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Background: In order to address the lack of manualized treatment programs for 
adolescents with substance use disorders (SUDs), we  developed a manualized 
group intervention (DELTA). DELTA focusses on substance use reduction and 
abstinence as well as alleviation of SUD symptoms via additional modules for co-
occurring disorders. The goal of this exploratory trial was to assess if DELTA can 
be conducted in adolescent SUD patients and if participation is related to reductions 
in substance use, SUD-related problems, and further psychopathologies.

Method: We recruited adolescents at a psychiatric outpatient unit, which were 
then allocated to either DELTA intervention group (N  =  85) or to a waiting-
list control group (WL, N  =  61) based on parental decision to start a therapy or 
not. Self-report measures were used as primary outcomes (substance use via 
interview, use-related problems via DUDIT—Drug Use Disorder Identification Test) 
and secondary outcomes (psychopathologies via YSR—Youth Self Report). T-
tests and Pearson correlations were used to analyze between-group differences 
across time.

Results: On average, participants attended M  =  7.7 (SD  =  5.1) of the 16 sessions. 
Substance use and use-related problems regarding all substances but nicotine 
was decreased after the intervention, with small to medium not significant effects 
in favor of DELTA. Self-reported psychopathologies were also reduced at follow-
up, with non-significant advantages for DELTA.

Conclusion: DELTA showed small effects on SUD-related and depression-
related variables. However, the interpretation is limited by the small sample size. 
Nonetheless, the DELTA intervention is viable in SUD outpatient treatment and 
will be further evaluated.

Clinical trial registration: The study was registered at clinicaltrials.gov under 
NCT03444974. Registered February, 26th 2018 (https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/
show/NCT03444974).
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FIGURE 1

Study flow diagram.

1 Introduction

About 2–10% of adolescent substance users develop a substance 
use disorder (SUD) (1). Previous research from our group showed 
that cannabis use disorder (CUD) is the most frequent SUD in 
adolescent outpatient treatment settings (2). Most adolescent SUD 
patients also present with multiple SUDs and have at least one 
co-occurring disorder (2–5). Treatment options for adolescent SUDs 
in Germany are mostly limited to inpatient detoxification and 
outpatient drug counseling (6, 7). Those few programs specifically 
designed for adolescents provide guidance only for the treatment of 
specific SUDs (8), require a setting that involves stays at the clinic 
for up to 8 h per day (9) or are not available in German (9, 10). 
Available treatment guidelines for SUDs recommend that 
interventions should include the treatment of co-occurring mental 
disorders, given that those are widespread in adolescent SUD (6, 
11–13) and have been repeatedly shown to influence the therapy 
outcomes (14, 15). Given this lack of adolescent-specific, integrative 
programs, we have developed the “Dresden multimodal therapy for 
adolescents with chronic substance use” (German abbreviation: 
DELTA) (16), a 16-week group and individual therapy for SUD 
including modules on psychopathologies.

1.1 Hypotheses

Our first hypothesis was that DELTA is associated with a stronger 
reduction in SUD severity and substance use as compared to a 
waiting-list control group (WL). A second hypothesis was that DELTA 

is associated with a stronger decrease in symptoms of co-occurring 
psychopathologies. Reductions in nicotine use, psychotic prodromal 
symptoms and attention problems are additionally explored, although 
DELTA does not focus on these problems.

2 Methods

2.1 Procedures and design

Participants were recruited between November 2017 and 
September 2021 from our outpatient department for adolescent 
substance abuse, and three cooperating youth welfare institutions. For 
an overview of study flow, see Figure  1. We  included adolescents 
qualifying for any SUD according to ICD-10 criteria, aged between 
12.00 and 18.99 years, applying the following exclusion criteria: 
Pre-existing neurological diseases; diseases of the central nervous 
system, the adrenal, pituitary gland or hypothalamus; intelligence 
quotient <70; acute viral diseases; therapeutic decision that inpatient 
detoxification is warranted.

Participants from the outpatient department received a 
treatment recommendation after a multidisciplinary team of clinical 
expert reviewed their case. Those who agreed to participate but did 
not want to join the DELTA intervention were assigned to the WL 
condition (see Section 2.4). Thus, based on the pragmatic concerns 
of clinical care, true randomization was not possible. Participants 
living in youth welfare institutions were cluster-randomized to either 
WL or DELTA. In accordance with recommendations for clinical 
trials in small populations (1), WL participants in youth welfare 
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institutions received DELTA after a 16-week waiting period. 
Therefore, this evaluation study enabled WL controls with a 
delayed intervention.

First, baseline assessments (BL) were conducted including 
questionnaires, structured interviews, as well as cognitive tests and a 
physical examination. After completion of the DELTA group sessions 
or passing at least 16 weeks to fulfill the WL condition, a similar 
follow-up assessment (FU) was conducted. Depending on the 
availability of participants, the FU measures were taken on average at 
26.3 weeks (SD = 6.7 weeks, range = 15.0–53.1 weeks) after BL, i.e., 
approx. Eight weeks after the last DELTA session.

Both patients and legal guardians agreed to study participation by 
written consent after a comprehensive verbal and written information. 
Patients did not receive reimbursements for participation in the group 
sessions, which were carried out in the outpatient setting. Blinding 
was not possible for participants or personnel administering the 
intervention. All procedures were conducted in accordance with the 
Declaration of Helsinki and were approved by the local Institutional 
Review Board (EK 66022018), see also clinicaltrials.gov registry entry 
NCT03444974 and Supplementary Table S1 [Extended CONSORT 
checklist (2)].

