
 
 

What this article is about 

There are three main types of interventions and tools 
to promote responsible gambling. Structural features 
are part of the game design and are beyond players’ 
control. User-directed tools are those that players 
decide to use, such as voluntary money or time limit 
setting tools. The third type is government 
regulations. This article is a review of current evidence 
on responsible gambling interventions and tools. The 
authors did not explore interventions that spanned 
multiple product types. The authors also estimated 
the replicability of studies and publication bias. 
Replicability means that similar results can be 
achieved when similar methods are used to answer 
the same research question. The evidence can be 
considered credible when studies can be replicated. 
Publication bias occurs when research studies that 
report positive results are more likely to be published 
than studies that report no results. It can have 
profound impact on the evidence base. 

What was done? 

The authors searched for relevant studies that had 
been peer-reviewed and written in English. They 
found 78 articles which described 86 studies. All were 
published between 2001 and 2020.  

What you need to know 

Sixty studies were experimental studies. Most of 
these studies were ‘true’ experiments that randomly 
assigned participants into different intervention 
conditions. The other 26 studies used observational 
methods (e.g., survey studies). Sixty-one studies 
recruited people who gambled in their everyday lives. 
The rest recruited community members or university 
students. Most studies were from Australia, Canada, 

and the United States. Some studies recruited 
participants from several countries, mostly in Europe.  

Transparency issues 

The authors coded the transparency of the studies 
along several aspects. The first was potential conflicts 
of interest. Of the 78 articles, one-quarter did not 
provide enough information about their funding 
sources. One-quarter had funding from the gambling 
industry. About two in five had funding from a 
government, including from an agency funded by 
gambling revenue. The rest had funding from a 
university, private foundation, or no funding. Almost 
half of the articles did not provide a conflict of 
interest statement. About 20.5% reported conflicts of 
interest, 30.8% reported no conflicts of interest. Only 
two articles listed all funding sources that the 
researchers had received in the past five years.  

The second aspect was pre-registration. This is when 
researchers make their research plan publicly 
available before the study begins. Only five studies 
had a pre-registration that could be accessed online. 

Why is this article important? 

This article is a review of current evidence on 
interventions and tools to promote responsible 
gambling. The authors identified 78 articles which 
described 86 studies. Overall, no intervention or 
tool had unambiguous evidence. Some did show 
promise, such as breaks in play, pop-up messages 
asking players to reflect on their gambling 
behaviour, and removing banknote acceptors. The 
authors suggested there might be low replicability 
of research and evidence of publication bias.  
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One study mentioned a pre-registration, but the 
hyperlink did not work. All of these studies were 
published in either 2019 or 2020. 

The third aspect was whether the researchers 
estimated the number of participants they would 
need to detect an intervention’s effect. Only 11 
studies reported doing this, with six studies making 
the estimate before recruiting participants.  

The fourth aspect was report of effect size. An effect 
size can tell the extent to which an intervention’s 
effect is important in real life. Fifty-four studies 
(64.3%) reported at least one effect size. About one-
third of the studies did not report any effect sizes. 

Types of interventions and tools 

Fifty-three studies (61.6%) tested structural features. 
They were more likely to be experimental studies than 
observational studies. Pop-up messages were studied 
in 77% of these studies. Twenty studies reported that 
pop-up messages had a positive effect. Seven studies 
reported no effect, and 14 studies found mixed 
results. Seven studies tested breaks in play. Three 
studies suggested a positive effect. Three studies 
suggested no effect, and one study reported mixed 
results. Six studies tested covert structural features 
that are not openly shown to players (e.g., limiting 
maximum bets and changing reel speeds on slot 
machines). One study found no effect. Five studies 
reported mixed results. Overall, the best evidence was 
for pop-up messages asking players to reflect on their 
gambling behaviour and breaks in play. 

Thirty-six studies (41.9%) tested user-directed tools. 
Sixteen studies tested pre-commitment tools. Four of 
these studies found a positive effect. Four studies 
found no effect, and six studies found mixed results. 
Twenty-four studies tested information aids (e.g., 
providing facts about a game’s payout). Eight of these 
studies reported a positive effect. Six studies found no 
effect, and 10 studies reported mixed results.  

Four studies (4.7%) examined regulations. Two studies 
looked at restricting the supply of slot machines in 
South Australia and did not find any impact. Two 
studies looked at banning banknote acceptors on slot 
machines and found a positive effect.  

The authors concluded that no intervention or tool 
had unambiguous evidence. Replicability might be low 
and there was some evidence of publication bias.  

Who is it intended for? 

This article can inform gambling researchers, 
policymakers, and intervention providers. 
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About Gambling Research Exchange (GREO) 
Gambling Research Exchange (GREO) has partnered 
with the Knowledge Mobilization Unit at York 
University to produce Research Snapshots. GREO is an 
independent knowledge translation and exchange 
organization that aims to eliminate harm from 
gambling. Our goal is to support evidence-informed 
decision making in safer gambling policies, standards, 
and practices. The work we do is intended for 
researchers, policy makers, gambling regulators and 
operators, and treatment and prevention service 
providers.   
Learn more about GREO by visiting greo.ca or emailing 
info@greo.ca. 
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