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Abstract 

 

Objective: There is a dearth of high-quality systematic evidence on the impact of opioid substitution 

medications on mental health. We compared mental health outcomes between opioid medications and 

placebo/waitlist, and between different opioids. 

Methods: This systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized clinical trials (RCTs) was pre-regis-

tered at PROSPERO (CRD42018109375). Embase, MEDLINE, PsychInfo, CINAHL Complete, and Web 

of Science Core Collection were searched from inception to May 2020. RCTs were included if they com-

pared opioid agonists with each other or with a placebo/waitlist in substitution treatment of patients with 

opioid use disorder, and reported at least one mental health outcome on a span of more than 1-month post 

baseline. Studies with psychiatric care, adjunct psychotropic medications, or unbalanced psychosocial 

services were excluded. Primary outcomes were comparison of depressive symptoms and overall mental 

health between opioids and placebo/waitlist. Random effects model was used for all the meta-analysis. 

Results: Nineteen studies were included in the narrative synthesis and 15 in the quantitative synthesis. 

Hydromorphone, diacetylmorphine (DAM), methadone, slow-release oral morphine, buprenorphine, and 

placebo/waitlist were among the included interventions. Based on network meta-analysis for primary out-

comes, buprenorphine (SMD (CI95%)= -0.61 (-1.20, -0.11)), DAM (-1.40 (-2.70, -0.23)), and methadone 

(-1.20 (-2.30, -0.11)) were superior to waitlist/placebo on overall mental health. Further direct pairwise 

meta-analysis indicated that overall mental health improved more in DAM compared to methadone (-0.23 

(-0.34, -0.13)).  

Conclusions: It appears that opioid medications improve mental health independent of psychosocial ser-

vices. Potential contribution of other factors needs to be further investigated.  

 

Keywords: Opioid, buprenorphine, methadone, mental health, depression 
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Introduction 

 

In recent years, there has been a significant increase in illicit opioid use and opioid-related fatalities world-

wide with illicit opioids accounting for the greatest harm to the health of users among all other substances 

of abuse (1). In the US, 64.3% of adults with opioid use disorder suffer from a current comorbid mental 

illness (2). Rates of comorbid mental disorders among patients seeking opioid substitution treatment are 

20-80% in Europe and approximately 80% in Ontario, Canada (3,4). Despite of these high rates of comor-

bidity, only around 1/4 of adults with concurrent opioid use disorder and acute mental illness receive 

treatment for both problems (2). Furthermore, the array of psychosocial interventions studied in treatment 

of opioid use disorder have produced mixed results in terms of improving mental health status (3,5). The 

results of using anti-depressants for treatment of patients with comorbid major depression opioid use dis-

order are inconsistent (3).  

 

Understanding the dynamics of potential factors that contribute to the improvement of mental health in 

patients with opioid use disorder is essential for the development of novel effective interventions. Opioid 

agonist medications are the mainstay and first line of treatments in opioid use disorder and  have a long 

history in the treatment of mood disorders even before anti-depressants became available on the market 

(6,7). Recent clinical studies demonstrated the efficacy of buprenorphine in improving depression and risk 

of suicide in patients with refractory major depression (8), and several lines of evidence suggest involve-

ment of the endogenous opioid system in mood and anxiety disorders (9,10). Based on our literature 

search, there have been only two systematic reviews on mental health-related outcomes in opioid substi-

tution treatment (11,12). While both studies reported improved mental health outcomes in opioid substi-

tution treatment, the scope their review was limited and they were unable to distinguish between effects 

of opioid agonists on mental health from the potential effects of adjunctive psychosocial interventions 

because they lacked any comparison between treatment arms.  

 

In order to obtain greater clarity of the potential role of opioid medications in improving mental health in 

patients with opioid use disorder, we conducted a comparative assessment of mental health outcomes 

between opioid agonist medications and control conditions (i.e. placebo or waitlist), in clinical trials of 

opioid substitution treatment. The aggregated results of direct comparisons of mental health outcomes 

between different opioid agonists are also provided.  

 

 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 7, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.04.20146506doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.04.20146506
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 4 

Materials and methods 

 

Protocol 

 

The PRISMA guidelines and the latest version of Cochrane Handbook were employed throughout the 

whole conduct and reporting of the study (13). All methods (https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/, 

CRD42018109375) were predefined and registered before initiation of the screening phase.  

 

Research question and inclusion/exclusion criteria 

 

The primary question was whether mental health outcomes improve in active substitution treatment with 

opioid agonists more than neutral control conditions such as placebo/waitlist independent of psychosocial 

interventions in patients with opioid use disorder. The secondary question was that whether mental health 

outcomes differentially improve during treatment with diverse opioid agonists in patients with opioid use 

disorder. Randomized clinical trials were included if they compared any opioid agonists with each other 

or with a placebo/waitlist in substitution treatment of patients with opioid use disorder and reported at 

least one mental health outcome using a validated measurement tool on a span of more than 1 month post-

baseline. Studies were excluded if patients received comprehensive psychiatric care or were randomized 

to adjunctive interventions such as focused psychotherapy or adjunctive psychotropic medications. Ancil-

lary routine counselling was acceptable if it was available to all the participants in a study and was pro-

vided in the same way across all treatment arms. 

 

Search strategy  

 

The following general combination of search terms and Boolean operators were used: [names of all known 

opioid substitution medications separated by OR] AND [terms related to clinical trials separated by OR] 

AND [terms related to mental health separated by OR]. The exact search strategy used to search each 

database is presented in Supplementary Table 1. On September 10, 2018, a comprehensive list of data-

bases were searched including: EBM Reviews - Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials, Embase, 

MEDLINE(R) and Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process & Other Non-Indexed Citations and Daily, PsychInfo, 

CINAHL Complete, Web of Science Core Collection, LILACS, OpenGrey, Google Scholar first 200 ci-

tations, clinicaltrials.gov and clinicaltrialsregister.eu for the completed/terminated trials registered in the 

recent 5 years. Finally, a hand search of reference lists from included trials as well as major systematic 
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reviews of substitution treatments was performed to find additional full-texts. Experts in the field were 

also consulted. In May 2019 and May 2020, we updated our search to find any relevant newly published 

studies by searching the literature post September 2018 and asking experts in the field. 

