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Abstract

Background: Marijuana is the most widely used illicit substance during pregnancy. Technology-delivered brief interventions
and text messaging have shown promise in general and pregnant samples but have not yet been applied to marijuana use in
pregnancy.

Objective: The objective of the study was to evaluate, among pregnant women and prenatal care providers, the acceptability
of an electronic brief intervention and text messaging plan for marijuana use in pregnancy.

Methods: Participants included patients (n=10) and medical staff (n=12) from an urban prenatal clinic. Patient-participants
were recruited directly during a prenatal care visit. Those who were eligible reviewed the interventions individually and provided
quantitative and qualitative feedback regarding software acceptability and helpfulness during a one-on-one interview with research
staff. Provider-participants took part in focus groups in which the intervention materials were reviewed and discussed. Qualitative
and focus group feedback was transcribed, coded manually, and classified by category and theme.

Results: Patient-participants provided high ratings for satisfaction, with mean ratings for respectfulness, interest, ease of use,
and helpfulness ranging between 4.4 and 4.7 on a 5-point Likert scale. Of the 10 participants, 5 reported that they preferred
working with the program versus their doctor, and 9 of 10 said the intervention made them more likely to reduce their marijuana
use. Provider-participants received the program favorably, stating the information presented was both relevant and important for
their patient population.

Conclusions: The findings support the acceptability of electronic brief intervention and text messaging for marijuana use during
pregnancy. This, combined with their ease of use and low barrier to initiation, suggests that further evaluation in a randomized
trial is appropriate.

(JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017;5(11):e172) doi: 10.2196/mhealth.7927
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Introduction

A growing literature suggests that marijuana use during
pregnancy is associated with low birth weight, stillbirth, and
neurologic or developmental impairment [1-4]. Subtle sequelae
are most apparent later in development, with impaired cognition,
decreased academic achievement, and increased risk of abusing
drugs later in life being the most prevalent [5]. Despite these
possible adverse outcomes, marijuana use during pregnancy
often goes unaddressed. Physicians and other providers must
act with caution when considering drug use, especially
marijuana, in a pregnant population. This has become
increasingly important because past month marijuana use in the
general population (22.2 million Americans, aged 12 or older)
has increased from 6.2% in 2002 to 8.3% in 2015, with 19.8%
(6.8 million) of those aged between 18 and 25 reporting past
month use [6]. Among pregnant women, 6.4% of those in the
age group of 18 to 25 years report past month use, and 1.3% of
those aged between 26 and 44 years report past month use [7].
An increasing number of patients are turning to this substance
for its antiemetic properties; nausea is an approved indication
in all states where medical use of this drug has been legalized
[8]. This puts an increasing number of pregnancies at risk.

Women with substance use disorders are less likely to enter
treatment than men [9]. Furthermore, most persons in need of
treatment neither receive it nor feel that they need it [10],
suggesting a need for approaches that are brief enough to be
acceptable even to those who are unwilling to engage in formal
treatment. As a consequence, screening, brief intervention, and
referral for treatment (SBIRT) has become a recommended core
element of prenatal care [11].

However, integration of SBIRT into the clinical setting carries
with it several practical challenges. Evidence from attempts to
implement SBIRT for alcohol and tobacco have demonstrated
large variations in efficacy, significant SBIRT-related training
costs, and a notable increase in overall visit length [12,13].
Furthermore, additional physician and staff training in SBIRT
focusing on smoking cessation has been shown to have modest
or transient effects on trainee behavior, and few prenatal care
providers fully implement recommended brief intervention
strategies [14-17]. In one national survey, only 27.49% of
women (1323 out of 4812) reported even being asked about
alcohol use by their primary care provider [18]. These
challenges—time, burden, and training-related—are only
magnified when seeking to add additional screening and brief
intervention foci such as marijuana on top of existing calls to
address alcohol and tobacco. Furthermore, disclosure of
substance abuse can be both socially stigmatizing and subject
to potential legal consequences (at least in most states; it remains
to be seen whether use in pregnancy will be viewed differently
in states where it is legalized, as women are most often pursued
via child welfare statutes rather than on drug-related charges).
Regardless, this stigmatization and social risk suppresses
disclosure, which in turn further limits the proportion of at-risk
women who receive even a brief intervention.

Electronic administration of SBIRT (eSBIRT) may help to
address these challenges. Computer and electronic approaches

could potentially reduce financial barriers, increase
reproducibility, and facilitate consistent delivery across patient
populations [19]. These approaches also offer the ability to tailor
parts of the program based on patient responses, conferring a
feeling of personal relevance to participants that enhances
message impact [20]. In addition, computer-delivered screening
is associated with greater disclosure of drug use, as is provision
of anonymity [21], which is possible via technology-delivered
brief interventions.

Delivering SBIRT via technology also allows incorporation of
text messaging, which can readily use data collected during
screening and brief intervention to send subsequent tailored
communications. Text messages have a number of advantages,
including the near ubiquity of mobile phone ownership: 100%
of adults in the age group of 18 to 29 years own a cell phone,
and, as of 2016, 100% of people aged between 18 and 29 years
who own a cell phone use it for texting at least occasionally
[22]. Text messaging interventions carry relatively low
operational costs that do not increase as the reach of the program
increases [23]. Furthermore, a recent systematic review found
that text messages were particularly effective as a supplement
to Internet-based interventions [24]. This result may reflect
some of the relative advantages of text messaging such as (1)
the ability of text-based messaging to maintain multiple
communications with a participant without reliance on a
subsequent meeting; (2) the ability of text messages to reach
the participants in their natural environment; and (3) the fact
that text messages—unlike other forms of communication, such
as mailings—are nearly always opened (99% are opened, 90%
within the first 3 min of receipt [25]). For example, with regard
to smoking in pregnancy, Naughton et al (2011) found that
participants receiving tailored SMS (short message service) text
messages were more likely to set a quit date and reported higher
levels of self-efficacy, harm beliefs, and determination to quit
than their control counterparts [26]. Additionally, Quit4baby
(Voxiva Inc), a text message program designed to help women
reduce tobacco use during pregnancy, was rated as helpful in
getting them to make a quit attempt and providing ideas on ways
to quit [27].

