Med. 2002b; 137:688–692. [PubMed: 12379070]

Fiellin DA, Pantalon MV, Chawarski MC, Moore BA, Sullivan LE, O'Connor PG, Schottenfeld RS.
Counseling plus buprenorphine–naloxone maintenance therapy for opioid dependence. N. Engl. J.
Med. 2006; 355:365–374. [PubMed: 16870915]

Fiellin DA, Pantalon MV, Pakes JP, O'Connor PG, Chawarski M, Schottenfeld RS. Treatment of
heroin dependence with buprenorphine in primary care. Am. J. Drug Alcohol. Abuse. 2002;
28:231–241. [PubMed: 12014814]

Fiellin DA, Rosenheck RA, Kosten TR. Office-based treatment for opioid dependence: reaching new
patient populations. Am. J. Psychiatry. 2001; 158:1200–1204. [PubMed: 11481150]

Fudala PJ, Bridge TP, Herbert S, Williford WO, Chiang CN, Jones K, Collins J, Raisch D, Casadonte
P, Goldsmith RJ, Ling W, Malkerneker U, McNicholas L, Renner J, Stine S, Tusel D. Office-
based treatment of opiate addiction with a sublingual-tablet formulation of buprenorphine and
naloxone. N. Engl. J. Med. 2003; 349:949–958. [PubMed: 12954743]

Giacomuzzi SM, Ertl M, Kemmler G, Riemer Y, Vigl A. Sublingual buprenorphine and methadone
maintenance treatment: a three-year follow-up of quality of life assessment. Sci. World J. 2005;
5:452–468.

Gibson AE, Doran CM, Bell JR, Ryan A, Lintzeris N. A comparison of buprenorphine treatment in
clinic and primary care settings: a randomised trial. Med. J. Aust. 2003; 179:38–42. [PubMed:
12831383]

Harris DS, Jones RT, Welm S, Upton RA, Lin E, Mendelson J. Buprenorphine and naloxone co-
administration in opiate-dependent patients stabilized on sublingual buprenorphine. Drug Alcohol.
Depend. 2000; 61:85–94. [PubMed: 11064186]

Jaffe JH, O'Keeffe C. From morphine clinics to buprenorphine: regulating opioid agonist treatment of
addiction in the United States. Drug Alcohol. Depend. 2003; 70:S3–S11. [PubMed: 12738346]

Jasinski DR, Pevnick JS, Griffith JD. Human pharmacology and abuse potential of the analgesic
buprenorphine: a potential agent for treating narcotic addiction. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry. 1978;
35:501–516. [PubMed: 215096]

Parran et al. Page 6

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Johnson RE, Chutuape MA, Strain EC, Walsh SL, Stitzer ML, Bigelow GE. A comparison of
levomethadyl acetate, buprenorphine, and methadone for opioid dependence. N. Engl. J. Med.
2000; 343:1290–1297. [PubMed: 11058673]

Johnson RE, Eissenberg T, Stitzer ML, Strain EC, Liebson IA, Bigelow GE. A placebo controlled
clinical trial of buprenorphine as a treatment for opioid dependence. Drug Alcohol. Depend. 1995;
40:17–25. [PubMed: 8746920]

Johnson RE, Jaffe JH, Fudala PJ. A controlled trial of buprenorphine treatment for opioid dependence.
JAMA. 1992; 267:2750–2755. [PubMed: 1578593]

Johnson RE, Strain EC, Amass L. Buprenorphine: how to use it right. Drug Alcohol. Depend. 2003;
70:S59–77. [PubMed: 12738351]

Kakko J, Svanborg KD, Kreek MJ, Heilig M. 1-year retention and social function after buprenorphine-
assisted relapse prevention treatment for heroin dependence in Sweden: a randomised, placebo-
controlled trial. Lancet. 2003; 361:662–668. [PubMed: 12606177]

Kornor H, Waal H, Sandvik L. Time-limited buprenorphine replacement therapy for opioid
dependence: 2-year follow-up outcomes in relation to programme completion and current agonist
therapy status. Drug Alcohol. Rev. 2007; 26:135–141. [PubMed: 17364848]

