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Context

ADespite the many consequencesof gambling on quality of couple
relationship, most therapies for problem gambling favour an individual
approach

AThe efficacyof coupletreatments where one of the membershas problems
with alcoholor illegaldrug use hasbeenclearlydemonstratedwith regardto
the reductionand cessationof substanceuse aswell asthe improvementof
the couplerelationship

ASome Innovative researchpoints to the potential of Coupletreatment for
gamblingproblems(Lee 2002 Lee, 2009 2014 2015 Lee& Aosoga2015

Alnspired by the McCrady & Epstein Alcohol Behavioral Couple Therapy
(ABCT), our team developed the Integrative Couple Treatment for
PathologicalGambling(ICFPQ (Tremblayet al. 2015




Integrative Couple Treatment for
Pathological Gambling (HEG)

Treatment objectives

AReduce or stop gambliaglatedbehaviours

AReduce psychological distress and improve the-agihg of both partners;
Alncrease relationship satisfaction and mutual support between partners

Clinical process

AF 45-60 min. with gambler

A Partnerexpresseser point of view, while maintainingthe focuson the gamblingbehavious
AF 30-45min. relationshipaspects

A Mutual positivereinforcement

A Communicatiorand negotiationskills
At I NI peBaMdidithat facilitate gamblingandthosethat reinforceits cessation
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1 Hear the request 1 Hear the request 1 Mutual reinforcement
1 Listen to what is expected from each | What is expected from eacrl
person person
1 General objectives of sessions 1 General objectives of
1 Verify recent gambling behaviour sessions
1 Stop draining money 91 Feedback (evaluation,
1 Rules/expectations from participants  admission)
1 Feedback (evaluation, admission)
1 Functional analysis of gambling
behaviour or atrisk situations
{1 Clinical work related to gambling 1 Mutual reinforcement
1 Clinical work related to gambling 1 Communication skills
1 Clinical work related to gambling 1 Communication skills
1 Clinical work related to gambling 1 Stop reinforcement of
gambling situations
{1 Clinical work related to gambling 1 Stop reinforcement of 1 Reinforcement of non
gambling situations gambling situations
{1 Clinical work related to gambling 1 Reinforcement of non
1 Prevent relapse/atisk situations gambling situations

Session9 to 12 are merelyan extensionof previoussessionsThetherapistspendmore time on anygiven
aspect
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Recruitment

- Participants recruited in nine Addiction SpecializedTreatment Centers
(Quebeqrovince,Canada)

- Recruitmentperiod: 47 months
- March2011to April 2013
- October2014to June2016



Assessed for eligibiliyh = 98 couples)

Excludecfn = 18 couples)
A 4 couples; Lowcommitmenttowardsrelathionship
A 3 couplesc Severeviolencec 12 lastmonths
A 3 couplex; Problematicsubstance use gambler
A 2 couples Gamblinghabits atlow risk¢ gambler
A 2 couplex; Mental health problems(seriousand unstablé ¢ partner
A1 couple¢ Problematicalcoholusec gambler
A1 couplec Problematicgamblinghabits¢ partner (DSMV diagnosisof GUD)
A1 coupleg Cohabitation < Year
A1 couplec Refusedrientation

.| Participantsrandomized(n = 80 couples | .

Individualtreatment (n = 36) ICTPG (= 44)
|
Potentialfollow-ups 72 individuals Potentialfollow-ups 88 individuals
3 monthspostadmissionn = 60 83.3%) 3 monthspostadmissionn = 82 03.246)
9 monthspostadmissionn =53 (73.6%) 9 monthspostadmission n =76 (86.4%)
18 monthspostadmissionn =42 (58.3%) 18 monthspostadmission n=70 (79.5%)
| |
Totalfollow-ups Totalfollow-ups
155/216 (71.7%) 228/264(86.3%)




Equivalencef groups on stratificatiomriteria

Individual ICTFPG
n (% n (%

Male 29 (80,6) 31 (70,5)
Female 7 (19,4) 13 (29,5)

Mental health problems
Presence 28 (77,8) 32 (72,7)

Absence 8 (22,2) 12 (27,3) s
Gamblingg Partner

At-Risk 0 (0) 3 (6.8) e

Not At-Risk 36 (100) 41 (93,2) "
Alcoholc Gambler

At-Risk 6 (16,7) 9 (20,5) n.s

Not At-Risk 30 (83,3) 35 (79,5)




Age
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 +

Annuallncome
Under of $25 000
$25 001¢ $60 000
$60 001- $100 000
$100 000 and over
Missing

Annuallncome
Under of $25 000
$25 001¢ $60 000
$60 001- $100 000
$100 000 and over
Missing

Chisquaretest & T-test =n.s.

