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(1) 物質を意図していたよりもしばしば大量に，または長期間にわたって使用する.

(2) 物質の使用を減量または制限することに対する，持続的な欲求または努力の不成
功がある.

(3) 物質を得るために必要な活動，その使用，またはその作用から回復するのに多く
の時間が費やされる.

(4) 渇望，つまり物質使用への強い欲求，または衝動.

(5) 物質の反復的な使用の結果，職場，学校，または家庭における重要な役割の責任
を果たすことができなくなる.

(6) 物質の作用により，持続的，または反復的に社会的，対人的問題が起こり，悪化
しているにもかかわらず，その使用を続ける.

(7) 物質の使用のために，重要な社会的，職業的，または娯楽的活動を放棄，または
縮小している.

(8) 身体的に危険な状況においても物質の使用を反復する.

(9) 身体的または精神的問題が，持続的または反復的に起こり，悪化しているらしい
と知っているにもかかわらず，物質の使用を続ける.

(10) 耐性，以下のいずれかによって定義されるもの：

(a) 中毒または期待する効果に達するために，著しく増大した量の物質が必要.

(b) 同じ量の物質の持続使用で効果が著しく減弱.

(11) 離脱，以下のいずれかによって明らかとなるもの：

(a) 特徴的な物質離脱症候群がある.

(b) 離脱症状を軽減または回避するために，物質を摂取する.

Note.  「物質」には，アルコール，大麻，幻覚薬（フェンシクリジン），吸引剤，オピ
オイド，鎮静剤・睡眠薬・または抗不安薬，精神刺激薬，タバコ，他の（または
不明の）物質のいずれかが入るものとする.

(11)の離脱は幻覚薬，吸引剤では特定されていない.

(11)の(b)の「物質を摂取する」はそれぞれの物質によって表記が異なる.

A. 物質の使用様式で，臨床的に意味のある障害や苦痛が生じ，以下のうち少なくとも2つ
が12か月以内に起こることにより示される.

Table1. Diagnostic criteria for substance use disorders (DSM-5) (APA, 2013).
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Table2. Types of family interventions. 

Interventions Study

Involvement

of substance

abuser

Johnson Institute Intervention Johnson (1986) Yes

Unilateral Family Therapy (UFT) Thomas et al. (1987) No

Co-operating Counseling Yates (1988) No

Pressures to change approach Barber & Crisp (1995) No

A Relational Intervention Sequence for Engagement (ARISE) Garrett et al. (1997) Yes

Community Reinforcement and Family Training (CRAFT) Meyers et al. (1998)

Smith & Meyers (2004)

No

Network therapy Galanter (1993) Yes

Behavioral Family/Couples (marital) Therapy e.g.) Epstein & McCrady

(1998)

Yse

Social Behavior and Network Therapy (SBNT) Copello et al. (2002) Yse

Self-help group (Al-Anon/Nor-Anon, 12-step facilitation) e.g.) Gorman & Rooney

(1979)

Miller et al. (1999)

No

Concurrent group treatment Ewing et al. (1961) Yes

Psychoeducational approach Dittrich & Trapold (1984) No

Community Reinforcement and Family Training (CRAFT) Meyers et al. (1998)

Smith & Meyers (2004)

No

5-step approach Copello et al. (2000) No

a) Working with family members to promote the engagement of substance misusers into treatment

b) Joint involvement of family members and substance-misusing relatives in treatment

c) Interventions aimed at supporting those family members affected by the substance misuse of a
relative
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Table3. Search Strategy.

PubMed (1946 - present)

Filter: language (English and Japanese)

#26 Search #20 and #25

#25 Search #21 or #22 or #23 or #24

#24 Search CRAFT
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Meyers

et al.

(1999)

Miller

et al.

(1999)

Makarch

uk

et al.

(2002)

Meyers

et al.

(2002)

Hodgins

et al.

(2007)

Waldron

et al.

(2007)

Dutcher

et al.

(2009)

Manuel

et al.

(2012)

Nonaka

et al.

(2013)

Brigham

et al.

(2014)

Yamam

oto &
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(2014)
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al.

(2015)

Yoshida

&

Konishi

(2015)
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et al.

(2016)
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Hodgins

(2016)
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et al.

(2016)
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et al.

