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Research on the link between domestic violence 

or Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) and problem 

gambling to date has been limited. But there is 

evidence that IPV may be more prevalent 

amongst problem gamblers than in the general 

population.  IPV increased with the development 

of problem gambling.1 
 

A recent  Canadian study examined the  

prevalence and severity of IPV among a group  

of problem gamblers and found that 62.9%  

reported perpetrating or being a victim of IPV 

within the last 12 months. 55.6% reported  

perpetrating physical assault, injury and/or  

sexual coercion, and 25.4% reported severe IPV.  

64.5% had significant anger problems. 2 
 

A 2007 New Zealand study on family violence in 

Asian communities found that IPV was often due 

to life style changes caused by immigration, such 

as finding employment and having problems with 

finances.  Tse reported that IPV was considered a 

private matter and that shame was often a  

barrier for seeking help, as well as the desire to 

keep the marriage intact. 3 
 

A survey of 144 spouses of compulsive gamblers 

indicated that 50% were physically and verbally 

abused by their spouses and 12% had attempted 

suicide.4  Brand et al (1993) found that 23% of 

pathologic gamblers admitted to “hitting or 

throwing things more than once at their spouse 

or partner.” 5  One in ten gamblers in counselling 

reported domestic or other violent incidents  

related to their gambling.6 
 

A 1999 survey of 215 spouses of pathological  

gamblers indicated that they often suffer from 

headaches, stomach problems, dizziness, and 

breathing difficulties, in addition to emotional 

problems of anger, depression, and isolation. 7  

These were usually due to psychological abuse. 
 

Children of problem gamblers were reported to 

be two to three times more likely to be abused  

by both the gambler and his or her spouse than 

their peers.8 
 

In a 2005 study on assault the most frequently 

cited reason for assault on women, with the  

exception of not known which was 41.5%, was 

alcohol and gambling for 37% of interviewees.9  
 

In Taiwan a study found that under a traditional 

Chinese family structure men had the final  

authority and women were beaten if they did not 

give their private money to their husband for his  

gambling needs.10  
 

Problem gamblers were found to be associated 

with minor and severe dating violence while 

pathological gamblers were also associated with 

severe martial violence and severe child abuse. 

Both were associated with the perpetration and 

victimisation of violence. 11 

• Physical Abuse: includes hitting, biting, 

throwing things, punching walls, using weapons. 

• Sexual Abuse: includes any sexual act to 

which the other person does not freely give  

consent. 

• Psychological and Emotional Abuse:  

includes constant fear of physical violence,  

degrading comments, threats, put downs, verbal 

abuse. 

 

• Social Abuse: includes limited contact with 

family and friends, monitoring phone calls and 

mail, deliberate geographical isolation. Having to 

constantly account for the other's whereabouts. 

• Financial Abuse: includes control over  

finances, forbidding a woman to work,  

unreasonable budgeting expectations. 

• Harassment and Stalking: includes constant 

telephone calls, threatening letters, following or 

photographing. 

For support, assistance and more information: 

Seek out a family/couples counselling service in your area or contact  

National Collective of Independent Women’s Refuges   http://www.womensrefuge.org.nz/  

Family violence comes in many forms  

Family violence and the link to problem gambling 

For more family violence information:  

NZ Family Violence Clearinghouse (3) 364 2296   http://www.nzfvc.org.nz/ 

Family and Community Services http://www.familyservices.govt.nz/our-work/preventing-violence/ 



 

Alcohol 
 

Problem drinking by a problem gambler  

increases the risk of family violence. In a 2002 

study 64% of the women interviewed had  

partners with problem gambling and 60% who 

had partners with both problem gambling and 

problem drinking thought there was a  

relationship between gambling and IPV.12 
 

Co-existence 
 

It was suggested that family violence and  

addiction disorders do not merely co-exist —  

they actually share many features. These  

shared features include loss of control, anger,  

continuation despite adverse consequences,  

preoccupation or obsession, tolerance and  

withdrawal, involvement of the entire family,  

and the use of the defenses of denial,  

minimization, and rationalization.2, 12 
 

Control 
 

The issue of having control in life and  

relationships connects IPV and gambling issues. 

As well as having, asserting, maintaining and/or 

reclaiming control there are issues of problem 

gambling as a  response to being controlled. 

 

 

Unemployment 
 

The risk of family violence increased if the  

gambler was not fully employed. Possibly the  

financial stress increases the risk that a man will 

physically abuse his partner. The additional  

financial stress brought on by problem gambling 

could well add to that risk.3, 12 
 

Immigration 
 

Triggers for IPV included difficulties in adjusting  

to living in a new country. The loss of cultural  

and traditional dominance by some men, and  

racism and discrimination some women  

experienced when trying to find work or resolve 

financial dependency issues was found to put 

women at extreme risk of abuse and violence. 3 
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A woman whose partner was a problem gambler is 10.5 times more 

likely to be a victim of violence from her partner than  

partners of a non-problem gambler.12 

Women who experience abuse may 
gamble as a response to being  
controlled  as it gives them a chance to 
get away, to feel numb and not think 

about their abusive relationships. 
1 