 

Study selection  

 

Four authors worked in parallel, two by two, to screen all the retrieved citations after they were calibrated 

for the specific inclusion/exclusion criteria using a sample of 20 challenging citations selected by the lead 

investigator and the senior investigator. These citations were assessed by all four authors and discussed 

with the lead investigator and senior investigator to reach a consensus regarding any disparities in assess-

ment results. Then, the retrieved citations from the systematic search stage were equally distributed in half 

among the two pairs of authors. In a two stage process, authors first screened the titles/abstracts, and then 

screened the full-text of citations. At each stage, discrepancies in the results were resolved between the 

screeners after reaching a consensus with both the lead investigator and senior investigator. Conference 

abstracts, thesis reports, and registries of clinical trials were also included if enough data could be col-

lected, either through the reports themselves or by contacting the authors.   

 

Data extraction 

 

Four authors carried out data extraction on a primary sample of 4 studies, where results were compared, 

discussed, and calibrated amongst them and the lead investigator. Afterwards, the 4 authors worked in 

parallel pairs to extract data from all studies. Final results were compared, and in cases of discrepancy, a 

consensus was reached after discussion with the lead investigator and senior investigator. Relevant data 

were extracted from the included studies using excel sheets with predefined columns including those men-

tioned in Table 1 as well as details of analytical methods and reported statistics. For each mental health 

outcome, we recorded: primary or secondary, scale of measurement, baseline and follow-up values, time-

line of measurements, and any summary measures reported plus statistical tests that were used.   

 

Risk of bias assessment 

 

Four authors conducted a risk of bias assessment on a primary sample of 5 studies in which results were 

compared, discussed, and calibrated amongst them and the lead investigator. This was followed by the 

two pairs of authors working in parallel and assessing the risk of bias in all studies. Final results were 
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compared, and in cases of discrepancy, a consensus was reached after discussion with the lead investigator 

and senior investigator. The recently released comprehensive Cochtrane Risk of Bias Tool version 2 

(RoB2), which evaluates each outcome for 6 domains of potential bias as well overall risk of bias, was 

used for assessment of single studies (14). In cases of similarity among the assessment results for the 

different outcomes of a single study, a single assessment result was reported for the whole study.  

 

Outcomes, synthesis strategy, and measures 

  

Primary outcomes included standardized mean difference in score changes from baseline to endpoint be-

tween opioid agonists and placebo/waitlist for depressive symptoms and overall mental health sympto-

matology. Secondary outcomes included standardized mean difference in score changes among different 

opioid agonists for any measures of mental health. Narrative synthesis was carried out by putting together 

studies on direct comparison of each specific pair of medications, e.g. methadone and buprenorphine. 

Characteristics of those studies as well as the reported mental health outcomes were used for this synthesis. 

Quantitative synthesis was carried out in two stages; assessing primary outcomes using network meta-

analysis, and direct pairwise meta-analysis for secondary outcomes.  

 

For the quantitative synthesis only data from the following measures of mental health were combined: 

depression subscale of Symptom Checklist-90 (SCL-90) as well as shorter versions, Beck Depression 

Inventory (BDI), or Self Rating Depression Scale (15,16); total scores/global severity index from SCL-90 

as well as shorter versions, Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI), or Kessler psychological distress scale (K10) 

(17-19); composite scores of psychiatric status on Addiction Severity Index (ASI) or European ASI (20); 

and mental health quality of life measured by Short Form Health Survey-36 (SF36) or Lancashire Quality 

of Life Profile (LQOLP) (21,22). Validity, reliability, and level of correlation of similar measures are 

discussed elsewhere (15-22).  

 

Statistical analysis  

 

All the analyses were pre-planned. Data from injecting, inhaling, and oral administration of medications 

or from different doses of a single medication were combined for the studies that included more than one 

administration route or dosing. 
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For the network meta-analysis (NMA), standardized mean differences (SMD) and standard errors (SE) 

that were estimated for each single study on each included mental health outcome were used as the input. 

An online free version of R package GeMTC for Bayesian NMA (https://gemtc.drugis.org/) by Markov 

Chain Monte Carlo was used with all the codes accessible from the website. Contrast-based NMA was 

conducted. Random effects method was used rather than fixed effects in order to account for the hetero-

geneity among studies and potential inconsistencies throughout the network; however, results from both 

methods were presented. Normal likelihood and identity link function were assumed. Number of chains 

were set at 4, burn-in iterations at 5000, inference iterations at 20000, and thinning factor at 10. Conver-

gence diagnostics were used to check for the effect of starting values and proper mixing of chains. Lever-

age-residual deviance plots were used to decide if the final model was appropriate and measures of model 

fit such as Deviance Information Criterion (DIC) were reported. Node-splitting analysis of consistency 

was not applicable as there was no closed loop in the model network. Rank probabilities plot and effect 

estimates were used to compare the medications with placebo/waitlist. The quality of evidence for the 

network meta-analysis was also assessed using guidelines defined by Salanti et al. (23), based on the 

GRADE guidelines for assessment of quality of evidence and overall rating of confidence in the estimates 

(24). 

 

For the direct pairwise meta-analysis, pooled estimates of SMDs were provided alongside SEs. Compre-

hensive Meta-analysis v2.0 was utilized for this purpose, using random effects model. Measures of heter-

ogeneity were reported including Q statistic for assessing the significance of heterogeneity, the I² to eval-

uate the proportion of total variability attributable to heterogeneity, and Tau² for the extent of heterogene-

ity. Funnel plots were presented if there were enough studies to make the assessment of small study effects, 

including publication bias, feasible. Symmetry of funnel plots does not eliminate possibility of publication 

bias, but asymmetry of plots warrants further scrutiny. By definition, publication bias refers to a systematic 

bias in the probability of studies getting published based on the significance and direction of their results. 

Sensitivity analysis was considered if there were more than one study with low risk of bias on a specific 

outcome. Pooled estimates for these low risk studies would be compared with the combination of low-

risk/high-risk studies.  
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Results 

 

Study Selection and overview 

 

After duplicate removal, 2983 citations were screened (Figure 1). Twenty-two studies initially met inclu-

sion criteria, but only 19 were included in this review because sufficient data were not received from 

authors of three studies (25-27). Furthermore, only 15 studies were included in quantitative synthesis as 

outcome from two studies were not reported with adequate details (28-31), and similar measures to the 

ones used in studies by Haight et al. (32), and Strain et al. (52,53), were not available from other studies 

in order to be included for quantitative synthesis.  

 

Table 1 represents study characteristics and any mental health outcome reported in 19 included studies. 

Table 2 represents risk of bias assessment for the 19 included studies. The results of meta-analysis are 

reported in Table 3 as well as Figures 2-5.  

