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Abstract

Background: According to the Gambling Commission, in 2018, almost half of the general population aged 16 and
over had participated in gambling in the 4 weeks before being surveyed. Such surveys suggest that the proportion
of people who are classed as ‘problem’ gamblers is relatively small; however, this may be related to the ways data
are collected and gambling behaviour is classified. Concern about the harms associated with gambling is rising,
and in response, Public Health England (PHE) has initiated this review to identify the harms associated with this
activity. Harms to the gambler, their close associates and the wider society will all be included.

Methods: Abbreviated systematic review processes will be employed. Ovid MEDLINE, Ovid Embase, Ovid Psycinfo,
NICE Evidence and EBSCO SocIndex; a range of websites (for grey literature); and reference lists of included studies
will be searched. Experts will be asked to identify other relevant literature. Literature published in years 2005–2019,
published in English, from a country within the Organisation for Economic Development (OECD) and following an
observational, qualitative or systematic review design will be included. AMSTAR2 (systematic reviews), the
Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (observational studies) and the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) qualitative
checklist (qualitative studies) will be used to assess the risk of bias. A narrative synthesis will be used to summarise
the results. The body of evidence will also be assessed according to the principles laid out in the CERQual
approach.

Discussion: This protocol provides details of the framework that has been set up to guide this systematic review.
The results of this review will provide an extensive assessment of the breadth and magnitude of harms associated
with gambling. This will be one of the most comprehensive reviews of gambling-related harms undertaken to date.

Systematic review registration: PROSPERO CRD42019154757
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Background
Gambling is not a new phenomenon, nor is it an uncom-
mon activity. According to the latest survey by the Gam-
bling Commission (the body set up to regulate commercial
gambling in Great Britain), in 2018, 46% of the general
population aged 16 and over had participated in gambling
in the previous 4 weeks, with the National Lottery draw be-
ing the most popular form of gambling activity [1].
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Concern about the impact of ‘problem’ gambling on
society is rising [2]. In 2018, only 0.7% of respondents to
the Gambling Commission’s survey were classified as
‘problem gamblers’, with a further 1.1% classified as
‘moderate risk’ gamblers, defined as ‘those who experi-
ence a moderate level of problems leading to some nega-
tive consequences’ [1]. Data from the same survey
showed that, of those that had ever gambled, 6% had
self-excluded [1] (i.e. had asked a gambling provider to
ban them from gambling for a period of time [3]) indi-
cating that they perceived their own gambling as harm-
ful at some point during their gambling history.
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Furthermore, 53% of gamblers who were surveyed were
not aware of self-exclusion, so the proportion of gam-
blers who would choose to do this would likely be higher
if all were aware this service was available [1].
More importantly, to qualify as a ‘problem’ gambler, a

person has to score 8 or more on the Problem Gambling
Severity Index (PGSI) or 3 or more according to the
Diagnostic or Statistical Manual-IV [4]. This means that
the threshold for ‘problem’ gambling is high. A person
saying they sometimes bet more than they could lose,
and whose gambling was sometimes causing financial
problems, for example, would only score 2 on the PGSI
and would therefore be categorised as ‘low risk’, with
low risk defined as having ‘few or no identifiable nega-
tive consequences’ [1]. In this context, the next category
up in terms of frequency that a person can select is
‘most of the time’ so ‘sometimes’ could actually mean
frequently. Whether a person who frequently bet more
than they could lose and whose gambling was frequently
causing financial problems should be considered at a
low risk of harm is questionable. Furthermore, data from
surveys like those conducted by the Gambling Commis-
sion ask a gambler about their own behaviour and their
own perception to the harm they cause, which may or
may not capture the full burden to gambling-related
harm to others and wider society. Research from
Australia using quantitative and qualitative approaches
demonstrates that harm occurs at all levels of gambling
intensity, not just at ‘problematic’ levels; that harms can
persist even once a person has stopped gambling; and
that harms are experienced not only by the gambler but
by their close associates and the wider community [5].
In general, the minimum legal age for gambling in the