Text messaging and eSBIRT may therefore have utility in
addressing marijuana use in pregnancy. However, neither of
these approaches has previously been tested in this context. This
study is a preliminary, qualitative, and quantitative examination
of the acceptability of eSBIRT and a tailored texting protocol
among 2 key samples: (1) pregnant women reporting regular
marijuana use during the month before becoming pregnant and
(2) prenatal clinic staff. Qualitative and quantitative feedback
described in this study informed changes before the start of a
larger clinical trial.

Methods

Participants

Patient-Participants
Patient-participants were 10 women recruited from a prenatal
clinic in Detroit, Michigan. Inclusion criteria were self-report
of marijuana use at least twice weekly in the month before
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pregnancy, aged between 18 and 40 years, less than 20 weeks
pregnant, and owning a cellphone (As participants would be
responsible for any charges resulting from receiving text
messages on their personal phone, all participants were
specifically asked their willingness to receive text messages
during a feedback interview.). Exclusion criteria included
inability to understand English, inability to provide consent,
consideration of an elective abortion or adoption for the current
pregnancy, or past participation in any other study by the
authors.

Provider-Participants
Of the medical staff from the same prenatal clinic, 12 members
volunteered to participate in focus groups regarding the
intervention materials. We offered participation to all physicians
in the department; 5 physicians were available to attend one
focus group, and 7 medical staff (all of the nurses, medical
assistants, and reception staff from the clinic where recruitment
took place) participated in the second focus group.

Procedure
Recruitment for pregnant participants began on March 10, 2015,
and ended on July 10, 2015. In total, 61 participants were
screened over 41 days of recruitment to obtain the 13 (21%)
eligible participants. Of the 13 eligible patients, 10 (77%)
participated in the feedback session. Participants were recruited
until saturation was reached (high quantitative ratings of the
intervention’s ease of use, usefulness, and attitude toward using
the intervention, and no new information obtained from
interviews) [28]. Focus group data were collected during March
2015.

Patient-participants were given a flyer by clinical staff
describing the study. Medical staff explained that it was a
voluntary research project involving 5 to 10 min to determine
eligibility for a larger study and that they would receive a small
gift for their baby if they choose to participate. Those showing
interest were introduced to the research assistant, who
prescreened for age, gestation, ability to understand spoken
English, and ability to receive text messages. Women passing
this prescreen process reviewed an informed consent information
sheet on a study provided on a tablet personal computer (PC)
with headphones (with disposable sanitary covers). Those who
consented completed eligibility screening.

Interested and eligible patient-participants reviewed a second
research information sheet approved by the institutional review
board (IRB) describing the anonymous, single-session study.
Only patient-participants who were eligible were told that the
study was focused on reducing marijuana use during pregnancy.
Those who provided consent to participate spent approximately
1 hour reviewing the intervention materials on the tablet PC
and completing a semistructured feedback interview
(approximately 30 min). All patient-participant activities were
conducted via individual sessions with research staff in a private
office within the clinic.

All patient-participants responded to qualitative acceptability
items using the same tablet PC used for consent and intervention
delivery. The research assistant conducted the semistructured
interview after patient-participants completed the intervention

and acceptability items. The brief interview was designed to
elicit the participant’s overall impression of the software,
evaluations of its helpfulness, likes and dislikes, and suggested
changes. Unclear or short responses were probed to elicit more
information. Once questions about the intervention and videos
(included as part of the intervention) were answered, participants
were provided with a list of text messages to review. It was
explained that these messages would be sent on a schedule
selected by the patient (ie, once, twice, or 3 times a week) over
the course of their pregnancy. Patient-participants were told
that those participating in the later clinical trial would receive
text messages that were tailored based on the responses provided
during the initial screening and software intervention. For
example, when asked whether they had ever been prescribed
medication for depression, anxiety, or any other emotional
difficulties, patient-participants would receive one of two
messages. If they answered in the affirmative, the following
message would be sent:

Smoking may seem to help when you are feeling down,
but after, it may make you feel worse. Pay attention
to your body and emotions. Talk to your doc for help
facing your struggles.

If patients denied ever seeking outside services, they would
receive the following message:

Every day you don’t smoke, be extra good to yourself.
You deserve it. Tell yourself, “What I am doing is
amazing.”

The research assistant pointed out this single example of how
text messages could be tailored before allowing the participant
to review the list. After the participants reviewed the text
message list, they completed the software acceptability items
and were subsequently interviewed.

The research assistant received training in conducting
semistructured interviews from one of the coauthors (JRB) and
was supervised for several practice interviews to determine
competency. All responses were transcribed verbatim during
the interview for later analysis. A total of 39 questions were
asked of all participants. After completion of the interview, all
participants were provided with a referral guide, encompassing
multiple areas of risk (eg, substance abuse, emotional health,
and education and job training), for relevant services in the area.
Procedures were in place for active referral to clinic staff and
local treatment centers, but none of the participants expressed
interest in this level of service at the time of the interview.
Participants received a US $30 Target gift card for participation
in the study.

The provider-participant focus groups were conducted on two
different dates: one with physicians and one with other medical
staff. Procedures were the same for both focus groups. An
informed consent information sheet was reviewed before each
focus group began. Medical staff were then shown the
intervention on a large projector screen. Initial reactions were
obtained halfway through the intervention and again after the
end of the intervention. After all interview questions were
answered, staff were handed a copy of the potential text
messages and asked for reactions related to that information.
Before concluding the focus group, all staff were asked about
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the best ways to implement the study without disrupting the
flow of ongoing care. Each focus group was audio-recorded
and then transcribed. All procedures were reviewed and
approved by the university IRB before any recruitment.