8 (22.2) 13 (36.1)
10 (27.8) 5(13.9)
9 (25.2) 9 (25.2)
6 (16.6) 6 (16.6)
3(8.3) 3(8.3)
10 (27.8) 13 (36.1)
17 (47.3) 17 (47.2)
8 (22.2) 4 (11.1)
1 (2.8) 2 (5.6)
Couple feported by the gamblen
5(13.9)
12 (33.3)
13 (36.1)
5(13.9)
1 (2.8)

Partnersn (%) Gamblers (%)

Equivalenceof groups onother variables

Individual treatment ICTFPG

Gamblers (%)
M =40.8 (SD = 12.3) M=39.6 (SD =13.8) M=42.2 6D=13.5) M=42.2 6D=13.4)

10 (22.7) 9 (20.5)
10 (22.7) 10 (22.7)
12 (27.2) 13 (29.5)
7 (15.9) 8 (18.2)
5(11.4) 4(9.1)
14 (31.8) 15 (34.1)
19 (43.2) 20 (45.5)
9 (20.5) 7(15.9)
1 (2.3) 2 (4.5)
1 (2.3) :
Couple feported by the gamblen
3(6.8)
16 (36.4)
13 (29.5)
11 (25.0)
1 (2.3)

Partnersn (%)

s



Types of servicegamblersreceived(Periodcovered Admission to 18nonths) 10

Total (n = 80)

Type of Individual (n = 36) ICTPG(n = 44)
service M (SD) M (SD)
n with 0 sessions (%) n with O sessions (%)

M (SD)

Min ¢ Max
5e59'% .18 (5.9)

= e
Individual & 8.14 (6.6 21%" X
Evaluation .8%) geW 1¢ 24
30%
114 (2.9, tev

Couple : a e 6.03(6.6)

25 (69.4% 5655\ 0¢37

0.94 (2.9 0.00 (0.00) 0.43 (2.0)
Group

32 (88.9%) 44 (100%) 3¢13
Total (nd. + 10.22 (8.4) - 10,91 (6.8) 10.60 (7.5)
couple + gr.) 0) 1 (2.3%) 1-37
Phone 1.42 (2.5) 0,70 (1.4) 1.03 (2.0)
Intervention 21 (58.3%) 30 (68.2%) 1-12
No Show at a 1.64 (2.8) 1.61 (2.5) 1.63 (2.6)
session 19 (52.8%) 27 (61.4%) 1¢1l

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05*; P<0,10£



Types of serviceEartners Ieceived(Periodcovered Admission to 18nonths)
Type of Individual (n = 36) ICFPG(n = 44) Total (n = 80)

service M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
— n with 0 sessions (%) n with O sessions (%) Min ¢ Max

Individual & . 0.64(2.1) 0.64 (2.6)

Evaluation 2 .0%) 1-20
1.14 (2.9 6.04 (6.6)
25 (69.4%) 0¢ 37

0.20 (1.4) 0.49 (1.9)
31 (86.1%) 43 (97.7%) 3¢ 10

Total (nd. + 2.61 (5.3) I'I C 10.9(7.3)) 7.16 (7.7)
couple + gr.) 6 (44.4% ce'\\'ed 5% 1¢37

ol ¢

YL
Phone 0.17 (0.67° (erVie®® 0.55 (1.5) 0.38 (1.2)
Intervention 33 (91.7%° 34 (77.3%) 1-8
No Show at a 0.19(0.5) 1.27 (2.1) 0.79 (1.7)

session 30 (83.3%) 28 (63.6%) 1¢7

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05*; P<0,10£



Assessment

Gamblinghabits
A Onlyfor the gamblers
A GamblingSymptom Assessment Scé@SAS) (Kim, Grant, PotenBdanco, &Hollander, 2009 last 7 days
A Impaired Control Over Gambling (ICO@hron & Dickerson, 19943st 3months,
A CanadiarProblemGamblingndex (CPGIFérris& Wynne, 200}, last 3months
A Detection of the Need for Help Gambli(QEBAJey), (Tremblay & Blanchettartin, 2009), last 3nonths,
A For thegamblersandtheir partner.
A Gamblingelatedbeliefsinventory(LadouceurJacquesGiroux, &Sévigny2004.