(2017)

Hirao et

al.

(2018)
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Table5. Descriptive characteristics of studies.

Sample

size
Gender Relation to IP

Range of age

(Mean)
Improvement of CSO

Engagement of

IP

(rates)
b)

Decrease of

IP's problem

behavior

Sission & Azrin

(1986)

Yes® CRAFT versus

Al-Anon

100% alcohol 12 100%

female

75% spouse

8% children

17% other (siblings,

father)

28-62 NA 86% versus 0%

◎
◎

Meyers et al.

(1998)

No CRAFT 39% cocaine

29% stimulants

18% marijuana

9% opiates

5% other drug

62 97%

female

56% parents

34% spouse

6% siblings

4% children

18-73

(44.7)

○
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression, anxiety,

and anger), medical symptoms

and physical symptoms.

74%

○
○c)

Kirby et al.

(1999)

Yes® CRAFT versuss

Nar-non

56% cocain

22% heroine

22% other

32 93.8%

female

56.3% spouse/partner

37.5% parent

6.3% sibling

20-70

(39.6)

○
improvements in terms of

financial, health issues

mood states (anger, confusion,

depression, fatigue, tension, and

vigor), family unit, and social

leisure in both groups.

64% versus

17%

◎

○

Miller et al.

(1999)

Yes® CRAFT versus

Johnson Institute

intervention vsesus

Al-Anon

100% alcohol 130 91%

female

59% spouse/partner

30% parent

8% boy/girlfriend

1.5% child

1.5% grandparent

21-81

(47)

○
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression and

anger), family conflict, family

cohesion and relationship

happiness in all conditions.

64% versus

23% versus

13%

◎

NA

Makarchuk et al.

(2002)

Yes® self help CRAFT

versus

standard practice

gambling 31 87%

female

58% spouse/common

law

13% boy/girlfriend

13% parent

13% child

3%  sibling

(45) ○
improvements in terms of

psychologic symptom patterns

and relationship happiness in both

groups.

20% versus

23%

Not analyzed
d)

○

Study Control group

Detail of

substance or

problem behavior

CSO Result
a)
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Table5 Continued.

Meyers et al.

(2002)

Yes® CRAFT versus

CRAFT+aftercare

versus Al-Nar FT

41% cocain

16% heroin

27% marijuana

16% other

90 88%

female

53% parent

30% spouse/partner

17% close friends,

family members other

than parent or spouse

19-76 ○
improvements in terms of

depression, physical symptoms

and family function in all groups.

58.67% versus

76.7%

versus 29%

◎

NA

Hodgins et al.

(2007)

Yes® self help CRAFT

(workbook)

versus

self help CRAFT

(workbook +

telephone)

versus

control condition

gambling 186 82%

female

56% spouse/partner

18% child

7% sibling

6%  boy/girlfriend

6% parent

5% friend

3% extended family

20-77

(45)

○
improvements in terms of

psychologic symptom patterns,

emotional and behavior

consequences of CSO, and

relationship happiness in all

conditions.

14 versus 15%

versus 17%

×

◎

Waldron et al.

(2007)

No CRAFT 100% drug 42 83%

female

100% parent (46) ○
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression and

anxiety).

 71%

○
○

Dutcher et al.

(2009)

No CRAFT 90.5% alcohol

7.4% cocain

1.1% heroine

1.1%

metamphetamine

99 89.9%

female

25.3% mother

24.2% wife

16.2% signifcant other

12.1% other

7.1% hasband

6.1% other relative

4.0% son

3% father

2% daughter

(51) 〇
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression, anger

and anxiety) and general

happiness.

55%

×

NA

Manuel et al.

(2012)

Yes® group CRAFT

versus

self-directed

CRAFT

100% alcohol or

drug

40 85%

female

62.5% parent

12.5% spouse

7.5% sibling

2.5% child

2.5% friend

7.5% boy/girlfriend

5% other

26-76

(51.3)

〇
improvements in terms of family

cohension, family conflict and

anger in both groups.

group CRAFT

71%
e)

×

self-directed

CRAFT 40%

×

NA
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Table5 Continued.

Nonaka et al.

(2013)

No CRAFT hikikomori 6 100%

female

100% parents 49-62

(54.67)

○
improvements in terms of

negative evaluation.