Measures

Software Acceptability (Patient-Participants)
Acceptability of the computer-delivered intervention was
assessed using participant responses to 12 self-report questions
(6 additional questions focused on the videos shown as part of
the brief intervention and 10 on text messages). These 28 items,
relating to ease of use, respectfulness, helpfulness, and likability,
were rated using a 5-point Likert scale (with 1=not at all and
5=very much) after completion of the intervention. The question,
“How much did some parts of the computer bother you?,” was
reverse-coded, with 1=very much and 5=not at all. These
acceptability questions were similar to those developed and
used successfully in previous usability testing [29] and are based
on the Technology Acceptance Model [30]. Additionally, 1
yes-no question asked participants about change likelihood as
a result of the intervention:

Are you more likely to be successful with this goal
[of quitting marijuana] because of your participation
here?

Feedback Interview (Patient-Participants)
The 39-item open-ended interview used in this study was based
on expert opinion (the majority of the coauthors were included
in this group) and consensus on what information would be
helpful in making modifications to the intervention. See Textbox
1.

Focus Group Interview (Provider-Participants)
Focus group questions focused on how the providers felt their
patients would react to the intervention materials, how helpful
they felt the intervention materials were, and how the study
procedures could be best integrated into the ongoing clinic
procedures. The questions were similar in language and content
to those asked of the patient-participants.

Interventions
The brief intervention developed for this study uses patient
responses to provide an individualized, interactive experience.
A three-dimensional animated narrator guides the participant
through the intervention. The narrator is able to speak, move,
provide empathic reflections, and display appropriate emotional
responses. The program includes aural as well as visual

presentation of all content, and all answers are recorded by
simply tapping responses from a list or by touching a visual
analogue scale. The narrator reads aloud any written material
on the screen, including response options (participants just have
to click on the word or phrase to hear it read aloud).

The intervention content was adapted from brief intervention
[31-33] and motivational interviewing techniques [34]. It was
adapted and modified to specifically address marijuana use from
a previous brief intervention designed to reduce alcohol use
during pregnancy [35]. The intervention begins with a brief
introduction, followed by an embedded video of a physician
discussing potential benefits of reducing or quitting marijuana
use during pregnancy and of a mother describing her own
decision to quit using marijuana while pregnant (all were actors).
Next, participants are asked to report how they feel about their
use of marijuana while pregnant. Those who reported already
stopping all marijuana use receive normed feedback designed
to reinforce the decision to stop using, were asked to provide
the reasons and advantages for their decision to quit, and were
helped to develop a personalized plan for preventing relapse.
This branch of the intervention was designed to be potentially
efficacious with both women who have quit and women who
have not quit but choose to indicate abstinence to avoid negative
reactions. Participants who endorsed active use received content
that was consistent with traditional brief intervention approaches
and that included normed feedback (normed for age, pregnancy
status, and gender), decisional balance exercises, and an optional
change plan with a menu of change options. See Figure 1 for a
visual diagram of the intervention flow.

The video embedded in the intervention featured a physician
providing gain-framed information about the benefits of
reducing marijuana use during pregnancy and a mother
providing a testimonial regarding her decision to avoid
marijuana while pregnant. Multiple versions of each video were
available and were tailored to participants based on self-reported
self-efficacy, race, and motivation.

The text messages were designed to be tailored on a number of
factors, including self-efficacy, gestational stage, social support,
and processes of change based on the theory of planned behavior
[36] and self-determination theory [37]. Approximately
two-thirds of messages are related to the participant’s specific
goal regarding marijuana: the remaining one-third of the content
was designed to provide either community resources relevant
to the pregnancy or inspirational quotes. All intervention
materials were developed with ongoing expert feedback and
final review before being presented to participants.
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Textbox 1. Interview questions.

Intervention

1. What did you think about the program?

2. What parts did you like the most?

3. What parts did you like the least?

4. What, if anything, do you think should be changed?

5. What do you think about the introductions?

6. How was [the narrator’s] voice?

7. Did any of the questions of parts of the program bother you?

8. What was useful to you in the program?

9. How has using it changed your thoughts on your marijuana use, if at all?

10. Did you make a personal plan for how to change your marijuana use?

Video

1. What did you think about the videos?

2. What bothered you about the videos?

3. What did you like about the videos?

4. What could we do to improve the videos?

5. Did the videos give you the impression that we didn’t understand marijuana or that we were acting like it’s more dangerous than it really is?

6. Did the video feel preachy or judgmental?

7. What did you learn from the videos?

8. Was the woman someone you could relate to? Why or why not?

9. Did the videos change your opinion in any way?

Short message service

1. What did you think about the text messages?

2. Did any of the content on the messages bother you?

3. What words/language made you uncomfortable?

4. What was useful about the messages?

5. How much did it feel like the messages were intended for you? What could have made them feel more personalized?

6. How did you feel about the advice you were given?

7. How did you feel about the amount of information? Too much or too little?

8. What would you have liked to see added to text messages? Was there anything that didn’t need to be there?

9. How have your feelings about your marijuana changed since you read the messages? What did it make you think about or want to do differently,
if anything?

10. Would you be comfortable receiving these messages on your phone?

11. If you got these messages and someone saw them on your phone, how would you feel about that?

12. Do you have a phone with texting abilities? If yes, how often do you use texts?

13. If you were to receive text messages such as these, how often would you like to receive them?
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Figure 1. Intervention flow.