2.2 Participants

N = 373 adolescents were recruited from one of the outpatient 
settings. N = 294 participants and their legal guardians agreed to 
participate. From these, n = 18 (6.1%) did not meet inclusion criteria 
and n = 130 (44.2%) were referred to inpatient treatment after 
screening. N = 9 WL participants in youth welfare institutions received 
DELTA following a waiting period, which resulted in a sample 
comprised of n = 146 adolescent SUD patients for analysis. All 
participants who participated at least in one therapy session were 
included in the analysis. Participants who discontinued the 
intervention subsequently did not provide FU data.

2.3 Intervention

DELTA (3) involved 16 weekly sessions with 1–2 trained and 
experienced psychologists leading a group of 3–8 adolescents, lasting 
60 min. Additionally, each patient receives up to 8 individual session 
every 2 weeks (max. 60 min) that may be used to address individual 
difficulties regarding psychosocial functioning, legal issues, 
educational career planning, etc. Before the first group session, all 
participants work out a therapy agreement with the therapist, detailing 
the rules of participation and the planned date of abstinence. 
Cognitive-behavioral methods are included to analyze use-related 
cognitions and behaviors in terms of their preceding stimuli. Another 
behavioral method consists of applying regular positive reinforcement 
for active participation in the group. DELTA integrates principles of 
Motivational Interviewing (4), in a manner that accepts the continuous 
ambivalence of SUD patients toward abstinence. Additionally, 
contingency management is used to reward completed homework. 
While creating DELTA we aimed to integrate the central mechanisms 
of psychological SUD treatment (5): therapeutic relationship, analysis 
of reasons for substance use, cooperative goal setting, and skills for 
dealing with emotional crises.

Participants were formally required to attend all sessions if 
possible and had to provide a valid explanation for missed meetings. 
In case two or more meetings were missed without valid explanation, 
participants were temporally excluded from participating in the 
sessions. Re-entry into the group sessions was possible after an eight-
week break or a consultation with the attending therapist.

2.4 Waiting-list condition

Participants in the WL condition in both settings (outpatient and 
welfare institutions) received treatment as usual, which could include 
measures such as individual therapy, psychiatric care or referral to 
inpatient treatment in cases of severe SUD after unsuccessful 
outpatient intervention. After 16–20 weeks, WL participants were 
included in the DELTA intervention.

2.5 Outcome measures

2.5.1 Substance use problems
The Drug Use Disorders Identification Test (DUDIT) (6) is a self-

report instrument that assesses problems related to the use of illicit 
psychoactive substances. The DUDIT total is calculated by summing 
the scores on all items, with a maximum score of 44. The DUDIT-C 
subscale can be  calculated from the first four items (7), with a 
maximum score of 16. The outcome variables from this questionnaire 
were the change between baseline and follow-up (FU) in DUDIT total 
and DUDIT-C score.

2.5.2 Substance use
Substance use was assessed via interview by a clinical psychologist. 

The interview recoded the number of days each substance (nicotine, 
alcohol, cannabis, methylenedioxymethamphetamine (MDMA), 
amphetamine, methamphetamine, hallucinogens, opiates, inhalants, 
or other) was consumed in the past month as well as the average 
quantity of the substance per use. A general substance use index “QF” 
for the past month was calculated by multiplying frequency and 
quantity. Additionally at baseline, the interview included questions 
about frequency and quantity of substance use averaged across the 
past year. The main outcome variables of the instrument were the 
differences between average monthly QF at baseline (referring to past-
year use) and at FU (referring to past-month use).

2.5.3 Psychopathologies
Depressiveness was covered using the Beck Depression Inventory 

II (BDI-II) (8), a self-report questionnaire with 21 items (Likert scale 
ranging from 0 to 3) resulting in a sum score where larger values equal 
stronger depressiveness. The Youth Self Report form (YSR), a 
multidimensional questionnaire with 118 items (Likert scale ranging 
from 0 to 2), measures a range of different psychopathologies across 
eight subscales, including those related to depression-related affective 
symptoms (“YSR anxious/depressive”), depression-related social 
impairments (“YSR social withdrawal”), attention-deficit disorder-
related problems (“YSR attention”), and conduct disorder-related 
problems (“YSR aggressive” as well as “YSR dissocial”) (9). 
Psychopathologies related to PTSD are assessed via the UCLA PTSD 
scale (10), a questionnaire assessing PTSD symptoms in all three 
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symptom clusters. Psychopathologies related to prodromal symptoms 
of psychoticism are assessed via the Prodromal Questionnaire (PQ16) 
(14) with its 16 items (true vs. false) summed up to a score, with larger 
values indicating more symptoms of psychotic prodromal phases.

2.5.4 Life satisfaction
Adolescents rated their global life satisfaction on the Satisfaction 

with Life Scale, German version (SWLS) (15), a 5-item questionnaire 
(Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7), with higher scores indicating higher 
life satisfaction.

All self-report measures were presented in their respective 
German version.

2.6 Descriptive measures

2.6.1 Adherence to therapy
The number of group sessions attended by each patient was used 

as an indicator for adherence to the therapy, ranging from 1 to 
16 sessions.