83%

Not analyzed
f)

○

Brigham et al.

(2014)

Yes® CRAFT-T versus

treatment as usual

(TAU)

opioid 52 87%

female

50% parent/ aunt/

grandparent

13.5% spouse/ common

law

25% boy/girlfriend/

fiancee

5.8% sibling

5.8% friend

(29) NA hazard ratio of

57% 
g)

×

〇

Yamamoto &

Murohashi (2014)

No CRAFT ASD
h)

+

hikikomori

30 93.3%

female

83% mother

10% parents

3% father

3% sister

NA 70%
i)

〇
NA

Sakai et al.

(2015)

Yes CRAFT versus

selfhelp group

hikikomori 14 100%

versus

85.7%

female

100% parents 43-68 ○
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression/anxiety

and bad mood/anger), self-

efficacy and hikikomori

relationship function (positive

reinforcement and negatie

reinforcement) in both groups.

28.6% versus

0%

×

×

Yoshida &

Konishi (2015)

Yes Participating in

CRAFT versus

non-CRAFT

88% alcool

8% drug

4% illegal herb

25 92% 32% spouse

28% mother

16% parent

16% daugther

4% hasband

4% father

24-78 (49.5)

versus

24-84 (59.7)

NA 83.3% versus

0%

◎

NA
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Table5 Continued.

Bischof et al.

(2016)

Yes® CRAFT versus

wait List

100% alcohol 94 92.3%

female

62.8% spouse

16.7% cohabitating

person

10.8% adult children

6.4% parents

2.1% siblings

1.0% third degree

relative

(48.8, 48.9) ◎
improvements in terms of

depression, mental health,

psychological symptoms and

relationship happiness in CRAFT.

40.5% versus

13.9%

◎

NA

Nayoski &

Hodgins

(2016)

Yes® self help CRAFT

versus

individual

intervention(not

CRAFT)

gambling 31 93%

versus

88%

female

44% versus 47% spouse

18% versus 13%

common law

13% versus 13% parent

13% versus 20%

children

6% versus 7%

boy/girlfriend

6% versus 0%

separated spouse

(47, 46) × 0% versus 0%

×
d)

○ j)

Pons et al.

(2016)

Yes CRAFT vsesus

control

56% cannabis

28% cocain

12% alcohol

4% heroine

50 76%

versus

68%

female

100% parent (48.2, 51.6) 〇
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression and

anger) in CRAFT.

60%
k)

×

NA

Kirby et al.

(2017)

Yes® CRAFT versus

TEnT (CRAFT

components)

versus

Al/Nar-Anon

(ANF)

59.1% alcohol

29.6% stimulants

7.8% opiates

3.5% other

115 77.4%

female

26.1% parent

52.2% spouse/partner

21.7% other

(50) ○
improvements in terms of

mood states (depression, anxiety

and anger) and CSO's problems

(emotional, relationship and family

problems)  in all conditions.

decrease in term of sobriety

behavior in ANF.

62% versus

63% versus

37%

◎

○
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Table5 Continued.

Hirao et al.

(2018)

No CRAFT hikikomori 12
l) 66.7%

female

100% parents 43-71

(43)

○
improvements in terms of

stress response, mental health,

and self-efficacy.

70%

×

〇

Note . ® は無作為比較試験を示す，a)の指標は以下を参照。
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Table6. Chi-squared of IP engagement.

 IP entered

  treatment

 IP didn't enter

treatment

CRAFT

Meyers et al.

(1999)

No 46 (74.2%) 16 (25.8%) 14.516 ***

Waldron et al.

(2007)

No 30 (71.0%) 12 (29.0%) 7.714 **

Dutcher et al.

(2009)

No 54 (55.0% ) 45 (45.0%) 0.818 n.s.

group CRAFT 12 (70.6% )   5 (29.4%) 2.882 n.s.

self-directed CRAFT   8 (40%) 12 (60%) 0.800 n.s.

Yamamoto &

Murohashi (2014)

No   21 (70.0%) 9 (30.0%) 4.800 *

Pons et al.

(2016)
No

a) 15 (60.0% ) 10 (40.0%) 1.000 n.s.

Hirao et al.