Data Analysis
Means, standard deviations (SDs), and counts for demographic
data and software acceptability ratings were analyzed via SPSS
version 22 (IBM Corp). Qualitative data were subjected to
manual, thematic coding of participants’ oral responses of
transcribed interviews (patient-participants) and focus groups
(provider-participants). Responses were grouped by similar
patterns or themes that occurred throughout the interviews [38].
Next, coders decided what construct label best described each
of the groupings. The coding and classification of the responses
were performed and validated independently by 2 members of
the investigative team (JG and JRB). Both coders met to
compare the independently generated groupings and themes.
All disagreements were discussed until a consensus was reached
for a total of 10 themes.

Results

Quantitative Feedback
Using a 5-point rating scale, average ratings for the intervention
were all at or above 4.4, with the highest rating being for
excitement about making a change in marijuana use (mean 4.9,
SD 0.38; see Table 1). All 10 patient-participants reported
feeling more likely to change their marijuana use because of
their interaction with the computerized intervention. All ratings
for the video were at or above 4.0 except for the item “The mom
in the video looks like me” (mean 3.7, SD 1.49). Average ratings
of the following text message items were below 4.0: likability
(mean 3.7, SD 1.0), how interesting (mean 3.7, SD 1.23),
helpfulness (mean 3.6, SD 1.06), got you thinking about your
use (mean 3.3, SD 1.41), and interest in receiving text messages
(mean 3.2, SD 1.09).
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Table 1. Quantitative ratings of software, video, and short message service (SMS) acceptability (scored on a 5-point Likert scale, with 1=not at all and
5=very much; positive rating=score of 4 or 5; n=10 for intervention and video ratings, n=9 for text message ratings).

Giving a positive rating, n (%)Question

Text messagesVideoIntervention

5 (56)5 (50)7 (70)Likability

8 (89)-10 (100)Ease of use

5 (56)-8 (80)How interesting

9 (100)-9 (90)Respectful

7 (78)-8 (80)Bothered by parts of programa

4 (44)-9 (90)Helpfulness

7 (78)-8 (80)Feel better about yourself

5 (56)-9 (90)Got you thinking about your use

--9 (90)Program seemed to understand you

3 (33)-7 (70)Interest in working with program again/receiving messages

--10 (100)Excited about changing marijuana use during pregnancy

7 (78)-9 (90)Think other moms would be helped

-7 (70)-Learned new information

-7 (70)-Learned useful information

-9 (90)-More motivated to avoid marijuana

-6 (60)-Already knew information presented

-5 (50)-Mom in video was like me

aThis item was reverse-scored.

Qualitative Feedback
Analysis of open-ended responses yielded 7 major themes
among the 3 sections of the software arising from the
patient-participant interviews, as well as 3 major themes arising
from the medical staff focus feedback group; see Textbox 2.

Intervention

Liked Working With the Program
Of the patient-participants, 8 reported feeling some personal
relevance of the information whereas the remaining 2 were
ambiguous. When asked whether they would rather talk to the
program or a person about their marijuana use, 5
patient-participants indicated that they preferred interacting
with the program, whereas 4 said they would have preferred
talking to their doctor; one participant reported that either option
was fine. For example one patient-participant said:

It’s hard to be truthful with people you don’t know.
It wouldn’t feel so awkward as talking with real

people you don’t know, it’s hard. It’s easier to tell
the whole truth with the computer.

Supported or Changed Thoughts About Marijuana
After completing the computerized intervention portion of the
study, 6 patient-participants reported making a plan to quit; 3
reported already ceasing use, and one felt she could stop on her
own; 7 patient-participants reported being more likely to stop
marijuana use after interacting with the program. When asked
about the most useful part of the program, 4 women highlighted
the tips on how to cut down or quit and 2 mentioned the
information about how much money they could save by quitting.
All but 2 patient-participants indicated that interacting with the
program changed something about how they saw their use of
marijuana during pregnancy. For example, another
patient-participant said:

It was great because [the narrator] gave true facts
about marijuana use. [The narrator] gave better
information. It’s better than listening to people on
the street.
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Textbox 2. Themes and examples.

Intervention

• Liked working with the program

• Real great, very educational too.

• It was well balanced, covered both the good things and bad things and helped me not feel bad about my use.

• [The program] makes it less awkward. I am okay talking with people I know. [The program] would be more helpful, because the whole
truth will come out.

• Supported or changed thoughts about marijuana

• It boosted my confidence up, like you can do it girl.

• Standing firm against temptation: I like when [the narrator] said take it out of the house and stay away from people that do it.

• I actually learned that marijuana may not affect your pregnancy at the moment with an infant, like it could be later on in life.

• Women in the videos were helpful

• Relatability of actors/actresses used was important to most, if not all, of the participants.

• The mother’s testimony, I love that part. She told how she got through it by thinking about the baby.

• More testimonials may hit people in a different way, it can relate to more people.

• More information about harmful effects

• Dr said marijuana use can cause learning disability, I didn’t know that.

• The MD’s video made me want to be as healthy as possible to have a healthy baby.

• More in depth for ladies on the second or third pregnancies. Even though I’m on my fifth pregnancy, I’m pretty sure there is something I
need to learn still.

Short message service feedback

• Text messages were helpful.

• Really good topics, would pass it on to friends.

• Great idea, a lot of people use cell phones and text.

• I like them because it’s a new idea and a way to motivate because they can be experiencing a moment of temptation.

• Helpful...to deal with bad moods and things to do so you won’t relapse.

• Learned about community resources

• I like the dial 2-1-1 for help.

• Text messages can help people quit and provide resources that we didn’t know about.

• Information presented was overwhelming

• Excessive, a lot of information.

• Too much—make them briefer.

• A little too much, people will get bored reading all that.

Medical staff focus group

• Concern about patient takeaway

• Dose does matter. If someone does cut back, that’s a victory too. I think this is good message if low motivation. A stronger message would
be needed for high motivation women.

• Sounds kind of soft in terms of message about marijuana—hedges too much.