2.6.2 Therapy content evaluation
A self-designed questionnaire was applied to assess how helpful 

the participants perceive the group sessions to be. The questionnaire 
contains 20 items that are related to the contents of the different group 
sessions and refer to their usefulness in daily life. Each item is rated 
on a five-point scale (0 Never, 1 Rarely, 2 Sometimes, 3 Often, 4 
Always) to indicate how helpful the specific content was for the 
participant’s daily life.

2.6.3 DSM-5 diagnoses
SUDs as well as co-occurring mental disorders were assessed with 

the Mini-International Neuropsychiatric Interview for Children and 
Adolescents (MINI-KID) (16).

2.6.4 Sociodemographic characteristics
Information on patient age and gender were assessed by therapists 

during the intake meeting in our clinic. Recorded variables were age 
in years and gender (male/female).

2.7 Statistical analysis

Analyses were conducted with IBM SPSS Statistics 27.0. In most 
questionnaires (DUDIT, BDI-II, PQ16, SWLS), missing values were 
imputed if 80% or more of the items were answered. For YSR and 
UCLA PTSD scales, sum scores were used that ignored single item 
missing values. To investigate the relationship between SUD severity 
and substance use, group differences in DUDIT, DUDIT-C and QF 
change were calculated via multiple t-tests. To test the second study 
aim (reducing symptoms of co-occurring disorders) multiple t-tests 
were calculated. A multivariate analysis would have severely limited 
the number of analyzed cases given that different cases had different 
missing patterns. In accordance with recommendations for clinical 
trials in small populations (1), we moved to one-sided significance 
testing against a predefined α = 0.05. In case of statistical significance, 
we corrected for the increased chance of false positives due to multiple 
testing by the Bonferroni correction. Effect sizes were classified 

according to Cohen (17) into small effects (|d| ≥ 0.20), medium effects 
(|d| ≥ 0.50), and large effects (|d| ≥ 0.80).

3 Results

3.1 Baseline group composition

Analyzed participants aged 12.7–18.7 years (M = 16.1, SD = 1.2) 
included 38.4% females, see Table 1. The majority qualified for more 
than one SUD (57.0%) excluding nicotine use disorder. Both the 
DELTA intervention group and the WL group were comparable at 
baseline in terms of demographic and substance use characteristics, 
except for the proportion of participants recruited from youth welfare 
institutions being higher in the DELTA group (41% vs. 19%, p = 0.006). 
From n = 146 baseline participants, n = 67 (45%) were reached for FU, 
of which n = 41 were part of the DELTA intervention group.

3.1.1 Non-responder analysis
Neither in DELTA nor WL, adolescents reached for FU differed 

from those lost to FU in terms of gender distribution, age, or DUDIT 
score (see Supplementary Table S2). However, specifically in the 
DELTA group, those who were reached for FU had a higher baseline 
DUDIT score compared to those lost to FU.

3.2 Therapy adherence and content 
evaluation

In the DELTA group, adolescents participated in an average of 7.7 
group sessions (SD = 5.1), with 37% (n = 32) of them continuing up to 
the 10th group session. Subjective ratings of how useful the therapy 
was perceived showed an average rating of M = 2.3 (SD = 0.38). That is, 
the therapy was typically rated as helping “sometimes” in all relevant 
aspects except for enhancing self-confidence, reducing fear, reducing 
feelings of helplessness, and increasing knowledge about substance use 
(see also Supplementary Figure S1). Highest ratings were shown for 
“reducing conflicts with important others,” for “improving 
relationships with important others,” and for “increasing control over 
one’s own substance use behavior.”

3.3 Substance use outcomes

We observed a large yet nonsignificant reduction in DUDIT score 
in the DELTA group in comparison with the WL group with a small 
effect size, d = 0.23 (p = 0.295), see Table 2 and Figure 2. In the DELTA 
group, all QF values decreased between baseline and FU. In the WL 
group, all QF values except methamphetamine and alcohol reduced as 
well. The difference between the groups in methamphetamine change 
was equivalent to a large sized effect (d = 1.54, p = 0.022), the difference 
in nicotine, cannabis, and MDMA use change was equivalent to a 
small effect (all d > 0.20, all p > 0.17), and the difference in alcohol use 
change was of a negligible size (d = 0.12, p = 0.38). The number of 
attended sessions was strongly associated with amphetamine 
(r = −0.69, p = 0.198) and methamphetamine use (r = −0.67, p = 0.327), 
moderately associated with nicotine use (r = −0.31, p = 0.128), alcohol 
use (r = −0.31, p = 0.258), social withdrawal (r = −0.33, p = 0.208), 
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dissocial symptoms (r = −0.32, p = 0.223) and attentional problems 
(r = −0.36, p = 0.163), see Supplementary Table S3.

3.4 Psychopathological outcomes

As shown in Table 3, depressiveness decreased over time in both 
groups, with no differences between groups (d = −0.06, p = 0.445). 
Psychopathologies broadly related to depression decreased in the 
DELTA group while these same psychopathologies increased in the 
WL group, representing a medium-sized group difference (d = 0.54, 

p = 0.180 and d = 0.78, p = 0.100). Psychopathologies related to conduct 
disorder decreased in both groups with a small to medium advantage 
for DELTA (d = 0.74, p = 0.125, and d = 0.22, p = 0.348). 
Psychopathologies related to PTSD did not change meaningfully over 
time nor did groups differ from each other as seen irrelevant or small 
effect sizes (d = 0.00 to −0.41, p = 0.198 to 428). The same pattern was 
shown for psychopathologies related to psychoticism and 
schizophrenia (d = 0.12, p = 0.399). Attention problems decreased in 
both groups with a small insignificant advantage for WL (d = −0.25, 
p = 0.329). Satisfaction with life in general increased in both groups, 
without differences between DELTA and WL (d = −0.15, p = 0.364). 