(2018)

No 7 (70.0%) 3 (30.0%) 1.600 n.s.

CRAFT versus Control

self help CRAFT (workbook)   9 (14.8%) 52 (85.2%) 0.084 n.s.
b)

self help CRAFT

(workbook + telephone)
11 (17.0%) 54 (83.1%) 0.001 n.s.

c)

Control 10 (16.7% ) 50 (83.3%)

CRAFT   3 (42.6%)   4 (57.4%)

self-help   0 (0%)   7 (100%)

CRAFT 10 (83.3%)   2 (21.7%)

Control   0 (0%) 13 (100% )

Yoshida &

Konishi (2015)
14.750 *** 

d)

Note .* p < .05, ** p < .01

a) 統制群は設定されているが，統制群におけるIPの相談機関の利用人数または利用率の記載
なし，b) self help CRAFT (workbook) versus Control, c) self help CRAFT (workbook + telephone)

versus Control， d) 0人のセルがあるため，イェーツの補正を用いた.

Hodgins et al.

(2007)

Sakai et al.

(2015)
0.193 n.s.

d)

Manuel et al.

(2012)

Study Control Group

the number of CSO
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Table7. Measures used in study.

1. Cognition

  Center on Alcoholism, Substance Abuse and

  Addictions (CASAA) Drug Efficacy scale

unpublished Manuel et al. (2012) ×

  Self-Efficacy Ratings no description Meyers et al. (1998)
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Table7 continued.

  The Mental Health Inventory (Berwick et al., 1991) Bischof et al. (2016)
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Sex (n , %)

　男性 23 32.4 %

　女性 48 67.6 %

Age (mean years, SD)

　男性 68.7

　女性 63.0

Relationships (n , %)

　母親 36 50.7 %

　父親 15 21.1 %

　子ども 11 15.5 %

　兄弟姉妹 5 7.0 %

　配偶者/パートナー 2 2.8 %

　その他 2 2.8 %

Marital status (n , %)

　未婚 1 1.4 %

　既婚 41 57.7 %

　離婚 5 7.0 %

　その他 2 2.8 %

　不明 22 31.0 %

家族会への参加歴
 (mean years, SD) 7.2

Table8.  Characteristics of family members (n =71).

(6.2)

(5.5)

(8.4)
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Ⅰ Ⅱ Ⅲ

2 本人に何を言っても分かってくれない .943 .059 -.180

47 何度約束しても，本人は薬物使用をやめない .942 -.167 .034

44 本人が問題を起こすかもしれない .909 -.124 -.047

1 これからのことが何も見えない .752 .060 .045

9 本人は，自分の責任を自覚していない .735 .098 -.128

56 本人が，誰かに迷惑をかけるかもしれない .713 -.065 .102

13 本人の薬物使用が続くと，私の仕事（家事）に支障が出る .699 .006 .092

40 近所の人に通報されるかもしれない .666 .159 -.017

10 どうやって薬物使用をやめさせればいいのか分からない .613 .211 .063

18 本人もいつかは回復するだろう※ .588 -.046 .091

58 今後，どうなるか分からない .494 .313 -.034

6 今の家（地域）に住めなくなるかもしれない .444 .083 .095

59 家には人を呼べない -.128 .997 -.100

46 私ばかりつらい思いをしている -.096 .964 -.049

17 私がこんなにつらい思いをしていることを，誰も分かってくれない .005 .745 .048

53 誰とも顔を合わせたくない .126 .715 .062

35 周囲の人は私を責めるようなことを言うだろう .123 .615 .019

43 本人との適切な関わり方が分からない .183 .557 .161

33 今後も，私が本人の面倒を見なければいけない -.143 .030 .942

51 私が責任を持って，本人の薬物使用をやめさせなければいけない .070 -.120 .761

25 私が本人の世話をしないと，もっと大変なことになる .096 .097 .742

Ⅰ 1.000 .671 .480

Ⅱ .671 1.000 .528

Ⅲ .480 .528 1.000

因子相関行列

Note . 「本人」は薬物使用者，「私」は家族を示している，※は逆転項目.

Table9.  Results of the factor analysis.