Kosten TR, Schottenfeld R, Ziedonis D, Falcioni J. Buprenorphine versus methadone maintenance for
opioid dependence. J. Nerv. Ment. Dis. 1993; 181:358–364. [PubMed: 8501457]

Krook AL, Brors O, Dahlberg J, Grouff K, Magnus P, Roysamb E, Waal H. A placebo-controlled
study of high dose buprenorphine in opiate dependents waiting for medication-assisted
rehabilitation in Oslo, Norway. Addiction. 2002; 97:533–542. [PubMed: 12033654]

Ling W, Charuvastra C, Collins JF, Batki S, Brown LS Jr. Kintaudi P, Wesson DR, McNicholas L,
Tusel DJ, Malkerneker U, Renner JA Jr. Santos E, Casadonte P, Fye C, Stine S, Wang RI, Segal
D. Buprenorphine maintenance treatment of opiate dependence: a multicenter, randomized clinical
trial. Addiction. 1998; 93:475–486. [PubMed: 9684386]

Ling W, Wesson DR, Charuvastra C, Klett CJ. A controlled trial comparing buprenorphine and
methadone maintenance in opioid dependence. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry. 1996; 53:401–407.
[PubMed: 8624183]

Marsch LA, Stephens MAC, Mudric T, Strain EC, Bigelow GE, Johnson RE. Predictors of outcome in
LAAM, buprenorphine, and methadone treatment for opioid dependence. Exp. Clin.
Psychopharmacol. 2005; 13:293–302. [PubMed: 16366759]

Mattick RP, Ali R, White JM, O'Brien S, Wolk S, Danz C. Buprenorphine versus methadone
maintenance therapy: a randomized double-blind trial with 405 opioid-dependent patients.
Addiction. 2003; 98:441–452. [PubMed: 12653814]

McLellan AT, Lewis DC, O'Brien CP, Kleber HD. Drug dependence, a chronic medical illness:
implications for treatment, insurance, and outcomes evaluation. JAMA. 2000; 284:1689–1695.
[PubMed: 11015800]

Mendelson J, Jones RT. Clinical and pharmacological evaluation of buprenorphine and naloxone
combinations: why the 4:1 ratio for treatment? Drug Alcohol. Depend. 2003; 70:S29–S37.

Mintzer IL, Eisenberg M, Terra M, MacVane C, Himmelstein DU, Wool-handler S. Treating opioid
addiction with buprenorphine–naloxone in community-based primary care settings. Ann. Fam.
Med. 2007; 5:146–150. [PubMed: 17389539]

Moore BA, Fiellin DA, Barry DT, Sullivan LE, Chawarski MC, O'Connor PG, Schottenfeld RS.
Primary care office-based buprenorphine treatment: comparison of heroin and prescription opioid
dependent patients. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 2007; 22:527–530. [PubMed: 17372805]

Muthén, BOMLK. Mplus User's Guide. Muthén & Muthén; Los Angeles, CA: 2001.
O'Connor PG, Oliveto AH, Shi JM, Triffleman EG, Carroll KM, Kosten TR, Rounsaville BJ, Pakes

JA, Schottenfeld RS. A randomized trial of buprenorphine maintenance for heroin dependence in a
primary care clinic for substance users versus a methadone clinic. Am. J. Med. 1998; 105:100–
105. [PubMed: 9727815]

Simoens S, Matheson C, Bond C, Inkster K, Ludbrook A. The effectiveness of community
maintenance with methadone or buprenorphine for treating opiate dependence. Br. J. Gen. Pract.
2005; 55:139–146. [PubMed: 15720937]

Parran et al. Page 7

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Stein MD, Cioe P, Friedmann PD. Buprenorphine retention in primary care. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 2005;
20:1038–1041. [PubMed: 16307630]

Strain EC, Stitzer ML, Liebson IA, Bigelow GE. Comparison of buprenorphine and methadone in the
treatment of opioid dependence. Am. J. Psychiatry. 1994; 151:1025–1030. [PubMed: 8010359]

Walsh SL, Eissenberg T. The clinical pharmacology of buprenorphine: extrapolating from the
laboratory to the clinic. Drug Alcohol. Depend. 2003; 70:S13–27. [PubMed: 12738347]

Parran et al. Page 8

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Parran et al. Page 9

Table 1

Demographic, drug use, and other intake variables shown for subjects initially enrolled in the study and the
subset of those individuals available for follow-up.

