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Range Women The P-value

Mean for
(SD) gender
difference*

TEQ 48.76 18-63 49.74 44.97 <0.001
(5.65) (4.99) (6.46)

TAS 47.71 23-83 47.97 46.68 0.171
total (11.49) (11.72) (10.56)

DIF 17.30 7-34 17.75 15.56 <0.001
(6.43) (6.44) (6.14)

DDF 13.74 525 13.81(4.69) 1347 0.377
(4.52) (3.79)

EOT 16.67 8-28 16.41 17.65 0.001
(3.79) (3.72) (3.91)

SMAS-  73.20 31-115 74.16 69.45 0.001
SF (14.59) (14.28) (15.23)

*Based on the Mann-Whitney test.
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DIF -0.098* -
DDF -0.215% 0.624** -
EOT -0.339** 0.221** 0.261** =
TAS total -0.251** 0.878** 0.829** 0;555"* =
SMAS-SF -0.0178 0.351** 0.239** 0.099* 0.323**
*P<0.05.

**P<0.001.
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Features

Gender

Age category

Year of Study

n %
Female 517 79.66
Male 132 20.34
21-22 years old 173 26.66
23-24 years old 357 55.01
25+ years old 119 18.33
4th 252 38.83
5th 171 26.35
6th 226 34.82
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Instruments Mean + SD Min Max

The Toronto Empathy Questionnaire 48.76 + 5.65 18 63
The Toronto Alexithymia Scale 4771 £ 11.49 23 83
7 ‘ n 7 %
Nonalexithymia (<51 points) 419 64.56
Possible alexithymia (52-60 points) 139 21.42
Alexithymia (261 points) | 91 14.02
SMAS-SF 73.20 + 14.59 ‘ 31 115
‘ n %
no addiction (< 58 points) . 111 17.10
mild addiction (59-87 points) | 426 67.18
moderate addiction (88-116 points) » 102 15.72
severe addiction (= 117 points) 0 0
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Measures

Group 1 Group 2

Group 3

(cannabis addiction)

Baseline

Monthly
assessments

Socio-demographic questions

Onboarding questions

(cross-addiction) (alcohol addiction)
Baseline Monthly Baseline Monthly
assessments assessments
x x
x x

Substance use-related measures

Dependence x b x X X X;
severity (Screener)
Substance dependence (SDS) x X x x x x
Alcohol dependence (AUDIT) X b < X x X X
Stimulants x X
dependence (DUDIT)
Cannabis dependence x x
(CUDIT-R)
Psychological functioning measures
Anxiety and x x x x: x X
depression (HADS)
Coping with stress x x x x X x
(mini-COPE)
Sensation seeking (BSSS) X p 4 4 X X X
Emotional regulation (DERS) X X X X >4 X
Impulsivity (SUPPS) x x x x X x
Life satisfaction (SWLS) x x x X X x
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CMO-domains
Implementation
contexts

Primary constructs
Strategic intentions
How do contexts shape the formulation and planning of interventions and their components?
Adaptive execution
How do contexts affect the ways in which users can find and enact workarounds that make an
intervention and its components a workable proposition in practice?

Negotiations capacity
How do contexts affect the extent that an intervention and its components can fit, or be
integrated, into existing ways of working by their users?

Reframing organizational logics
How do existing social structural and social cognitive resources shape the implementation
environment?

Sub-themes

Implementation
mechanisms

Coherence building
How do people work together in everyday stting to understand and plan the

Differentiation Communal specification Individual

to be accomplished to put an intervention and its components into practice?

Cognitive participation
How do peaple work together to create networks of participation and communities of practice
around interventions and their components?

Initiation Enrolment Legitimation Activation

Collective action
How do peaple work together to enact interventions and their components?

Interactional workability Relational Integration Skill-
set workability Contextual Integration

Reflexive monitoring

Systematization Communal appraisal Individual
appraisal Reconfiguration

How do people work together to appraise interventions and their components?

outcomes

What practices have changed as the result of interventions and their components being
operationalized, enacted, and reproduced, over time and across settings?

Relational restructuring
How have working with interventions and their components changed the ways people are
organized and relate to each other?

Normative restructuring
How have working with interventions and their components changed the norms, rules and
resources that govern action?