      質問項目 　  抽出因子

Ⅰ. 将来や薬物使用者に対する否定的な考え（
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Sex (n , %)

　男性 14 26.9 % 10 25.0 %

　女性 37 71.2 % 30 75.0 %

　不明 1 1.9 %

 Age (mean years, SD)

　男性 66.2 66.1

　女性 62.4 61.5

　不明 63.0

Relationships (n , %)

　母親 33 63.5 % 27 67.5 %

　父親 12 23.1 % 10 25.0 %

　子ども 2 3.8 % 1 2.5 %

　兄弟姉妹 1 1.9 % 1 2.5 %

　配偶者/パートナー 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 %

　その他 3 5.8 % 1 2.5 %

　不明 1 1.9 %

Marital status (n , %)

　未婚 3 5.8 % 3 7.5 %

　既婚 42 80.8 % 32 80.0 %

　離婚 5 9.6 % 3 7.5 %

　その他 2 3.8 % 2 5.0 %

家族会への参加歴
 (mean years, SD)

6.0 6.5

Time1 (n =52) Time2 (n =40)

(6.1) (6.8)

Table10.  Characteristics of family members (n =52).

(5.3) (5.5)

(9.2) (9.5)
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Sex (n , %)

　男性 47 90.4 %

　女性 5 9.6 %

Age (mean years, SD)

　男性 38.4 (7.6)

　女性 27.6 (9.5)

Marital status (n , %)

　未婚 31 59.6 %

　既婚 4 7.7 %

　離婚 14 26.9 %

　その他 3 5.8 %

薬物開始年齢 (mean years, SD) 20.59 (6.2)

　最大年齢 (years) 14

　最小年齢 (years) 45

主な使用薬物
　覚せい剤 26 50.0 %

　大麻 6 11.5 %

　処方薬（精神安定剤・睡眠薬） 6 11.5 %

　危険ドラッグ 5 9.6 %

　シンナー 4 7.7 %

　咳止め 2 3.8 %

　コカイン 1 1.9 %

　その他 2 3.8 %

Table11. Characteristics of substance abusers  (n =52).
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Mean SD

CSFD

 否定的な考え（12） 32.11 1.33

 家族の孤立（6） 12.73 0.66

 責任（3） 5.33 0.33

 合計得点（21） 50.17 2.13

DAS24-J

 達成動機（8） 24.34 1.10

 セルフ・コントロール（8） 26.92 0.91

 他者依存性（8） 21.59 1.34

PSS（10） 20.57 0.82

Note: (　) 内は項目数

Table12.  Mean and standard deviation.

CSFD = Cognitive Scale for Families of Drug user 

DAS24-J = 日本語版 Dysfunctional Attitude Scale-24

PSS = 知覚されたストレス尺度
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CSFD

　否定的考え 0.32 * 0.37 **

　家族の孤立 0.34 * 0.42 **

　責任 0.21 0.11

Note : *p <.05, **p <.01

CSFD = Cognitive Scale for Families of Drug user

DAS24-J = 日本語版 Dysfunctional Attitude Scale-24

PSS = 知覚されたストレス尺度

Table13. Correlation analysis of CSFD, DAS-24, and PSS.

DAS-24

PSS
達成動機 セルフ・

コントロール 他者依存性

0.28

0.26

0.26

0.06

-0.03

0.20
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Sex (n , %)

　男性 14 28 % 10 27.0 %

　女性 35 70 % 27 73.0 %

　不明 1 2 %

 Age (mean years, SD)

　男性 66.2 66.1

　女性 62.4 61.9

　不明 63.0

Relationships (n , %)

　母親 32 64.0 % 24 64.9 %

　父親 12 24.0 % 10 27.0 %

　子ども 2 4.0 % 1 2.7 %

　兄弟姉妹 2 4.0 % 1 2.7 %

　配偶者/パートナー 1 2.0 % 1 2.7 %

　その他 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 %

　不明 1 2.0 %

Marital status (n , %)

　未婚 3 6 % 3 8.1 %

　既婚 40 80 % 29 78.4 %

　離婚 5 10 % 3 8.1 %

　その他 2 4 % 2 5.4 %

家族会への参加歴
(mean years, SD) 6.0 6.8(5.3) (5.6)

Table14.  Characteristics of family membersn (n =50).