Variable Total (N = 176) Subjects completing telephone interview (N = 110)

Ethnicity

    African American 37 (21%) 23 (21%)

    Hispanic 8 (5%) 4 (4%)

    White, non-Hispanic 129 (73%) 81 (74%)

    Other 2 (1%) 2 (1%)

Female 58 (32%) 35 (32%)

Insurance status

    Insurance 72 (41%) 40 (37%)

    Medicaid 10 (5%) 6 (5%)

    Medicare 3 (2%) 2 (2%)

    Self-pay 91 (52%) 62 (56%)

Significant other 76 (58%) 45 (66%)

    Significant other using 15 (12%) 9 (13%)

Prescription opioid use 21 (12%) 12 (11%)

Route of administration

    Injection 130 (74%) 78 (71%)

    Nasal 23 (13%) 18 (16%)

    Oral 23 (13%) 14 (13%)

Medical history

    Abscess 13 (10%) 5 (8%)

    Bacterial endocarditis 1 (1%) 0 (0%)

    Depression 73 (41%) 43 (39%)

    Hepatitis C 44 (34%) 20 (30%)

    HIV 1 (1%) 0 (0%)

    Injury 34 (27%) 13 (20%)

    Overdose 5 (4%) 3 (5%)

    Prior psychiatric treatment 69 (39%) 42 (38%)

Legal history

    Arrest 45 (35%) 17 (26%)

    Prior legal problems 108 (61%) 66 (60%)

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Parran et al. Page 10

Ta
bl

e 
2

A
dd

ic
tio

n 
re

la
te

d 
In

ta
ke

 a
nd

 o
ut

co
m

e 
va

ria
bl

es
 b

y 
in

su
ra

nc
e 

st
at

us
 a

nd
 c

on
tin

ue
d 

bu
p/

nx
 u

se
 a

t f
ol

lo
w

-u
p.

V
ar

ia
bl

e 
(e

nd
or

se
d)

 U
si

ng
 b

up
/n

x 
at

 fo
llo

w
-u

p

T
ot

al
 (N

 =
 1

10
)

U
ni

ns
ur

ed
In

su
re

d
In

su
re

da
bu

p/
nx

 a
t f

ol
lo

w
-u

pb

N
o 

(N
 =

 1
2)

Y
es

 (N
 =

 5
0)

N
o 

(N
 =

 1
3)

Y
es

 (N
 =

 3
5)

44
%

 (4
8/

11
0)

77
%

 (8
5/

11
0)

χ 
2

P
χ 

2
P

In
ta

ke
 v

ar
ia

bl
es

M
in

or
ity

27
/1

10
 (2

5%
)

1 
(8

%
)

9 
(1

8%
)

6 
(4

6%
)

11
 (3

1%
)

6.
82

0.
00

9
N

S

Fe
m

al
e

35
/1

10
 (3

2%
)

3 
(2

5%
)

12
 (2

4%
)

5 
(3

8%
)

15
 (4

3%
)

N
S

N
S

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 o

th
er

45
/6

8 
(6

6%
)

2 
(2

9%
)

7 
(4

4%
)

11
 (8

5%
)

25
 (7

8%
)

12
.4

0.
00

04
N

S

   
 W

ho
 is

 u
si

ng
9/

67
 (1

3%
)

0 
(0

%
)

1 
(7

%
)

2 
(1

5%
)

6 
(1

9%
)

N
S

N
S

Pr
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

op
io

id
 u

se
12

/1
07

 (1
1%

)
0 

(0
%

)
3 

(6
%

)
2 

(1
5%

)
7 

(2
0%

)
N

S
3.

13
0.