UK is 18, although there are exceptions for ‘low stakes’
activities [6]. However, in relation to children, concern
has been raised about gambling within the gaming
sphere. In some games, micro-transactions enable
players to obtain additional content or premiums such
as additional powers. Relevant to this discussion are ‘loot
boxes’—a reward that is purchased with real money to
obtain a random virtual item. Players have to purchase
an unknown number of loot boxes before obtaining the
item they desire, and the probability of obtaining the
item is low. While such practices do not fulfil the legal
definition of gambling, they are indistinguishable from
activities such as playing slot machines, where the re-
ward is indeterminable, and no skill is required [7]. The
Gambling Commission reported that in Great Britain in
2018, 31% of young people aged 11 to 16 who partici-
pated in their survey had ever open a loot box in a com-
puter game or app in order to acquire game-related
items [8]. The amount of money gamers spend on loot
boxes has been linked to problem gambling severity in
adults [9].
A preliminary investigation of the literature on the
harms associated with gambling shows the broad nature
of this issue. Harms include those experienced by the
gambler such as suicide [10], some psychiatric disorders
(including alcohol dependence [11]) and poor quality
sleep [12]; those experienced by close associates such as
intimate partner violence [13]; and wider societal harms
such as gambling-related crime [14]. In response to grow-
ing concerns about these harms, Public Health England
(PHE) has initiated this review in order to summarise the
body of evidence, assess the quality of the evidence and
identify gaps. More specifically, this review will answer the
following research questions: (1) what harms are associ-
ated with gambling, among children and adults, and (2)
what harms are associated with different levels of gam-
bling intensity, among children and adults. A better un-
derstanding of the nature, magnitude and breadth of
harms is needed before remedial action can be taken.

Methods
Given the relatively short timescales for this review, an
abbreviated methodology will be used which uses recog-
nised techniques to provide a systematic assessment of
the evidence in a short timescale compared to a trad-
itional review [15]. The EPPI Reviewer software will be
used to manage the records and data throughout the re-
view. Any major deviations from this protocol will be
documented by the review team and reported when the
review is published.

Definitions
Gambling: the Gambling Act (2005) defines gambling as
‘any kind of betting, gaming or playing lotteries. Gaming
means taking part in games of chance for a prize (where
the prize is money or money’s worth), betting involves
making a bet on the outcome of sports, races, events or
whether or not something is true, whose outcomes may
or may not involve elements of skill but whose outcomes
are uncertain and lotteries (typically) involve a payment
to participate in an event in which prizes are allocated
on the basis of chance’ [16].
Gambling-related harm: ‘gambling-related harms are

the adverse impacts from gambling on the health and
wellbeing of individuals, families, communities and soci-
ety’ [16]. Scoping work was undertaken to support the
development of this protocol. As there was no definitive,
internationally agreed definition of gambling-related
harm [17], the conceptual framework presented in Fig. 1
is used to understand the different dimensions of harm.
Harms to child gamblers include both those related to
‘traditional’ forms of gambling and those related to gam-
bling aspects of gaming.
Gambling intensity: this evidence review aims to iden-

tify harms according to different levels of gambling



Fig. 1 Conceptual framework of gambling-related harm [17]
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intensity. As such, it aims to identify the harms associ-
ated with gambling per se and also the negative conse-
quences associated with gambling at different levels of
engagement, for example, low frequency/low spending
gambling or gambling at problematic levels. This review
will include papers which define problematic gambling
in different ways, for example, according to screening
tools such as the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders IV (DSM-IV) and the Problem Gam-
bling Severity Index (PGSI). The DSM-IV contains 10
diagnostic criteria, and possible scores are between 0
and 10; a score of 3 or over indicates problem gambling.
The PGSI contains 9 diagnostic criteria, and a score of
between 0 and 27 is possible; a score of 1–2 is ‘low risk’,
3–7 is ‘moderate risk’ and 8 and over is ‘problem gam-
bling’ [4].
Eligibility criteria
The PICO (population, intervention/issue, comparison
and outcome) framework is typically used to develop a
review [15] and will be used here (Table 1). Study design
has been added in order to better focus the work. Time-
frame (follow-up time) is not applicable.
Table 1 PICO parameters

Harm to….

