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Subsequent
event

Initial event

MI‐
consistent 
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MI‐incon‐
sistent 

Change 
talk

Follow / 
Neutral

Counter 
change 
talk

Total 

MI‐consistent   1074 316 5 3227 2733 2035 9390

Other  293 190 3 437 789 297 2009

MI‐inconsistent   12 3 0 4 17 15 51

Change talk  3270 479 8 2148 460 754 7119

Follow / Neutral  2571 727 18 560 1376 492 5744

Counter change 
talk 

2129 269 17 744 434 1684 5277

Total   9349 1984 51 7120 5809 5277 29590
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Subsequent
event

Initial event

MI‐
consistent 

Other
MI‐incon‐
sistent 

Change 
talk

Not Change talk Total 

MI‐consistent   1074 316 5 3227 2733 + 2035=4768 9390

Not 
MI‐consistent

293 190 3 437
+ 4
=441

789 + 297
+ 17 + 15
=1118

2009

12 3 0 51

Change talk  3270 479 8 2148 460 754 7119

Follow / Neutral  2571 727 18 560 1376 492 5744

Counter change 
talk 

2129 269 17 744 434 1684 5277

Total   9349 1984 51 7120 5809 5277 29590

Odds ratio=
(3227*1118)/(4768*441)

=1.72
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