07
68

c

R
ou

te
: i

nj
ec

tio
n

78
/1

10
 (7

1%
)

10
 (8

3%
)

41
 (8

2%
)

9 
(6

9%
)

18
 (5

1%
)

N
S

N
S

M
ed

ic
al

 c
om

or
bi

di
ty

21
/6

4 
(3

3%
)

3 
(5

0%
)

7 
(5

4%
)

4 
(3

1%
)

7 
(2

2%
)

N
S

N
S

   
 H

ep
at

iti
s C

20
/6

4 
(3

1%
)

2 
(3

3%
)

7 
(5

4%
)

4 
(3

1%
)

7 
(2

2%
)

N
S

N
S

   
 A

bs
ce

ss
5/

63
 (8

%
)

1 
(1

7%
)

2 
(1

5%
)

0 
(0

%
)

2 
(6

%
)

2.
77

0.
09

63
c

N
S

O
ve

rd
os

e
3/

66
 (5

%
)

0 
(0

%
)

1 
(7

%
)

0 
(0

%
)

2 
(6

%
)

N
S

N
S

D
ep

re
ss

io
n

43
/1

10
 (3

9%
)

7 
(5

8%
)

16
 (3

2%
)

6 
(4

6%
)

14
 (4

0%
)

N
S

N
S

H
is

to
ry

 o
f p

sy
ch

ia
tri

c 
tre

at
m

en
t

42
/1

10
 (3

8%
)

5 
(4

2%
)

18
 (3

6%
)

6 
(4

6%
)

13
 (3

7%
)

N
S

N
S

Le
ga

l c
om

or
bi

di
ty

69
/1

06
 (6

5%
)

9 
(8

2%
)

32
 (6

7%
)

7 
(5

4%
)

21
 (6

2%
)

N
S

N
S

   
 A

rr
es

t h
is

to
ry

17
/6

3 
(2

7%
)

4 
(6

7%
)

4 
(3

1%
)

3 
(2

3%
)

6 
(1

9%
)

N
S

N
S

   
 A

ny
 le

ga
l p

ro
bl

em
s

66
/1

06
 (6

2%
)

9 
(8

2%
)

32
 (6

7%
)

6 
(4

6%
)

19
 (5

6%
)

3.
01

0.
08

27
c

N
S

O
ut

co
m

e 
va

ri
ab

le
s

Su
bs

ta
nc

e 
us

e
16

/1
10

 (1
5%

)
4 

(3
3%

)
7 

(1
4%

)
4 

(3
1%

)
1 

(3
%

)
4.

09
0.

04
32

6.
26

0.
01

23

   
 A

lc
oh

ol
8/

11
0 

(7
%

)
3 

(2
5%

)
4 

(8
%

)
1 

(8
%

)
0 

(0
%

)
4.

95
0.

02
6

3.
8

0.
05

13
c

   
 H

er
oi

n
14

/1
10

 (1
3%

)
4 

(3
3%

)
7 

(1
4%

)
3 

(2
3%

)
0 

(0
%

)
7.

97
0.

00
47

8.
1

0.
00

44

   
 C

oc
ai

ne
8/

11
0 

(7
%

)
1 

(8
%

)
5 

(1
0%

)
1 

(8
%

)
1 

(3
%

)
N

S
N

S

A
A

 a
ff

ili
at

ed
95

/1
10

 (8
6%

)
9 

(7
5%

)
46

 (9
2%

)
7 

(5
4%

)
33

 (9
4%

)
N

S
5.

49
0.

01
91

   
 H

om
e 

gr
ou

p
83

/1
10

 (7
6%

)
8 

(6
7%

)
41

 (8
4%

)
4 

(3
1%

)
30

 (8
6%

)
N

S
3.

40
0.

06
54

c

   
 H

as
 sp

on
so

r
88

/1
10

 (8
0%

)
9 

(7
5%

)
43

 (8
6%

)
5 

(3
8%

)
31

 (8
9%

)
N

S
4.

72
0.