Gamblers Close associates of gam

Population Adults and children, all ages, including studies which focus on
tion or from an institution)

Issue Gambling (to include all forms of gambling, including gamblin

Comparison None (descriptive studies), any (for comparative studies, e.g. no

Outcome Harms to gamblers (e.g. financial,
emotional, health)

Harms to close associat
conflict, child neglect)
Other inclusion criteria

� Language: English (other languages will not be
included, due to the team’s inability to translate)

� Publication date:
ble

su

g-r

n-

es
� Stage 1: 2015–2019
� Stage 2: 2005–2014 (2005 was chosen because in

this year the Government issued proposals to
reform the law on gambling [i.e. the Gambling
Act] and because in 2005/2006 the Economic and
Social Research Council/Responsibility in
Gambling Trust provided £1 million of funding
for research on problem gambling which
significantly increased research capacity in this
area [18])

� Study design:
� Stage 1: observational and qualitative
� Stage 2: systematic reviews of primary studies,

including integrative reviews (which combine
quantitative and qualitative studies) and meta-
analyses

� Publication type: peer reviewed and grey literature
� Setting: studies which are based within the

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
rs (e.g. friends/family) Wider society

b-groups of the population (e.g. by sex, deprivation, geographical loca-

elated aspects of gaming, see the ‘Definitions’ section)

gambling general population versus gamblers)

of gamblers (e.g. relationship Harms to wider society (e.g. crime,
work absenteeism)
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Development (OECD). For systematic reviews, some
papers may be from countries not within the OECD;
this is acceptable if the majority of papers included
in the review are. Primary studies which include
more than one country may also include non-OECD
countries, and inclusion/exclusion will be considered
on a case-by-case basis.

Exclusion criteria

� Study design:

� Mapping reviews, scoping reviews, reviews of

reviews (‘umbrella’ reviews) and narrative reviews
which do not report a formal methodology
(‘opinion pieces’)

� Studies where the primary/secondary aim of the
study is not focused on identifying the harms
associated with gambling

� Studies which assess the effect of an intervention
Search strategy
A comprehensive search will be undertaken using mul-
tiple methods to identify both academic and grey litera-
ture. The search strategy was developed by a Senior
Information Scientist in PHE and peer reviewed by a
second Information Specialist in PHE.

Electronic searches
The following databases will be searched: Ovid MEDLINE,
Ovid Embase, Ovid Psycinfo, NICE Evidence and EBSCO
SocIndex. The number of papers retrieved from each
database will be recorded. The Ovid MEDLINE search is
presented in additional file 1; this will be translated for
other databases. The search will look for terms in the title,
abstract, author keywords and thesaurus terms (such as
MeSH (Medical Subject Headings) in MEDLINE) where
available. To search for systematic reviews, a validated re-
view filter will be used for the Ovid databases, and the
NICE Evidence searches will be limited to Secondary Evi-
dence only. A validated review filter is currently unavail-
able for use in EBSCO SocIndex, so a set of search terms
will be created in order to search for reviews.

Grey literature
Reports and other relevant literature that may not be
published in databases will be sought by searching Goo-
gle and websites such as those listed below. The key-
words will be gamble, gambling, betting, casino, lottery,
lotteries and loot box. Each website will also be browsed.

� Gamble Aware InfoHub
� Gambling Commission
� GambLib (Gambling Research Library)
� Gam Care
� National Problem Gambling Clinic
� Gordon Moody Association
� Gamblers Anonymous
� Open Grey
� Gam-Anon
� Gambling Information Resource Office Research

Library
� Advisory Board for Safer Gambling
� Gambling Watch UK
� Australian Gambling Research Centre
� Gambling Research Exchange Ontario
� Citizens Advice Bureau
� Be Gamble Aware
� Problem Gambling, Wigan Council
� Gambling Compliance
� Gambling Watch UK
� Child Family Community Australia
� International Centre for Youth Gambling Problems

and High-Risk Behaviours
� Gambling and Addictions Research Centre
� Alberta Gambling Research Institute
� Responsible Gambling Council
� Problem Gambling Foundation of New Zealand
� Gambling Commission New Zealand
� Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation

Additional searches
Reference lists of included papers will be searched for
additional relevant papers which fulfil the inclusion/ex-
clusion criteria. Reviews of reviews identified in stage 2
searches will be obtained; systematic reviews will be ex-
tracted and assessed according to the inclusion criteria.
After screening, a list of included papers will be shared
with the Expert Reference Group (consisting of a num-
ber of topic and methodological experts, internal and ex-
ternal to PHE, who will help guide the review). Members
will be asked to send any additional papers to the Review
Team, and these will be assessed according to the inclu-
sion/exclusion criteria. Any which fulfil the criteria will
be included in the review.