TABLE 1 Demographic and substance use characteristics of both groups at baseline.

Total sample DELTA group WL group Group differences

n  =  146 n  =  85 n  =  61 Test statistic (df) p Effect size (d)

Females, n (%) 56 (38%) 35 (41.2%) 21 (34.4%) X2 (1) = 0.68 0.408 0.13

Age in years, M (SD) 16.1 (1.2) 16.1 (1.2) 16.2 (1.1) t (144) = 0.08 0.465 0.01

Living in youth welfare 

institutions, n (%)

47 (32%) 35 (41%) 12 (19%) X2 (1) = 7.52 0.006* 0.46

Substance use disorders, n (%) (n = 39 missings)

Alcohol 53 (49%) 30 (42%) 23 (62%) X2 (1) = 3.60 0.057 0.37

Cannabis 76 (71%) 49 (70%) 27 (72%) X2 (1) = 0.10 0.747 0.06

Stimulants 49 (45%) 35 (50%) 14 (37%) X2 (1) = 1.44 0.230 0.23

Benzodiazepines 2 (1%) 2 (2%) 0 – – –

Opiates 3 (2%) 2 (2%) 1 (2%) – – –

Hallucinogens 1 (<1%) 1 (1%) 0 – – –

Inhalants 1 (<1%) 1 (1%) 0 – – –

DUDIT score, M (SD) 17.8 (10.5) 18.2 (10.5) 17.2 (10.6) t (109) = −0.48 0.314 0.01

*Significant at the 0.05 level.
DUDIT, Drug Use Disorders Identification Test; WL, waiting-list condition.

TABLE 2 Group differences in primary outcomes, with positive effect sizes indicating a bigger reduction in the DELTA group.

Total sample DELTA group WL group Group differences

Mean change (from 
baseline to FU) 
regarding

N total 
(DELTA:WL)

ΔM (SD) ΔM (SD) Test statistic (df) pone-sided 
(corrected)

Effect size 
(d)

Substance use

Cigarettes per month 42 (26:16) −224.5 (356.4) −123.8 (286.4) t (40) = 0.95 0.173 (0.865) 0.30

Standard drinks alcohol per 

month

26 (15:11) −56.9 (223.3) −80.3 (133.7) t (24) = −0.30 0.380 (0.999) −0.12

Grams of cannabis per month 28 (18:10) −60.4 (98.2) −34.0 (50.6) t (26) = 0.78 0.219 (0.999) 0.31

Number of ecstasy pills per 

month

13 (8:5) −6.4 (15.7) −3.5 (6.5) t (11) = 0.39 0.351 (0.999) 0.22

Grams of methamphetamine 

per month

11 (4:6) −61.0 (68.1) 5.0 (12.2) t (8) = 2.38 0.022 (0.110) 1.54

DUDIT-C score 21 (14:7) −3.4 (6.3) −3.1 (5.5) t (19) = 0.10 0.460 0.04

Substance use problems

DUDIT score 24 (16:8) −5.2 (13.4) −2.4 (8.2) t (22) = 0.54 0.295 0.23

Amphetamine not included because only n = 1 in waiting list. p-values were not corrected for multiple testing when differences were not statistically significant in the first place. Bonferroni 
correction was applied for substance use variables (5 comparisons).
FU, follow-up; DUDIT, Drug Use Disorders Identification Test. MDMA, 3,4-Methylenedioxy methamphetamine. WL, waiting-list condition.
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The number of attended sessions was moderately associated with 
decreased social withdrawal, decreased attention problems, and 
decreased dissocial behavior related to conduct disorder (all r = −0.32 
to −0.36, all p = 0.163 to 0.223, see Supplementary Table S3).

4 Discussion

We developed the DELTA intervention for adolescents with 
SUD. This evaluation of the DELTA intervention suggested a favorable 

FIGURE 2

Changes in DUDIT score from baseline to FU, with statistics from t-test comparing the change score between the DELTA and WL condition.

TABLE 3 Group differences in secondary outcomes.

Secondary 
outcome

Related co-
occurring 
disorder/
condition

N DELTA 
group

WL group Group differences

(Prevalence at 
baseline in the 
total samplea)

(DELTA:WL) ΔM (SD) ΔM (SD) Test statistic 
(df)

pone-sided Effect size 
(d)

BDI-II sum Depression (12%, 

n = 6/49)

25 (17:8) −2.4 (13.3) −3.2 (14.4) t (23) = −0.14 0.445 −0.06

YSR anxious/

depressive

Depression (12%, 

n = 6/49)

20 (16:4) −3.3 (8.2) +1.5 (13.1) t (18) = 0.94 0.180 0.54

YSR social withdrawal Depression (12%, 

n = 6/49)

20 (16:4) −4.1 (9.4) +2.5 (5.1) t (18) = 1.39 0.100 0.78

YSR aggressive Conduct disorder (57%, 

n = 28/49)