• Last line comes across as if you use less, than that’s okay too. I think I would like an “abstinence” message, but not sure. We’ll take what
we can get, but thinks it leave the door open where it’s okay to use a little.
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Integration into patient visit•

• The time after they are “roomed” is wasted. It would give them the opportunity to do something.

• All the time moms sit [at the office] for glucose testing—would be a good opportunity to catch them or give a second dose of the intervention.

• Quality of the presentation

• I liked it. It would connect well. A lot of my patients are surrounded by marijuana. I like how the woman [in the video] talks about how she
made up her own mind—drug use is kind of rebellious and this allows her to keep this.

• [Specific text message] should be at the beginning. That’s when everything is nasty. They feel they need weed to eat. A lot of patients feel
like that. They have to be told to try other foods.

• A couple of the [screens] are too busy. Follow the rule of 6—no more than 6 words per line and 6 lines of text.

• [The doctor in the video] really looks like an OB/GYN instead of an actress; authentic.

Video

Women in the Videos Were Helpful
Relatability of the testimonials was brought up by several
patient-participants. Although many were critical of one of the
actresses (saying that she wasn’t believable and “seemed
directed as if reading off a script”), most reported liking another
actress who was African American and who spoke in a casual,
unscripted manner. Overall, patient-participants found the
testimonials to be helpful, and some found it to be the most
helpful element. For example, one patient-participant said:

The mother’s testimony, I love that part. She told how
she got through it by thinking about the baby. I tell
my friends to think about the baby too. The video
boosted my confidence.

More Information About Harmful Effects
In addition to asking for more testimonials, patient-participants
also asked to see more information about the effects of
marijuana on the mother and fetus. Several women stated they
would like to hear more of this information from the physician
in the video in addition to the patient testimonials. For example,
one patient-participant said:

The doctor’s video made me want to be as healthy as
possible for my baby.

Information about the real effects of marijuana and about the
controversy in this area was also well received. When asked
what she liked about the videos, a different patient-participant
said:

The picture of the pregnant woman smoking and
people on either side saying good and bad things. It
didn’t make me feel bad and it’s good to show that.

Text/SMS

Text Messages Were Helpful
Overall, patient-participants found the text messages easy to
understand, helpful, and encouraging. One patient-participant
said that the messages provided information she would not be
able to get from her friends. When asked what they thought
about the text messages, one patient-participant said:

A lot of them were helpful actually. The eating,
changing the diet, getting a car seat immediately, the
exercising and taking showers when you feel like you
want to smoke.

The most common suggestion was to include more resources,
either specific resources from the community they felt were
missing or more tips on how to quit. When asked about
frequency, 3 patient-participants said they would like to receive
texts once a week, 3 said twice a week, and 4 said 3 or more
times a week.

Learned About Community Resources
Many patient-participants learned about community resources
they were not aware of and found the additional tips on ways
to avoid temptation or keep from using helpful. When asked
what she thought about the messages, one patient-participant
stated:

They were helpful. There were not only tips but there
were resources and phone numbers.

Another response suggested adding even more information
about resources.

Add more about the resources. 2-1-1 and WIC are
good, maybe [add] FIA (Family Independence
Agency/Department of Human Services) info.

Information Presented Was Overwhelming
In total, 4 participants indicated that there was too much
information presented in the text messages. However, this
concern appeared to be related to the way it was presented (1
message for each week of pregnancy, all in one document) and
not the amount within each individual text message.

Provider-Participant Focus Groups

Concern About Patient Takeaway
Both doctors and staff reported liking the intervention overall.
Many commented on the strength of the message. Some felt
there needed to be more emphasis on the dangers of marijuana
use and the need to completely quit. Overall, both focus groups
understood and appreciated the positive message behind “the
less you use the better” for both the woman and the baby.
Provider-participants felt the doctor was very relatable and felt
like a real doctor rather than an actress.
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Integration Into Patient Visit
Doctors and staff agreed that overall the message was important
for their patients to hear and that the information provided and
actresses chosen would be relevant for their patients.
Provider-participants reported that there may be several
junctures at which to incorporate the program into the flow of
the patient visit. For example, they indicated that the point after
the patient is brought to the exam room, but before the patient
is seen by the physician, is generally wasted. They also felt that
the 26-28 week glucose screen all pregnant patients must
complete would be another opportunity to present the
intervention (or a follow-up intervention) because the patient
is required to wait for 1 hour before the blood is drawn.

Quality of the Presentation
Although provider-participants generally liked the actresses,
there was one actress in particular that staff felt was not natural
or relatable (the same actress criticized by the
patient-participants). Half of the medical staff did not like the
voice for the animated character. Other specific suggestions
included decreasing the amount of information presented on
the screen at one time and cutting back on the length of the
introductions and transitions during the intervention. Medical
staff suggested changing the order of the text messages to fit
better with the stage of pregnancy.

Discussion

Principal Findings
This study sought to evaluate, among pregnant women and
prenatal care providers, the acceptability of an electronic brief
intervention and text messaging program to reduce marijuana
use in pregnancy. Following the technology acceptance model
[30], we evaluated participants’ acceptance of the interventions,
video and text messaging, and their perceived usability and ease
of use. Overall, patient-participants rated the brief intervention
positively, more specifically as helpful, respectful, interesting,
and easy to use. The videos that were embedded within the brief
intervention were also seen as unbiased and as presenting helpful
information about cessation and the effects of marijuana on the
baby. The information was well received, although one actress
for the testimonials was consistently given negative feedback.
Similarly, the text messaging content was seen as helpful in
providing information about community resources and additional
tips on how to reduce or cease using marijuana during
pregnancy.

Provider-participant feedback was similarly positive regarding
the brief intervention content. They saw the information as both
relevant and important for their patients to hear. However,
questions were raised regarding the strength of the message and
whether it should focus on complete cessation or harm reduction.
They offered several suggestions regarding integration into
existing structure of patient care, including utilizing the time
between intake procedure and examination and follow-up or
initiation of intervention during the mandatory glucose screening
visits.