Main and secondary outcomes
Given the breadth of this review, in terms of harms, the
types of gambling and different ways gambling intensity
is measured, it is not possible to provide specific primary
and secondary outcomes. More generally, the primary
outcomes are harms associated with gambling and the
harms associated with gambling of different intensities.

Screening
Screening will be undertaken by three reviewers. Pilot
work has shown that some references identified in the
search for systematic reviews are primary studies. A pre-
liminary title/abstract screen will be undertaken on
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references identified in the stage 2 search in order to ex-
clude primary studies. The references will be split be-
tween the three reviewers, so each will screen a third of
the references; 20% of each reviewer’s screened refer-
ences will be selected and checked for accuracy by a sec-
ond reviewer. If the agreement is less than 90%, the
reason will be explored and rectified and screening will
be repeated, in line with the guidance from the National
Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) on title/
abstract screening [19]. Disagreements will be resolved
by the reviewers; a third person (RC) will be consulted if
the reviewers cannot come to an agreement.
All remaining references (all from stage 1 and those

remaining from stage 2) will be divided between three re-
viewers. The title/abstract of every reference will be
screened independently by two reviewers (‘review pairs’)
according to the inclusion/exclusion criteria, and each ref-
erence will be coded as either ‘included’ or ‘excluded’. EPPI
Reviewer will be used to measure inter-rater agreement for
each of the three reviewer pairs; agreement of 90% or over
will be considered acceptable. If the agreement is less than
90%, the reason will be explored and rectified and screen-
ing will be repeated, in line with the guidance from the Na-
tional Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) on
title/abstract screening [19]. Disagreements will be resolved
by the reviewers; a third person (RC) will be consulted if
the reviewers cannot come to an agreement.
The full articles of the remaining references will be ob-

tained. Full articles will be divided between reviewers
and screened independently using inclusion/exclusion
codes set up in advance by the Project Team. Every full-
text article will be screened by two people. A third per-
son (RC) will be consulted to resolve disagreements
which cannot be resolved by the reviewers. A list of ex-
cluded full-text articles and the reason for their exclu-
sion will be reported.
Grey literature will also be screened independently by

two reviewers according to the inclusion/exclusion cri-
teria. Disagreements will be resolved between the re-
viewers, and RC will be consulted if agreement cannot
be reached.

Data extraction
Given the breadth of information, data extraction tables
will be used to extract the relevant information from
each study. These will include the following information:
authors, date, country/setting, the population, the defin-
ition of gambling (including how this is measured), com-
parison (if any and how this is measured), the type of
harm, relevant results and funding, plus details of the
search for systematic reviews. Authors of included pa-
pers will be contacted by the reviewers to ask for miss-
ing information or clarification where necessary; this will
only occur for information considered essential by the
Project Team and a cut-off date will be provided to au-
thors, so that the review process is not delayed. Data ex-
traction tables will be pilot tested before being used and
signed off by the Expert Reference Group. All three re-
viewers will extract the data independently from the eli-
gible studies; all extracted data will be checked by a
second reviewer. A third person (RC) will be consulted
to resolve disagreements which cannot be resolved by
the reviewers.

Risk of bias assessment
The quality of systematic reviews will be assessed using the
AMSTAR2 checklist [20]. The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale will
be used to assess the quality of observational studies [21].
The Critical Appraisal Skills Programme qualitative check-
list will be used to assess the quality of qualitative studies
[22]. Where necessary, these tools will be amended. All pa-
pers will be assessed independently by two reviewers. Any
discrepancies which cannot be resolved by the reviewers
will be resolved by a third person (RC).