 

Risk of Bias  

 

Except for one study with Low Risk of bias in all the RoB2 indicated domains (33,34), all studies had 

Some Concerns or High Risk of bias in multiple assessment domains, which resulted in an overall High 

Risk of bias for those studies (Table 2). The Randomization Process domain had the highest frequency of 

Low Risk studies, while the two domains concerning Deviations from Intended Interventions had the 

highest frequency of High Risk studies (Table 2). In this review, small study effects was not assessed due 

to the low number of studies in each pairwise comparison according to Cochrane’s recommendation of 

the availability of around 10 trials on each pairwise comparison for a meaningful interpretation of small 

study effects in particular publication bias (13,35).  

 

Narrative synthesis  

 

Hydromorphone-Diacetylmorphine 

Only one study was included comparing injectable HDM with injectable DAM in patients with severe 

opioid use disorder and poor physical/psychosocial conditions, most of whom had a history of relapse 

after previous methadone treatments (Table 1) (33,34). Oral methadone and counselling services were 
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available to all participants. No significant difference was reported in improvement of mental health out-

comes, i.e. depressive symptoms and overall mental health changes were similar between the two treat-

ments after 6 months of therapy (Table 1). 

 

Diacetylmorphine-Methadone 

Six studies compared injectable heroin (DAM) with oral methadone, while in 2 of those studies inhalable 

heroin and injectable methadone were provided as well (Table 1) (36-39). In all studies patients were 

provided with psychosocial care, and those in the heroin treatment had access to optional oral methadone. 

Most patients had a history of relapse after prior methadone treatments and were polydrug users. Patients 

in 4 studies had poor physical/psychosocial health conditions or high levels of serious comorbid medical 

conditions like HIV and HCV (36,40-44). Duration of studies varied from 6 months to 12 months. While 

2 studies mainly reported no significant differences between the two treatments on various mental health 

scales (36,37,40,41), 4 studies reported superiority of DAM on some scales, particularly overall mental 

health (Table 1) (36,41,44,45).  

 

Dihydrocodeine-Methadone 

Only one study was included comparing oral dihydrocodeine and oral methadone in patients with opioid 

dependence (Table 1) (28). Majority of patients were using other comorbid substances at baseline. Prev-

alence of serious comorbid conditions was low in the sample. No significant difference was reported in 

the improvement of psychological health after 36 months of therapy (Table 1). 

 

Slow-release oral morphine (SROM) -Methadone 

Two studies compared SROM with oral methadone in patients with opioid dependence. Polysubstance 

dependence was an exclusion criteria in one study (46,47), while cocaine use and HBV/HCV was reported 

for half of the sample at baseline in the other study (48,49). Standardized psychosocial counseling was 

provided in one study (46), while it was not reported by the other study (48). After 14-22 weeks of treat-

ment, SROM was superior to methadone on almost all measures of mental health including depressive 

symptoms, anxiety symptoms, overall mental health, and different subscales of SCL-27 (Table 1). Assess-

ment of heterogeneity was not feasible as there were insufficient data for meta-analysis on the overlapping 

outcomes between the two studies. 

 

Methadone dose 0 -Methadone dose 20/50 
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One included study compared 3 different doses of oral methadone, i.e. 0mg, 20mg, and 50mg, in patients 

with intravenous opioid dependence, who did not have chronic medical illness or major psychiatric comor-

bidities (Table 1) (29). Counselling services were available to all participants. No significant difference 

was reported in the improvement of depressive symptoms among the 3 different dosing groups after 20 

weeks of therapy.  

 

Methadone-Buprenorphine 

Four studies compared oral methadone with oral buprenorphine in patients with opioid dependence who 

had to have no other substance dependence in two studies (50,51), and had moderate to high prevalence 

of using other substances in the other two studies (52-55). In three studies, patients also had to have no 

history of disulfiram, antipsychotic, or anti-convulsant use, or history of major mental illness, including 

schizophrenia (50,52,54). During the 3-6months of therapy, there was no significant difference between 

methadone and buprenorphine in an array of mental health outcomes, while two studies reported superi-

ority of methadone in improving depressive, obsessive compulsive, and phobic anxiety symptoms (50), 

as well as psychological problems in the past 30 days measured at baseline and follow-up visits (52). One 

study reported superiority of buprenorphine to methadone in improving depressive symptoms (Table 1) 

(51).  

 

Buprenorphine-Waitlist/Placebo 

Four studies compared oral buprenorphine, depot buprenorphine, and buprenorphine/naloxone with either 

placebo (2 studies) or waitlist (2 studies) (Table 1) in patients with opioid use disorder, who were explicitly 

substitution treatment-free in the 1-3 months prior to beginning the study. In one study (56), all patients 

were polysubstance dependent, while in the other 3 studies patients with other substance use disorders or 

major psychiatric comorbidities were excluded and prevalence of other substance use was reported at 

baseline (32,57,58). Weekly individual drug counselling appears to be the only psychosocial care provided 

in one of the studies (32). No significant difference was reported between buprenorphine and placebo, 

during the 12-24 weeks of treatment, in improving overall mental health, number of anxiety/depression 

episodes in the past month, or incidence of suicide ideation/attempt. Buprenorphine was superior to wait-

list during the 12 weeks of treatment in all mental health outcomes, including but not limited to overall 

mental health, mental health quality of life, anxiety, and depressive symptoms (Table 1).  

 

Quantitative synthesis 
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Network Meta-analysis 

Based on the availability of data, NMA was applied for depressive symptoms and overall mental health 

symptomatology outcomes. For depression, 7 RCTs were included. As represented by the thickness of the 

connecting lines in the geometry of the network in Table 3, there was 1 study for HDM-DAM, 3 studies 

for methadone-DAM, 2 studies for methadone-buprenorphine, and 1 study for buprenorphine-waitlist. As 

represented by the size of the nodes, methadone has the most number of participants followed by DAM, 

buprenorphine, HDM, and waitlist respectively. Both fixed and random effects models had an acceptable 

level of convergence based on trace and density plots, as well as Potential Scale Reduction Factor (PSRF) 

values equal to 1.00, but the model fit improved substantially from the fixed effects model (DIC=78.2) to 

the random effects model (DIC=14.2). Although effect estimates (Table 3) showed higher point estimate 

effect sizes for all medications compared with waitlist/placebo for reducing depressive symptoms, the 

effect sizes were statistically significant only for DAM and buprenorphine in the fixed-effects model, and 

not significant for any of the medications in the random effects model. For overall mental health, 10 RCTs 

were included. As represented by the thickness of the connecting lines in the geometry of the network in 