These findings suggest that the women in this study were open
to examining their marijuana use during pregnancy and to doing

so via technology. Participants were happy with the unbiased
presentation of the effects of marijuana on the baby, found the
materials useful and easy to use, and clearly spent time
evaluating whether or not they should stop use during
pregnancy.

How Feedback Informed the Planned Clinical Trial
On the basis of the feedback from both patient-participants and
provider-participants, several changes were made to the
intervention materials in preparation for the planned clinical
trial. The order of the information presented in the text messages
was improved based on the stage of pregnancy (ie, suggestions
for dealing with nausea were moved to the beginning when
women are more likely to be struggling with morning sickness).
Additionally, the amount of text on screen and introduction
language used during the intervention was reduced to only the
key pieces of information. Not all feedback provided by
provider-participants and patient-participants could be
incorporated into changes to the intervention. Changes to the
voice of the narrator were not possible. However, to facilitate
more consistently positive feelings toward the narrator, research
staff carefully reviewed the narrator actions changing narrator
movements and using less smiling.

On the basis of the feedback from provider-participants, future
clinical trial participants will be recruited, screened, and will
participate (using a tablet provided by study staff) during natural
periods of downtime during their prenatal visit (eg, while the
patient is waiting to see the provider, in the exam room, or
immediately after the visit is complete). Furthermore, based on
the feedback from patient-participants regarding the frequency
of receiving text messages, those enrolled in the clinical trial
will be offered the choice of receiving text messages on their
personal phone once, twice, or thrice per week for the remainder
of their pregnancy. Despite some patient-participants reporting
little use of texting, all reported the ability to receive text
messages. Finally, recruitment rates obtained during feedback
suggested that alternate recruitment options (such as partnering
with midwifes and ultrasound technicians) should be considered.

Limitations
This study is limited by its relatively small sample size of all
African American women from a clinic in the urban Detroit
area. However, our aim was not to conduct a fully powered test
of an a priori hypothesis, but rather to provide information
regarding participant acceptability and usability, which typically
involves smaller sample sizes. Additionally, it may have been
preferable to present text messages for feedback as a
presentation where each text message could be looked at
separately. Having a single document with a sample of each
week’s messages was overwhelming for some participants.
Future studies should also consider ways to tailor the text
messages for the participants providing feedback. This study
was only able to show examples and describe how messages
would be tailored and may have missed valuable feedback
because of the presentation format.

Conclusions
Technology-based approaches have the potential to access a
relatively high proportion of any given at-risk population. If
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this potential is realized, it could result in a substantial public
health impact even when effects are modest. Furthermore,
promotion of help-seeking is also an integral part of the
proposed high-reach interventions, making them an ideal
complement to more intensive support programs, where

available. The acceptability (and even preference in some cases)
of these technology-based approaches for marijuana use in
pregnancy suggests that further research, particularly evaluation
of efficacy, is needed.

Acknowledgments
This research was supported by NIH award DA036788 to SJO. The authors wish to gratefully acknowledge the medical staff
from the WSU University Physicians Group Obstetrics & Gynecology Clinic and the invaluable assistance of the pregnant women
who participated in the study.

Conflicts of Interest
SJO is part owner of Interva, Inc, the company that markets the intervention authoring tool used to develop the computerized
intervention used in the study. Interva, Inc had no role in the study design, data analysis, or write-up of results.

References

1. Gray TR, Eiden RD, Leonard KE, Connors GJ, Shisler S, Huestis MA. Identifying prenatal cannabis exposure and effects
of concurrent tobacco exposure on neonatal growth. Clin Chem 2010 Sep;56(9):1442-1450 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1373/clinchem.2010.147876] [Medline: 20628142]

2. El MH, Tiemeier H, Steegers EA, Jaddoe VW, Hofman A, Verhulst FC, et al. Intrauterine cannabis exposure affects fetal
growth trajectories: the Generation R Study. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry 2009 Dec;48(12):1173-1181. [doi:
10.1097/CHI.0b013e3181bfa8ee] [Medline: 19858757]

3. Zuckerman B, Frank DA, Hingson R, Amaro H, Levenson SM, Kayne H, et al. Effects of maternal marijuana and cocaine
use on fetal growth. N Engl J Med 1989 Mar 23;320(12):762-768. [doi: 10.1056/NEJM198903233201203] [Medline:
2784193]

4. Varner MW, Silver RM, Rowland Hogue CJ, Willinger M, Parker CB, Thorsten VR, Eunice Kennedy Shriver National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development Stillbirth Collaborative Research Network. Association between stillbirth
and illicit drug use and smoking during pregnancy. Obstet Gynecol 2014 Jan;123(1):113-125 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1097/AOG.0000000000000052] [Medline: 24463671]

5. Szutorisz H, DiNieri JA, Sweet E, Egervari G, Michaelides M, Carter JM, et al. Parental THC exposure leads to compulsive
heroin-seeking and altered striatal synaptic plasticity in the subsequent generation. Neuropsychopharmacology 2014
May;39(6):1315-1323 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1038/npp.2013.352] [Medline: 24385132]

6. Samhsa. 2016. Key substance use and mental health indicators in the United States: results from the 2015 National Survey
on Drug Use and Health URL: https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/NSDUH-FFR1-2015/NSDUH-FFR1-2015/
NSDUH-FFR1-2015.htm [accessed 2017-10-31] [WebCite Cache ID 6ucsyM4tM]

7. Samhsa. Rockville, MD; 2016. Results from the 2015 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: detailed tables URL: https:/
/www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015.htm
[accessed 2017-11-01] [WebCite Cache ID 6ue7tohin]

8. Volkow ND, Compton WM, Wargo EM. The risks of marijuana use during pregnancy. J Am Med Assoc 2017 Jan
10;317(2):129-130. [doi: 10.1001/jama.2016.18612] [Medline: 27992628]