Sustainment (normalization)
How have interventions and their components become incorporated in practice?
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Records identified from: Risconks semaied befod

_ screening:
Dagabases (Il 4 Duplicate records removed
Registers (n = 998) (n=129)

Records screened Records excluded
(n=869) (n=837)

}

Full-text articles assessed Full-text articles excluded,
for eligibility : with reasons
(n=32) =4)

}

Studies included in review

(n=28)
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NoMAD questions 1st wave Mean (SD) | 2nd wave Mean (SD) | p-values*

(1) When you use Blend-A, how familiar does it feel? (score 0-10) 44 (35) 66 (23) 0164

(2) Do you feel Blend-A is currently a normal part of your work? (score 0-10) 36(32) 54 (26) 0.151

(3) Do you feel Blend-A will become a normal part of your work? (score 0-10) 56 (2.9) 61(27) 0558

(4) I can see how Blend A differs from usual ways of working (score 0-4) 27 (09) 28 (09) 0301

(5) Staff in this organization have a shared understanding of the purpose of Blend-A (score 0-4) 28 (L1) 29 (09) 0730
(6) I understand how Blend-A affects the nature of my own work (score 0-4) 24(11) 25 (1.0) 0.809
(7) I can see the potential value of Blend-A for my work (score 0-4) 32(09) 32(11) 0219
(8) There are key people who drive Blend-A forward and get others involved (score 0-4) 28(13) 29 (14) 0156
(9) I believe that participating in Blend-A is a legitimate part of my role (score 0-4) 31(09) 33 (1.0) 0563
(10) 'm open to working with colleagues in new ways to use Blend-A (score 0-4) 35 (0.8) 38 (0.9) 0999
(11) I will continue to support Blend-A (score 0-4) 35(0.8) 35 (09) 0250
(12) I can easily integrate Blend-A into my existing work (score 0-4) 26 (1.0) 2.7 (1.4) 0.480
(13) Blend-A disrupts working i (score 0-4) 12 (1.1) 110.2) 0.488
(14) T have confidence in other people’s ability to use Blend-A (score 0-4) 34 (09) 37 07) 0500
(15) Work is assigned to those with skills appropriate to Blend-A (score 0-4) 34(0.9) 2.1 (1.6) 0371

(16) Sufficient training is provided to enable staff to implement Blend-A (score 0-4) 20 (15) 33 (1.0) 0808
(17) Sufficient resources are available to support Blend-A (score 0-4) 28 (L1) 32 (1L0) 0500
(18) Management adequately supports Blend-A (score 0-4) 33 (L1) 31 (L0) 0529
(19) T am aware of reports about the effects of Blend-A (score 0-4) 21(11) 19 (14) 0501

(20) The staff agree that Blend-A is worthwhile (score 0-4) 24 (09) 21(13) 0918
(21) I value the effects that Blend-A has had on my work (score 0-4) 23 (1.0) 25 (12) 0999
(22) Feedback about Blend-A can be used to improve it in the future (score 0-4) 32(0.8) 36 (0.6) 0.625
(23) I can modify how I work with Blend-A (score 0-4) 32(07) 33 (08) 0531
Total NoMAD-score and sub-scores

NoMAD-score (score 0-80) (questions 4-23) 551 (93) 57.6 (8.8) 0240
Sub-score, coherence building (score 0-16) (questions 4-7) 111 25) 115 (26) 0524
Sub-score, cognitive participation (Score 0-16) (questions 8-11) 129 2.7) 134 (28) 0012
Sub-score, collective action (score 0-28) (questions 12-18) 18.0 (3.6) 192 (3.2) 0267
Sub-score, reflexive monitoring (score 0-20) (questions 19-23) 130 (28) 134 31) 0982

“Tested via the Wilcoson rank sum test.
Scored from 0 to 4, where 0 = disagree and 4 = agree
We have replaced [the intervention] with “Blend-,
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Categorical variables

groups

Social worker

Nurse

Psychologist

Pedagogue

Other

Use of Blend-A in daily work

No

Yes

Do not know

Function/job description

Employee

Manager

94.0%
2.0%

Project manager

4.0%

Numeric variables

Mean (SD)

Number of years in the current institution

7.6 (6.3)

Age

506 (10.1)

Years of experience with alcohol treatment

9.2 (6.9)
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Characteristic N (%) or Mean + SD

Gender

Male 154 (70.0%)
Female 60 (27.6%)
Missing value 3 (1.4%)

Age (years) 50.51 + 12.63

Marital Status

Single 65 (30.0%)
Married 82 (37.8%)
Other 66 (30.4%)
Missing value 4 (1.8%)