Table 3, there was 1 study for HDM-DAM, 1 study for SROM-methadone, 4 studies for methadone-DAM, 

1 study for methadone-buprenorphine, and 4 studies for buprenorphine-waitlist/placebo. As represented 

by the size of the nodes in the geometry of the network in Table 4, buprenorphine has the most number of 

participants followed by methadone, DAM, SROM, waitlist/placebo, and HDM. Both fixed and random 

effects models had an acceptable level of convergence based on trace and density plots, as well as PSRF 

values equal to 1.00, and the model fit was comparable between the fixed effects model (DIC=20.9) and 

the random effects model (DIC=20.2). The effect estimates (Table 3) showed significant effects for all 

medications in improving overall mental health symptomatology compared to waitlist/placebo in the fixed 

effects model, and a significant effect for buprenorphine, diacetylmorphine, and methadone in the random 

effects model, where the highest point estimate effect size was for diacetylmorphine followed by metha-

done and buprenorphine. Finally, based on GRADE guidelines, for all pairwise comparisons between 

substitution medications and placebo/waitlist, confidence in effect estimates of depressive symptoms and 

overall mental health was either low or very low (Table 3). 

   

Direct Pairwise Meta-analysis 

In the direct pairwise comparisons, meta-analysis was applied for depression (Figure 2), overall mental 

health symptomatology (Figure 3), ASI psychiatric section (Figure 4), and mental health quality of life 

(Figure 5). For depression, there was a trend towards higher effect of diacetylmorphine compared with 
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methadone based on the results of two studies with low level of between study variance (Tau2) and incon-

sistency (I2) (Figure 2b), and significantly higher effect of buprenorphine compared with waitlist based 

on the results of one study (Figure 2d). Comparison of buprenorphine and methadone using three studies 

with high level of between-study variance and inconsistency (Figure 2c), and DAM with HDM using one 

study (Figure 2a) did not show any significant difference. For overall mental health symptomatology, 

DAM was significantly more effective than methadone based on the results of four studies with zero 

variance and inconsistency (Figure 3b), and buprenorphine was significantly more effective than pla-

cebo/waitlist based on the results of three studies with a moderate level of between study variance but 

high inconsistency (Figure 3e). Comparisons of DAM with HDM (Figure 3a), buprenorphine with meth-

adone (Figure 3d), and SROM with methadone (Figure 3c), with one study for each comparison, did not 

show any significant difference. For ASI psychiatric section, DAM was significantly more effective than 

methadone based on the results of four studies with low variance and moderate inconsistency (Figure 4b). 

Comparisons of DAM with HDM (Figure 4a), and buprenorphine with waitlist (Figure 4c), with one study 

for each comparison, did not show any significant difference. For quality of life mental health section, 

buprenorphine was significantly more effective than waitlist based on the results of one study (Figure 5c). 

Comparisons of DAM with methadone using two studies with zero variance and inconsistency (Figure 

5a), and SROM with methadone using one study (Figure 5b) did not show any significant difference. 

Sensitivity analysis was not applicable as only 1 study had an overall low risk of bias. 
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Discussion 

 

From the 19 studies included in this review, 15 studies were used in the analyses out of which 14 had high 

overall risk of bias. Network meta-analysis showed that buprenorphine, DAM, and methadone were su-

perior to waitlist/placebo in improving overall mental health symptomatology. No treatment was superior 

to placebo in improving depressive symptoms according to the network meta-analysis. Direct pairwise 

meta-analyses showed that overall mental health symptomatology improved more in DAM than metha-

done, and the same was true for psychiatric status. Depressive symptoms improved more in Buprenorphine 

than waitlist or placebo, and the same was true for overall mental health symptomatology as well as mental 

health quality of life. The results of all other direct pairwise comparisons were not significant.  

 

Previous systematic reviews did not report comparative outcomes and instead focused on longitudinal 

changes in measures of mental health (11,12). Feelemyer et al. (12), only included cohort studies from 

specific countries while Fingleton et al. (11), included both cohorts and clinical trials from any country. 

Both studies reported improved mental health for most medications, but in many of the included studies, 

medication treatment was provided in conjunction with psychosocial interventions, which makes it hard 

to conclude that the effects seen were solely attributable to the medications. In our study, we were able to 

provide an improved picture of potential impact of opioid substitution treatments on mental health by 

crossing-out the effects of psychosocial interventions as much as possible. The importance of our findings 

is several folds; beside the robust literature published on superiority of drug use outcomes and retention 

in treatment for substitution programs compared with abstinence-based methods like detoxification, su-

periority of opioid agonists to placebo/waitlist on mental health outcomes further emphasizes opioid med-

ication continuation/compliance as an essential part of the treatment approach. Beyond that, higher im-

provement of mental health during treatment with some opioid agonists over the others in this review, e.g. 

DAM compared to methadone, alongside their previously reported superior effectiveness on drug use 

outcomes, implies their potential added benefits for treatment of patients with more severe opioid use 

disorder or with higher comorbidities. This is in line with suggestions from previous original research 

(59). Last but not least, the current state of available evidence on mental health outcomes in RTCs of 

substitution treatment, implies the necessity of more attention to the psychiatric assessments of these pa-

tients, and integration of addiction psychiatry services to the current treatment systems as well as training 

of addiction physicians for assessment of psychiatric comorbidities (60).  
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Previous comprehensive reviews rated risk of bias as medium or low for some of the studies included in 

this review, using an older version of Cochrane risk of bias tool and focusing on retention in treatment 

and adverse events as the outcomes of interest (61). In this review, we assessed mental health as a subjec-

tive outcome using the extensively-revised and more comprehensive new version of Cochrane risk of bias 

tool, which explains lower ratings for risk of bias in our study compared to previous reviews. It would be 

inherently very hard to completely eliminate some of the sources of bias in future studies, such as blinding 

for comparison of medications with physiologically different effects, e.g. buprenorphine and methadone, 

because an experienced patient recognizes differential medication effects. Meanwhile some major consid-

erations are well applicable to most of the future studies. These include but are not limited to planning and 

reporting analysis methods in advance, dealing with missing data properly and applying intention to treat 

analysis, clarity in reporting mental health outcomes, and documenting and reporting quantity and quality 

of ancillary services.     

