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Results & Discussion

Research Use in States’ Substance Use Legislation

e Decades of research have resulted in effective interventions for addressing substance e Several factors that may reflect legislators’ capacity to use research and their value of it
use (SU) and substance use disorders (SUDs), yet these evidence-based interventions were significantly associated with an increased likelihood of SU/SUD bills containing
are often not adopted by policymakers and implemented at scale. research use, yet some others were not.

e Scaling up evidence-based interventions through policy can substantially benefit public e Lobbying regulations were associated with a decreased likelihood of research use.
health (e.g., anti-smoking legislation supported large declines in lung cancer). » Results of a separate model showed that bills that were enacted were more likely to

« Understanding the factors that facilitate or hinder research use in policy can help identify contain research than those that were not enacted, OR = 1.27 [CI=1.20, 1.34].
opportunities for increasing its uptake and scaling up evidence-based interventions.

* Research Questions: Fig. 2. Results: Variables that influence research use in SU/SUD legislation

o (1) How do contextual- and bill-level factors influence state legislators’ Factors reflecting Factors reflecting Factors reflecting
research use in bills addressing SU/SUDs? legislators’ capacity and legislators’ value of legislators’ inability to work
> (2) Is bill enactment associated with research use? ability to use research research together or with lobbyists
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Fig. 1. Variables hypothesized to influence research use in SU/SUD legislation [Cl: 1.12, 1.25]
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iIncrease research use for the public interest.
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