19 (16:3) −4.0 (5.2) −0.3 (0.5) t (17) = 1.18 0.125 0.74

YSR dissocial Conduct disorder (57%, 

n = 28/49)

20 (16:4) −6.3 (7.5) −4.7 (3.2) t (18) = 0.39 0.348 0.22

UCLA symptoms 

intrusion

PTSD (22%, n = 11/49) 19 (12:7) 0.0 (1.1) 0.0 (0.5) t (17) = – – –

UCLA symptoms 

avoidance

PTSD (22%, n = 11/49) 19 (12:7) +0.3 (1.6) −0.2 (1.2) t (17) = −0.87 0.198 −0.41

UCLA symptoms 

hyperarousal

PTSD (22%, n = 11/49) 19 (12:7) +0.2 (1.4) +0.1 (0.3) t (17) = −0.18 0.428 −0.08

Exploratory

YSR attention ADD/ADHD (24%, 

n = 12/49)

20 (16:4) −0.8 (10.4) −3.5 (8.5) t (18) = −0.45 0.329 −0.25

PQ16 sum Psychosis (2%, n = 1/49) 19 (12:7) −0.5 (1.3) −0.4 (1.1) t (17) = 0.26 0.399 0.12

SWLS sum Life satisfaction 23 (14:9) +1.5 (7.3) +0.6 (2.5) t (21) = −0.35 0.364 −0.15

aDisorder diagnoses according to DSM-5 as assessed with the MINI-Kid interview for current disorders. p-values were not corrected for multiple testing given since differences were not 
statistically significant in the first place.
ADD/ADHD, attention-deficit disorder with/without hyperactivity. BDI-II, Beck Depression Inventory II. PQ16, Prodromal Questionnaire. PTSD, post-traumatic stress disorder. SWLS, 
Satisfaction With Life Scale. UCLA, UCLA PSTD questionnaire. WL, waiting-list condition. YSR, Youth Self Report questionnaire.
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effect of DELTA as compared to the WL controls in line with our 
first hypothesis. Due to a small sample size, statistical significance was 
lacking in most outcomes despite considerable effect sizes for 
changes in substance use, less SUD-related problems, and 
decreased psychopathologies.

In terms of our primary goal, we  found a small effect in the 
reduction of SUD severity in comparison to the WL group. Similar 
findings of small or inconsistent improvements were reported in 
studies for SUD in adults (11). Furthermore, we observed a medium 
sized intervention effect in terms of reduced use of nicotine, cannabis 
and MDMA at FU, as well as a large effect for reduction of 
methamphetamine use. Given the exceptional size of the 
methamphetamine-related effect, a direct replication of these effects 
seems unlikely. However, a similar study to ours in adolescents with 
CUD showed a 7-point decrease of CUD severity compared to our 
finding of a 5-point decrease across substances (12). It should be noted 
that these differences might underestimate the efficacy of DELTA 
given that participants attended only half of the group sessions on 
average. This low attendance rate might be driven by the inclusion of 
patients who used amphetamine or methamphetamine, both of which 
were negatively associated with attendance. While this suboptimal 
adherence rate is similar to rates observed in other group therapies for 
SUD (13, 18), an increased adherence might lead to even stronger 
intervention effects.

Additionally, we observed a small effect on the reduction of the 
depressive symptoms, understanding and influencing aversive 
emotions, and promoting prosocial behavior. Another study on 
manualized treatment of CUD showed an enduring relationship 
between decreasing cannabis use and decreasing depression among 
adolescents lasting for 9-months after receiving psychosocial 
interventions for CUD (19). These findings indicate that a treatment 
involving a reduction of substance use and SUD symptoms, such as 
DELTA, might also help to reduce secondary psychopathologies 
such as depressive symptoms (20, 21). On the other hand, these 
results might indicate that participants with secondary 
psychopathologies might find it more difficult to stay in these kind 
of treatment programs.

Finally, results showed that antisocial behavior might be decreased 
by DELTA. Conduct disorder is prevalent in adolescents with SUD in 
general and specifically in methamphetamine users (22), and was 
present in more than half of our participants Reducing the underlying 
condition is a beneficial side effect, while it remains unclear if DELTA 
is the specific reason for this reduction, or if those whose conduct 
disorder problems already are in decline are more likely to engage in 
outpatient therapies such as DELTA.

In addition to these suggestions of specific effects of the DELTA 
intervention, we  found that some domains of comorbid 
psychopathology were not affected. Specifically, PTSD symptoms, 
prodromal psychotic symptoms and symptoms of attention deficits 
showed only small to negligible changes in both groups. These results 
imply that SUD-focused treatments like DELTA or treatments as usual 
are not sufficient in the treatment of these comorbid conditions. This 
is in line with current treatment recommendations that suggest that 
all present conditions should receive specific attention in therapeutic 
settings (23). Additionally, this result might support the notion that 
some comorbid disorders (e.g., PTSD) are causally involved in the 
development of a SUD, specifically in the form of an underlying 
disorder that is self-medicated with substance use (24, 25).