 

This review was subject to some limitations. First, many of the RCTs of opioid substitution treatment that 

would be otherwise eligible did not measure or report any mental health outcomes to be included in this 

review. In this regard, our findings should be interpreted with caution. Second, in most studies the exact 

quantity and quality of utilized psychosocial services were not reported. Meanwhile, we should note that 

all these trials were randomized, with baseline characteristics similar among the trial arms in each study, 

and any routine psychosocial service was similarly available to all participants. Third, except for one 

study, all the included studies had a high risk of bias. Fourth, we could not formally assess the publication 

bias due to insufficient number of studies for each pairwise comparison. Meanwhile, in the majority of 

the included studies, mental health outcomes were among the secondary outcomes, and consequently less 

prone to influence the publication status. Fifth, we did not investigate the dose-response relationship be-

tween opioid medications and mental health outcomes which needs to be further investigated at the indi-

vidual patients-level data in future RCTs. 

 

Overall, our findings show that mental health improves in substitution treatment with major opioid ago-

nists independent of psychosocial services, and this improvement is greater in DAM substitution treatment 

than methadone. Future studies may further explore the role opioid dosage and treatment duration on 

mental health outcomes at the individual patients level data. Recommendations for future research mainly 

concern design and conduct of clinical trials of substitution treatment rather than further reviews.  
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Table 1 Summary of studies included in the systematic review of mental health outcomes in opioid substitution treatment 

 
Study Inclusion 

Criteria 

Other Drug 

Use  

Concurrent Condi-

tions 

Age, 

mean  

Male Sex, % Main Interventions Ancillary Services Dura-

tion  

Scales and 

mental health 

outcomes 

Results 

Oviedo-

Joekes et 

al. (2016)33 

 

Oviedo-

Joekes et 

al. (2015)34 

Severe opi-

oid use dis-

order 

(DSM-V) 

 

 

Crack cocaine 

  

Patients had to be in 

poor physical health or 

psychosocial function-

ing  

HDM: 45.17; 

DAM: 43.50 

HDM: 67%;  

DAM= 71.6% 

DAM: injectable/ average 

454.0 mg daily plus 23.64 

mg methadone daily 

 

HDM: injectable/ after con-

version to equivalent doses 

of DAM/ average 212.6 mg 

daily plus 24.58 mg metha-

done daily 

Addiction counselors, 

social workers, and al-

lied health professionals 

6 months _SCL-90/ depres-

sive symptoms  

 

_SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

 

_EuroASI/ psychi-

atric status 

 

 _MAP/ psycho-

logical health 

_NS 

 

 

_NS  

 

 

_NS  

 

 

_NS 

 

Van den 

Brink et al. 

(2003)36 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

Cocaine; Am-

phetamines 

 

 

HIV;  

 

Patients had poor physi-

cal or mental health or 

poor social functioning 

Heroin (in-

jecting-inhal-

ing): 39.2-

40.0;  

Methadone 

(arm1-arm2): 

38.0-39.6 

Heroin (inject-

ing-inhaling): 

78.6-82.9%; 

Methadone 

(arm1-arm2): 

79.1-81.6% 

Heroin: injecting-inhaling/ 

average 540 mg of heroin 

and 57 mg of methadone 

daily 

 

Methadone: oral methadone 

arms combined/ average 67-

71 mg daily  

Standard medical and 

psychosocial services 

12 

months 

_SCL-90/ depres-

sive symptoms  

 

_SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

 

_EuroASI/ psychi-

atric status 

_NS 

 

 

_Favors 

Heroin 

 

_ NS 

March et 

al. (2006)40 

Opiate de-

pendence 

(ICD-10)  

No specific in-

formation 

HIV; HCV; HBV DAM: 37.0; 

Methadone: 

37.3  

DAM: 83.9%; 

Methadone: 

96.8% 

DAM: intravenous/ average 

274.5 mg daily with 42.6 mg 

daily oral methadone 

 

Methadone: oral/ average 

105 mg daily  

Legal problem solving 

and arranging invalidity 

benefit, housing, and 

other social resources, 

as well as psychiatric, 

psychotherapeutic, and 

medical treatments for 

concomitant disease 

9 months _SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

 

_ASI/ psychiatric 

status 

 

_SF-12/ mental 

health quality of 

life 

_ NS 

 

 

_ NS 

 

 

_ NS 

Reimer et 

al., 

(2011)41  

Karow et 

al. (2010)42 

Hassen et 

al. (2007)43  

Opioid de-

pendence 

(ICD-10) 

Alcohol; Co-

caine;  Benzo-

diazepines 

HIV; HCV; HBV Heroin: 36.2; 

Methadone: 

36.6 

Heroin: 80%; 

Methado: 79.8% 

Heroin: injectable/ average 

442 mg daily with an addi-

tional 8 mg daily oral meth-

adone  

 

Methadone: oral/ average 99 

mg daily 

Psychosocial care in-

cluding case manage-

ment, and either inte-

grated case management 

and motivational inter-

views or drug counsel-

ling and psychoeduca-

tion 

12 

months 

_SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

 

_EuroASI/ psychi-

atric status 

 

_GAF/ psychoso-

cial functioning 

 

_QOL/ vitality 

 

_QOL/ psychoso-

cial aspect 

 

_QOL/ affective 

aspect 

_Favors 

Heroin 

 

_NS 

 

 

_Favors 

Heroin 

 

_ NS 

 

_ NS 

 

 

_ NS 

Oviedo-

Joekes et 

al. (2009)44 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

Cocaine pow-

der;  Crack 

cocaine 

HIV; HCV DAM: 39.7; 

Methadone: 

39.3 

DAM: 63.5%; 

Methadone: 

58.6%  

DAM: injectable/ average 

392.3 mg daily when pre-

scribed alone (30 patients 

received 365.5 mg daily 

with methadone 34.0 mg)  

 

A range of psychosocial 

and primary care ser-

vices  

12 

months 

_EuroASI/ psychi-

atric status 

 

_Favors 

DAM 
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Methadone: oral/ average 

96.0 mg daily  

Demaret et 

al. (2015)45 

Opioid de-

pendence 

for the past 

5 years  

Alcohol; Co-

caine; Benzo-

diazepines  

Poor physical or mental 

health was an inclusion 

criteria 

DAM: 43;  

Methadone: 

42 

DAM: 83%;  

Methadone: 92% 

DAM: injecting-inhaling/ up 

to 1000 mg daily but aver-

age 573 mg daily with meth-

adone 20 mg daily  

 

Methadone: oral/ average 77 

mg daily  

Psychosocial services 12 

months 

_SCL-90/ depres-

sive symptoms 

 

_SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

_Favors 

DAM 

 

_Favors 

DAM 

Metrebian 

et al. 

(2014)37 

 

Strang et 

al. (2010)38 

 

Lintzeris 

et al. 