Education Level

High school or below 138 (63.5%)
Bachelor’s degree 61 (28.1%)
Graduate degree 14 (6.4%)
Missing value 4 (1.8%)

Primary Diagnosis

Low-risk drinking 38 (19%)

High-risk drinking 58 (25.3%)

Alcohol use disorder 121 (55.8%)
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Assessed for eligibility (n= 257 )

Excluded (n= 0)-

+« MNot meeting inclusion criteria (n= 0}«

+ Declined to participate (n= 0)+
+« Other reasons (n=0)~

Enrolled (n= 257+«

Allocated to intervention (n= 257+

+ Received allocated intervention (n= 257 )
&

Lost to follow-up (The provided device is completely non-
functional, and we are unable to reach you) (n= 17)+

Analysed (n=217).
+ Excluded from analysis (The primary outcome data for
analysis is not available) (n= 23)+
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Assessment

time points

Exclusion:
Do not meet inclusion criteria
-_— = = - DMUD a'ss'es's'ment Refuse to participate
foreliglbllity Unable to participate due to

symptom burden (acute severe

psychiatric disorder)
Developmental disorder
Acute suicidality

Inability to understand study
instruction

1:1
Randomization
(n=64)

EEG

Baseline
(week 0)

Intervention group: Waitlist
Res@t app + TAU control group:

week 1to 9 TAU
(n=32) (n=32)

Interim
(week 5)

Post-

intervention — —— EEG —_— e

(week 10)

Booster

Follow-up 1
(week 15) session

week 15

Follow-up 2
(week 20)

Follow-up Follow-up

analysis analysis
(n=16) (n=16)

Res@t app
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Time point/Content
Enrollment
Informed Consent
Eligibility Screen

Interventions

Res@t digital app intervention

Standard child and youth welfare
Assessment
Adolescents

Sociodemographics X

Media use

GADIS-A, SOMEDIS-A, STREDIS-A X

7]
=}

PSQI

ISI

ESS-CHAD
PSS-10

Family APGAR
FCS

[
GADIS-P, SOMEDIS-P, STREDIS-P

Time points: to = Screening (< week 0), t; = Baseline (week 0), t, = Interim (week 5), t; = Post-intervention (week 10), t; = Follow-up 1 (week 15), ts = Follow-up 2 (week 20). GADIS-A, Gaming
Disorder Scale for Adolescents; SOMEDIS-A, Social Media Disorder Scale for Adolescents; STREDIS-A, Streaming Disorder Scale for Adolescents; SDQ, Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire;
PSQL, Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index; ISI, Insomnia Severity Index; ESS Children and Adolescents; PSS-10, Perceived Stress Scale; Family APRGAR, Family
Functionality; FCS, Family Communcation Scale; MAAS-5, Mindfulness Attention Awarene: cale; FEVER, Questionnaire for the Assessment of Readiness to Change; EEG,
Electroencephalography; GADIS-P, Gaming Disorder Scale for Parents; SOMEDIS-P, Social Media Disorder Scale for Parents; STREDIS-P, Streaming Disorder Scale for Parents; SDQ-f,
Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire ~ External Assessment; PHQ-9, Patient Health Questionnaire; GAD-7, Generalized Anxiety Disorder Questionnaire; EEL-R, Parenting Inventory -
Revised; FSW, Parental Self-Efficacy; ULQIE, Ulm Quality of Life Inventory for Parents of Chronically Il Children.

CHAD, Epworth Sleepiness Scale -
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Non-Standardized Coefficients

Standardized

Variables Coefficients

B SE B
(Constant) -8.963 5.361 -1.672
Age -135 066 -.088 -2.060% 937 1.067
Sex -1.015 1.832 -023 -554 924 1.082
Feel -1.365 844 -.088 -1.617 984 1.016
Carving 2.150 1.255 148 1714 581 1722
Failure 1.873 1.058 141 1.770 233 4283
Create Dairy 822 047 750 17.339%* 272 3.674
F(p) 68.319%*
adj.R* 699
Durbin Watson 2.101

*p<.05, **p<.01, *#p<.001.
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Reduction of AUDIT-K score

N (%) or Mean
+ SD

(pre-post)

Reduction
Non-reduction

Missing value

128 (59.0%)
86 (39.6%)

3 (1.4%)
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Type Group(N) Mean (SD) Group(N) Mean(SD)

Age 52.5(1.169) 46.5(12.871)