Finally, an implementation of DELTA into an adolescent health 
care system would be a resource-intensive undertaking. Regular group 
sessions as well as individual therapy and group sessions for parents 
require a large amount of organizational and staff resources, if 
implemented anew. However, most clinical settings for adolescent 
SUDs already offer a similar structure of combined group and 
individual therapeutic sessions (26, 27). Additionally, the literature 
already shows that inclusion of family members might improve SUD 
outcomes (27, 28). Therefore, while implementing the DETLA 
program without existing structures might be only possible in limited 
cases, adapting existing settings to implement DELTA might be a 
more efficient approach. Importantly, the DELTA intervention, if 
reproduced successfully, might provide an important guideline for 
designing treatment settings that include patients with heterogeneous 
substance use patterns, heterogeneous additional psychopathologies 
and allow for outpatient treatment instead of highly restrictive and 
structured inpatient settings.

4.1 Limitations

The small number of patients required strategies for analyzing 
small samples in clinical trials (1). However, strategies such as 
one-sided testing, combination of FU assessments across a larger 
period of time, and re-allocating participants may reduce the internal 
validity of the study. The small sample may also limit the heterogeneity 
of the sample as well as decrease the possibility to find significant 
effects of additional factors. Further, we did not systematically collect 
data regarding the reason for missing outcome data, which does not 
allow us to make inferences regarding the reason for drop-out and 
thus we  may miss important sources of biases in our analyses. 
Additionally, the small sample size prohibited us from performing 
subgroup analysis, e.g., regarding outpatient settings or type of 
substance. This would have been an especially important analysis since 
the DELTA group showed a higher group of participants living in 
welfare institutions and thus participants might have had less access 
to substances, artificially increasing the psychological effect size of the 
intervention. Nevertheless, our study is one of the first ones to 
investigate a group-based manualized treatment for adolescents with 
heterogeneous SUDs. As in other multimodal interventions, it is 
difficult to distinguish which modules contribute to treatment effects. 
Furthermore, adolescent patients with SUDs often participate in 
treatment only reluctantly, as reflected in low session attendance, 
which decreases the possibility of detecting meaningful effects. 
Additionally, participants who declined participation in the DELTA 
group might be less motivated to receive and participate in treatment, 
which might confound the differences between the two groups. Both 
of these issues are directly related to a lack of randomization 
procedures applied to assign an intervention. To determine if our 
findings are robust in face of these limitations, future studies should 
aim to apply random group allocation.

4.2 Implications for program development

DELTA may be  expanded toward smoking cessation as well, 
considering that neither DELTA nor other comparable programs 
specifically focus on nicotine use disorder or smoking behavior 
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although the vast majority of adolescent SUD outpatients smoke (29). 
Our study features several elements of pragmatic trials (e.g., diverse 
settings, simplified analysis design, non-randomization, uncontrolled 
environments) (30). It is therefore necessary to replicate our findings 
in multicenter randomized clinical trials controlling for variables 
relating to therapy setting, adjunct interventions or sample 
characteristics. For example, showing that DELTA is both feasible and 
effective when conducted in inpatient settings might extend existing 
detoxification treatments. Furthermore, DELTA seems to be  not 
sufficient in reducing symptoms of comorbid PTSD, prodromal 
psychotic symptoms or attentional deficits. Thus, further developments 
should take into account that on one hand patients with these 
symptoms need additional treatment in form of disorder-specific 
therapy and on the other hand DELTA might need to be extended to 
provide appropriate care for this population.

4.3 Implications for similar research studies

Similar evaluation studies could benefit from applying improved 
strategies to retain and assess adolescent outpatients with SUD. First, 
providing additional reimbursements and adhering to a fixed contact 
schedule during the intervention period and the follow-up period may 
raise the number of participants adhering to intervention sessions and 
follow-up appointments. However, low adherence to treatment and to 
research appointments is not uncommon in this population. A 
comparable feasibility study of N = 41 adolescent inpatients with SUD 
who received a mindfulness-based group intervention with 12 sessions 
reported a mean of 5.98 sessions out of 12 possible sessions (31). From 
a clinical standpoint, every realized appointment may be a sign of 
treatment motivation, while missing single appointments is neither 
uncommon nor a sign that the SUD does not need to be  treated. 
Additionally, future studies should intent to systematically investigate 
how SUD specific treatments can and cannot support the reduction of 
co-occurring symptoms of other disorders.

5 Conclusion

We presented first findings that the DELTA intervention for 
adolescents with SUD is viable, and preliminary results that DELTA 
might reduce SUD severity. After a future replication, DELTA might 
be used (a) in those adolescents who do not need to undergo inpatient 
detoxification treatment or (b) as a supplement following 
detoxification, helping to stabilize patients in their abstinence once 
they finish detoxification. Until then, clinical efficacy should 
be cautiously interpreted.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available 
because original data is part of the ongoing study. Any publication of 
raw data has to be permitted by the funding agency. Requests to access 
the datasets should be directed to lukas.basedow@uni-marburg.de.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by Institutional 
Review Board, University Hospital C.G.C Dresden (EK 66022018). 
The studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation 
and institutional requirements. Written informed consent for 
participation in this study was provided by the participants’ legal 
guardians/next of kin.

Author contributions

LB: Data curation, Formal Analysis, Investigation, Validation, 
Visualization, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. 
SK-P: Formal Analysis, Investigation, Resources, Validation, Writing 
– original draft, Writing – review & editing. MW: Validation, 
Visualization, Writing – review & editing. VR: Project administration, 
Resources, Supervision, Writing – review & editing. YG: 
Conceptualization, Funding acquisition, Project administration, 
Resources, Supervision, Validation, Writing – review & editing.

