
Selected results
Interaction effects from ANOVAs/MANOVAs
Commission Errors; Failures to control drinking; Perceived inability to control drinking; 
Frequency of 4/5 drinks

Lack of intention to control drinking:
 Time*group, F(1,58)=4.179, p=.045,

η²partial=.067
 Time*group*sex, F(1,58)=3.688, p=.060,

η²partial=.060
 Time*group (p<.05) only in females

Speed of drinking: 

 Time*group*sex, F(1,58)=2.817, p=.099,
η²partial=.046

 Time*group (p<.05) only in females

Methods
61 Participants (31 male [50.8%];M=25.36 years old [SD=3.895; 19‐37])
 >4/5 (female/male) drinks on the same occasion at least 2 times/month2
 Alcohol Use Questionnaire (AUQ6) binge score7>24: M=35.43 (SD=9.87)
 Alcohol Use Disorder Identification Test (AUDIT8) >7/8 (female/male): M=16.11 (SD=5.23)

Training 
 Training session: Explicit Go/No‐Go paradigm trains to withhold reactions to alcoholic

drinks in contrast to gardening tools (part A) and circles in contrast to rectangles (part B)
with 120 stimuli each

 Adaption: Difficulty (% No‐Go, presentation time) of each session depending on the
performance in the previous session (commission errors, reaction time)

 Individualization: Individual stimuli chosen according to rankings
(e.i., preferred drinks and neutrality of gardening tools) & performance feedback

Primary outcome assessments
 Inhibitory control: Commission errors in the Go/No‐Go task (% No‐Go: 25, presentation

time: 500ms) with alcohol Go, alcohol No‐Go and geometric stimuli (pre & post)

 Self‐control over drinking: Impaired Control Scale9 (pre & post)
I. Lack of intention to control drinking
II. Failures to control drinking
III. Perceived inability to control drinking

 BD: Frequency of 4/5 drinks per week & Speed of drinking (drinks per hour) during the
last 7 days (pre & follow‐up)
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Background
 Computerized inhibitory control trainings can reduce alcohol consumption, but not

inhibitory control in Heavy Drinking samplese.g. 1,2
 Binge Drinking (BD) behavior: Greater importance of drinking‐related loss of control

and inhibitory control3

 Development of an inhibitory control training with optimized training charactere.g.,4 
(individualized, adaptive, performance feedback)

 Investigation of sex differencese.g.,5
Hypotheses
Training: Inhibitory control ↑ alcohol‐related self‐control ↑ BD behavior ↓

Procedure with assessments
and training sessions

Two example stimuli of a 
training session in part A

Discussion
 Changes in speed of drinking cannot be ascribed to improvements in self‐control
 Training outcome: More aware drinking behavior in female, but not male individuals

with BD

 Limitations: Small sample size, lack of an active control group, short follow‐up
 Some effects are only marginal, however of moderate to large size
 When addressing BD behavior, sex differences seem to be highly relevant
 To improve inhibitory control in individuals with BD, other approaches may be

necessary
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