Feel Performance 481(1.37) Performance 5.31(1.16)
Craving Rate 0% (62) 521(1.49) Rate 100% (52) 6.11(1.02)
Probability 5.34(1.70) 6.34(.88)

Type Group(N) Mode(N) Group(N) Mode(N)
Marital Status Performance 1 = marriage(27) Performance 2 = unmarried(23)

Rate 0% (62) Rate 100% (52)
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95%Cl

Lower Upper

Overall Activity

Rate 0% 2.651 10.052 2.093 62 040 1119 5.182

Overall Activity

oex
Rate 100% 6.075 10.181 4344 52 .001 3269 8.882

p-value < 0.001%%%.
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Reference(Real World)

Yes No
Prediction Yes True Positive(TP) False Positive(FP)
No False Negative(FN) True Negative(TN)

Accuracy: —PF TN
WY TP EP+ EN + TN

Reference(Real World)

Alcohol Risk Reduction (Yes) Alcohol Risk Reduction(No)
Prediction Alcohol Risk Reduction (Yes) 11 6
Alcohol Risk Reduction (No) 5 19

Accuracy: 0.7317

Specificity: 0.7600

Sensitivity: 0.6875
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Factors Measurement Unit
Method of Measure
Sobriety Stat}ls, Yes/No Yes =1
Days of Sobriety No =0
Continuous
Skieky Diays From the first Sober day to the next
Fedling 1 = Very Bad
7 = Very Good
; Likert 1-7
Craving Level 1 = Very High
Probability of Drinking 7= Very.Low
Sobriety Status, Today’s Feeling, Today’s Alcohol
Days of Carving,
Sobriety Journaling Likelihood of Drinking Today, Medication Status

Completed sobriety diary at time of writing
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Analysis Methods Variables Used Variables

Type
AUDIT-K Score .
Continuous
(pre-post)
et Overall Device
Performance Categorical
Rate(pre-post)
Decreased AUDIT- )
K Score Categorical
Sex Categorical
Age Continuous
Marriage Categorical
Craving Level Continuous
Probability of Drinking Continuous
Feeling Continuous
Random Forest
D f
5 i . Continuous
Sobriety Journaling
Rate of :
Sobriety Journaling Galegpeizdl
Total Sobriety Days Continuous
Total Sobriety Rate Categorical
Continuous <
. Continuous
Sobriety Days
Continuous Sobriety Rate Categorical
Continuous .
. Continuous
Sobriety Days
Age Continuous
Sex Categorical
Today’s Feeli ti
Wil Regressio oday’s Feeling Continuous
Today’s Alcohol Carving Continuous
Likelihood of Conti
ontinuous
Drinking Today ou
D f
. ays o . Continuous
Sobriety Journaling
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AUDIT-K

Mean SD T

Score (pre-post)

5.239 ‘ 10.121 ‘ 6.945 179 .000***

p-value < 0.001***,
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Women (n=448) T statistics (df=777)

Measure M SD t P
AUDIT 21.96 5.87 2243 5.17 1.158 0.247
VAUDIT item 4-10* 1384 482 13.90 430 0.196 0.844
i Dependence 423 131 4.31 1.36 0.861 0.389
EQ5index 153 11.06 110 5.30 -0.644 0.520
GAD7 897 5.50 | 7.77 5.15 3.083 0.002
MADRS 1876 895 18.04 9.24 -1.104 0270
Weekly drinks 22,67 1425 29.09 1959 5292 <001

*AUDIT item 4-10 refers to the adapted AUDIT score without the three consumption items.
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Participant
group

OUD

Healthy
Controls

Male

Female

Male

Female

Participants
(N)
[# of
ePRO
responses]

13 (73]
17 [92]
10 [56]

4[24

Prescribed medication

Total # of nights
where participants
took prescribed

# of participants
who took at least 1

pres_crlb_ed medication before
medication R
going to sleep
1(8%) 1(1%)
7 (41%) 29 (32%)
0 (0%) 0(0%)
0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Unprescribed (OTC) medication

Total # of nights
where participants
took unprescribed
medication before

# of participants
who took at least 1
unprescribed

medication going to sleep
0 (0%) 0 (0%)
4 (24%) 6 (7%)
0 (0%) 0 (0%)
1(25%) 1(2%)
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Participant
group

Male

OUD

Female

Healthy
Controls

Male

Female

Participants (N) [# of ePRO responses]

13 (73]
17 [92]
10 [56]