Funding

The authors declare that this study received funding from 
Sächsische Aufbaubank-Förderbank. The funder was not involved in 
the study design, collection, analysis, interpretation of data, the 
writing of this article, or the decision to submit it for publication.

Conflict of interest

LB, SK-P, VR, and YG are authors of the DELTA treatment 
manual, thus they receive honoraria for the manual as published by 
Hogrefe Publishing.

The remaining author declares that the research was conducted in 
the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors 
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated 
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the 
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim 
that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed 
by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online 
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1284342/
full#supplementary-material

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1284342
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
mailto:lukas.basedow@uni-marburg.de
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1284342/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1284342/full#supplementary-material


Basedow et al. 10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1284342

Frontiers in Psychiatry 09 frontiersin.org

References
 1. Parmar MK, Sydes MR, Morris TP. How do you  design randomised trials for 

smaller populations? A framework. BMC Med. (2016) 14:183. doi: 10.1186/
s12916-016-0722-3

 2. Zwarenstein M, Treweek S, Gagnier JJ, Altman DG, Tunis S, Haynes B, et al. 
Improving the reporting of pragmatic trials: an extension of the CONSORT statement. 
BMJ. (2008) 337:a2390. doi: 10.1136/bmj.a2390

 3. Golub Y, Basedow LA, Meiron Zwipp J, Kuitunen-Paul S, Roessner V. DELTA - 
Dresdner Multimodale Therapie für Jugendliche mit chronischem Suchtmittelkonsum. 1st 
ed. Bern: Hogrefe AG. (2021).

 4. Millner WR, Rollnick S. Motivierende Gesprächsführung: Motivational Interviewing: 
3. Auflage des Standardwerks in Deutsch. Freiburg: Lambertus (2016).

 5. Carey KB. Substance use reduction in the context of outpatient psychiatric 
treatment: a collaborative, motivational, harm reduction approach. Community Ment 
Health J. (1996) 32:291–306. doi: 10.1007/BF02249430

 6. EMCDDA. Drug use disorders identification test - DUDIT. (2005). Available at: 
http://www.emcdda.europa.eu/best-practice/eib/dudit (Accessed April 3, 2020).

 7. Basedow LA, Kuitunen-Paul S, Eichler A, Roessner V, Golub Y. Diagnostic accuracy 
of the drug use disorder identification test (DUDIT) and its short form, the DUDIT-C, 
in German adolescent psychiatric patients. Front Psychol. (2021) 12:678819. doi: 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.678819

 8. Kühner C, Bürger C, Keller F, Hautzinger M. Reliabilität und Validität des 
revidierten Beck-Depressionsinventars (BDI-II). Nervenarzt. (2007) 78:651–6. doi: 
10.1007/s00115-006-2098-7

 9. Kuitunen-Paul S, Eichler A, Wiedmann M, Basedow LA, Roessner V, Golub Y. 
Comparing self-report and parental report of psychopathologies in adolescents with 
substance use disorders. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. (2021) 32:331–42. doi: 10.1007/
s00787-021-01865-9

 10. Steinberg AM, Brymer MJ, Decker KB, Pynoos RS. The University of California at 
Los Angeles post-traumatic stress disorder reaction index. Curr Psychiatry Rep. (2004) 
6:96–100. doi: 10.1007/s11920-004-0048-2

 11. Rawson RA, Marinelli-Casey P, Anglin MD, Dickow A, Frazier Y, Gallagher C, 
et al. A multi-site comparison of psychosocial approaches for the treatment of 
methamphetamine dependence. Addiction. (2004) 99:708–17. doi: 
10.1111/j.1360-0443.2004.00707.x

 12. Hoch E, Buhringer G, Pixa A, Dittmer K, Henker J, Seifert A, et al. CANDIS 
treatment program for cannabis use disorders: findings from a randomized multi-site 
translational trial. Drug Alcohol Depend. (2014) 134:185–93. doi: 10.1016/j.
drugalcdep.2013.09.028

 13. Goldberg SB, Pace B, Griskaitis M, Willutzki R, Skoetz N, Thoenes S, et al. 
Mindfulness-based interventions for substance use disorders. Cochrane Database Syst 
Rev. (2021) 2021:CD011723. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD011723.pub2

 14. Ising HK, Veling W, Loewy RL, Rietveld MW, Rietdijk J, Dragt S, et al. The validity 
of the 16-item version of the prodromal questionnaire (PQ-16) to screen for ultra high 
risk of developing psychosis in the general help-seeking population. Schizophr Bull. 
(2012) 38:1288–96. doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbs068

 15. Glaesmer H, Grande G, Braehler E, Roth M. The German version of the 
satisfaction with life scale (SWLS): psychometric properties, validity, and 
population-based norms. Eur J Psychol Assess. (2011) 27:127–32. doi: 10.1027/1015-5759/
a000058

 16. Sheehan DV, Sheehan KH, Shytle RD, Janavs J, Bannon Y, Rogers JE, et al. 
Reliability and validity of the Mini international neuropsychiatric interview for children 
and adolescents (MINI-KID). J Clin Psychiatry. (2010) 71:313–26. doi: 10.4088/
JCP.09m05305whi

 17. Cohen J. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. 2nd ed. New York, 
NY: Psychology Press (1988). 567 p.