Analysis
The team will undertake a mapping exercise to identify
primary papers which are included in more than one sys-
tematic review. The implications of this ‘double counting’
will be assessed. For example, a systematic review might
be eliminated from the review if all of its primary studies
are included in other higher quality reviews.
The heterogeneity of studies included in the review is

unlikely to support a quantitative analysis. Instead, a nar-
rative synthesis will be used, with text used to summarise
and explain findings [23]. Studies will be summarised ac-
cording to themes. An appraisal of the quality of the lit-
erature will be included. Differences by sub-group (for
example by PROGRESS-Plus characteristics [24]) will be
provided where this is reported in the literature.
Given the heterogeneity of the evidence included in

the review, the body of evidence will be assessed accord-
ing to the four principles laid out in the CERQual ap-
proach which are (1) the methodological limitations of
the studies which make up the evidence, (2) the rele-
vance of findings to the review question, (3) the coher-
ence of the findings and (4) the adequacy of the data
supporting the findings [25].

Discussion
This systematic review, following an abbreviated process,
will identify the harms associated with gambling. Harms
to the gambler, to their close associates and to wider so-
ciety will be reported. This review is part of a wider
piece of work being undertaken by PHE to understand
better the public health implications of gambling, in re-
sponse to growing concerns about such harms. This will
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be one of the most extensive reviews of harms under-
taken to date.
The strengths of this review include the rigorous system-

atic methods, a detailed search of both published and grey
literature and the identification of additional literature
from an Expert Reference Group. This review has already
been registered with PROSPERO, the register of systematic
reviews. Given the wide scope of the review and resulting
heterogeneity of studies included, a challenge will be to
provide a comprehensive synthesis of the data.

Supplementary information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.
1186/s13643-020-01397-4.

Additional file 1. The Ovid MEDLINE search.

Abbreviations
AMSTAR: Assessing the Methodological Quality of Systematic Reviews;
CASP: Critical Appraisal Skills Programme; CERQual: Confidence in the
Evidence from Reviews of Qualitative Research; DSM: Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual; NICE: National Institute for Health and Care Excellence;
OECD: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development;
PGSI: Problem Gambling Severity Index; PHE: Public Health England

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the following people who either supported the
development of the methods or provided feedback on the protocol:
Jenny Mason, Mary Gatineau, Fionnuala O’Toole, Alyson Jones, Dr Robyn
Burton, Marguerite Regan, Clive Henn, Dr Felix Greaves and Professor John
Marsden.

Authors’ contributions
CB and RC developed the methods. NPS developed the search strategy. All
participated in drafting the manuscript. RC will be the guarantor of the
review. The authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This review will be funded by Public Health England. Employees of Public
Health England wrote this protocol.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1Public Health England, Liverpool, UK. 2Suite 3b, Cunard Building, Water
Street, Liverpool L3 1DS, UK. 3Public Health England, Bristol, UK. 4Public
Health England, London, UK.

Received: 8 January 2020 Accepted: 25 May 2020

References
1. Gambling Commission. Gambling participation in 2018: behaviour,

awareness and attitudes. Birmingham: Gambling Commission; 2019.
2. The Lancet. Problem gambling is a public health concern. Lancet. 2017;390:913.
3. BeGambleAware. What is self exclusion? 2019 [25th October 2019]. Available from:
https://www.begambleaware.org/safer-gambling/what-is-self-exclusion/.

4. Conolly A, Davies B, Fuller E, Heinze N, Wardel H. Gambling behaviour in
Great Britain in 2016. Evidence from England, Scotland and Wales. London:
NatCen Social Research; 2018.

5. Browne M, Langham E, Rawat V, Greer N, Li E, Rose J, et al. Assessing
gambling-related harm in Victoria: a public health perspective. Melbourne:
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation; 2016.

6. BeGambleAware. How is gambling regulated? 2019 [25th October 2019].
Available from: https://www.begambleaware.org/understanding-gambling/
how-is-gambling-regulated/.

7. King D, Delfabbro P. Predatory monetization schemes in video games (e.g.
‘loot boxes’) and internet gaming disorder. Addiction. 2018;113:1967–9.

8. Gambling Commission. Young people & gambling 2018. Birmingham:
Gambling Commission; 2018.

9. Zendle D, Cairns P. Loot boxes are again linked to problem gambling:
results of a replication study. PLoS ONE. 2019;14(3):e0213194.