(9.3) (9.8)

Time1 (n =50) Time2 (n =37)

(6.1) (6.8)
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Sex (n , %)

　男性 45 90 %

　女性 5 10 %

Age (mean years, SD)

　男性 38.2 (7.4)

　女性 27.6 (9.5)

Marital status (n , %)

　未婚 30 60 %

　既婚 4 8 %

　離婚 14 28 %

　その他 2 4 %

薬物開始年齢 (mean years, SD) 20.7 (6.3)

　最大年齢 (years) 14

　最小年齢 (years) 45

主な使用薬物
　覚せい剤 25 50 %

　大麻 6 12 %

　処方薬（精神安定剤・睡眠薬） 6 12 %

　危険ドラッグ 5 10 %

　シンナー 4 8 %

　咳止め 2 4 %

　コカイン 1 2 %

　その他 1 2 %

Table15. Characteristics of substance abusers (n =50).

Time1 (n =50)
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Ave SD Ave SD Ave SD

Time1 (n  = 50)
  ※1

  CSFD 46.43 (14.03) 51.89 (15.74) 50.68 (15.38)

　否定的考え 29.57 (8.60) 33.26 (9.84) 32.42 (9.59)

　家族の孤立 11.93 (4.67) 13.17 (4.90) 12.90 (4.81)

　責任 4.93 (1.90) 5.46 (2.57) 5.36 (2.40)

  TMD 17.43 (17.69) 22.14 (26.02) 21.12 (23.72)

  SWLS 18.86 (4.17) 17.09 (5.93) 17.50 (5.49)

Time2 (n  = 37)

  CSFD 46.70 (17.40) 48.56 (11.78) 48.05 (13.29)

　否定的考え 28.9 (10.43) 30.70 (6.72) 30.22 (7.78)

　家族の孤立 12.2 (5.31) 12.44 (4.17) 12.38 (4.43)

　責任 5.6 (2.27) 5.41 (2.06) 5.46 (2.09)

  TMD 17.90 (21.30) 16.93 (23.18) 17.19 (22.40)

  SWLS 17.30 (6.15) 19.07 (5.66) 18.59 (5.76)

Note :

※1 性別不明の1名はTotalにのみ含まれている.

TMD = Total Mood Disturbance

Table16.  Means and standard deviations.

男性 女性 Total

CSFD = Cognitive Scale for Families of Drug user

SWLS = Satisfaction With Life Scale
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Time1 (n  = 50) .50 ***

  1. CSFD .50 *** -.45 ** .86 ** .56 ** -.39 *

  2. TMD -.54 *** .33 * .78 ** -.45 **

  3. SWLS -.51 ** -.56 ** .75 **

Time2 (n  = 37)

  4. CSFD .56 *** -.53 ***

  5. TMD -.67 ***

  6. SWLS .50 ***

Note :    *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

※1 Time 1と Time2の相関はTime2の回収が行えた37人を対象としている.

CSFD = Cognitive Scale for Families of Drug user

TMD = Total Mood Disturbance

SWLS = Satisfaction with Life Scale 

Table17.  Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients of each scale.
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CSFD