4[24

# of nights where pain was reported at (X) number of
location(s)

0
(No Pain)
58 (79%) 12 (16%) 1(1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(1%)
67 (73%) 8 (9%) 9 (10%) 4 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
47 (84%) 5 (9%) 4.(7%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

14 (58%) 2 (8%) 5 (21%) 2(8%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
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Pain Location D

Participants (N)

Participant group [# of Forehead Top of head cer(;tfeéasrlde ng?teerde
ePRO responses]
Male 13 [73] 5 (7%) 1(1%) 1(1%) 4(5%) 8 (11%)
ouD
Female 17 (92] 14 (15%) 6 (7%) 2 (2%) 8 (9%) 8 (9%)
Healthy Male 10 (56] 1(2%) 0(0%) 2 (4%) 6 (11%) 4.(7%)
Controls

Female 4[24] 6 (25%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (25%) 6 (25%)





OPS/images/fpsyt.2024.1486278/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/fpsyt.2024.1481795/table1.jpg
OUD Participants
(N = 30)

Healthy Controls
(N =14)

Mean [SD] 45.1 [13.0] 22.6 [10.0]
Median 42 20
Sex
Male » 13 10
Female ‘ 17 4
Marital status
Single 15 9
In a relationship 5 3
Married 2 0
Living with partner 4 1
Widowed 1 0
Separated 1 0
Divorced 0 1
NR 2 0
Drug treatment
Yes 24 0
No 4 14
NR 2 0
Number of times in drug treatment
Average 2.1 -
Median 2 -
Traumatic brain injury
Yes 1 0
No 19 14
NR 10 0
Skin sensitivity (head or scalp)
Yes 0 0
No 20 14
NR 10 0
Sleep difficulties
Yes 19 3
No 9 11
NR 2 0
Nicotine consumption
Yes 22 2
No 6 12
NR 2 0
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Avg nightly

Avg total Avg nightly Avg nightly
ePRO ePRO :
o Participants responses recorded nlghtly_EEG Hsabic .EEG non-usab_le
Participant group e ey iiation recordings recordings EEG recordings
MAD] Ptrs) (hrs) (hrs) (hrs)
[mean, SD] [mean, SD] [mean, SD] [mean, SD]
Male 13 7,0 8.14, 1.81 10.26, 5.41 5.62,2.61 4.64, 4.02
ouD
Female 17 6,1 8.05,1.33 11.33, 6.50 5.26,3.76 607,481
Healthy Male 10 7,0 7.34,091 12.34, 4.36 5.66, 3.24 6.68, 4.99
Controls

Female 4 7,1 8.16,2.08 15.40, 4.52 7.78,1.29 7.62,5.63
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Did the blue light disrupt = Did the blue light disrupt the sleep of

Median sleep

e G rating - 99% CI your sleep last night? anyone who slept by you last night?
(upper, lower) Yes No N/R Yes No N/A N/R
Male 13 33,3 3 (4%) 64 (88%) 6 (8%) 1(1%) 59 (81%) 7 (10%) 6 (8%)
oo Female 17 33,4 3% | 73(79%) | 16(17%) | 4(4%) | 64(70%) | 8(9%)  16(17%)
_— Male 10 3(3,4) 1% | 51091%) | 4(7%) 2(4%) | 20(36%) | 30 (54%) | 4(7%)
Controls

Female 4 4(3,4) 1 (4%) 21 (88%) 2(8%) 0 (0%) 14 (58%) 8 (33%) 2(8%)
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feine or energy drinks yes-

Did you drink alcohol yes-
terday within 4 hrs of going

Did you exercise yester-
day within 4 hrs of going

Participant group to sleep? Lelcay wittf;ir;lger;r?s Cligolg to sleep?
Yes No N/R Yes \[e} N/R Yes No N/R
Male 13 6 (8%) 67 (92%) 0 (0%) 11 (15%) 62 (85%) 0 (0%) 3 (4%) 70 (96%) | 0 (0%)
o Female 17 1(1%) 89 (97%) 2 (2%) 3 (3%) 88 (96%) 1(1%) 2 (2%) 90 (98%) | 0 (0%)
Healthy Male 10 20 (36%) | 36 (64%) 0 (0%) 6 (11%) 50 (89%) 0 (0%) 8 (14%) 48 (86%) | 0 (0%)
Controls

Female 4 10 (42%) 13 (54%) 1 (4%) 4 (17%) 20 (83%) 0 (0%) 2 (8%) 22 (92%) 0 (0%)





OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Research Topics

Addictive disorders
and digital medicine:
technology-based
solutions for addictive
disorders






OPS/images/fpsyt.2024.1478012/fpsyt-15-1478012-g001.jpg
rseeEG Oddball Media use rseeEG

Gaming
or
Social Media

200 ms

1200 ms
5 min 200 ms or 5 min

N‘ Streaming N

10 min ~6 min 30 min 10 min






OPS/images/fpsyt.2024.1521453/fpsyt-15-1521453-g004.jpg
Average correlation with original sample

1.04

o
o
1

o
o

1

o

o
1

-1.04

bridgeExpectedinfluence @

expectedInfluence

T
90%

T
80%

T T
70% 60%
Sampled cases

T T
50% 40%

T
30%






OPS/images/fpsyt.2024.1521453/fpsyt-15-1521453-g005.jpg
AQ symptoms

SK: Soclal skills

AS: Attention switching
CO: Communication
IM: Imagination

PMPU symptoms

DLD: Daily-life disturbance

PA: Positive anticipation

WD: Withdrawal

COR: Cyberspace-—oriented relationship
OU: Overuse

TR: Tolerance

Depression symptoms
@ CES: Depression






OPS/images/fpsyt.2024.1521453/table1.jpg
Factor abbreviation Factor conte

Mean (SD) Expected Influence Predicta

SK Social skills 245 1.754 0.355
(0.46)

AS Attention switching 2.62 2.089 0.273
(0.30)

AD Attention to detail 253 -0.903 0.035
(0.38)

Cco Communication 2.13 1729 0.334
(0.36)

™M Imagination 2.12 0.438 0.197
(0.33)

DLD Daily-life disturbance 3.80 2467 0.391
(1.02)

PA Positive anticipation 347 2441 0.407
(0.85)

WD Withdrawal 3.37 3.221 0.572
(1.07)

COR Cyberspace- 3.03 3244 0.540
oriented relationship (0.90)

Oou Overuse 3.99 3.030 0.532
(1.01)

TR Tolerance 3.56 2.787 0.454

(1.11)
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Women Men (n=329, 42.34%) Total (n=777)

(n=448, 57.66%)

Education
University or college 254 (56.7%0) 152 (46.20%) 406 (52.25%)
Upper secondary school, high 159(35.49%) 147 (44.68%) 306 (39.38%)
school or equivalent
Primary school or folk school 25 (5.58%) 27 (0.20%) 52 (6.69%)
Other 10 (2.23%) 3(0.91%) 13 (1.67%)
Residence
Villa or townhouse 180 (40.18%) 140 (42.55%) 320 (41.18%)
Rental apartment/room 159 (35.49%) 109 (33.13%) 268 (34.49%)
Condominium 101 (22.54%) 76 (23.10%) 177 (22.78%)
Other 8 (1.79%) 4 (1.22%) 12 (1.54%)
‘ Living circumstances |
With partner and child(ren) 156 (34.82%) 121 (36.78%) | 277 (35.65%)
With partner only 110 (24.55%) 99 (30.09%) 209 (26.90%)
‘With child(ren) only 44 (9.82%) 11 (3.34%) 55 (7.08%)
Alone 75 (16.74%) 63 (19.15%) 138 (17.76%)
Other 63 (14.06%) 35 (10.64%) 98 (12.61%)
Civil status
Married 158 (35.27%) 127 (38.60%) 285 (36.70%)
Cohabiting 111 (24.78%) 84 (23.53%) 195 (25.10%)
Single 111 (24.78%) 87 (26.44%) 198 (25.48%)
Separated/divorced 64 (14.29%) 30 (9.12%) 94 (12.10%)
‘Widow/widower 4(0.89%) 1(0.30%) 5 (0.64%)
Source of income
Employment | 347 (77.46%) 265 (80.55%) 612 (78.76%)
Study allowance 29 (6.47%) 12 (3.65%%) 41 (5.28%)
Pension 15 (3.35%) 22 (6.69%) 37 (4.76%)
Other 57 (12.72%) 30 (9.12%) 87 (11.20%)
Country of birth
Sweden 413 (92.19%) 310 (94.22%) 723 (93.05%)
Other Nordic country 18 (4.02%) 7 (2.13%) 25 (3.22%)
Rest of Europe 11 (2.46%) 6 (1.82%) 17 (2.19%)

Outside Europe 6 (1.34%) 6 (1.82%) 12 (1.54%)