9. Brady TM, Ashley OS. Citeseerx.ist.psu. Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration,
Office of Applied Sciences; 2005. Women in substance abuse treatment: results from the Alcohol and Drug Services Study
(ADSS) URL: http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.439.783&rep=rep1&type=pdf

10. Lipari RN, Park-Lee E, Van Horn S. Samhsa. Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration,
Center for Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality; 2016 Sep 29. America's need for and receipt of substance use treatment
in 2015 URL: https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/report_2716/ShortReport-2716.html [accessed 2017-11-01]
[WebCite Cache ID 6ue8GPRcn]

11. Barry KL, Caetano R, Chang G, DeJoseph MC, Miller LA, O'Connor MJ, et al. CDC. Atlanta, GA: CDC; 2009. Reducing
alcohol-exposed pregnancies: a report of the National Task Force on fetal alcohol syndrome and fetal alcohol effect URL:
https://www.cdc.gov/ncbddd/fasd/documents/redalcohpreg.pdf [accessed 2017-11-01] [WebCite Cache ID 6ue8TuYOZ]

12. Yarnall KS, Pollak KI, Østbye T, Krause KM, Michener JL. Primary care: is there enough time for prevention? Am J Public
Health 2003 Apr;93(4):635-641. [Medline: 12660210]

13. Aalto M, Pekuri P, Seppä K. Obstacles to carrying out brief intervention for heavy drinkers in primary health care: a focus
group study. Drug Alcohol Rev 2003 Jun;22(2):169-173. [doi: 10.1080/09595230100100606] [Medline: 12850903]

14. Chapin J, Root W. Improving obstetrician-gynecologist implementation of smoking cessation guidelines for pregnant
women: an interim report of the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists. Nicotine Tob Res 2004
Apr;6(2):253-257. [doi: 10.1080/14622200410001669123]

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017 | vol. 5 | iss. 11 | e172 | p. 11http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/11/e172/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Gray et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.clinchem.org/cgi/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=20628142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1373/clinchem.2010.147876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20628142&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/CHI.0b013e3181bfa8ee
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19858757&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJM198903233201203
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=2784193&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24463671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000000052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24463671&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/npp.2013.352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/npp.2013.352
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24385132&dopt=Abstract
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/NSDUH-FFR1-2015/NSDUH-FFR1-2015/NSDUH-FFR1-2015.htm
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/NSDUH-FFR1-2015/NSDUH-FFR1-2015/NSDUH-FFR1-2015.htm
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ucsyM4tM
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015.htm
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015/NSDUH-DetTabs-2015.htm
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ue7tohin
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2016.18612
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27992628&dopt=Abstract
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.439.783&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://www.samhsa.gov/data/sites/default/files/report_2716/ShortReport-2716.html
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ue8GPRcn
https://www.cdc.gov/ncbddd/fasd/documents/redalcohpreg.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ue8TuYOZ
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=12660210&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09595230100100606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=12850903&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14622200410001669123
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


15. Grimley DM, Bellis JM, Raczynski JM, Henning K. Smoking cessation counseling practices: a survey of Alabama
obstetrician-gynecologists. South Med J 2001 Mar;94(3):297-303. [Medline: 11284517]

16. Helwig AL, Swain GR, Gottlieb M. Smoking cessation intervention: the practices of maternity care providers. J Am Board
Fam Pract 1998;11(5):336-340. [Medline: 9796762]

17. Melvin CL, Dolan-Mullen P, Windsor RA, Whiteside Jr HP, Goldenberg RL. Recommended cessation counselling for
pregnant women who smoke: a review of the evidence. Tob Control 2000;9(Suppl 3):iii80-iii84. [Medline: 10982917]

18. D'Amico EJ, Paddock SM, Burnam A, Kung FY. Identification of and guidance for problem drinking by general medical
providers: results from a national survey. Med Care 2005;43(3):229-236. [Medline: 15725979]

19. Moore BA, Fazzino T, Garnet B, Cutter CJ, Barry DT. Computer-based interventions for drug use disorders: a systematic
review. J Subst Abuse Treat 2011 Apr;40(3):215-223 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2010.11.002] [Medline: 21185683]

20. Noar SM, Benac CN, Harris MS. Does tailoring matter? Meta-analytic review of tailored print health behavior change
interventions. Psychol Bull 2007 Jul;133(4):673-693. [doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.133.4.673] [Medline: 17592961]

21. Beatty JR, Chase SK, Ondersma SJ. A randomized study of the effect of anonymity, quasi-anonymity, and Certificates of
Confidentiality on postpartum women's disclosure of sensitive information. Drug Alcohol Depend 2014 Jan 01;134:280-284.
[doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2013.10.016] [Medline: 24246900]

22. Pew Internet & American Life Project. Pewinternet. 2016. Mobile fact sheet URL: http://www.pewinternet.org/fact-sheet/
mobile/ [accessed 2017-02-07] [WebCite Cache ID 6o6Pvw4pt]

23. Tamrat T, Kachnowski S. Special delivery: an analysis of mHealth in maternal and newborn health programs and their
outcomes around the world. Matern Child Health J 2012 Jul;16(5):1092-1101. [doi: 10.1007/s10995-011-0836-3] [Medline:
21688111]

24. Webb TL, Joseph J, Yardley L, Michie S. Using the internet to promote health behavior change: a systematic review and
meta-analysis of the impact of theoretical basis, use of behavior change techniques, and mode of delivery on efficacy. J
Med Internet Res 2010;12(1):e4 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.1376] [Medline: 20164043]

25. Mobilesquared.co. 2010. Conversational advertising: a report from mobileSQUARED URL: http://mobilesquared.co.uk/
media/27820/Conversational-Advertising_SinglePoint_2010.pdf [accessed 2017-10-31] [WebCite Cache ID 6ucubtdyK]