(2006)39 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

Alcohol; 

Crack co-

caine;  

Illicit benzodi-

azepines 

 

Alcohol de-

pendence or 

regular abuse 

of benzodiaze-

pines was ex-

clusion crite-

ria 

Patients were excluded 

if they had significant 

and active medical or 

psychiatric conditions. 

Heroin: 37.5; 

Methadone 

(injecting-

oral): 37-

37.2 

Heroin: 86%; 

Methadone: 67% 

Heroin: injecting/ average of 

399 mg daily plus 42 mg 

oral methadone 

 

Methadone: injecting aver-

age 128mg daily plus 31 mg 

supplementary oral, or opti-

mized  

oral alone mean 107mg 

daily  

Monthly reviews with a 

study medical officer, 

psychologist for individ-

ual CBT-based therapy, 

other ancillary services  

6 months _SF-36/ overall 

mental health 

quality of life 

_ NS 

Eder et al. 

(2005)46 

 

Winklbaur 

et al. 

(2008)47 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

 

 

Multi-sub-

stance de-

pendence was 

exclusion crit-

era 

No specific information. SROM: 29.5; 

Methadone: 

27.9 

SROM: 84.4%; 

Methadone: 

90.6% 

SROM: oral/average 680mg 

daily 

 

Methadone: oral/average 

85mg daily 

Standardized 30-minute 

psychosocial counsel-

ling sessions on a twice-

weekly basis 

14 

weeks, 

(7 weeks 

before 

cross-

over) 

_BDI/ depressive 

symptoms  

 

_STAI/ anxiety 

 

_LQOLP/ mental 

health quality of 

life 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_NS 

 

Verthein et 

al. (2014)48 

 

Beck et al. 

(2014)49 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(ICD-10 or 

DSM-IV) 

 

 

Cocaine HIV; Syphilis; HBV; 

HCV 

Total ITT 

sample: 38.1 

Total ITT sam-

ple: 81.5% 

SROM: oral/average 791 mg 

daily 

 

Methadone: oral/ average 

103 mg daily  

No information. 22 

weeks 

(11 

weeks 

before 

cross-

over) 

_SCL-27/ overall 

mental health 

 

_SCL-27/ depres-

sive symptoms  

 

_SCL-27/ dysthy-

mic symptoms 

 

_SCL-27/ vegeta-

tive symptoms  

 

_SCL-27/ agora-

phobic symptoms  

 

_SCL-27/ socio-

phobic symptoms  

 

_SCL-27/ symp-

toms of mistrust 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

 

_Favors 

Morphine 

Robertson 

et al. 

(2006)28 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(local proce-

dures)  

Alcohol; Co-

caine or crack; 

Ampheta-

mines or 

MDMA;  

HIV; HBV; HCV 80% of dihy-

drocodeine 

and 90% of 

methadone 

group were 

16-35 y 

Dihydrocodeine: 

72%;  

Methadone: 71% 

Dihydrocodeine: oral/ 

equivalent dose to metha-

done (30mg dihydrocodeine 

equal to 2.5mg methadone) 

 

Methadone: 40-150mg daily 

No information. 36 

months 

_MAP/ psycholog-

ical health 

_NS 
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Cannabis; 

Benzodiaze-

pines 

Strain et 

al. 

(1993a)29 

 

Strain et 

al. 

(1993b)30 

 

Strain et 

al. (1998)31 

 

 

Intravenous 

opioid de-

pendence 

(Docu-

mented pre-

vious treat-

ment or le-

gal involve-

ment, a pos-

itive urine 

sample, and 

physical ex-

amination) 

Alcohol; Co-

caine; Mariju-

ana; sedatives-

hypnotics 

Patients were excluded 

if they had chronic med-

ical or major mental ill-

nesses. 

0mg: 33.4;  

20mg: 33.1;  

50mg: 34.6 

0mg: 72%;  

20mg: 67%;  

50mg: 70% 

Methadone 0 mg daily 

 

Methadone 20 mg daily 

 

Methadone 50mg daily 

 

Initially stabilized at 25mg, 

then titrated to target dose. 

Target stable doses from 

week 6-20 (15 weeks). 

Individual counselor, 

weekly group therapy 

focused on relapse pre-

vention, and on-site 

medical services 

20 

weeks 

_BDI/ depressive 

symptoms 

_NS 

 

 

 

 

Pani et al. 

(2000)50 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

 

 

Current diag-

nosis of alco-

hol or hyp-

notic-sedative 

dependence 

was exclusion 

criteria 

Patients were excluded 

if they were currently 

using antiepileptics, di-

sulfiram or neuroleptics. 

Buprenor-

phine: 28;  

Methadone: 

28 

Buprenorphine: 

92.1%;  

Methadone: 

79.4% 

Buprenorphine: oral/ 8 mg 

daily plus placebo 

  

Methadone: oral/ 60mg 

daily plus placebo 

Weekly individual 

counselling session on 

addiction, health, psy-

chological, relational, 

and legal-related issues 

6 months _GAF/ psychoso-

cial functioning 

 

_SCL-90/ depres-

sive symptoms 

 

_SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

 

_SCL-90/ somati-

zation 

 

_SCL-90/ obses-

sive-compulsive 

symptoms 

 

_SCL-90/ interper-

sonal sensitivity 

 

_SCL-90/ anxiety 

symptoms 

 

_SCL-90/ anger-

hostility 

 

_SCL-90/ phobic 

anxiety 

 

_SCL-90/ para-

noidism 

 

_SCL-90/ psychot-

icism 

_NS 

 

 

_Favors 

Metha-

done 

 

_ NS 

 

_ NS 

 

 

_Favors 

Metha-

done 

 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

 

 

_Favors 

Metha-

done 

 

_NS 

Strain et 

al. (1996)52 

 

Strain et 

al. (1994)53 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-III-

R) 

 

 

Alcohol; Co-

caine; Seda-

tive-hypnotics 

Patients were excluded 

if they had chronic med-

ical or major mental ill-

nesses. 

Buprenor-

phine: 32.2;  

Methadone: 

32.8 

Buprenorphine: 

68%;  

Methadone: 74% 

Buprenorphine: oral-sublin-

gual/ average 8.9 mg daily 

 

Methadone: average 54mg 

daily 

Individual counselling, 

and weekly group ther-

apy, focused on relapse 

prevention; on-site med-

ical services  

16 

weeks 

_ASI/ days with 

psychological 

problems in the 

past 30 days  

_Favors 

Metha-

done 
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Dean et al. 