 18. Petzold J, Spreer M, Kruger M, Sauer C, Kirchner T, Hahn S, et al. Integrated Care 
for Pregnant Women and Parents with Methamphetamine-Related Mental Disorders. 
Front Psych. (2021) 12:762041. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2021.762041

 19. Arias AJ, Hammond CJ, Burleson JA, Kaminer Y, Feinn R, Curry JF, et al. Temporal 
dynamics of the relationship between change in depressive symptoms and cannabis use 
in adolescents receiving psychosocial treatment for cannabis use disorder. J Subst Abus 
Treat. (2020) 117:108087. doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2020.108087

 20. Hersh J, Curry JF, Kaminer Y. What is the impact of comorbid depression on 
adolescent substance abuse treatment? Subst Abus. (2014) 35:364–75. doi: 
10.1080/08897077.2014.956164

 21. Kaminer Y, Connor DF, Curry JF. Comorbid adolescent substance use and major 
depressive disorders: a review. Psychiatry (Edgmont). (2007) 4:32–43.

 22. Kuitunen-Paul S, Roessner V, Basedow LA, Golub Y. Beyond the tip of the iceberg: 
a narrative review to identify research gaps on comorbid psychiatric disorders in 
adolescents with methamphetamine use disorder or chronic methamphetamine use. 
Subst Abus. (2021) 42:13–32. doi: 10.1080/08897077.2020.1806183

 23. Flanagan JC, Korte KJ, Killeen TK, Back SE. Concurrent treatment of substance 
use and PTSD. Curr Psychiatry Rep. (2016) 18:70. doi: 10.1007/s11920-016-0709-y

 24. Khantzian EJ. The self-medication hypothesis of substance use disorders: a 
reconsideration and recent applications. Harv Rev Psychiatry. (1997) 4:231–44. doi: 
10.3109/10673229709030550

 25. Basedow LA, Wiedmann MF, Roessner V, Golub Y, Kuitunen-Paul S. Coping 
motives mediate the relationship between PTSD and MDMA use in adolescents with 
substance use disorders. Addict Sci Clin Pract. (2022) 17:46. doi: 10.1186/
s13722-022-00329-y

 26. Becker SJ, Curry JF. Outpatient interventions for adolescent substance abuse: a 
quality of evidence review. J Consult Clin Psychol. (2008) 76:531–43. doi: 
10.1037/0022-006X.76.4.531

 27. Hogue A, Henderson CE, Ozechowski TJ, Robbins MS. Evidence base on 
outpatient behavioral treatments for adolescent substance use: updates and 
recommendations 2007–2013. J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. (2014) 43:695–720. doi: 
10.1080/15374416.2014.915550

 28. Tanner-Smith EE, Wilson SJ, Lipsey MW. The comparative effectiveness of 
outpatient treatment for adolescent substance abuse: a Meta-analysis. J Subst Abus Treat. 
(2013) 44:145–58. doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2012.05.006

 29. Wiedmann MF, Atzendorf J, Basedow LA, Roessner V, Golub Y, Kuitunen-Paul S. 
Substanzkonsum, Störungen durch Substanzkonsum und begleitende psychische 
Störungen bei Jugendlichen. Z Kinder Jugendpsychiatr Psychother. (2022) 50:105–19. doi: 
10.1024/1422-4917/a000846

 30. Patsopoulos NA. A pragmatic view on pragmatic trials. Dialogues Clin Neurosci. 
(2011) 13:217–24. doi: 10.31887/DCNS.2011.13.2/npatsopoulos

 31. Baldus C, Kaffke L, Mokros L, Kretzschmar L, Schulz A-L, Herdering R, et al. Mind 
it! SUCHT. (2022) 68:29–39. doi: 10.1024/0939-5911/a000745

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1284342
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-016-0722-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-016-0722-3
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.a2390
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02249430
http://www.emcdda.europa.eu/best-practice/eib/dudit
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.678819
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00115-006-2098-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-021-01865-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-021-01865-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11920-004-0048-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2004.00707.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2013.09.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2013.09.028
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD011723.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbs068
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000058
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000058
https://doi.org/10.4088/JCP.09m05305whi
https://doi.org/10.4088/JCP.09m05305whi
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.762041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2020.108087
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2014.956164
https://doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2020.1806183
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11920-016-0709-y
https://doi.org/10.3109/10673229709030550
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13722-022-00329-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13722-022-00329-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.4.531
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2014.915550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2012.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1024/1422-4917/a000846
https://doi.org/10.31887/DCNS.2011.13.2/npatsopoulos
https://doi.org/10.1024/0939-5911/a000745

	Evaluation of the multimodal DELTA therapy for adolescents with substance use disorders: an exploratory pilot trial
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Hypotheses

	2 Methods
	2.1 Procedures and design
	2.2 Participants
	2.3 Intervention
	2.4 Waiting-list condition
	2.5 Outcome measures
	2.5.1 Substance use problems
	2.5.2 Substance use
	2.5.3 Psychopathologies
	2.5.4 Life satisfaction
	2.6 Descriptive measures
	2.6.1 Adherence to therapy
	2.6.2 Therapy content evaluation
	2.6.3 DSM-5 diagnoses
	2.6.4 Sociodemographic characteristics
	2.7 Statistical analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Baseline group composition
	3.1.1 Non-responder analysis
	3.2 Therapy adherence and content evaluation
	3.3 Substance use outcomes
	3.4 Psychopathological outcomes

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Limitations
	4.2 Implications for program development
	4.3 Implications for similar research studies

	5 Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions

	References