26. Naughton F, Prevost AT, Gilbert H, Sutton S. Randomized controlled trial evaluation of a tailored leaflet and SMS text
message self-help intervention for pregnant smokers (MiQuit). Nicotine Tob Res 2012 May;14(5):569-577. [doi:
10.1093/ntr/ntr254] [Medline: 22311960]

27. Abroms LC, Johnson PR, Heminger CL, Van Alstyne JM, Leavitt LE, Schindler-Ruwisch JM, et al. Quit4baby: results
from a pilot test of a mobile smoking cessation program for pregnant women. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2015 Jan 23;3(1):e10
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.3846] [Medline: 25650765]

28. Fusch PI, Ness LR. Are we there yet? Data saturation in qualitative research. The Qual Report 2015;20(9):1408-1416
[FREE Full text]

29. Pollick SA, Beatty JR, Sokol RJ, Strickler RC, Chang G, Svikis DS, et al. Acceptability of a computerized brief intervention
for alcohol among abstinent but at-risk pregnant women. Subst Abus 2015;36(1):13-20 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1080/08897077.2013.857631] [Medline: 24266770]

30. Davis FD. Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information technology. MIS Q 1989
Sep;13(3):319-339 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2307/249008]

31. Russell MA, Stapleton JA, Jackson PH, Hajek P, Belcher M. District programme to reduce smoking: effect of clinic
supported brief intervention by general practitioners. Br Med J (Clin Res Ed) 1987 Nov 14;295(6608):1240-1244 [FREE
Full text] [Medline: 3120963]

32. Higgins-Biddle JC, Babor TF, Mullahy J, Daniels J, McRee B. Alcohol screening and brief intervention: where research
meets practice. Conn Med 1997 Sep;61(9):565-575. [Medline: 9334512]

33. Babor TF, McRee BG, Kassebaum PA, Grimaldi PL, Ahmed K, Bray J. Screening, Brief Intervention, and Referral to
Treatment (SBIRT): toward a public health approach to the management of substance abuse. Subst Abus 2007;28(3):7-30.
[doi: 10.1300/J465v28n03_03] [Medline: 18077300]

34. Miller WR, Rollnick S. Motivational Interviewing: Preparing People for Change. 2nd ed. New York: The Guilford Press;
2002.

35. Ondersma SJ, Beatty JR, Svikis DS, Strickler RC, Tzilos GK, Chang G, et al. Computer-delivered screening and brief
intervention for alcohol use in pregnancy: a pilot randomized trial. Alcohol Clin Exp Res 2015 Jul;39(7):1219-1226 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1111/acer.12747] [Medline: 26010235]

36. Ajzen I. From intentions to actions: a theory of planned behavior. In: Kuhl J, Beckman J, editors. Action Control: From
Cognition to Behavior. Berlin Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag; 1985:11-39.

37. Ryan RM, Deci EL. Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being.
Am Psychol 2000 Jan;55(1):68-78. [Medline: 11392867]

38. Miles MB, Huberman AM, Saldana J. Chapter 11: Drawing and verifying conclusions. In: Qualitative Data Analysis. A
Methods Sourcebook. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications, Inc; 2014:275-322.

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017 | vol. 5 | iss. 11 | e172 | p. 12http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/11/e172/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Gray et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11284517&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=9796762&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=10982917&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=15725979&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/21185683
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2010.11.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21185683&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.133.4.673
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17592961&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2013.10.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24246900&dopt=Abstract
http://www.pewinternet.org/fact-sheet/mobile/
http://www.pewinternet.org/fact-sheet/mobile/
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6o6Pvw4pt
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10995-011-0836-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21688111&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jmir.org/2010/1/e4/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.1376
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20164043&dopt=Abstract
http://mobilesquared.co.uk/media/27820/Conversational-Advertising_SinglePoint_2010.pdf
http://mobilesquared.co.uk/media/27820/Conversational-Advertising_SinglePoint_2010.pdf
http://www.webcitation.org/

                                            6ucubtdyK
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntr254
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22311960&dopt=Abstract
http://mhealth.jmir.org/2015/1/e10/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.3846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25650765&dopt=Abstract
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2281&context=tqr
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24266770
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08897077.2013.857631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24266770&dopt=Abstract
http://www.jstor.org/stable/249008?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/249008
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/3120963
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/3120963
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=3120963&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=9334512&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J465v28n03_03
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18077300&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/26010235
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/26010235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/acer.12747
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26010235&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11392867&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


Abbreviations
eSBIRT: electronic administration of SBIRT
IRB: institutional review board
PC: personal computer
SBIRT: screening, brief intervention, and referral for treatment

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 26.04.17; peer-reviewed by A Berman, P Johnson, R Shrestha; comments to author 29.06.17;
revised version received 23.08.17; accepted 10.09.17; published 08.11.17

Please cite as:
Gray J, Beatty JR, Svikis DS, Puder KS, Resnicow K, Konkel J, Rice S, McGoron L, Ondersma SJ
Electronic Brief Intervention and Text Messaging for Marijuana Use During Pregnancy: Initial Acceptability of Patients and Providers
JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017;5(11):e172
URL: http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/11/e172/
doi: 10.2196/mhealth.7927
PMID: 29117931

©Justin Gray, Jessica R Beatty, Dace S Svikis, Karoline S Puder, Ken Resnicow, Janine Konkel, Shetoya Rice, Lucy McGoron,
Steven J Ondersma. Originally published in JMIR Mhealth and Uhealth (http://mhealth.jmir.org), 08.11.2017. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/),
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in JMIR
mhealth and uhealth, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on
http://mhealth.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2017 | vol. 5 | iss. 11 | e172 | p. 13http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/11/e172/
(page number not for citation purposes)

Gray et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://mhealth.jmir.org/2017/11/e172/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.7927
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29117931&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