(2004)54  

 

Mattick et 

al. (2003)55 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

 

 

Alcohol; Co-

caine; Am-

phetamine; 

Cannabis; To-

bacco;  

Tranquilizers  

Patients were excluded 

if they were using disul-

firam, anticonvulsant, or 

antipsychotic medica-

tions. 

Buprenor-

phine: 29.2;  

Methadone: 

29.8 

Buprenorphine: 

63%; Metha-

done: 61% 

Buprenorphine: oral/ mean 

8.6 mg daily  

 

Methadone: oral/ mean 50.1 

mg daily 

No information. 13 

weeks 

_SCL-90/ overall 

mental health 

 

_BDI/ depressive 

symptoms  

 

_Depression epi-

sodes 

 

_Anxiety episodes 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

Neri et al. 

(2005)51 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

 

 

Codependence 

of alcohol, 

ampheta-

mines, canna-

binoids and 

benzodiaze-

pines was ex-

clusion crite-

ria 

 

No specific information. Buprenor-

phine: 24;  

Methadone: 

27  

Buprenorphine: 

87%; Metha-

done: 90% 

Methadone: oral/medium 

100 mg daily  

 

Buprenorphine: sublingual/ 

mean 30.40 mg daily 

No information. 12 

months 

_SRDS/ depres-

sive symptoms 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

Krook et 

al. (2002)56 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

All patients 

were polysub-

stance de-

pendent. Most 

commonly 

used sub-

stances: ben-

zodiazepines 

and cannabis 

No specific information. Buprenor-

phine: 38;  

Placebo: 38  

Buprenorphine: 

65.5%; Placebo: 

67% 

Buprenorphine: sublin-

gual/16 mg daily  

 

Placebo: sublingual 

No additional psychoso-

cial treatment or support 

was provided. 

12 

weeks 

_SCL-5/ overall 

mental health  

 

_Anxiety episodes 

 

_Depression epi-

sodes 

_NS 

 

 

_NS 

 

_NS 

 

Dunlop et 

al. (2017)57 

Opioid de-

pendence 

(DSM-IV) 

 

 

Alcohol; Am-

phetamine; 

Tobacco 

 

Dependence 

on alcohol, 

benzodiaze-

pines, amphet-

amines, co-

caine was ex-

clusion crite-

ria 

Participants were ineli-

gible if they had concur-

rent major medical or 

psychiatric conditions 

where immediate opioid 

agonist treatment and/or 

other treatments were 

clinically indicated. 

Buprenor-

phine/nalox-

one: 36.1;  

Waitlist: 

37.7 

Buprenor-

phine/naloxone: 

60%;  

Waitlist: 52% 

Buprenorphine-Naloxone: 

oral/ average 21.0-22.7 mg 

daily 

 

Waitlist: access to metha-

done or buprenorphine 

maintenance treatment on 

request 

No specific additional 

services provided. 

12 

weeks 

_K10/ overall 

mental health 

 

 

_SF-12/ overall  

mental health 

quality of life  

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

Streck et 

al. (2018)58 

Opioid use 

disorder 

(DSM-V) 

 

 

Cocaine 

 

Dependence 

on sedative-

hypnotics or 

alcohol was 

exclusion cri-

teria 

Participants had to be 

clear of unstable psychi-

atric or medical illness 

that could interfere with 

consent or participation. 

Buprenor-

phine: 33.6;  

Waitlist: 

35.7  

Buprenorphine: 

60%; Waitlist: 

56% 

Buprenorphine: sublingual/ 

self-administered daily 

 

Waitlist: no medication 

No psychological coun-

selling or social support 

provided. 

12 

weeks 

_BAI/ anxiety 

 

 

 

_BDI-II/ depres-

sion 

 

 

_BSI/ depression 

 

 

 

_BSI/ overall 

mental health 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 
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ASI/EuroASI, Addiction Severity Index/European version; BAI, Beck Anxiety Inventory; BDI, Beck Depression Inventory; BSI, Brief Symptom Inventory; C-SSRS, Columbia Suicide Severity Rating Scale; DAM, Diacetyl-

morphine; DSM-IV/V, Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders version IV/V; GAF, Global Assessment of Functioning; HBV, Hepatitis B Virus; HCV, Hepatitis C Virus; HDM, Hydromorphone; HIV, Human 

Immunodeficiency Virus; ICD-10, International Classification of Diseases version 10; K10, Kessler psychological distress scale; LQOLP, Lancashire Quality of Life Profile; MAP, Maudsley Addiction Profile; NS, not 

significant; QOL, Quality of Life; SCL-90/27/5, Symptom Checklist 90/27/5; SD, Standard Deviation; SF-12/36, Short Form survey for quality of life 12/36 item; SRDS, Self-Rating Depression Scale; SROM, Slow-Release 

Oral Morphine; STAI, Sate-Trait Anxiety Inventory  

 

 

 

 

 

_BSI/ interper-

sonal sensitivity 

 

 

_BSI/ anxiety 

 

 

 

_BSI/ Obsessive-

compulsive symp-

toms 

 

_BSI/ paranoid 

ideation 

 

 

_ASI/ psychiatric  

status 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

_Favors 

Buprenor-

phine 

 

Haight et 

al. (2019)32 

Moderate or 

severe opi-

oid use dis-

order 

(DSM-V) 

 

 

Alcohol; Co-

caine; Am-

phetamine/ 

metampheta-

mine; Canna-

binoids; Ben-

zodiazepines; 

Tobacco 

 

Back pain; HCV; De-

pression; Anxiety; In-

somnia  

Buprenor-

phine 

(300/100-

300/300): 

39.3 -40.4;  

Placebo: 

39.2 

Buprenorphine: 

67.08%; Placebo: 

65%  

RBP300/100: injection/300 

mg month 1 and month 2; 

100 mg monthly afterward. 

 

RBP300/300: injection/600 

mg monthly. 

 

Placebo1: injection/  

matched RBP300/100. 

 

Placebo2: injection/  

matched RBP300/300. 