02
98

   
 3

+ 
m

ee
tin

gs
/w

ee
k

73
/1

10
 (6

6%
)

6 
(5

0%
)

38
 (7

6%
)

6 
(4

6%
)

23
 (6

6%
)

N
S

N
S

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Parran et al. Page 11

V
ar

ia
bl

e 
(e

nd
or

se
d)

 U
si

ng
 b

up
/n

x 
at

 fo
llo

w
-u

p

T
ot

al
 (N

 =
 1

10
)

U
ni

ns
ur

ed
In

su
re

d
In

su
re

da
bu

p/
nx

 a
t f

ol
lo

w
-u

pb

N
o 

(N
 =

 1
2)

Y
es

 (N
 =

 5
0)

N
o 

(N
 =

 1
3)

Y
es

 (N
 =

 3
5)

44
%

 (4
8/

11
0)

77
%

 (8
5/

11
0)

χ 
2

P
χ 

2
P

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t c

ha
ra

ct
er

is
tic

s

Em
pl

oy
ed

—
ba

se
lin

e
26

/1
10

 (2
4%

)
1 

(8
%

)
6 

(1
2%

)
4 

(3
1%

)
15

 (4
3%

)
4.

84
0.

02
78

4.
92

0.
02

66

Em
pl

oy
ed

—
fo

llo
w

-u
p

64
/1

10
 (5

8%
)

2 
(1

7%
)

32
 (6

4%
)

7 
(5

4%
)

23
 (6

6%
)

N
S

4.
89

0.
02

71

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t c

ha
ng

es
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a
N

S
2.

84
0.

09
18

c

   
 S

til
l n

ot
 e

m
pl

oy
ed

43
/1

10
 (3

9%
)

10
 (8

3%
)

18
 (3

6%
)

5 
(3

8%
)

10
 (2

9%
)

n/
a

n/
a

   
 S

til
l e

m
pl

oy
ed

23
/1

10
 (2

1%
)

1 
(8

%
)

6 
(1

2%
)

3 
(2

3%
)

13
 (3

7%
)

n/
a

n/
a

   
 N

ew
ly

 e
m

pl
oy

ed
3/

11
0 

(3
%

)
1 

(8
%

)
26

 (5
2%

)
4 

(3
1%

)
10

 (2
9%

)
n/

a
n/

a

   
 N

o 
lo

ng
er

 e
m

pl
oy

ed
41

/1
10

 (3
7%

)
0 

(0
%

)
0 

(0
%

)
11

 (8
%

)
2 

(6
%

)
n/

a
n/

a

A
na

ly
se

s c
on

tro
l f

or
 b

as
el

in
e 

m
ed

ic
al

 a
nd

 le
ga

l c
om

or
bi

di
ty

. U
ni

ns
ur

ed
 =

 S
el

f-
pa

y 
cl

as
si

fic
at

io
n;

 In
su

re
d 

= 
In

su
re

d,
 M

ed
ic

ai
d,

 M
ed

ic
ar

e 
(M

ed
ic

ai
d 

an
d 

M
ed

ic
ar

e 
ar

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

 in
su

re
d 

by
 S

t. 
V

in
ce

nt
C

ha
rit

y 
H

os
pi

ta
l s

ta
nd

ar
ds

). 
N

S 
= 

no
t s

ig
ni

fic
an

t (
α 

= 
p 

< 
0.

05
).

a Te
st

 st
at

is
tic

s f
or

 g
ro

up
 d

iff
er

en
ce

 a
cr

os
s i

ns
ur

ed
 a

nd
 u

ni
ns

ur
ed

 g
ro

up
s.

b Te
st

 st
at

is
tic

s f
or

 g
ro

up
 d

iff
er

en
ce

 a
cr

os
s t

ho
se

 w
ho

 d
id

 a
nd

 th
os

e 
w

ho
 d

id
 n

ot
 re

po
rt 

cu
rr

en
t b

up
/n

x 
us

e 
at

 fo
llo

w
-u

p.

c Tr
en

d 
le

ve
l o

bs
er

va
tio

n 
(p

 <
 0

.1
).

Drug Alcohol Depend. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 January 23.