Couplefunctionning (for the gamblersandtheir partner):

A DyadicAdjustmentScalgDAS4), (SabourinValois, & Lussie2009, last 3months

A Marital Statuslnventory(MSI),(Weiss& Cerretq 1980, last 3months

A Couples Support Questionnaire, (Brassard, Houde, & Lussier, 2011 )riastis;

A Interpersonal Communication Skills Inventory Sgibuse(Boyd& Roach 1977, last 3months
A Marital Problem Solving Scal®IPSS)Baugh Avery, &SheetsHaworth, 1982, last 3months

Individual (for the gamblersandtheir partner):
A Centerfor EpidemiologiStudiesDepressiorscale(CED), (Radloff 1977, last 7 days
A Psychiatricsymptomindex, (Ifeld, 1976)Jast 7 days

12
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Numberof personsat eachfollow-up

Individual ICTFPG Individual ICTPG
n n n n
Adm%sion = i Adm%sion =8 44
3 m-cl;_iths i = 3 m-(l;_ﬁths = 4l
9 m-cl;_iths A8 = 9 m-(l;_:r))lths 21 <
18 mT_jnths 22 £ 18 mT_:nths 2L =



Gambling habits
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Gambling Symptom Assessment ScaleS&S) -

Individual ICTFPG
M (SD) M (SD)

16,66 (1,20%c 18,52 (1,089 n.s.

T2 12391,31F 685114  *

T3 1108@4m 430117p

10,80 (1,53) 4,01 (1,219  ***

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

20
18
16
14
12
10

o N B~ OO @

-©®-Individual

<FICT-PG

T1 T2 T3 T4

(Kim, Grant, Potenz&lanco, &ollander2009)



Impaired control over gambling (ICOG) -

Individual ICTFPG
M (SD) M (SD)

37,92 (1,44%c 35,95 (1,29%¢ n.s
-@-Indiviudal

T2
* 4-ICT-PG

22,31 (1,58) 17,89 (1,34

T3 20590169 1611 (141  *

18,26 (1,86) 15,69 (1,45 n.s

10
25,89 21.85 - T1 T2 T3 T4

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,G5

(Baron & Dickersor1,994)



Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGlI) -

Individual ICTFPG 18
M (SD) M (SD) 16

15,68 (0,82%c 14,85 (0,749 n.s 14
-©-Indiviudal
4+ICT-PG

T2 697089 586078 ns 10

TS 531097m 398089 ns

B,

T1 T2 T3 T4

4,91 (1,089 426(0,83% ns

o N M OO ©

-

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

(Ferris & Wynne, 2001



Detection of the Need for Help Gamblin@®EBAJeu) -

Individual ICTFPG
M (SD) M (SD)

20,45 (0,97c 19,41 (0,88«
-©-Indiviudal
4-ICT-PG

T2

7.90(1L07p 6,29 (090  n.s
T3 601114 447095 ns 10 \\
T4 626127 4,470,989 >

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

(Tremblay, Ménard, Ferland et Blanchettartin, 2005



Gambling related beliefs inventoryGamblers -

IR :
M (SD) M (SD) 53
'\\

51
54,23 (1,53Fc 52,67 (1,38 n.s

49
T2 47 -®-Indiviudal
*
44,78 (1,68 39,44 (1,44 . \\ WICT-PG
T3 43 \
43,26 (1,79 39,11 (1,48 n.s “

43,86 (1,94 39,80 (1,56)  *

37

Tot 35

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Ladouceur, Jacques, GirouxS&vigny2004)



Gambling related beliefs inventoryPartners -

Individual ICFPG 55
M (SD) M (SD) 53
51
41,05 (1,089 40,74 (0,98¥c n.s 49
T2 4322112 3503 (0,99 *xxx ” My
’ ( ’ 23 ’ ( 1 %j 45 -.-ICT-PG
43
T3 42,84 (1,13): 37,12 (1,01t)d *Kk* " ( \
41,08 (1,19 37,38 (1,02  * - AN

37 \/. _
Totl 41 o8 37.78 35
T1 T2 T3 T4

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Ladouceur, Jacques, GirouxS&vigny2004)
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Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS- Gamblers -

Individual ICFPG 20 A
M (SD) M (SD) 19 Marital
18 satisfaction
11,20 (0,53% 11,96 (0,48%c n.s 17
T2 16
1429 (0,58% 15,09 (049 n.s e /41;\. R
14 4-ICT-PG
T3 1449061 1608051  * 13 // N\

12,30 (0,708 15,43 (0,55)  ***

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

Marital
dissatisfaction

(Sabourin, Valois et Lussier, 20C



Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS - Partners =

Individual ICTFPG 20 R
\Y (S D) M (S D) 19 Marital

18 satisfaction
11,29 (0,35¥c 11,67 (0,32pc n.s 17
16
T2 1328037 1542 (0,38 * 15 - . indviuda
14 / - ICT-PG
T3 14,76 (0,38¥c 1535038 ns 13 5 S
’ ’ ’ ’ ' 12
11 - Mqrital -
1238041 1505035 = é s
T1 T2 T3 T4

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Sabourin, Valois et Lussier, 20C



Marital Status Inventory (MSH Gamblers =

Individual ICTFPG 10 Low
M (SD) M (SD) [ commitment
9 towards
relationship
218(0,28) 202025 ns ;3
T2 6
1,91 (0,39 1,48(0,26) n.s i o indiviuda
T3 4 <F-ICT-PG
1,650,329 1,90(0,27) n.s . //'
2
3,63 (0,38%c 1,27 (0,30 *hkk ) %
--- |
T1 T2 T3 T4

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,G5

(Weiss etCerretq 1980)



Marital Status Inventory (MSH Partners .