Loperamide and non-

opioid medications to 

alleviate opioid with-

drawal symptoms; 

weekly individual drug 

counselling 

24 

weeks 

_C-SSRS/ suicide 

ideation 

 

_C-SSRS/ non-

specific suicidal 

thoughts 

 

_C-SSRS/ suicidal 

behavior 

 

_C-SSRS/ suicide 

attempts 

_NS 

 

 

_ NS 

 

 

 

_ NS 

 

 

_ NS 
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Table 2 Risk of Bias Assessment for mental health outcomes in clinical trials of opioid substitution treatment 
 

M
e
d

ic
a

ti
o

n
 Study Domain Over-

all Randomi-

zation Pro-

cess 

Deviations from Intended Inter-

ventions (Effect of Assignment to 

Intervention) 

Deviations from Intended Inter-

ventions (Effect of Adhering to 

Intervention) 

Missing 

Outcome 

Data 

Measurement 

of the Out-

come 

Selection of the 

Reported Re-

sults 

D
A

M
-

H
D

M
 

Oviedo-Joekes 

et al. (2016)33 

 

Oviedo-Joekes 

et al. (2015)34 

Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk Low Risk Low 

Risk 

D
A

M
-M

et
h

ad
o

n
e 

Van den Brink 

et al. (2003)36 
Low Risk Some Concerns High Risk High Risk High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
March et al. 

(2006)40 
Low Risk Low Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
Reimer et al., 

(2011)41  

Karow et al. 

(2010)42 

Hassen et al. 

(2007)43 

Low Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 

Oviedo-Joekes 

et al. (2009)44 
Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
Demaret et al. 

(2015)45 
Low Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
Metrebian et al. 

(2014)37 

 

Strang et al. 

(2010)38 

 

Lintzeris et al. 

(2006)39 

Low Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk High 

Risk 

S
R

O
M

- 

M
et

h
ad

o
n
e 

 

Eder et al. 

(2005)46 

 

Winklbaur et al. 

(2008)47 

Low Risk High Risk Low Risk High Risk Low Risk Some Concerns High 
Risk 

Verthein et al. 

(2014)48 

 

Beck et al. 

(2014)49 

Some Con-

cerns 

Low Risk Low Risk Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
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DAM, Diacetylmorphine; HDM, Hydromorphone; SROM, Slow-Release Oral Morphine 

D
H

C
- 

M
et

h
ad

o
n
e Robertson et al. 

(2006)28 
Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
M

et
h
ad

o
n
e
  

D
o

se
 5

0
/2

0
- 

D
o

se
 0

 Strain et al. 

(1993a)29 

 

Strain et al. 

(1993b)30 

 

Strain et al. 

(1998)31 

 

 

Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 

B
u
p
re

n
o

rp
h

in
e
- 

M
et

h
ad

o
n
e 

Pani et al. 

(2000)50 
Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
Strain et al. 

(1996)52 

 

Strain et al. 

(1994)53 

Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 

Dean et al. 

(2004)54  

 

Mattick et al. 

(2003)55 

Low Risk Low Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk Low Risk High 

Risk 

Neri et al. 

(2005)51 
Some Con-

cerns 

High Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 

B
u
p
re

n
o
rp

h
in

e-
 

W
ai

tl
is

t/
P

la
ce

b
o
 

Krook et al. 

(2002)56 
Low Risk Some Concerns High Risk Low Risk High Risk Some Concerns High 

Risk 
Dunlop et al. 

(2017)57 
Low Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk High Risk Low Risk High 
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CI, Confidence Interval; DAM, Diacetylmorphine; HDM, Hydromorphone; SDM, Standardized Mean Difference; SROM, Slow-Release Oral Morphine

Table 3 Summary of findings from network meta-analysis and GRADE assessment for mental health outcomes in opioid substitution treat-

ment 
Outcome and geometry of the network Pairwise com-

parison with 

waitlist or 

waitlist/pla-

cebo as the ref-

erence  

Random ef-

fects model,  

SMD 

(95%CI) 

Fixed effects 

model,  

SMD (95%CI) 

Certainty of evidence Interpretation 

of findings 

Depressive symptoms 

(7 RCTs, 962 participants) 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

HDM  

(Indirect evi-

dence only) 

-0.23 (-7.90, 

7.50) 

-0.70 (-1.40, 0.04) Very Low 

Study limitations, indirectness, imprecision 

Insufficient evi-

dence 

DAM  

(Indirect evi-

dence only) 

-0.36 (-6.70, 

5.80) 

-0.86 (-1.50, -0.17) Very Low 

Study limitations, indirectness, imprecision 

Insufficient evi-

dence 

Methadone  

(Indirect evi-

dence only) 

-0.036 (-5.20, 

5.20) 

-0.65 (-1.30, 0.011) Very Low 

Study limitations, indirectness, imprecision 

Insufficient evi-

dence 

Buprenorphine 

(Direct evi-

dence only) 

-0.98 (-5.70, 

3.50) 

-0.95 (-1.50, -0.37) Low 

Study limitations, imprecision 

Insufficient evi-

dence 

Overall mental health symptomatology 

(10 RCTs, 1947 participants) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HDM (Indirect 

evidence only) 

-1.20 (-2.80, 

0.19) 

-1.20 (-1.90, -0.42) Very Low 

Study limitations, indirectness, imprecision 

Probably Supe-

rior 

DAM (Indirect 

evidence only) 

-1.40 (-2.70, -
0.23) 

-1.30 (-2.0, -0.63) Low or Very Low 
Study limitations, indirectness 

Probably Supe-
rior 

Methadone 

(Indirect evi-

dence only) 

-1.20 (-2.30, -

0.11) 

-1.10 (-1.80, -0.40) Low or Very Low 

Study limitations, indirectness 

Probably Supe-

rior 

SROM (Indi-

rect evidence 

only) 

-1.30 (-2.80, 

0.030) 

-1.20 (-2.00, -0.49) Very Low 

Study limitations, indirectness, imprecision 

Probably Supe-

rior 

Buprenorphine  

(Direct evi-

dence only) 

-0.61 (-1.20, -

0.11) 

-0.54 (-0.83, -0.26) Low 

Study limitations, inconsistency 

Probably Supe-

rior 

HDM 

DAM 

Waitlist/ Placebo Methadone 

Buprenorphine 

 

SROM 

HDM 

DAM 

Waitlist Methadone 

Buprenorphine 
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Fig. 1  PRISMA flow diagram of studies assessed for systematic review of clinical trials of opi-

oid substitution treatment 
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Fig. 2  Meta-analysis of depressive symptoms in clinical trials of opioid substitution treatment 
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Fig. 3  Meta-analysis of overall mental health symptomatology in clinical trials of opioid substi-

tution treatment 

 

 

 

 

a 

b 

c 

d 

e 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 7, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.04.20146506doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.04.20146506
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 34 

 
 

Fig. 4  Meta-analysis of addiction severity index in clinical trials of opioid substitution treatment 
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Fig. 5  Meta-analysis of mental health quality of life in clinical trials of opioid substitution treat-

ment 
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