item
　ｒ 　 p

CSFD

item
　ｒ 　 p

CSFD

item
　ｒ 　 p

CSFD

item
　ｒ 　 p

8 .12 .4105 21 .02 .9077 19 -.06 .6652 21 .00 .9930 .0500

16 .17 .2404 11 .12 .4884 9 -.13 .3514 19 .06 .7091 .0476

9 .18 .2145 19 .15 .3655 6 -.15 .2928 9 -.07 .6852 .0452

20 .19 .1961 6 .20 .2449 8 -.16 .2603 16 -.11 .5161 .0429

11 .20 .1746 9 .23 .1720 11 -.19 .1899 6 -.14 .4214 .0405

19 .20 .1726 20 .23 .1653 21 -.21 .1339 11 -.15 .3711 .0381

21 .24 .0978 16 .24 .1516 16 -.22 .1286 1 -.25 .1427 .0357

6 .28 .0522 1 .29 .0770 4 -.25 .0799 8 -.25 .1417 .0333

1 .29 .0422 8 .30 .0699 20 -.26 .0669 15 -.27 .1093 .0310

4 .30 .0374 12 .40 .0141 17 -.31 .0289 3 -.28 .0988 .0286

5 .32 .0260 4 .40 .0136 12 -.31 .0269 4 -.28 .0933 .0262

12 .37 .0083 17 .41 .0118 15 -.33 .0208 17 -.31 .0613 .0238

15 .40 .0038 2 .41 .0114 1 -.33 .0207 20 -.32 .0534 .0214

3 .43 .0021 15 .44 .0071 5 -.35 .0139 7 -.33 .0447 .0190

17 .43 .0019 7 .46 .0038 3 -.38 .0065 5 -.35 .0364 .0167

2 .43 .0018 5 .48 .0027 7 -.39 .0055 12 -.35 .0319 .0143

13 .48 .0004 13 .50 .0017 14 -.39 .0048 2 -.36 .0266 .0119

7 .51 .0002 3 .52 .0011 2 -.42 .0027 14 -.40 .0155 .0095

14 .51 .0002 18 .62 .0000 10 -.44 .0012 13 -.41 .0122 .0071

18 .55 .0000 14 .63 .0000 13 -.52 .0001 10 -.43 .0078 .0048

10 .55 .0000 10 .64 .0000 18 -.54 .0000 18 -.45 .0054 .0024

TMD (Time2)

Table18. Correlation analysis between each item of CSFD and TMD or SWLS

             (Controlling the false discovery rate by Benjamini & Hochberg).

FDRの
有意水準

SWSL (Time1) SWSL (Time2)TMD (Time1)

Note .

CSFD = Cognitive Scale for Families of Drug user，TMD = Total Mood Disturbance，SWLS = Satisfaction With Life Scale

FDR = Benjamini & Hochberg法によるFalse Discovery Rateの調整.

※ p 値は大きい値から降順に記載している.

※ FDRの有意水準と比較して小さいp 値（有意であると判断される）を斜体にした.
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Steps / Variables R
2 b SE 95%CI

Step1 10.4 *** .380

  Age -1.54 -.63 *** .53 (-2.574 to -0.504)

  Sex -7.40 -.15 n.s. 6.87 (-20.856 to 6.056)

Step2 28.83 *** .724

  Age -.92 -.38 *** .33 (-1.562 to -0.282)

  Sex -6.51 -.13 n.s. 5.26 (-16.811 to 3.799)

  TMD (Time1) .65 .64 *** .12  (0.420 to 0.886)

Step3 27.69 *** .776

  Age -.68 -.28 ** .30 (-1.278 to -0.087)

  Sex -6.75 -.14 n.s. 4.43 (-15.428 to 1.919)

  TMD (Time1) .61 .59 *** .15 (0.315 to 0.901)

  CSFD (Time1) .42 .26 * .17 (0.093 to 0.745)

Note : *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

Table19.  Hierarchical multiple regression analysis with TMD at the Time 2 as the dependent variable

             (2,000 Bootstrap Samples).

F  value
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Steps / Variables R
2 b SE 95%CI

Step1 2.31 n.s. .120

  Age .20 .32 n.s. .10 (0.013 to 0.395)

  Sex 2.62 .21 n.s. 2.15 (-1.597 to 6.846)

Step2 18.46 *** .627

  Age .10 .17 n.s. .07 (-0.029 to 0.237)

  Sex 3.14 .25 * 1.32 (0.548 to 5.723)

  SWLS (Time1) .80 .73 *** .17 (0.454 to 1.138)

Step3 14.35 *** .642

  Age .07 .11 n.s. .07 (-0.075 to 0.212)

  Sex 3.14 .25 * 1.29 (0.616 to 5.661)

  SWLS (Time1) .76 .70 *** .19 (0.387 to 1.133)

  CSFD (Time1) -.06 -.14 n.s. .05 (-0.152 to 0.032)

Note : *p <.05, ***p <.001

SWLS = Satisfaction With Life Scale 

CSFD = Cognitive Scale for Families of Drug user 

Table20.  Hierarchical multiple regression analysis with SWLS at the Time 2 as the dependent

              variable  (2,000 Bootstrap Samples).

F  value
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研究2-1 調査票（家族用）
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研究2-1 調査票（支援者用）
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研究2-2 調査票
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研究3 調査票（1回目）
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研究3 調査票（2回目）
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研究4 調査票（1回目）
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研究4 調査票（2回目）
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