10. Black D, Coryell W, Crowe R, McCormick B, Shaw M, Allen J. Suicide
ideations, suicide attempts, and completed suicide in persons with
pathological gambling and their first-degree relatives. Suicide Life Threat
Behav. 2015;45(6):7000–709.

11. Chou K-L, Afifi T. Disordered (pathologic or problem) gambling and axis I
psychiatric disorders: results from the national epidemiologic survey on
alcohol and related conditions. Am J Epidemiol. 2011;173(11):1289–97.

12. Parhami I, Siani A, Rosenthal R, Lin S, Collard M, Fong T. Sleep and gambling
severity in a community sample of gamblers. J Addict Dis. 2012;31(1):67–79.

13. Dowling N, Suomi A, Jackson A, Lavis T, Patford J, Cockman S, et al.
Problem gambling and intimate partner violence: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Trauma Violence Abuse. 2016;17(1):43–61.

14. Binde P. Gambling-related employee embezzlement: a study of Swedish
newspaper reports. J Gamb Iss. 2016;34:12–31.

15. Tricco A, Langlois E, Straus S. Rapid reviews to strengthen health policy and
systems: a practical guide. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2017.

16. Wardle H, Reith G, Best D, McDaid D, Platt A. Measuring gambling-related
harms: a framework for action. London: The London School of Economics
and Political Science; 2018.

17. Langham E, Thorne H, Browne M, Donaldson P, Rose J, Rockloff M.
Understanding gambling related harm: a proposed definition, conceptual
framework, and taxonomy of harms. BMC Public Health. 2016;16:80.

18. Economic and Social Research Council. Annual report and accounts, 2006-
07. Swindon: Economic and Social Research Council; 2007.

19. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Developing NICE guidelines:
the manual. London: National Institute for Health and Care Excellence; 2014.

20. Shea B, Reeves B, Wells G, Thuku M, Hamel C, Moran J, et al. AMSTAR 2: a critical
appraisal tool for systematic reviews that include randomised or non-randomised
studies of healthcare interventions, or both. Br Med J. 2017;21:4008.

21. Wells G, Shea B, O'Connell D, Peterson J, Welch V, Losos M, et al. The
Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for assessing the quality of nonrandomised
studies in meta-analyses. 2019 [12th November 2019]. Available from: http://
www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_epidemiology/oxford.asp.

22. Critical Appraisal Skills Programme. CASP checklists. 2018 [12th November
2019]. Available from: https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/.

23. Popay J, Roberts H, Sowdon A, Petticrew M, Arai L, Rodgers M, et al.
Guidance on the conduct of narrative synthesis in systematic reviews.
Lancaster: Lancaster University; 2006.

24. Cochrane Methods Group. PROGRESS-Plus. 2019 [12th November 2019].
Available from: https://methods.cochrane.org/equity/projects/evidence-
equity/progress-plus.

25. Cochrane Methods Group. CERQual: a new approach for supporting the use
of qualitative evidence in decision making. 2019 [12th November 2019].
Available from: https://methods.cochrane.org/qi/news/cerqual-new-
approach-supporting-use-qualitative-evidence-decision-making.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-020-01397-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-020-01397-4
https://www.begambleaware.org/safer-gambling/what-is-self-exclusion/
https://www.begambleaware.org/understanding-gambling/how-is-gambling-regulated/
https://www.begambleaware.org/understanding-gambling/how-is-gambling-regulated/
http://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_epidemiology/oxford.asp
http://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_epidemiology/oxford.asp
https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/
https://methods.cochrane.org/equity/projects/evidence-equity/progress-plus
https://methods.cochrane.org/equity/projects/evidence-equity/progress-plus
https://methods.cochrane.org/qi/news/cerqual-new-approach-supporting-use-qualitative-evidence-decision-making
https://methods.cochrane.org/qi/news/cerqual-new-approach-supporting-use-qualitative-evidence-decision-making

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Discussion
	Systematic review registration

	Background
	Methods
	Definitions
	Eligibility criteria
	Other inclusion criteria
	Exclusion criteria

	Search strategy
	Electronic searches
	Grey literature
	Additional searches

	Main and secondary outcomes
	Screening
	Data extraction
	Risk of bias assessment
	Analysis

	Discussion
	Supplementary information
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