Individual ICTFPG 10 Low
commitment
M(SD) | M (SD) ; | o
3 relationship
b b
4,10 (0,269°¢ 4,14 (0,233Pc n.s 7
[ 3,59 (0,274 2,19 (0,24 *hk °
’ ’ ’ ’ 5 -®-Indiviudal
T3 . 4 4-ICT-PG
2,15 (0,28 2,26 (0,24 n.s 2 //0
2
333(0,31% 217(025)  ** X M.
Tot 0

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Weiss etCerretq 1980



Couples Support QuestionnairegGamblers =

Individual ICTPG 40
M (SD) M (SD) 38

36
30,68(0,51) 31,10 (0,46%¢ n.s .

32 -©-Indiviudal
T2 30,77 (056) 32,65 (0,48  ** ./'/._-

30 & * — 8-ICT-PG

T3 3064 (059) 3330049 *** 22

20,66 (0,67) 33,67 (0,54) ** 2‘2‘

Tot 20

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

(Brassard & Lussier, 20(



Couples Support QuestionnairdPartners =

Individual ICTFPG 40
M (SD) M (SD) 38

29,90(0,51y° 29,93 (0,46¥° n.s 24
T2 2946 (0,53p 32,05(047 * > ./.>¢—4’ e
’ ’ ’ ’ 30 >— LFICT-PG
T3 28

31,09 (0,54¢ 30,83 (0,47Fe  n.s

30,99 (0,58¢ 31,85 (0,49F n.s

20

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Brassard & Lussier, 200



Interpersonal Communication Skills Inventory
Gamblers(oneselfevaluation)

29

Individual ICFPG 40
I- 38 . "
/ s o8

36
33,48(1,00) 34,34 (0,90% n.s . ’L/,/’_°

— 32 -@-Indiviudal
*%*
34,48 (1,09) 38,57 (0,94 0 BICT-PG
T3 28

35,66 (1,17) 37,41 (0,9 n.s .

35,86 (1,32) 39,68 (1,08) * 2‘2‘

Tot 20

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Boyd &Roach 1977)



Interpersonal Communication Skills Inventory
Partners(oneselfevaluation)

30

Individual ICTFPG 42
M (SD) M (SD) 40
"

38
36,99(0,58yb¢ 37,39 (0,539 n.s o

5 34 -@-Indiviudal
38,45 (0,619 38,69 (0,54¥¢ n.s - BICT-PG

T3 30
38,42 (0,629 39,73 (0,54¢F n.s .

26
39,24 (0,6 39,82 (0,57 n.s N

Tot 22

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

(Boyd &Roach 1977



Interpersonal Communication Skills Inventory
Gamblers(partner evaluation)

31

Individual ICTPG 40
EECAEEIRN 0 . -
36
34,11(1,19) 34,81 (1,05 n.s a4 J/VAV
-©-Indiviudal

T2 32
32,84 (1,29) 37,80 (1,118  * 0 BICT-PG
T3 28

34,97 (1,38) 36,89 (1,14) n.s .

24
32,68 (1,63) 39,06 (1,219 o -

Tot 20

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,35

(Boyd &Roach 1977)



Interpersonal Communication Skills Inventory
Partners(partner evaluation)

32

Individual ICTFPG 40
M (SD) M (SD) 38

36

28,76(0,80%bc 28,69 (0,72 n.s a4 /F ]
P — -@-Indiviudal
T2 32
31,36 (0,82 3522 (0,73) *** o .;/'/ BICT-PG
T3 28

32,50 (0,84) 34,65 (0,73) n.s .

24
32,43 (0,90) 35,15(0,78)  * )

Tot 20

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,05

(Boyd &Roach 1977)



Marital Problem Solving Scale (MPS&amblers =

Individual ICTFPG 60
M (SD) M (SD) 58

56

44,67(1,05) 4595(0,95) n.s -
T2 52 -@-Indiviudal
46,63 (1,15) 48,53(0,98) n.s 0 BICT-PG

P - )

m— 48
44,75 (1,23) 4830 (1,02)  * 46 %ﬁ

44,70 (1,40) 48,29 (1,12) *

44
42

Tot 40

P<0,0001****; P<0,001***; P<0,01**; P<0,G5

(Baugh Avery, &SheetsHaworth, 1982)






